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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

Pageants, Processions and Plays: Representations of Royal and State
Power and the Common Audience in Early Modern England

This thesis examines certain important aspects of theatrical practice in early
modern England, as they were manifested in Shakespeare’s history plays and
pageant literature produced for Queen Elizabeth 1 on procession. This study
regards the events marked by these two literary forms as discrete though
related theatrical formations, and seeks to examine and question the ways in
which Shakespearean criticism and pageant analysis regard both genres as
aesthetically equivalent as well as being cultural forms both characterised and
linked by their valorisation of state authority. This thesis asserts that such a
conceptualisation simplifies the nature of the plays and the pageants as material
events, as well as the literature produced for these events. Instead, it argues
that a closer examination of the human context in which pageants, processions
and plays occurred, and in which the literature for them was performed, enables
the construction of an alternative viewpoint. A reprocessing of primary and
secondary material while prioritising the fact that a large proportion of
audiences who witnessed the pageants, processions and plays were comprised
of the common people of early modern England, allows for different
perceptions of these cultural events. The presence of these common people has
traditionally been either ignored or undervalued and, through a close
examination of contemporary records, this thesis proceeds to argue that, as
they were the targets of official, dominant ideology, their presence was

significant.



CONTENTS

Abstract of thesis
Contents

List of Illustrations
List of Appendices

Acknowledgments

Pageants, Processions and Plays

Introduction  “Triumphal Processions”
Chapter 1 Three Case Studies

Chapter 2 “Her spiritual, mystical, transforming power”: Elizabeth
on Procession and the Common Audience

Chapter 3 “Tyme hath brought me hether”: Readings of Elizabeth
on Procession

Chapter 4 “Troubles and disturbances exist”: Elizabeth on
Procession and Literary Criticism

Chapter 5 “Evell & disordered people”: Shakespeare’s Audience

Chapter 6 “The teares of ten thousand spectators”: Readings of
Shakespeare’s Henry VI and Henry VIII

Chapter 7 “In triumph to the King”: New Historicism and
Shakespeare’s History Plays

Conclusion
Illustrations

Appendices

Bibliography

i
iii

iv

vi

48

87

159

211

251

265

314

335

338

342

345



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Fig. 1. A Procession Picture 339

Fig. 2. Elizabeth’s Coronation Procession (Detail) 340

Fig. 3. The Ditchley Portrait 341




LIST OF APPENDICES
Appendix 1 Victory Procession (1588) 343

Appendix 2 Theobald’s Inventory (1583) 344



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to thank all of those people who have helped and supported me in
writing this thesis. Firstly I would like to thank my colleagues at Brunel
University for creating a stimulating environment in which to work. I would
especially like to thank Professor Maureen Moran for her continued support.
The administrative staff have also been very helpful, and I am particularly

appreciative of the help given to me by Ann-Marie Muyjico.

Nina Taunton has been both a great colleague and great friend, and I would
like to thank her for the close reading of each chapter she undertook, and the

excellent advice she always proferred. I appreciate her perception and trust.

I have been excellently guided through this project by Tony Bromham, who
was always ready to listen and to give constructive advice. I am particularly
thankful to him for helping me through the first difficult months, and for

inspiring me to overcome these difficulties.

Finally, and most importantly, I would like to thank Christiane and Danny for

their love and support. Without their patience and understanding this work

would not have been possible and I dedicate this thesis to them both.

vi



PAGEANTS, PROCESSIONS AND PLAYS

vii



To Christiane and Danny

viii



INTRODUCTION

“TRIUMPHAL PROCESSIONS”

The subject areas examined in this thesis have been divided into two major
categories. The first, pageant and procession literature has, to a great extent,
traditionally been critically ignored. The second, Shakespeare’s history plays,
has been the subject of a massive and almost unquantifiable amount of critical
investigation.! The aim of this current study is not to in any way identify this
inequality of attention as unjustified and then seek to redress the perceived

imbalance, but rather to survey and investigate these artefacts and events as

'Until the 1980’s, literary criticism in general was to a great extent geared to what was
perceived to be “enduring” literature, rather than “occasional” literature such as pageants
and court masques. Some of the important studies of procession literature include the
following: John Nichols, The Progresses And Public Processions Of Queen Elizabeth 1, 3
Vols. (1823; New York: AMS Press, 1977); Robert Withington, English Pageantry: An
Historical Outline, 2 Vols. (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1918-1920);
Sydney Anglo, Spectacle, Pageantry And Early Tudor Policy (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1969); David M. Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 1558-1642 (London: Edward Arnold
Ltd, 1971); Jean Wilson, Entertainments For Elizabeth 1 (Woodbridge: D. S. Brewer, 1980);
Roy Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth: Elizabethan Portraiture And Pageantry (Wallop: Thames
and Hudson, 1977) and Splendour At Court (London: Weidenfield and Nicolson, 1973).
Large sections of the following are also devoted to processions: E. K. Chambers, The
Elizabethan Stage, 4 Vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923) 1: 106-148 and 4: 60-130;
Glynne Wickham, Early English Stages 1300-1660, 4 Vols. (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1959) 1: 51-111 and 2: 206-244. The list of critical texts dealing with Shakespeare’s
history plays is too long to outline here in detail, but some of the major studies include the
following: E. M. W. Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays (1944; London: Chatto and
Windus, 1966); Lily B. Campbell, Shakespeare’s ‘Histories’: Mirrors of Elizabethan Policy
(1947; London: Methuen & Co, 1977); H. A. Kelly, Divine Providence in the England of
Shakespeare’s Histories (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1970); John Wilders,
The Lost Garden: A View of Shakespeare’s English and Roman History Plays (Totowa, New
Jersey: Rowman & Littlefield, 1978); Phyllis Rackin, Stages of History: Shakespeare’s
English Chronicles (London: Routledge, 1991); Graham Holderness, Shakespeare Recycled:
The Making of Historical Drama (Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1992); Jean E.
Howard and Phyllis Rackin, Engendering a Nation: A Feminist Account of Shakespeare’s
English Histories (London: Routledge, 1997). It is also necessary to acknowledge the
importance of two essays which appeared in the 1980s, Stephen Greenblatt’s “Invisible
Bullets: Renaissance Authority and its Subversion, Henry IV and Henry V,” and Leonard
Tennenhouse’s “Strategies of State and Political Plays: A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Henry
1V, Henry V, Henry VIIL,” both of which are contained in Alan Sinfield and Jonathan
Dollimore, eds., Political Shakespeare: Essays In Cultural Materialism (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1985) 18-47 and 109-128 respectively. A plethora of single
play studies also exists.




related theatrical discourses. The history plays of Shakespeare, that category
of critical plenitude, are widely regarded to be amongst the greatest cultural
productions in the English language, indeed in any language, and are the site of
an ongoing ideological struggle within the institution of Literature, a struggle
that continually witnesses political realignments and regroupings in the light of
vacillating theoretical developments. Dramatic pageant literature produced for
Elizabethan royal entries and royal progresses on the other hand has been, to a
large extent, critically abandoned in the sense that it has often been seen to be
mechanically constructed and thus of limited literary interest, and as wholly
transparent in its ideological desire and therefore worthless as a site of potential

political contestation.’

Pageant literature has therefore, along with the actual public events it sought to
commemorate, traditionally been held to be an unproblematic example of the
state displaying sovereign power to the marginalised and suitably impressed
subject. In much the same way, Shakespeare’s history plays have often been
seen to underwrite monarchical and state authority in their celebrations of this

same English absolutism, albeit it in more complex, deferred ways. The

With the exception of the works listed above, analysis of processions and processional
literature has never figured as part of mainstream Renaissance criticism. This situation has
altered somewhat recently, mainly due to the importance given by the New Historicism to
incidents of Elizabeth parading herself in public and the effects of these royal displays. See
for example: Stephen Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare
(1980; Chicago: The University Of Chicago Press, 1984); Leonard Tennenhouse, Power On
Display: The Politics Of Shakespeare’s Genres (London: Methuen, 1986); Stephen Orgel,
The Illusion Of Power: Political Theatre In The English Renaissance (Berkeley: University
Of California Press, 1975); Jonathan Goldberg, James 1 and the Politics of Literature
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983). All of these studies are heavily
influenced by the work of Michel Foucault, particularly his theorisation of Renaissance
public display in Discipline And Punish: The Birth Of The Prison (1975; Harmondsworth:
Pcnguin Books, 1982).




notion of order has been perceived as their dominant coda, and Shakespeare
himself as the Elizabethan state’s chief cultural ideologue. That this is a
position which is contested by any number of Renaissance critics is a sign of
the centrality of Shakespearean studies within the literary institution, and

signals the marginality of pageant literature in compalrison.3

In this study, I wish to read both types of public event and their respective
literatures in a way described by Walter Benjamin as one that attempts to
“brush history against the grain,”* as one that will try to ascertain whether, and
in what ways, they produced and negotiated the ideological effects prescribed
to them, and to question if they were successful in their perceived normative

functions. That is to say, it takes seriously the claims made for both literary

3All of the studies of Shakespeare’s history plays listed above generally hold such a position.
However, this position has been problematised since the early 1980s and the position of
Shakespeare in our society is now a contested one. Two particular collections of essays can be
regarded as the foundational texts for this problematisation: John Drakakis, ed., Alternative
Shakespeares (London: Routledge, 1985) and Alan Sinfield and Jonathan Dollimore, eds.,
Political Shakespeare: Essays In Cultural Materialism. The fact that this is a contested field is
evident in the plethora of studies that take this problematisation as their starting point. See for
example: Ivo Kamps, ed., Shakespeare Left and Right (London: Routledge, Chapman & Hall,
1991); Graham Holdemess, ed., The Shakespeare Myth (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1988); Patricia Parker and Geoffrey Harman, eds., Shakespeare and the Question of
Theory (London: Methuen, 1985).

*Formulated in his seminal “Theses On The Philosophy Of History,” Illuminations, trans.
Harry Zohn, ed. and intro., Hannah Arendt (1970; London: Fontana Press, 1992) 245-255:
248. This formulation of historical practice by Benjamin has been highly influential since the
1970s, and can be regarded as one of the founding principles of a broadly Marxist approach to
investigations of the past. Many of the essays in Alternative Shakespeares, Political
Shakespeare and The Shakespeare Myth are influenced by Benjamin’s dictum, as is the
approach to Literature and History generally termed Cultural Materialism. The works of such
critics as Terry Eagleton, Alan Sinfield, Jonathan Dollimore and Francis Barker among others
all acknowledge a debt to Benjamin. See for example: Terry Eagleton, Walter Benjamin:
Towards a Revolutionary Criticism (London: Verso, 1981); Alan Sinfield, Faultlines: Cultural
Materialism and the Politics of Dissident Reading (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1992);
Jonathan Dollimore, Radical Tragedy: Religion, Ideology and Power in the Drama of
Shakespeare and his Contemporaries (Brighton: Harvester, 1984); Francis Barker, The Culture
Of Violence: Essays on Tragedy and History (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1993).

3



forms that they (overtly or covertly) functioned in the service of state power
and conventional notions of order, and ponders whether they were then
successful in fulfilling this function. More specifically, this thesis will subject
both primary and secondary literature to Benjamin’s further claim that all
cultural artefacts that have been passed down to the present as such
articulations of conventional order are participating in a “triumphal
procession” which occludes other potential meanings. Benjamin believes that
these “cultural treasures” must be viewed “with cautious detachment,” in order
for the process of their transmission through time to be analysed both

rationally and adequately.’

That the two separate genres of Shakespearean historical drama and pageant
literature project an identical ideological desire is unsurprising, given the fact
that they have traditionally been regarded as commensurate with each other.
This commensurability has been seen to be unproblematic and evident,
demonstrated by Andrew Cairncross, who writes with reference to
Shakespeare’s first tetralogy:

3Henry VI is much more than a pageant for the
eye. It is part of a great all-embracing
conception of a pageant in which England and
man himself work out the expiation of an
original crime [the removal from the throne of
Richard II] towards the final reassertion of a
divinely controlled universal order [the
establishment of Henry VII as king].®

’Benjamin, “Theses On The Philosophy Of History,” Illuminations 248.
$Andrew S Cairncross, ed., introduction, 3 Henry VI, by William Shakespeare, The Arden
Shakespeare (London: Methuen & Co, 1964) xiii-Ixvi: 1xvi.
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Here, the play is read as no more than a pageant device in which the
population/audience is instilled with a monolithic, normative message that
reflects the dominant ideology. Given that traditionally, both pageant
displays/processions and Shakespeare’s history plays have been read as being
equivalent in their ideological desire, it is a central aim of this thesis to apply
the same reading model to both genres. That is to say, that as both forms of
cultural event have been linked in this way it is possible to read both cultural
forms according to the same methodology. Before outlining this methodology,
it 1s necessary to trace the development of the process of verisimilitude that
exists between these two literary forms, as well as the implications that arise
from such a process. This will require a questioning of the direct link that has
been made between these two discrete cultural phenomena, and show it to be
responsible for interpretations of both pageant literature and the history plays
which see them as little more than expressions of the same dominant ideology.
%* % %k
Elizabethan England was witness to many processions undertaken by the
sovereign, who was keenly aware of their value as public relations exercises.
A number of the country’s major cities were host to royal entries in which the
Queen and her court paraded through the streets, and the population of the
countryside frequently had the opportunity to view the monarch on one of her
many summer progresses to the houses of various noblemen. These royal

entries and progresses were very well documented, many of the entertainments



which took place appearing in print soon after they were performed.” Despite
this profusion of celebratory texts, they were not gathered together in one

collection until 220 years after her death, in John Nichols’ The Progresses and

Public Processions of Queen Elizabeth 1, published in 1823, and very much

the founding text of the genre of processional pageant literature. Nichols
gathered together not only all of the various pampbhlets that described the
entertainments performed for Elizabeth, but also many letters and documents
which tell of each procession’s preparation and realisation. It is therefore an
essential source of primary material, though a collection of data rather than a
critique, having little to say about the function of pageants and progresses, and

few words too regarding the nature of Elizabeth’s reign.®

"The documents relating to the movements of the Court and entertainments performed in the
monarch’s presence are various and dispersed, and include a number of dispatches from
foreign ambassadors also collected in various editions of the Calendar of State Papers. These
accounts are too numerous to list here in their entirety, as there are records referring to
numerous examples for most years of Elizabeth’s reign. However, important examples exist in
Calendar Of State Papers & Manuscripts (Spanish) (1568-69) 50-51 and 611; Calendar Of
State Papers (Venetian) (1558-1580) 12-16. Also important is Raphael Holinshed,
Holinshed’s Chronicles Of England, Scotland, and Ireland, 6 Vols. (London: J. Johnson, 1807)
4: 159-175. It is also worth noting the many references made to processions in J. G. Nichols,
ed., The Diary Of Henry Machyn, Citizen And Merchant-Taylor Of London: From A.D. 1550
To A.D. 1563 (London: Camden Society, 1848). E. K. Chambers has collected together the
vast majority of these documents and has formed a “Court Calendar” for the years 1558-1616
in The Elizabethan Stage 4: 75-130. The entertainments themselves were frequently
published--often anonymously, sometimes under the name of the author--by the noble upon
whose estate the entertainment was performed. See, for example, George Gascoigne, Princely
Pleasures (London: J. H. Burn, 1821); John Lyly, The Complete Works of John Lyly, ed. R.
Warwick Bond, 3 Vols. (1902; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973) 1:403-504; Nichols, Elizabeth
2:136-178, 179-213, and 533-599.

$Whilst the seven volumes that comprise Nichols’ examination of processions (as well as the
three regarding Queen Elizabeth there are an additional four on the reign of James 1) are
exhaustive, it is worth noting that very little of the author himself comes through. That is to
say, that Nichols adopts the role of compiler of the (invaluable) material he has gathered
together. See also The Progresses And Public Processions Of James 1, 4 Vols. (1828; New
York, AMS Press, 1977).

6



Given the profusion of Renaissance literary criticism, it is surprising that
studies which examine literature that was produced for processions and
progresses as a discrete literary form are scarce, and even with the broadening
of the area of research to include more exclusive forms of pageant literature
such as court masques, tilts and tournaments, examples of analysis are not

numerous. E. K. Chambers’ The Elizabethan Stage and Glynne Wickham’s

Early English Stages 1300-1660, are two of the more comprehensive studies,
both attempting in their own ways to analyse dramatic practice in its entirety
within the temporal limits they set themselves. Chambers is the more
interesting in terms of social and political contexts, and remains the only
analyst to cast a critical eye over processional practice in the Elizabethan era.
Wickham, whose area of investigation is broader in that he examines drama
over a period of three and a half centuries, concentrates much more on the
development of theatrical practice as an enclosed cultural form, and has much

of interest to say in terms of a perceived emblematic tradition.’

The first examination of the public generation of pageantry as a discrete

cultural form was Robert Withington’s English Pageantry, which appeared in

1918. Withington traces the development of pageantry in its public form since
its inception in folk custom, and its subsequent determining encounter with the

royal entry. While he has little to say about the processions of Elizabeth 1, he

*Wickham outlines a continuum from the Roman triumphal processions to Renaissance
processions, providing interesting insights into how embedded these public events were in the
relationship between sovereign/ruler and subject; see for example 1: 51-63. I shall be
examining this continuity in chapter one. A particularly interesting aspect of Wickham’s
research is his study of the traditions of pageant emblems (2: 206-236).

7



does illuminate the evolution of public pageantry that came to characterise
Elizabeth’s reign. He writes:

During the centuries from Edward 1 to Elizabeth
this kind of entertainment was developing in
London under the stimulus of the ‘royal entry.’
Without the hampering tradition of folk-custom,
and with the conscious planning of poets and
engineers, pageantry developed rapidly, drawing
from folk, from history, from romance, the
Bible, saint’s legend and the tournament....In
1432 Lydgate gave it allegory, and soon--as a
result of history and allegory--we find

" personification. Symbolism is almost
inseparable from it; and with the necessity of
explaining symbolism, speech appeared.]0

This is the stage it had reached by the time of Elizabeth’s pre-coronation
“Recognition March” of 14th January, 1558, in which she became a central

participant in the dramatic devices performed in her honour.

While Withington has much to say about the development of the royal entry,
he does not consider, to any useful extent, royal progresses. This is true also
of the next major work on public pageantry to appear, Sydney Anglo’s

Spectacle, Pageantry, and Early Tudor Policy. The fact that this was published

in 1969, over fifty years after Withington’s study, further underlines the
relative invisibility of pageantry as a literary genre and, as indicated in Anglo’s
title, as a politically vibrant cultural practice. Anglo’s attention is given to the
productions of pageantry that occurred in the reigns of Elizabeth’s ancestors,

with a final chapter that, to a great extent, merely chronicles her pre-coronation

Withington 1: 84,



procession as it appears in Nichols’ earlier work. Anglo does however choose
the term “spectacle” in his description of royal entries, pre-empting Michel
Foucault, whose formulation of the notion of the early modern period as a
predominantly “spectacular” one has become so important in recent literary
critical practice. Foucault was later to conclude that royal processions were
occasions very much determined by the desire to demonstrate a spectacular

display of sovereign power.!!

We enter what could be called the modern-era of public-pageant criticism with

the appearance of David Bergeron’s seminal English Civic Pageantry 1558-

1642. Published in 1971, it is a work focused exclusively upon the royal
entries and progresses of Elizabeth and James 1, as well as the Lord Mayor’s
Shows which took place within those dates. Bergeron defines his area of
interest as “civic pageantry,” which he says, “refers to entertainments that, like
the public theatre of Shakespeare’s time, were generally accessible to the
public, as contrasted with the private theatres or the court masques.”'? This is
reminiscent of the limits of John Nichols’ founding text, a source which
Bergeron frequently uses. His re-definition (or rather re-recognition) of these
limits comes 150 years after Nichols’ initial definition and, although his study
is now a quarter of a century old, it remains the latest word on English civic

pageantry. Jean Wilson’s Entertainments For Elizabeth 1, which focuses

''See particularly the first two chapters of Discipline And Punish, in which Foucault outlines
the subject/sovereign relationship that he believes characterised early modern “spectacular”
societies.

l2Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 2.




mainly on a number of specific progress entertainments, and the various studies
by Roy Strong, have added little to our knowledge of Elizabethan public
pageantry.” In fact, the only new or fresh evaluation of this processional
practice has come from mainstream Renaissance literary studies and, more
specifically, from the critical practice so popular in American departments of

Literature, the New Historicism.**

Although the availability of analysis is therefore limited, there is a conventional
perception of both the ideological thrust of processions, and their success in
achieving their ideological aims. John Nichols regards them as part of

»15

Elizabeth’s “plan of popularity,””” while Christopher Haigh recognises them as
“major public relations exercises.”'® The fulfilment of the official purpose of
these exercises is never doubted, Neville Williams, for example, regarding the
processions as effective means of winning “the average subject’s bonds of

17 and Zillah Dovey declaring that they represented one of

affection,
Elizabeth’s “successful policies.”’® Their perceived normative effect is clear

and unproblematic for these critics, the processions, according to Bergeron,

3Jean Wilson, Entertainments For Elizabeth 1; Roy Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth and
Splendour At Court. Each of these studies provides a conventional view of processions, and
consequently adds little to Bergeron. Strong’s Splendour At Court is however useful with
regard to his examination of a perceived tradition of public processions.

"“This treatment has however been brief: see Goldberg 32-33; Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets,”
44, and Renaissance Self-Fashioning 166-7; Tennenhouse, Power On Display 102; Louis
Montrose, ““Eliza, Queene of shepheardes,’ and the Pastoral of Power,” English Literary
Renaissance 10.2. (Spring, 1980): 153-82.

Nichols, Elizabeth 1: xi.

1%Haigh, Elizabeth 1 147.

"Neville Williams, The Courts Of Europe: Politics, Patronage And Royalty 1400-1800, ed.
A. G Dickens (London: Thames And Hudson, 1977) 147-167: 164.

187illah Dovey, An Elizabethan Progress: The Queen’s Journey Into East Anglia, 1578
(Stroud: Alan Sutton Publishing Ltd, 1996) 1.

10




“winning additional loyalty and support,”"? for Elizabeth. Traditionally, these

same ideological effects are also attributed to Shakespearean historical drama.

While there are a number of direct examples of processions and pageantry in
the history plays, most notably in Henry VIII, Shakespeare himself was one of
the few major dramatists of the early modern period who did not write for the
official state or civic pageant celebrations. During the reign of James 1 in
particular, dramatists such as Thomas Middleton, John Webster and Thomas
Dekker all produced such pageant texts, mostly, though not exclusively, for the
annual Lord Mayor’s Show.?’ Ever since the foundation of the public theatres
in Elizabethan London, the close connection between processional/pageant
drama and the regular theatre has been recognised by most historical and
literary critics, the majority of whom have particularly emphasised the affinity
between the pageant form and Shakespeare’s history plays. Glynne Wickham,
for example, believes that pageant discourse directly influenced the regular
theatre, the former actually leading to “Shakespeare’s History plays with their
thinly veiled sermons on government.”?' Indeed, he goes on to say that the

pageant devices performed at Elizabeth’s pre-coronation procession provided

“Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 9.

XSee for example: Thomas Dekker, Troia-Nova Triumphans, The Dramatic Works of Thomas
Dekker, ed. Fredson Bowers, 4 Vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961) 4: 97-
113, and London’s Tempe 3: 225-249; Thomas Middleton, The Triumphs Of Truth (London:
N. Okes, 1613) and The Triumphs Of Love And Antiquity (London: N. Okes, 1619); Thomas
Heywood, Londons Ius Honorarium, The Dramatic Works of Thomas Heywood, 6 Vols.
(London: John Pearson, 1874) 4: 269-281, and Londons Harbour of Health and Happiness 4:
285-300.

2'Wickham 1: 63. The link which Wickham makes could not in fact be more direct, as he
believes that part of Cranmer’s famous closing speech in Henry VIII (V. v. 48)--as well as
Macbeth (IV. I. 86)--were in fact “borrowed” from Ben Jonson’s Genius Urbis, a pageant
device written for the entry of James I into London in 1603. See 1: 74-75.
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Shakespeare with “the governing theme of [his] subsequent history plays,”22

an opinion shared by David Bergeron who writes, in connection with the same

procession:

Elizabeth is viewed as an important part of a
ruling house which brought unity and peace to
England, part of the ‘Tudor myth’ of history, a
story and theme explored even more fully on the
public stage decades later in Shakespeare’s
history plays. Shakespeare could build on what
had been stated in the pageant theatre in brief,
emblematic terms.”*

This relationship has been regarded by many as more than a thematic one.

Alice Venezky, for example, in her Pageantry on the Shakespeare Stage,

claims that the pageant device is a pervasive motif in most Elizabethan and
Jacobean historical drama, not least because many of the dramatists worked in
both theatrical forms.** Minoru Fujita, building on Venezky’s thesis, makes
even further claims for the connection, his contention being that pageantry
itself actually guided Shakespearean historical drama and, importantly,
functioned in the plays in a comparable way to its functioning outside of the
theatre, in a way that could be described as normative. His reading of Henry’s
rejection of Falstaff in 2Henry IV is a case in point:

Falstaff’s evil doings have now become too

manifest and must have made the audience far

less sympathetic. When he is rejected, the
congratulatory feeling largely due to the

2Wickham 1: 72.

»Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 17.

#Alice S. Venezky, Pageantry On The Shakespearean Stage (New York: Twayne Publishers,
1951). The pervasive motif of which Venezky speaks is the conventional one in terms of the
history plays: “Since all of these ideas [proper kingship, order, peace] which are treated later
in the drama were first expressed in a similar medium in the street shows, it is safe to assume
that the drama looked to the pageant for figures, symbols and devices with which to state these
common themes” (110).

12



pageant-like spectacle of the splendid royal
procession unfolds itself more openly in the
purging of this now undesirable foul figure.’

5

This idea of the normative effect of pageantry within the plays is as
problematic as its similarly determined effects in the streets, and Fujita’s thesis
regarding this point is particularly questionable. This is clear when he says
that the “foulness” of the clothes worn by Falstaff and the other common
characters “must have been interpreted by the Shakespearean audience as a
sign of their moral foulness or degradation, [and] which ... may be set as
opposite to the moral integrity the new king has achieved.”?® Fujita stresses
this by referring to the dramatic juxtaposition of Henry and the immediate
appearance of the degraded Falstaff, believing the latter to articulate “a
shocking contrast with the solemn, sumptuous beauty that King Henry and the
royal procession as a whole has presented to the eyes of the audience.””’ In
this thesis I seek to question such perceptions of the successful valorisation of
nobility at the expense of common characters in Shakespeare’s plays, as well
as the perceived normative effect of processions, both on the stage and in the
streets. Fujita’s theorisation of a process of subjection through costume is a
pertinent example of this perception, and is misfounded for two main reasons.
Firstly, it is a fact that the majority of the audience of the play would have

been dressed similarly to Falstaff and the other common characters, and would

therefore probably not associate such clothing with “moral foulness or

»Minoru Fujita, Pageantry And Spectacle In Shakespeare (Tokyo: Renaissance Institute,
1982) 93.

%Fujita 92.

TFujita 88.
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degradation.” Secondly, it should be remembered that the character of Falstaff
was undoubtedly one of the most popular that Shakespeare created, and that he
was particularly popular with the Elizabethan audience. Thus when Fujita
talks about “the Shakespearean audience,” it is clear that he is in fact only
referring to a section who were educated or financially secure, and who were

therefore likely to identify with the nobility in the play.®

This perception of the normative thrust of pageantry in Shakespearean drama

is apparent in the collection of essays Pageantry in the Shakespearean

Theatre.” Many of these essays focus upon different forms of pageantry and
processions, from funerals to court masques, progresses to royal entries, and
produce an overriding theory that Shakespeare, in order to give life to his
perceived necessity for the presence of pageantry in his historical plays,
represented it verbally, as splendour through spectacular language. Thus the
plays--particularly those of the second tetralogy--are seen to be, to a large
extent, defined by their need to verbally represent pageantry (due to the
Elizabethan theatres’ material restrictions) and that, much like Fujita’s
argument, this pageantry functioned in a way that sought to enhance royal
power. The primary function of the plays is perceived as being one which
instructs the audience (Fujita would say that the same work is done through

spectacular costume). Thus there is felt to be a need to represent the normative

2Fujita’s thesis is no doubt one attempt at trying the read the pageant signs in the
Shakespearean theatre: “People saw a crown or other regalia on the Elizabethan pageant stage
or on the regular stage ... {and] could readily apprehend an invisible idea of royalty” (10).
®David M. Bergeron, ed., Pageantry In The Shakespearean Theatre (Athens, Georgia:
University of Georgia Press, 1989).
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aspects of pageantry; disorder/doubt defeated and destroyed by the emergence
of the legitimate monarch, who subsequently restores (divine) order. In these
readings, this task is achieved on stage verbally, due to the impossibility of

staging actual spectacular events.

A dialectical and developmental relationship between civic pageantry and the
public theatre in the early modern era is not a difficult concept to grasp and
affirm, as David Bergeron confirms, writing that what “is alive and viable in
the streets may have similar vitality in the Globe.”*® However, the further
perception of the passage of a normative significance from the pageant theatre,
with its performances of simple historical and political moralities, to the
regular drama (and to Shakespeare’s history plays in particular), denotes a
definite blurring of the ideological boundaries of two interdependent but
discrete dramatic forms. This blurring however represents conventional
knowledge, and constitutes a process which it is a central aim of this thesis to
examine and question. Such a reality is perhaps best demonstrated in Marion

Wynne-Davies’s The Renaissance: From 1500-1660, part of the series of

Bloomsbury’s Guides to English Literature, and thus effectively a text-book.
The final part of Davies’s study provides an alphabetically ordered reference
section in which, under the term “Pageant” the following--which I quote at
length--is entered:

the traditions of the pageant are twofold: in one

sense it is purely spectacle, but in another it may
be a spectacle combined with the narrative of a

*Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 162.
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conflict, which is dramatic only because the
conflict is seen as symbolic of human
experience. This second sense of the pageant
tradition is important for understanding
Elizabethan history plays, especially those of
Shakespeare. Thus, in Henry IV, Part 1 the
modern audience is inclined to see the drama as
a conflict for the identity of Prince Hal, who on
the one hand is faced with the temptations of
self-indulgence through Falstaff, and on the
other with the task of winning ‘honour’ from
Hotspur. Yet the audience is misled by this
approach, since in L ii. Prince Hal declares that
he is in no danger of yielding to Falstaff, and his
acquisition of honour is also foreknown through
the historical fact of the battle of Agincourt; Hal
is thus not the hero of an inner moral and an
outer physical conflict, at least in the sense that
there is the smallest uncertainty in the
audience’s mind about the outcome. On the
other hand, Falstaff and Hotspur--the self-
indulgent favourite and the self-centred
politician--are dangers to which any nation is
everlastingly exposed. Thus the dramatic
interest of the play is not Hal but the nation, and
the play is essentially the re-enactment of a
conflict to which the nation is perpetually
exposed--a dramatic pageant in the mystery and
morality tradition.?!

Davies makes a number of points in this extract, the most important for this

thesis concerning the evident affinity--indeed equivalence--that is perceived to

exist between pageant devices and Shakespeare’s history plays. Davies

indulges in a slippage whereby a definition of pageantry becomes an

explanation of a discrete dramatic text. This is perhaps the clearest example

(indulged in by all of the critics discussed above) of a blurring of

genres/cultural events, and with worrying consequences. For if it is true that

*'Marion Wynne-Davies, ed., The Renaissance: From 1500 to 1660 (London: Bloomsbury,
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the official strategy of royal entries and progresses was one of subjection
through display, irrespective of whether this was successful or not, the
implication seems to be that the strategy of Shakespearean historical drama

was, more or less, the same.

This project of equivalence has been detected by Michael Bristol, who writes
in this respect:

It has frequently been implied or suggested, that
individual plays, and in the case of
Shakespeare’s ‘tetralogies’ whole cycles of
plays, are organised in accordance with
strategies similar to those of official pageantry.
They consist of extended political anti-masques
eventually routed by the appearance of a
legitimate king. >

Bristol is of course delineating the Tillyardian conceit of “order from disorder”
that until very recently characterised so much criticism of the history plays,
whereby all disorder appears only to be overcome by the norm of order itself,
represented by the monarch as absolute and natural authority. As Catherine
Belsey writes, referring to Tillyard’s critical practice:

Behind the recurring rebellions which constitute

the plots, in Shakespeare’s mind, is the great

Elizabethan ideal, which the dramatist must have

shared with his contemporaries, degree

cosmically endorsed by the Author of the great
chain of being.*

*’Michael D. Bristol, Carnival And Theatre: Plebeian Culture And The Structure Of Authority
In Renaissance England (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1985) 198.

#Catherine Belsey, “Making Histories Then and Now: Shakespeare from Richard II to Henry
V,” The Uses Of History: Marxism, Postmodernism And The Renaissance, eds. Francis
Barker, Peter Hulme and Margot Iveson (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1991) 24-
46:31.
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Thus, not only each king represented, but Shakespeare himself routs disorder
and, as in the pageants/processions, brings peace where there was war,
harmony where there was strife. This perception demonstrates that a certain
normative “energy” can be seen to “circulate” between these cultural practices
and function in equivalent ways. Such is the foundational perception for the
most influential modern critical approach to Shakespeare, a critical approach
that has also brought renewed interest to early modern processions, the

American New Historicism.>*

The New Historicists have tended to reproduce the Tillyardian notion of a
monolithic cultural apparatus existent in early modern England, have regarded
pageant devices and the drama as equivalent (coercive) practices, and have
emphasised Shakespeare’s role as “the presiding genius of a popular, urban art
form with the capacity to foster psychic mobility in the service of Elizabethan
power.”* Although New Historicist critics such as Stephen Greenblatt,

Leonard Tennenhouse, and Jonathan Goldberg are indebted to many social and

*This notion of cultural energy circulating is a direct reference to Stephen Greenblatt’s essay
“The Circulation Of Social Energy,” in his Shakespearean Negotiations: The Circulation Of
Social Energy In Renaissance England (Oxford: Clarendon Paperbacks, 1988) 1-20. In this
essay Greenblatt delineates his belief that all cultural artefacts of a given period are related,
and from their juxtaposition certain compelling cultural laws can be ascertained. This is
reminiscent of E. M. W. Tillyard’s construction of an “Elizabethan World Picture” in his book
The Elizabethan World Picture (1943; Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1963), with its notion
of cultural adherence to certain governing, unifying universal laws in this period. Greenblatt’s
determination of one such law--that subversion in the early modern theatre was produced by
the State in order to strengthen itself--clearly resembles Tillyard’s perception of the great
Elizabethan ideal of (conventional/monarchical/hierarchical) order. For further thoughts on
the normative function of Renaissance/Shakespearean theatre, see Greenblatt’s Renaissance
Self-Fashioning, Leonard Tennenhouse’s Power On Display, and Stephen Orgel’s The [llusion
Of Power.

3Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 253.
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cultural theorists and philosophers in their work, notably Clifford Geertz and,
more problematically Louis Althusser and Jacques Derrida, it is the work of the
French philosopher Michel Foucault which can be regarded as the primary
source in the construction of their theoretical architecture. More specifically, it
is in his conception of early modern societies as being “spectacular” in terms of
the power relations between sovereign and subject, and of power continually
exalting itself in such societies through the use of various techniques of visual
display, that the New Historicists have found particularly enabling in their
critical practice.®® This concept of a normative aura surrounding forms of such
visual display, coupled with the Geertzian concept of the “textuality of reality,”
invited these literary critics to insert any form of public event into this category
of display, the early modern theatre being a natural choice. Foucault himself
regarded this theatre as a much more complex site of power relations, one
which did not demonstrate the same spectacular characteristics as such
practices as public executions. However, his conceptualisation of power in The

History Of Sexuality, together with the Geertzian model of semiotics, beckoned

such a theoretical move.>’

3*Foucault’s broadly functionalist definition of the nature of power in The History Of
Sexuality: An Introduction (1976; Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1984), can be regarded
as particularly important in this latter respect: “Power is everywhere; not because it embraces
everything, but because it comes from everywhere” (p93). Greenblatt himself has rarely
acknowledged his debt to Foucault other than in conversational asides: “the presence of
Michel Foucault on the Berkeley campus for extended visits during the last five or six years
of his life ... has helped to shape my own literary critical practice” (“Towards A Poetics Of
Culture,” The New Historicism, ed. H. Aram Veeser (London: Routledge, 1989) 1-14: 1).
3Foucault’s “soft” conceptualisation of power is that which appears in The History Of
Sexuality, and contrasts importantly with his more theoretically rigorous conceptualisation in
Discipline And Punish. Compare, for example, the quote from Foucault in the above with
what he says in Discipline And Punish: “power is exercised rather than possessed; it is not
the ‘privilege’, acquired or preserved, of the dominant class, but the overall effect of its
strategic positions--an effect that is manifested and sometimes extended by the position of
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Whilst Foucault regarded the theatre as a cultural practice that produced
significantly different effects than those he termed spectacular, one public
event that he did regard as possessing a similar spectacular nature to that of the
public execution was the royal entry, particularly one which coincided with a

unique celebration. In Discipline And Punish: The Birth Of The Prison, he

writes: that the “public execution ... is a ceremonial by which a momentarily
injured sovereignty is reconstituted,” and that it “belongs to a whole series of
great rituals in which power is eclipsed and restored (coronation, entry of the
king into a conquered city, the submission of rebellious subjects).””® As such,
he continues, “it deploys before all eyes an invincible force,” as its “aim is ...
to bring into play ... the dissymmetry between the subject ... and the all
powerful sovereign....”** Determining the equivalence of a coronation and

public execution outlines the type of society Foucault regards the early modern

those who are dominated” (26-27). While I will cover this subject in some detail in a later
chapter, it is worth saying now that this formulation, in contrast to that in The History Of
Sexuality, does allow for agency, as well as effective opposition. A clear and detailed
exposition of the work of Clifford Geertz, an American cultural anthropologist, will be
undertaken in chapter four. For now, it is worth stating that Geertz has, to a great extent, been
responsible for the constitution of New Historicist methodology and theoretical paradigms. It
is a particular essay by Geertz, “Thick Description: Towards An Interpretive Theory Of
Culture,” The Interpretation Of Cultures (1973; London: Fontana, 1993) 3-30, that has been so
influential. This essay has allowed for a New Historicist Geertzian critical output which
substitutes textuality for reality and contingency for any notion of truth. For a more detailed
and more compelling study of the relationship between Geertz and Greenblatt, see Francis
Barker’s seminal “A Wilderness Of Tigers: Titus Andronicus, Anthropology and the
Occlusion of Violence,” The Culture Of Violence 143-206. Various essays in the collection
The New Historicism examine Greenblatt’s indebtedness to both Geertz and Foucault: see for
example, “The Limits Of Local Knowledge,” by Vincent P Pecora 243-276, and Frank
Lentricchia’s “Foucault’s Legacy--A New Historicism,” 231-242. For a consideration of the
ideological implications of Geertz’s methodologies, see Edward Said’s essay “Representing
the Colonised: Anthropology’s Interlocutors,” Critical Inquiry 15 (Winter 1989): 205-225.
**Foucault, Discipline And Punish 48.

*Foucault, Discipline And Punish 48-49.
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one to have been, a society in which the absolute power of the sovereign was
constituted through spectacular display, through the demonstration of the
arbitrary nature of its force/violence, through its thorough “dissymmetry.”*
The coronation procession functioned therefore in a way that underlined and
reconstituted a power that “sought a renewal of its effect in the spectacle of its
individual manifestations....”*! In such a scenario then, public executions and
royal entries shared a function that could be said to be propagandist and, in
early modem society the social hierarchy itself was constituted and preserved
by the effectiveness of this propaganda. For the New Historicist critics, the

early modern theatre must be added to Foucault’s list of propagandist public

displays, headed by the history plays of Shakespearf:.42

According to Stephen Greenblatt, widely recognised as the founder of the New
Historicism, Renaissance drama and indeed “all of literature ... takes its
rightful place as part of a vast, interlocking system of repetitions, embracing
homilies and hangings, royal progresses and rote learning.””* This immersion
in the Weberian cultural analysis of Clifford Geertz in which all social
practices become texts which have identical effects, was a significantly new

theoretical development in the study of Renaissance drama when it first

“Foucault, Discipline and Punish 57. The term “dissymmetry” can be regarded as a
convenient rubric for Foucault’s “hard” conceptualisation of power (in this book) as a
relationship rather than a negative force held by one side (the dominant) and not by the other
(the oppressed). Here power is exercised rather than possessed, though there is no denial that
one side has the ability to exercise more than the other.

4'Foucault, Discipline and Punish 57.

42See chapter seven below.

“3Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 201.
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appeared at the beginning of the 1980s. Such a conceptualisation of culture
has enabled Greenblatt to ascertain that early modern theatrical practice was
clearly propagandist, and that Shakespeare, particularly in his histories, was
the chief exponent of this cultural form of propaganda.** Leonard
Tennenhouse similarly holds that Shakespeare wrote to this end, and
underlines the ethics of spectacle that moved dialectically between processions

and Shakespeare’s drama. In his study of Titus Andronicus he states that

displaying “the monarch’s body [in processions] was so essential to
maintaining the power of the state that the aesthetics of such displays shaped

the theatre which grew up during Elizabeth’s reign.”*’

Greenblatt’s and Tennenhouse’s association of royal entries and progresses
with Shakespearean drama obviously echoes that previously recorded in the
more technical examinations of the plays in search of specific examples of
pageantry. They also adhere to that form of criticism’s perception of the
normative functioning of the plays. The histories are the target of particular
attention in both schools, the one regarding them as a site of plenitude in terms
of actual instances of (both visual and verbal) pageantry, the other believing
that the pervasive motif of order is the basic principle upon which the plays
themselves are founded. In Greenblatt’s “Invisible Bullets: Renaissance

Authority And Its Subversion, Henry IV and Henry V,” and Tennenhouse’s

“Strategies Of State And Political Plays: A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Henry

*“Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 253.
“Tennenhouse, Power On Display 106.
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IV, Henry V, Henry VIIL,™ this theatrical underwriting of state power in the

history plays is foregrounded, disorder being regarded as present merely as the
binary opposite of the dominant trope of order which necessarily, is always
victorious, not least because of the compelling charisma and inviolable power
of the monarch. These are plays, in this reading at least, that continually
promote the Foucauldian notion of the dissymmetry between the sovereign and

the subject, and demonstrate the impossibility of bridging this gap.*’

The tradition of public-pageant analysis is one that generally considers
Renaissance processional practice as not only overtly propagandist and, in
Foucauldian terms, spectacular, but also as having been successful in fulfilling

its ideological aims. That is to say, that these processions have been analysed

“Both essays appear in Political Shakespeare. This collection was the first that demonstrated
the obvious differences between New Historicist and Cultural Materialist approaches to
Shakespearean (and Renaissance) studies, articulated most clearly by the juxtaposition of
essays from both schools. While there has been a tendency to equate the two approaches
(perhaps in a large part due to all of the essays in the collection being included under the rubric
“Cultural Materialism” by the editors), the two interpretative modes are fundamentally
different, due mainly to the importance given to political commitment by one school (Cultural
Materialism), and its lack in the other. This naturally informs the perception of the ideological
status of the Elizabethan theatre and, more generally, of literature itself. While both modes of
criticism have prioritised historical context, the (ideological) nature of this context historically
perceived can, to a great extent, be regarded as their moment of divergence. An important
examination of this divergence is Louis A. Montrose’s “Renaissance Literary Studies And The
Subject Of History,” English Literary Renaissance 16: 1 (Winter 1986): 5-12. Also important
is Richard Wilson’s introduction “Historicising New Historicism,” New Historicism And
Renaissance Drama, eds. Richard Wilson and Richard Dutton (London: Routledge, 1992) 1-
18, and Scott Wilson’s Cultural Materialism: Theory And Practice (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995).
For the purposes of this current study, I regard New Historicism and Cultural Materialism as
two separate schools of criticism.

“"This is most clearly demonstrated in Greenblatt’s final statement in his “Invisible Bullets,”
essay on Henry IV and Henry V: “There is subversion, no end of subversion, only not for us”
(Political Shakespeare 45). There is an unacknowledged debt here to Louis Althusser’s
seminal essay “Ideology And Ideological State Apparatuses,” Essays On Ideology (1976;
London: Verso, 1984) 1-60; albeit a debt that (again) employs a wholly “dark” reading of
Althusser’s seemingly monolithic (and inescapable) constitution of ideology (later observable
in the work of Foucault).
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as functioning in an exemplary fashion, the populace being perceived as
having submitted themselves to displays of hierarchy in which they form the
lower level. In an Althusserian sense, these processions are interpreted as
having successfully “hailed,” “subjected” and “interpellated” their common
audience.”® Simply put, this analysis has regarded these processions as having
accomplished their ideologically normative task. The New Historicism agrees
with such an analysis of Elizabethan processions, as (particularly) Greenblatt
and Tennenhouse make clear. Furthermore, historicist criticism, whether of
the new or old variety, regards Shakespearean drama as helping to preserve the
social hierarchy, as demonstrating the same dissymmetry between the
sovereign and subject that continually reconstituted the former’s power. Thus,
the drama has a normative effect upon “the urban masses,” an effect that
encourages those masses “to accept the grotesque and cruelly unequal

»30 which characterised this contemporary social

distribution of possessions,
hierarchy, and that left them “absorbed by the instructive, delightful or terrible
spectacles,” but aware too of “forbidden intervention.”>' In Althusserian
terms, it left them subjected. Thus, as in the pageant analysis with which it is
textually equivalent, Shakespearean drama is not only identified as

propagandist and spectacular, it is regarded as having been successful in the

fulfilling of its identical ideological trajectory.*?

“® Althusser 46-50. For Althusser all of these terms are interchangeable, and they define the
ways in which individuals subject themselves to social processes that are not in their interests.
“Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 253.

3Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 40-41.

5!Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 44.

32Fredric Jameson is interesting in terms of how this notion of textuality is paradigmatically
postmodern. He writes: “It is, of course, no accident that today, in full postmodernism, the
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For all their talk of the relationship between subject and sovereign, and of the
mutual love that circulated there, analysts of Elizabethan entries and
progresses have examined these dramatic/political formations exclusively from
a position of, or commensurate with, that of the culturally dominant. Those at
whom these instances of propaganda were aimed are rarely included, or are
merely regarded as Elizabeth’s “most loving People.”> This reality has arisen,
to a great extent, because many of these scholars are immersed in a cult of
Elizabeth 1, encouraging in them the conception of both panegyric and overt
sycophancy as a social and cultural norm. The literary outpourings of a small
group of poets and dramatists seeking patronage are, according to this reading,
taken to represent the expression of a pervasive social reality, the reactions and
behaviour of the whole contemporary population being collapsed into this
condensed political truth.>* In the same way, Greenblatt concentrates on the

means of propaganda and its producers (whether conscious or unconscious) in

older language of the ‘work’--the work of art, the masterwork--has everywhere been largely
displaced by the rather different language of the ‘text,” of texts and textuality--a language from
which the achievement of organic or monumental form is strategically excluded. Everything
can now be a text in that sense (daily life, the body, political representations), while objects
that were formerly ‘works’ can now be reread as immense ensembles or systems of texts of
various kinds, superimposed on each other by way of the various intertextualities, successions
of fragments, or, yet again, sheer process (henceforth called textual production or
textualisation). The autonomous work of art thereby--along with the old autonomous subject
or ego--seems to have vanished, to have been volatilised” (Postmodernism, or The Cultural
Logic Of Late Capitalism (London: Verso, 1991) 77).

*They are constantly referred to as such in the pamphlet produced to coincide with the pre-
coronation procession, written by Richard Mulcaster, entitled The Passage Of Our Most Drad
Soveraigne Lady Quene Elyzabeth Through The Citie Of London To Westminster The Daye
Before Her Coronation, Nichols, Elizabeth 1: 38-60.

**Roy Strong is perhaps the analyst most immersed in this cult: see for example, his book The
Cult of Elizabeth. Other examples include: Roy Strong & Julia T. Oman, Elizabeth R (London:
Secker & Warburg, 1971); J. E. Neale, Queen Elizabeth 1 (1934; Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1971); Frances Yates, Astraeca: The Imperial Theme in the Sixteenth Century (London and
Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1975).
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a partial reading of the plays (and other cultural artefacts) that also regards the
reception of that propaganda as wholly unproblematic. Thus, a very narrow
and selective use of texts, read partially, (re)produces a socially and culturally

dominant trope.

It would seem to be true then, that both pageant analysts and many
Shakespearean critics concern themselves with notions of sovereign power, the
representatives of this sovereign power, and the means through which this
power was successfully promoted and the social hierarchy preserved. What
they do not consider however, at least not in any active sense, is that other side
of the equation which is of great importance to this thesis, the recipients of the
message, the audience. More specifically, they do not consider those subjects
who, it was felt, needed to be targeted, and who needed to be constantly

reminded of the dissymmetry in their relation to the sovereign.>> Naturally

55 An enormous amount of work has been done on the constitution and nature of the common
people in early modern England, particularly regarding London. However, it is imperative to
note that most of this work has been done by historians, and not by literary or cultural critics.
Furthermore, most of these studies have not been used, to any great extent, by literary critics.
It is generally true to say that traditional Shakespearean criticism and the New Historicism use
historical evidence to underline the success of Elizabeth 1 and her government in all areas of
early modern life, and do not deal with the reality of the lives of the common people in a
sustained manner. The following studies by historians are particularly relevant: V. Pearl,
“Change And Stability In Seventeenth Century London,” London Journal 5: 1 (Spring 1979):
3-34, and “Social Policy In Early Modem London,” History And Imagination: Essays In
Honour Of H. R. Trevor-Roper, eds. H. Lloyd-Jones, B. Worden and V. Pearl (London:
Duckworth, 1981) 115-31; Steve Rappaport, Worlds Within Worlds: Structures Of Life In
Sixteenth-Century London (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Paul Slack,
Poverty And Policy In Tudor And Stuart England (Harlow: Longman, 1988); Paul Clark and
Paul Slack, introduction, Crisis And Order In English Towns, 1500-1700: Essays In Urban
History, eds. Clark and Slack (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972) 1-55; Paul Clark and
Paul Slack, English Towns In Transition 1500-1700 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976);
A. L. Beier, “Vagrants And The Social Order In Elizabethan England,” Past And Present 64
(August 1974): 3-29, and Masterless Men: The Vagrancy Problem In London 1560-1640
(London: Methuen, 1985); A. L. Beier and R Finlay, eds., London, 1500-1700: The Making
Of The Metropolis (Harlow: Longman, 1986); Ian W Archer, The Pursuit Of Stability: Social
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these subjects would be the poorer section of society, the potentially disruptive
section, the ordinary or common people who constituted a substantial section
of the audiences of both royal processions and Shakespearean drama. A
formulation of the nature of the presence of the common people is however,
important in any compelling analysis of these public events. If royal entries
and progresses (and the New Historicist version of Shakespearean drama) are
taken seriously as being instances of state propaganda, these common subjects,
in their targeted reality, become a much greater (collective) subject of this
propaganda. There was a perceived need by authority for such normative
practices, and a clear perception of who needed to be targeted. This moment
of dissymmetrical signification was forever renewed as, it seems, these people
were felt to be so potentially disruptive by those who held power that they
needed to be continually subjected.”® What becomes clear in this light is that
the question which traditional analysis has always failed to formulate is why, if
Elizabeth was held in such high esteem and order was an essential part of the
Elizabethan world picture, the state needed to continually attempt to

057

(re)interpellate the masses?”’ Furthermore, the question that needs to be raised

and posed to this traditional analysis is, given their nature as an important and

Relations In Elizabethan London (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Martin
Holmes, Elizabethan London (London: Cassell, 1969).

%6In The Culture Of Violence (201-202), Francis Barker shows that such discipline took the
form of actual physical violence, as well as representations of power. That is, representations
of power, whether cultural or social, were part of a greater system of domination. They were
not the overriding part of that system, as is claimed by the New Historicism.

5"And indeed, as Barker points out, exterminate them: “Means were available not so much to
impress them with theatrical celebrations as to kill them” (The Culture of Violence 202).
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defining presence at these public events, why have the common people been

construed as marginal and wholly passive in both the streets and the theatre?>®
* % %

In the middle years of Elizabeth’s reign, William Harrison, canon of Windsor,

described the social structure of the country as it appeared to him, in his

Description of England. He divided people into four classes; “gentlemen,

citizens or burgesses, yeomen, and artificers or labourers.”® Of this fourth
category, who I shall call the ordinary or common people, he says that the
“fourth and last sort of people in England are the day labourers, poor

husbandmen, and some retailers (which have no free land), copyholders, and

all artificers, as tailors, shoemakers, carpenters, brickmakers, masons, etc.”®

In their commentary on the collection of documents in which Harrison’s
account appears, Joel Hurstfield and Alan Smith have written, concerning this

class:

The fourth category of the population included
the great bulk of the Queen’s subjects, from
respectable tradesmen and husbandmen to
paupers. During good times the more
prosperous members of this underprivileged
mass of the people lived reasonably well, but
even they seldom had any reserves to fall back
on in times of trouble, and the great and growing
number of paupers had no possessions at all.!

*The common audience is given very little presence in both traditional and New Historicist
procession analysis.
*William Harrison, A Description of England, reproduced (in part) in Elizabethan People:
State And Society, eds. J. Hurstfield & A. G. R. Smith (London: Edward Arnold, 1972) 18.
%Harrison 18.
S'Hurstfield and Smith, introduction, Elizabethan People, 2-8: 2.
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It is interesting that Harrison himself does not actually recognise the existence
of paupers, and neither does he acknowledge the great numbers of vagrants,
beggars, and discharged soldiers and sailors who were of great concern to the
authorities. While Hurstfield and Smith do give some idea of the
precariousness of ordinary people’s lives in Elizabethan England, their
definition also does not go far enough. Peter Burke’s categorisation of
“ordinary Londoners” is perhaps more useful in this context:

This large group of Londoners was of course

neither socially nor culturally homogenous. It

included not only shopkeepers and craftsmen

(themselves divided into masters, journeymen

and apprentices), but also servants, sailors,

unskilled labourers, beggars and thieves; old and

young, men and women, literate and illiterate.5
This group comprises then the least wealthy of Elizabethan London, variously
referred to at the time as ““‘the vulgar’, ‘the multitude’, or ‘the mob”.”"® For
this study, this group--in all its heterogeneity--is defined as the common
people, and constitutes that class or grouping of people at whom Elizabethan

propaganda was aimed. This class, Harrison’s identified fourth plus an

unidentified fifth, were the targeted of these spectacular practices.

The basic question that arises from this movement towards the perception of
the targeted subject (and which promotes the formulation of a connecting

series of questions) is this: did these attempts at regulation through spectacular

S2Peter Burke, “Popular Culture in Seventeenth Century London,” London Journal 3. 2.
(November 1977): 143-162: 143.
“Burke 143.
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display actually work? That is to say, given Foucault’s belief, which has
become conventional knowledge, that royal processions such as coronations
and progresses functioned in the service of reconstituting sovereign power,
were they successful in their aim? Were the targeted subjects, the common
people, subjected? Or can the uses to which Foucault’s formulations have
been put be regarded as false in their very premise? Are these uses, like
traditional pageant analysis, merely partial views, ones that do not take into
account the fact that the common people were unruly and dangerous, and
continued to be so despite these spectacular efforts? Did the common people
remain, in fact, unimpressed? And given the New Historicism’s immersion in
Foucauldian notions of power relations, the same series of questions can be
asked of it, regarding both the belief in the effectiveness of royal entries and
progresses, and the construction of the Shakespearean drama as a “primary
expression of Renaissance power....”** For with the knowledge that the British
monarch was executed in 1649, it is questionable that Renaissance drama, and
in particular Shakespeare’s history plays, can be said to have successfully
produced effective “strategies for idealising power,”®> which enabled it to

continually reconstitute itself.

The New Historicist conception of Shakespeare’s history plays underwriting

state/royal power bears a marked resemblance to the Tillyardian thesis of them

% Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 45.
% Tennenhouse, “Strategies Of State” 125.
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underwriting a shared and unproblematic notion of order.®® Much as in the
pageant analysis, the plays are regarded as didactic, as bearing a message that
is wholly normative. This message is likewise prioritised, the audience being
cast in the role of passive, unthinking consumers. In these analyses, this
audience is mundane, is one-dimensional, is peripheral. This section of the
population--the common people--which formed a large section of
Shakespeare’s audiences, is seen to be unproblematically
instructed/interpellated. Most of all they are, in all senses, marginal. This
marginality characterises their presence, defines their material reality, and has
continued to do so, in a historical process that can be said to constitute, in

Benjaminian terms, a “triumphal procession.”

The marginal presence noted above has, to a great extent, been the most
important focus of twentieth century theory, not least because of the discovery
of the human body as the proposed site of transcendental meaning.®’ More
specifically, it is rooted in the further revelations of Freud, and his naming of
the unconscious. For, that is precisely what this presence is: the entity by
which the central defines itself, that Other which is not the centre’s binary
opposite but, like the unconscious to the conscious, is rather the very condition
upon which that centre is based. This presence is an Otherness that defines a

boundary which has been forced to form a threshold of transgression. It is the

E. M. W. Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays and The Elizabethan World Picture.
8"This discovery is meant in those terms outlined by Foucault in The History Of Sexuality, in
which the human body itself becomes (in modernity) the site of scientific investigation.

31




boundary which marks a meeting of conscious/unconscious, Subject/Other,
light/dark, order/chaos, centre/margin. It is, for this study, the boundary
between an overdetermined and hidden history, as it marks the site where
traditional analysis has always become suddenly silent or, alternatively, over-

emphatic.

The naming of the unconscious naturally suggests the work of the French

literary critic Pierre Macherey, particularly A Theory Of Literary Production.®®

For Macherey, and in opposition to both traditional literary criticism and
modern approaches such as the New Historicism, the task of the critic is not to
seek any apparent unity in a work of literature, as this is an illusory task. The
task of the critic is rather the determination of a “conflict of meaning,” a
conflict which “reveals the inscription of an otherness in the work, through
which it maintains a relationship with that which it is not, that which happens
at its margins.”® Despite what the author might want to say consciously, any
text is full of contradictions, silences and absences that emanate from the
unconscious of both author and the society in which s/he writes--only certain
things are allowed to be said, and only in certain ways--and this reality denies
the possibility of any work existing as a unified, unproblematic whole. Any
work is suffused with latent meaning, and “the latent is not another meaning

which ultimately and miraculously dispels the first (manifest) meaning,” for

S8pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production (1978; London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1989).
%Macherey 79.
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70
”" Macherey

“meaning is in the relation between the implicit and the explicit.
clarifies the nature of this relationship: “the explicit requires the implicit: for

in order to say anything, there are other things which must not be said.””"

While this naturally beckons the work of Freud, Macherey immerses his own
study in the presence of ideology. Terry Eagleton, reading Macherey, is thus
able to write the following:

The text is, as it were, ideologically forbidden to

say certain things; in trying to tell the truth in his

own way, for example, the author finds himself

forced to reveal the limits of the ideology within

which he writes. He is forced to reveal its gaps

and silences, what it is unable to articulate.’
For Macherey, the critic’s task is to reveal these absences, these silences, and

then to proceed in making them speak in order to reveal an ideological

conflict.”?

The desire to “show a sort of splitting within the work™ where “this division is

»™ can be regarded as pre-empting much of the work of

its unconscious,
Jacques Derrida, who has not only demonstrated the illusory nature of first
principles, but also the fact that the first principles which we delude ourselves

into believing do exist, and upon which we have built our thought/knowledge

systems, are founded as much upon what they are not as upon what we

Macherey 87.

"'"Macherey 85.

"Terry Eagleton, Marxism And Literary Criticism (London: Methuen, 1976) 35.

Macherey himself writes: “To explain the work is to show that, contrary to appearances, it is
not independent, but bears in its material substance the imprint of a determinate absence which
is also the principle of its identity” (79-80).

"*Macherey 94.
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consider them to consist of/in.” They are, according to him, always shot
through with the traces of what they have excluded, and indeed define
themselves by that excluded opposite. Thus any one thing’s identity is
determined as much by what it is not as what it is, and is also traced with past
and future identities of that thing.”® Thus, outside is as much not-inside as it is
outside, and the term itself has shifting, multiple meaning(s) determined by both
its historical and potential uses. And this fact naturally has (ideological)
implications:

Perhaps what is outside is also somehow inside,

what is alien is also intimate--so that man [with

woman as Other] needs to police the absolute

frontier between the two realms as vigilantly as

he does just because it may always be

transgressed, has always been transgressed

already, and is much less absolute than it

appears.”’
In the text itself therefore, we see a constant flickering of meaning, a surplus
that resembles Macherey’s absences, a differing and deferring that mirrors his
notion of the effects of the unconscious. We can detect a constant movement

across the frontier that marks the division, a continual return of the repressed.

Thus, if a certain Shakespeare play is studied, or indeed a procession/pageant,

75See particularly Derrida’s deconstructionist work in Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1976), and Writing And
Difference, trans. Alan Bass (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978).

’®This in turn naturally echoes the work of Simone de Beauvoir and her recognition of the
female Other. For her, Man himself is such a first principle, defined as much by the
exclusion of Woman as by what it consists of/in itself. Man is an (ideological) product of a
(patriarchal) thought system that excludes its defined opposite, and is thus shot through with
the presence of that opposite. For de Beauvoir this exclusion is a banishment, a repression of
that which Man needs in order to maintain his identity, the process by which he can set
himself up as a founding principle. See the seminal The Second Sex, trans. and ed. H. M.
Parshley (1953; Harmondsworth: Penguin Modern Classics, 1987).

""Terry Eagleton, Literary Theory: An Introduction (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983) 133.
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no inherent unity would be found there unless one were willed into existence,
. and which would however remain founded upon a false premise. For, in the
work would be discovered that division, that unconscious “which is history,

the play of history beyond its edges, encroaching on those edges....”78

The illusory nature of the task that traditional criticism has set itself (the
identification of unity) and that the New Historicism has sought (the discovery
of unified cultural laws) suggests too the work of Jacques Lacan. The -
practices of these schools of criticism can be seen to reflect Lacan’s perception
of the ability to achieve unity on the imaginary level. These schools continue
to search for a final, single meaning that is no longer achievable in a world
where language, an endless process of difference, disallows any meaning to be
fully present. The turbulence of the symbolic world denies the possibility of
monolithic meaning, and produces ambivalence. What we are attempting to
signify is never completely true or genuine as, according to Lacan, the
unconscious disallows the absolute knowledge of what our signifiers are
actually signifying. In the symbolic world in which we exist, these signifiers
can never represent truth fully, are always the subject of difference, and

therefore contain those same traces of what they are not. Thus, it is never

possible to say precisely what we mean.”

78Macherey 94.
?See particularly Jacques Lacan, Ecrits: A Selection, trans. Alan Sheridan (London:

Tavistock, 1977).
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It is interesting that twentieth century theory has been so involved with such
notions of de-centredness, and interesting too that much of it is expressed in
terms of the spatial, in terms that suggest a topography.®® This is clarified by
Toril Moi in her study of the important theoretical works of the French critics
Hélene Cixous, Luce Irigaray and Julia Kristeva, and is useful in this context.
Moi formulates the existence of what is a theoretically demarcated landscape, a
geography that prioritises centres and margins as representative and
constitutive of a divided symbolic order. She writes:

If, as Cixous and Irigaray have shown, femininity

is defined as lack, negativity, absence of

meaning, irrationality, chaos, darkness--in short,

as non-Being--Kristeva’s emphasis on

marginality allows us to view this repression of

the feminine in terms of positionality rather than

of essences.®!
Such a theorisation is important for this current study, if we substitute the
common people here for feminine/femininity as the lesser term. The dominant
symbolic order defines the common people as this darkness and chaos, and
positions them on the margins of order, construing “them as the Jimit or

borderline of that order.”® They become the frontier between order and chaos,

and “because of their very marginality they will also always seem to recede

¥Thus we must go beyond the work and explain it, must say what it does not and could not

say; just as the triangle remains silent over the sum of its angles” (Macherey 77; emphasis
added).

8 Toril Moi, Sexual Textual Politics: Feminist Literary Theory (London: Methuen, 1985)

166. Particularly relevant also are two extracts which appear in The Feminist Reader: Essays
In Gender And The Politics Of Literary Criticism, eds. Catherine Belsey and Jane Moore
(London: Macmillan, 1989): Helene Cixous, “Sorties: Out and Out:
Attacks/Ways/Out/Forays” 101-116, and Julia Kristeva, “Women’s Time” 197-217. See also
Luce Irigaray, The Sex Which Is Not One, trans. C. Porter (New York: Cornell University
Press, 1985).

Moi 167.
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8 When the common people are

into and merge with the chaos of the outside.
therefore seen as the limit of the symbolic order, they can be regarded as both
inside and outside or as neither inside nor outside. This allows them to be
either vilified as representing this darkness and chaos, or alternatively elevated
as pure and innocent. Moi makes precisely this point when she says that in
“the first instance the borderline is seen as part of the chaotic wilderness
outside, and in the second it is seen as an inherent part of the inside: the part

that protects and shields the symbolic order from the imaginary chaos.”®*

This is clearly demonstrable in terms of Elizabethan England where,
depending upon circumstances, the common people were dismissed as “the
rabble,” “the mob” or “the multitude,” or were venerated as the sovereign’s
“most loving People.”®® And if we allow for the fact that, as the mob or the
rabble, the common people are “lack, negativity, absence of being, chaos and
darkness,” then definition (in terms of who is allowed to define) is the
important term. That is, the common people are defined as such by that group

who deem themselves to be not these things--i.e. plenitude, positivity, being,

$Moi 167. This substitution of the category common people for feminine/femininity is
equivalent to Evelyn O’Callaghan’s substitution of the category black people in Moi’s
formulation, demonstrating the presence of many groups positioned on the margins of the
(dominant) symbolic order. See her Woman Version: Theoretical Approaches to West Indian
Fiction by Women (London: Macmillan Caribbean, 1993) 104-105 particularly. This
substitution is possible precisely because Kristeva refuses to actually define femininity,
considering it primarily as a position; one which is marginal to the dominant symbolic order.
This being the case, it is possible to view the common people or black people in the same way,
as being defined in terms of the relational, as a position; again, a marginal one in relation to
the dominant.

%Moi 167.

8 An important point being of course that they were not allowed/able to define themselves
for/to themselves.
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rationality, order and light. These are the dominant groups in society, whether
they are those who constituted the material centre of Elizabethan processions,
or those who have defined both these processions and Shakespearean drama as

being examples of all these positive terms.

Under whatever name, the common people were clearly the frontier in terms of
early modern culture, representing whatever they were made to represent. And
they remain the frontier in traditional processional analysis, as well as in much
Shakespearean criticism. This being the case, there is an urgent need to re-
process these discourses, to read them against the grain, in a way that can be
described as adhering to Foucault’s notion of genealogy, being “an attempt to
capture the exact essence of things, their purest possibilities, their carefully

protected identities” (emphasis added).®® And, all primary and secondary

material concerning Elizabethan processions needs re-reading in the same way,
to discover if “their essence was fabricated in a piecemeal fashion from alien
forms.”®” There is little new evidence to be found that would reveal a dynamic
opposed to conventional knowledge. What there is however, in those classic
works on Elizabethan processions by John Nichols, Roy Strong, and E. K.
Chambers, as well as in the primary source material--such as eye-witness
accounts, the records which survive in official sources such as the various

Calendar of State Papers and Acts of the Privy Council, and the pageant

%Michel Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” The Foucault Reader, ed. Paul Rabinow
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books 1987) 76-100: 78.
$"Foucault, “Nietzsche” 78.
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literature produced for the processions--is a wealth of evidence that can be
collated (for the first time), and used to present a different version of historical
events. Similarly, Shakespeare’s history plays can be read according to the
same model, tracking evidences that are dispersed, scattered, isolated, existent
»88

in “documents that have been scratched over and recopied many times,

searching for previously ignored realities.

As is evident from the preceding conceptualisation of the identified objects of
analysis, a (Kristevan) methodological model of centres and margins is of
importance in this study (the defined lesser term is nothing but a position),
concerned as it is with what have been considered to be the effects of
representations of forms of dominant discourses (central), upon a section of
the population that was/is dominated (marginal). The unearthing of
historically marginalised textual events is also of great importance. As such,
the overriding methodological concept is one of topography, the focus being
upon a materially, textually and ideologically divided landscape. The line
which divides the two groups within this landscape is not always clearly
definable, nor always static, demonstrating a reality of topographical
instability. In chapter one the discussion of a particular painting will clarify
this instability, and allow too the grafting of enabling theoretical and
(additional) methodological parameters onto a material/textual object that has

an important place in this defined topography. This discussion will focus upon

8Foucault, “Nietzsche” 76.
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the ways in which this artefact has traditionally been regarded as a monolithic
cultural treasure, and how this status is founded upon the marginalisation of
the presence of the common people evident in the painting. It will
demonstrate to what extent concentration upon the central has distorted
analysis. These same parameters will then be applied to a particular
Elizabethan procession and a particular play (Shakespeare’s Henry V) in
rudimentary case studies that will, along with the painting, clarify both the
methods and aims of the practice of re-processing. These three studies will
also initiate the use and examination of certain terms that are of paramount
importance in this thesis; the Foucauldian notions of dissymmetry and the

spectacular, and the Althusserian formulation of interpellation/subjection.

Subsequently placed into this topographical area will be all of those textual
materials mentioned above, materials which can be said to give a more
complete analysis of the public events that were processions and history plays
than could be achieved through the reading of the primary documents--
procession/pageant texts and the play-texts--alone. This topography will take
the form of material and textual centres and margins, which will naturally
produce ideological effects that can in turn be regarded as central and
marginal. The material centre will read the event itself. After examining the
nature of Elizabethan entries and progresses in general, it will attempt to
render the material reality of Elizabeth 1°s pre-coronation procession of 1558

by processing the human inventory that is likely to have comprised the
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procession, the route it took, the materials used, and the individuals involved
in its realisation. It will then attempt the same for her royal progress to Sir
Henry Lee’s Ditchley estate in 1592. The splendid and magnificent reality of
these processions will be delineated, focusing upon the ideological aim of the
state to demonstrate its inviolable centrality. The material margin on the other
hand will seek evidence that could enable the construction of a tenable portrait
of the common audience at a procession, bearing in mind that the spectacular
effects of such a procession were aimed at them. Evidence of this sort is
naturally scarce, as the reactions of the common people to such spectacles
were very rarely processed in written form. However, it will be useful to
analyse what is known about the nature and constitution of the common people
at that time. Much evidence is available relating to the social and cultural
conditions in which they lived, and it is possible to begin to picture the
procession’s audience through a reading of these records. Furthermore and
importantly, this thesis will consider evidence that could be said to undermine
the idea that the common people were successfully interpellated by these
processions, evidence that suggests that they could have been, conversely,
either indifferent or in opposition to them. This material margin and centre

will form the substance of chapter two.

The textual centre will similarly read the official texts produced for the pre-
coronation procession and the Ditchley progress, examining the language and

symbolism used, and again reviewing them from a position of their official
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ideological aims. The textual margin will look at these same texts and attempt
to perceive the extent to which the process of subjectification is occurring, to
see if it is “possible to trace the path which leads from the haunted work to that
which haunts it.”®® Allegory in these texts will be subjected to Walter
Benjamin’s dictum regarding this literary mode: “Any person, any object, any
relationship can mean absolutely anything else.”® Thus the allegorical
displays and performances that structured these processions will be read in
terms of their official meaning, as well as in ways {hat conid be saxd 1o be
alternative or, indeed, oppositional. Primary evidence will also be introduced
to articulate the ways in which allegory is in many instances “allegorised by
reality.”®' The textual centre and margin will constitute the content of chapter

three.

These examinations will of course suggest an ideological ambience regarding
processions in general, and this will form chapter four. In this chapter the
nature of contemporary negotiations of pageant and procession material will be
investigated, considering to what extent their perceived normative effects are
immersed in a pervasive modemn cult of Elizabeth 1, and how this cult
disfigures such analysis. This will involve a detailed look at the work of both

traditional analysis and, particularly, at the more recent critical output of the

%Macherey 94.

PWalter Benjamin, The Origin Of German Tragic Drama, trans. John Osborne, intro. George
Steiner (1977; London: Verso, 1990) 175.

?'This statement appears in Julian Roberts, Walter Benjamin (London: Macmillan, 1982) 150.
Roberts is paraphrasing Benjamin’s conclusions regarding the nature of allegory in The Origin
of German Tragic Drama 232-3.
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New Historicism. The philosophical and theoretical foundations of the New
Historicism will be examined in order to determine precisely the ways in which
it constructs early modern English society and the function of public
processions in that society. Use of primary, theoretical and original material
will demonstrate the ways in which the New Historicism has been captivated by
the central/dominant. The same evidence will then be used in order to argue
that the common people were not successfully subjected by these spectacular

displays.

Shakespeare’s history plays will then be immersed in the topographical model
previously delineated, also defined in terms of the material and textual.

Chapter five will attempt to delineate the material centre and margin by
concentrating upon the constitution and nature of the common audience that
was witness to Shakespeare’s plays. Much work has previously been done on
the constitution of this audience, and this thesis will demonstrate the ways in
which, as in the processions, the social and cultural realities of this audience
could have enabled them to have interpreted the plays in alternative ways to
those that have generally been ascribed to them. Evidence of the ways in which
the contemporary authorities were both aware of and fearful of these

alternative possibilities will be important here.

Chapters six and seven will subject a number of Shakespeare’s history plays to

those textual and ideological parameters already established in my readings of
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processions. That is to say, I will identify how the plays have been
traditionally read, and subsequently determine the consequences of such
traditional readings. I will then delineate my own perspectives, and establish
the ideological consequences of my model of reading. Chapter six will
concentrate upon twentieth century criticism and its readings of the history
plays as parables of order, and will naturally regard Tillyard’s Shakespeare’s
History Plays as the starting point of any modern conception of
theory/criticism. In chapter seven, ideological centres and margins will be
investigated through the examination of the work of the New Historicism.
This will bring us up to date in the context of twentieth century readings, and
will show how this school mirrors traditional criticism, seeking as it does
parallel notions of unity and order. In all of these readings, disorder is merely
a dramatic creation produced so that conventional order can reconstitute itself.
My own readings of the plays in general will refuse this position, and look
again both at the characters in the plays who are noble or royal, and at the
representations of common people. I will look at the relations between the
ruling elite and the ruled, and seek to perceive the nature of this relationship in
the light of contemporary events. These readings concentrate upon the
characters who h;clve traditionally been regarded as central--English royalty and
nobility--as well as those previously marginal figures; pressed soldiers, rebels
and the poor. Evidence of the nature of the contemporary relationship between
these two sections of the population will be used in order to demonstrate real

difficulties and tensions.
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Rather than attempting to review the entire genre of Shakespeare’s histories--
ten plays in all--I will examine four in detail. These will be the three parts of
the Henry VI trilogy, as well as the final history play, Henry VIII. These have
not been selected arbitrarily but for a number of relevant reasons. Firstly, the
three parts of Henry VI represent Shakespeare’s first dramatic productions,
while Henry VIII stands as one of his last plays. My interest here is not to
stylistically compare and contrast the work of an immature artist to that of a
mature one, but rather to investigate if both plays--though very different--can
be regarded as negotiating similar textual and ideological topographies. My
contention is that, in traditional terms, both plays have been made to
underwrite the perception of a monolithic and normative early modern idiom.
I will subject these plays to different aspects of my own reading model in an
attempt to question these traditional topographies. Secondly, very little work
has been done on these four plays when compared to Shakespeare’s other
histories--with the exception of King John. So much work has appeared on
the second tetralogy in particular that I feel it more worthwhile concentrating
on those relatively neglected plays. Lastly, Henry VIII is particularly relevant
to this current study in the sense that, although it was written during the reign
of James 1 and is an examination of the rule of Henry, the play is infused with
the presence of Elizabeth 1 and with the representation of pageants and
processions. My own reading of the play will concentrate upon the way in

which Anne Boleyn in particular is represented in the light of the fact that, for
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a contemporary audience, the play is set in recent history. As well as an
examination of the way in which she was perceived at the time of the play’s
performance, Shakespeare’s dramatisation of her royal entry will also be

investigated.

This thesis recognises a topographical shift in that, as the common people in
processions become more central to those cultural practices than has been
previously theorised (because of their targeted nature) so too do both the
representations of the common people in the history plays and their common
audience. The ways in which the noble figures are represented--as ambitious
and cruel in Henry VI and as ambiguous and fickle in Henry VIII--compare
less than favourably with the common figures. A further shift is recognised in
the ways in which these two sections of the population have, in both literary
and cultural forms, traditionally been interpreted. The nobility and aristocracy
have been regarded as not only central, but as ethically and morally
compelling. This thesis aims to question this fact, and questions the
marginalisation of the common people--ethically and morally also--positing
that such a marginalisation, with regard to both processions and Shakespearean
drama, represents a material realisation of Walter Benjamin’s theorisation of

“triumphal processions.”
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CHAPTER ONE

THREE CASE STUDIES

In the following three examples it is my wish to demonstrate what happens to
certain cultural treasures and critical readings of those treasures when they are
subjected to the type of sceptical and topographical reading that I have
outlined in the introduction. While clarifying my methodological and
theoretical parameters, my intention is primarily to reveal the nature of the
absences and silences that inform the triumphal processions which characterise
the (historical) constitution and transmission of these cultural treasures. These
treasures are represented here by a painting of Elizabeth 1 on procession, a
contemporary report of her on progress, and an important scene from
Shakespeare’s Henry V. My desire is the disclosure of both the “haunted
work,” that which “haunts” it, and the agents of a process that, through the

discovery of omnipresent unity, deny the presence of this haunting.’

1. A Procession Picture

From my childhood, one picture has always
summed up for me the Elizabethan age: the
canvas attributed to Robert Peake called Queen
Elizabeth going in Procession to Blackfriars in
1600.2

The picture that has played such a large part in the life of Sir Roy Strong (see
Fig. 1) is an interesting artefact, not only because it depicts a procession that

insinuates the material complexion of both royal entries and progresses, but

'Macherey 94.
*Roy Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth 17.
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also because it seems to delineate for so many scholars of the Elizabethan
period precisely the essences that allow the summing up of that age, that
produces in a very real way its sensibilities.> The picture as a text to be read
can represent the material and textual realities of pageantry and Shakespearean
drama, not because it produces identical effects to them, but because it
produces similar ones through a related medium. It converses with those other
cultural productions in the sense that it deals with related contemporary topics,
and because it has, as will be shown in the investigation of its history, been
made to converse with them. What the picture also represents and which is
most important for this current study is what Walter Benjamin has theorised as
an image of the past that “flashes up.”* He writes:

The true picture of the past flits by. The past can

be seized only as an image which flashes up at

the instant when it can be recognised and is

never seen again....For every image of the past

that is not recognised by the present as one of its

own concerns threatens to disappear

irretrievably....>
As such, to “articulate the past historically ... means to seize hold of a memory
as it flashes up at a moment of danger.”® Such a materialist practice was

integral to Benjamin’s desire to wrest history from a historicism that he

believed constructed it as the “great story of the past,” and such a practice can

*This particular painting appears in the many studies of and about Elizabeth and, naturally, in
many studies of pageants and progresses. See for example: Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth;
Roy Strong & Julia T Oman, Elizabeth R; Nichols, Elizabeth 1. Additionally, see the
following: Alison Plowden, Elizabethan England: Life In An Age Of Adventure, Reader’s
Digest Books (London: Reader’s Digest, 1993); Wallace MacCaffrey, Ehzabeth 1 (London:
Edward Arnold, 1993); Neville Williams, The Life and Times of Elizabeth 1, introd. Antonia
Fraser (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1972); Philippa Berry, Of Chastity and Power:
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be used in order to re-read the painting now, treating it as a “‘concern of the
present.”’ For the picture is the only existent painting of Elizabeth in
procession, and must therefore be regarded as important evidence in any
attempt at analysis of this public event. It is a condensed scenario, a
microcosm of a material practice that mirrored the effects of the painting itself.
Display is the painting’s central metaphor, one that it shared with that of
pageantry. It is a moment flashing up, cutting through the centuries, claiming
for itself a desired dignity, a dignity that has traditionally been granted it. Yet
it displays itself self-consciously, aware of its secrets, uncomfortable that, even
unseen, they are present. A sign of this uncertainty is the painting’s confused
history, and the various attempts to uncover its origins. In order to reclaim the

painting for the present, it is necessary to investigate these various attempts.

The picture is discussed at some length by John Nichols in his exhaustive
study of Elizabethan pageants and progresses, where he attempts to ascertain
its origin by considering everything that had been written about it up until his
moment of writing in 1823. He eventually names the picture The Royal

Procession of Queen Elizabeth to Visit Lord Hunsdon, though he seems far

from happy with this decision. He writes:

It is much to be admired, that in this picture, so
large and historical, there should be no date on
it, nor arms, nor other insignia, unless the story
was then so well known and remarkably public,
that the Nobleman who caused it to be done, and
to whose honour the ceremonial was performed,

"Benjamin, “Theses,” [lluminations 247.
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might believe it would never be forgot in his
family, or to posterity.®

This last is precisely what did happen, and is the source of Nichols’ and all
subsequent scholars’ problems with regard to the picture’s origins. Thus
Nichols’ conclusions regarding the picture are, as he freely admits, conjecture
based upon previous research. In a move that attempts to enlighten his
discussion but which conversely confuses it, Nichols reproduces a copy of an
engraving that itself attempted to copy the original painting, the original being,
according to him, the supposed work of Marc Gerrards.” The engraving was
done by George Vertue, the antiquarian, the copy of this engraving by one J.

Bouvier, and this in turn was printed by P. Simonass.

Nichols’ conjecture is in fact based upon the work of George Vertue, who
wrote in 1740 that, in his opinion, the picture was indeed a representation of a
procession at Hunsdon House, commissioned by Lord Hunsdon (the fourth
Garter-Knight from the left), and painted by Marcus Gheeraerts (the Elder) in
1571. Vertue’s investigations were nothing if not thorough, yet today all of his
conclusions have been dismissed as incorrect. George Scharf, the first director

of the National Portrait Gallery, published findings in the Archaeological

Journal of 1866 stating that the picture is in fact a portrayal of the marriage of
Lady Anne Russell to Henry Somerset, Lord Herbert, at Blackfriars on June

16th, 1600.'° These findings were based on research carried out by Vertue

*Nichols, Elizabeth 1: 283.

*Nichols, Elizabeth 1: 282.

George Scharf, “Queen Elizabeth’s Procession In A Litter To Celebrate The Marriage Of
Anne Russell At Blackfriars, June 16th 1600,” Archaelogical Journal XXIII, (1866) 131-44.
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himself, who unfortunately died before he could make these further
conclusions public. These findings naturally pointed towards Edward
Somerset (the central, foregrounded figure) as the person responsible for
commissioning the painting. The problem with such a theory however,
according to Roy Strong, who devotes a large section of his study of
Elizabethan portraiture and pageantry to this picture,'" is that Scharf, and
indeed all subsequent commentators on the Procession picture, have wrongly
identified the majority of the persons represented in it. Strong writes that the
“Procession Picture is really one of the great visual mysteries of the
Elizabethan age, and for nearly two hundred and forty years successive
generations of scholars have tried to unravel its secret.”’> He summarises in
what ways these successive generations of scholars have erred in their attempts
to unravel its secret, his intention being to pronounce his own verdict

regarding the painting’s origin and depicted event.

Strong believes the defining error made by previous scholars to be a literal
one, in that they all sought to find in the painting the depiction of a specific
material event. All prior readings had tried to tie the painting to an actual
historically verified procession, deeming it to be a celebratory snapshot of a
real incident. Strong however states that the picture portrays neither Hunsdon
nor Blackfriars, as they simply bear no resemblance to the landscape depicted.

Thus the topography represented is not that which it had previously been held

!'Roy Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth 17-55.
2Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth 17.

51



to be. Likewise, the human topography. Strong insists that of the Garter-
Knights pictured, only one, Lord Cumberland (third from left) was present at
the wedding of 1600, and only Lord Hunsdon present at the 1571 procession.
Furthermore, at both processions the Queen was carried in a litter, while in the
picture Strong believes that she is being pushed along “on some sort of
triumphal car with a chair of state upon it.”'> Such a car was used for the
Victory Procession of 1588 to commemorate the defeat of the Spanish
Armada. What Strong thus begins to make clear, is that all previous attempts
to situate the painting have been wrong because they have been misconceived.
For the painting is not the depiction of a specific material event, but rather an
allegorical representation of the relationship and power of Queen Elizabeth

and Edward Somerset, Fourth Earl Of Worcester.

Reading the picture in this way enables Strong to make certain compelling
suggestions. He believes that the painting was indeed commissioned by the
figure in the lower foreground, Edward Somerset, who became the Queen’s
Master of the Horse in 1601, replacing the disgraced and executed Essex.
Following a period of apprenticeship in the role while Essex languished in the
Tower,'* Somerset was deemed to be a “man who clearly had an instinctive
feeling for pageantry and ceremonial,”" subsequently arranging many entries
and pageants for James I and Henry, Prince of Wales. He was also the best

tilter of his time. Strong uses this information as the instigation for an

BStrong, The Cult of Elizabeth 36.

Essex was actually in the tower at the time of the wedding at which Somerset substituted as
the Master of the Horse.

1Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 40.
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allegorical reading of the painting, stating that the top left of the picture
depicts two buildings in landscapes at variance with one another. This
impossible topography is of course not Blackfriars, and according to Strong,
nor is it Hunsdon. In fact it is the juxtaposition of two discrete and distant
country properties held by the Somerset family at the end of the reign of
Elizabeth. The nearest is Chepstow Castle encircled by the River Wye, and
the other is Raglan Castle; both in Monmouthshire. The top right of the
picture is filled with another building which, Strong surmises, is in fact
another property belonging to the Somerset family, the Worcester Lodge at
Nonsuch Palace, Somerset being the Keeper of Nonsuch Great Park at the

time. Each window of this house bears an occupant.

The impossibility of the topography, together with the prominence of the
figure of Somerset and the presence of the combination of the Lords portrayed
enables Strong to deduce that the picture is “something much more than an
allusion to the celebrated marriage of 1600.”'® What the picture represents for
Strong is an “historical device,” an allegorical celebration of “Worcester in his
role as Queen’s favourite and master of ceremonies at the Elizabethan court.”"’
In other words, it depicts the centrality of Edward Somerset in that institution
of power, demonstrating his wholly pivotal position. And Strong would

indeed seem to be correct in his deduction, not because of his detection, or his

unravelling of the picture’s secrets, but more because the human topography

'SStrong, The Cult of Elizabeth 46.
""Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 46.
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delineates a constellation of power that would be hard to miss (or mis-read).
The picture is clearly displaying its subject’s power, his allure, his presence. It
depicts his family, his property, his affluence, all in proximity to the highest

authority, the absolute power, the sovereign.

While Somerset is therefore the subject of the painting, his subjectivity is all in
relation to this highest authority, the Queen, who is the painting’s greater
subject. It is by his relation to the Queen that Somerset is defined, and
displaying her allows him to display himself. Roy Strong agrees with this:

It is Worcester casting himself into his role as

the successor of Essex escorting, not the reality

of a seventy-year-old woman, but the idea--Eliza

the sun, the moon, the pelican, the phoenix, the

rainbow--fragile like a young girl in virgin

white...."®
It is apparent that Strong is correct in his perception that the picture portrays an
idea of Elizabeth, or that it at least attempts to. Indeed for Strong the picture
becomes a “visual statement on the Elizabethan state, on order, the order of the
body politic which she animates.”"® The picture thus begins to move outside
of itself, and becomes an allegory of order, of discrete though interdependent
loci of power, a pictorial display of power on display.”’ The Procession
picture is in effect a part of the procession it is depicting, a part of the idea. It
attempts to do what the material processions themselves attempted, namely

demonstrate the presence of absolute power through total display. Itis a

display not merely of affluence, majesty, order, and hierarchy however. It is

"¥Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 54.
®Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 52.
%A fter Leonard Tennenhouse’s Power On Display.
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also a display of distance and of possibility; of potential and arbitrary violence,
of the dissymmetry Foucault believes is integral to such a ritual which
“deploys before all eyes an invincible force,” and demonstrates “the

2 And, importantly, it is a display that

unrestrained presence of the sovereign.
is self-conscious, and that cannot quite bring itself to deny the presence of its

necessity, the common people.

Roy Strong has done everything possible to identify those who appear in the
Procession picture, and has also made great progress in determining the
picture’s meaning. He enabled himself to do this by stating a thesis regarding
this meaning and then posing himself elementary questions: “This is Gloriana
in her sunset glory, the mistress of the set piece, of the calculated spectacular
presentation of herself to her adoring subjects. But who are the other people
and where are they going?”** The body of his research is taken up in
attempting to answer these questions comprehensively. However, his original
thesis begs another question (indeed, a series of questions): Where are her
adoring subjects? Where are the audience for this spectacular presentation? If

this is, as Strong claims, Eliza Triumphans, where are all those sharing in this,

acclaiming her, adoring her? Where are the common people who would line
the route of such processions, even allegorical ones? Are they simply not

present, deemed either unworthy or unnecessary? It is a question that George

?'Eoucault, Discipline and Punish 48-49.
22Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 17.
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Vertue asked himself (in the belief that the procession depicted actually took
place), and his answer was a very practical one:

The populace that was there to see this sight are

prudently avoided, and not represented, that the

most conspicuous part of it without crowd or

incumbrance might be seen in the picture, as I

presume this Nobleman had appointed and

directed the painter.”’
However it would seem also to be a totally unsatisfactory answer, as he fails to
account for a presence that is definitely there, even if it is not as clearly
defined as the central figures. It is the presence of the common people which,
when recognised, enables the formulation of a more sceptical reading of the
Procession painting. In such a viewing the visual attention is not concentrated

upon the two noble figures, but elsewhere; on the margins. It is worth re-

examining the picture with a desire to account for this marginal presence.

If we allow our gaze to move away from and behind Elizabeth, her courtiers,
and the main body of the procession, we meet a line of uniformed guards,
many holding halberds, each wearing a ruff collar and dark tunic. These are
the Queen’s Gentlemen Pensioners, her personal bodyguards, of whom she had
about fifty in 1600.2* In the picture, these bodyguards form a solid line behind
the Queen, though a number of them are standing slightly further back. There
seem to be twelve who are forming a front line of defence, with twelve heads

inserted between (discernible by their ruffs), filling out this initial line whilst

ZNichols, Elizabeth 1: 289.

2"Strong writes: “J. Nevinson in his study of the costume of Gentlemen Pensioners ... print[s]
the list of almost fifty Pensioners in service of Elizabeth at Michaelmas 1600” (The Cult of
Elizabeth 37). Strong is referring to J. L. Nevinson, “Portraits of Gentlemen Pensioners before
1625,” Walpole Society XXXIV (1958) 1-13.
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at the same time constituting a further protective boundary. According to J.
Nevinson, these twelve secondary heads “are portraits of the Pensioners who

2 sensibly transferred in order to allow the

lined the route on the opposite side,
uncontaminated contemplation of the painting’s central figures. These
individuals appear as stationary figures in the picture, though they would of
course have walked along beside the Queen in an actual procession. And
naturally, these individuals are armed. The numerous halberds that point into
the air are not merely there for decoration, but signal what can be termed a
limit of legitimisation, an area of topographical flux, where the material centre
that is the procession begins to state its own limits, begins to immerse itself in
its own centrality in opposition to something else, something that by necessity
cannot be central. These weapons, held by the lower strata of the court (minor
gentlemen), are the final essential elements or dissymmetrical signifiers of this

magnificent spectacle, insisting as they do that the outer limits of magnificence

are being reached.

According to Roy Strong, behind these Gentlemen Pensioners are the “ordinary
citizens [who] press forward to gain a glimpse or, more comfortably, lean out
of the windows of a house along the route.”*® It would be easy, given the

description “ordinary citizens” to think that these are in fact the “adoring

*Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 37.

%Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 17. Glynne Wickham writes about actual audience
arrangements for pageant devices, but his observations are useful in this context in what
could be termed a snapshot of a procession: “the people with ‘the best seats’ were those who
occupied rooms in adjacent houses with windows over-looking the street....Positions of less
vantage were the pavements and the roofs. The former, known as ‘standings’, were allotted
to members of the Livery Companies. Those for whom no specific provision was made could
scale the roofs ... or take back places on the pavements” (Wickham 1: 61).
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subjects” he referred to earlier. However, Strong’s use of the term “citizen” is
an unambiguous one, even when undermined by the use of the adjective
“ordinary.” For a citizen in early modern England was not ordinary but was
“next place to gentlemen ... free within the cities, and are of some likely
substance to bear office in the same....”*" These were the members of the
Trade Guilds, organisations which formed the governments of cities, and who
were responsible for the commercial life of these cities. They were respectable
business people, merchants, and were furthermore responsiblg for the
preparation and financing of the processional pageantry that occurred in royal
entries. As the financiers of the procession, they can be regarded as very much
part of it, of the display, of the power on show, constituting the inner limits of

the boundary between centre and margin.

But, what of the common people? Strong is correct in identifying citizens in
the Procession picture, and correct too in positioning them both behind the
Gentlemen Pensioners, and in the windows (of what is probably Worcester
Lodge). But what of the others, that perceptible eerie presence in the
background? There, on the ground, mostly in shadows, there are many half-
faces, even silhouettes; almost black faces. The furthest faces away, never full,
sometimes almost indefinable. They have no red cheeks or hats or even, for
that matter, complete materiality. They peek between heads, over ruffs, around

halberds, staring with dark eyes. These, I suggest, are the common people.

2"Harrison 18.
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Traditionally the picture has been regarded as unproblematically representing
the radiating Queen, held high, surrounded by the splendour of her courtiers.
It has been a congregation that has blinded with its brilliance. The gaze of the
viewer has to be forcibly pulled away from the central attraction, away from
the sheer spectacular nature of the reality depicted. It has been difficult
however, as from Vertue to Strong, the Procession picture has been regarded
as a dance of state:

Love created the universe and social order and

he invented the dance. Dance cannot exist

without music, and the idea of society as

musically ordered, of political unity as musical

harmony, of ritual and dance as physical

expressions of such order are commonplaces of

Renaissance thought.?®
Strong’s thesis is founded on a conventional topography, a topography of
unity, that beholds a central, dominant element and is awe-struck by it. His
immersion in Elizabeth-cultism does not allow him to perceive that dark
presence that lurks in the picture, threatening. Both he and the picture adore
Elizabeth, adore the spectacle, but in those half-faces her Other invades the
centre and states its presence. They become more central themselves, in a
topographical inversion that is born from their being the target of what is
materially central. These common people--the employed poor, the paupers,
the ex-soldiers, the vagrants, the cutpurses, the whores--become another

subject of the painting, become another focus, in their movement towards the

centre.

%Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 53.
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What Sir Roy Strong has unravelled therefore is a desire to transmit
conventional knowledge, one which underwrites/constitutes a notion of power
that is also conventional. His thesis as discourse joins with the picture and
with Elizabethan royal entries and progresses as part of a triumphal procession
that parades a dominant ideology. Strong effectively fixes meaning onto a
cultural artefact that can then be passed down in a traditionalist manner. But,
in the light of Benjamin’s theories of triumphal processions and of images
flashing up, the important point is not to name the picture, but to investigate

this transmission.

This discussion of the Procession picture therefore demonstrates the effects
and results of a re-reading of a cultural artefact that has been reproduced
endlessly, in a process that is always seeking to glorify Elizabeth 1 and, by
extension, the golden age she nostalgically represents. It articulates the
triumphal procession detected by Benjamin, one in which such cultural
treasures are carried along as “spoils.”? This re-reading offers an alternative
version of an historical process, but is perhaps not sufficient on its own. This
reading which perceives a haunting common presence in the picture needs to
be placed within a more general “hermeneutics of suspicion,™° in which the
painting is subjected to various genealogical questionings. Not merely hard

facts like, at the time the picture was painted, the Queen was seventy years of

29Bc:njamin, “Theses,” Illuminations 248.
3%«The ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’ ... assumes that the text is not, or not only, what it pretends
to be, and therefore searches for underlying contradictions and conflicts as well as absences
and silences in the text...” (Moi 75-76).
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age, partly bald, fat, with blackened teeth, and a wig. But relevant peripheral
facts, such as the village of Cuddington near Epsom in Surrey being
demolished by Elizabeth’s father, Henry VIII, in order to build the palace of
Nonsuch, a property in the care of the Earl of Somerset at the time the picture
was painted. Anecdotal evidence too, such as the following, which deals with
the actual wedding in Blackfriars that historians thought the picture depicted:

In 1600 she [Elizabeth] took part in the
celebrations for the marriage of Henry Somerset
to Anne Russell. The masque afterward
represented eight muses in search of the ninth
(Elizabeth) to dance with them to the music of
Apollo. Mary Fitton begged the Queen to
participate, and Elizabeth asking what she
represented, was told ‘Affection’. ‘Affection’,
said the Queen, ‘is false’. It was a sour
comment--on the marriage of one of her Maids
of Honour, to which as the reign progressed she
became more and more violently opposed ...
even on Mary Fitton herself, to be dismissed
from the court the following year after the
disclosure of her affair with the Earl of
Pembroke.>!

Lord Hunsdon, the Queen’s cousin, and fourth from the left in the Procession
picture, kept a “bawdy-house of Beasts” in Hoxton, a London suburb.>?
Sherbourne Castle, where the picture now hangs, was confiscated from Sir
Walter Ralegh and given to its present owners, the Digby family (into whose
hands the painting passed) by James 1, Elizabeth’s successor. All this is not
“what gives the picture its hypnotic power across the centuries,” but rather

encourages the evaporation of the painting’s (and Elizabeth’s) aura, tainting it,

3!Jean Wilson, Entertainments for Elizabeth 1 13-14.
32E. J. Burford, London; The Synfulle Citie (Brighton: Hale, 1989) 128.
33Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth 54.
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making it and her more “approachable.”* It clarifies the nature and effect of
the triumphal procession, and enables the perception of certain carefully
protected identities. This same process can be enhanced and emphasised by a
sceptical reading of an example of Elizabeth in public, an example that has
traditionally been used to emphasise her aura, but one which suggests a wholly

different meaning when read in its entirety.

2. A Royal Progress

During the summer months of her reign Elizabeth 1 embarked upon royal
progresses through the English countryside, often culminating in prolonged
theatrical displays on the estate of a particular member of the nobility upon
whom the Queen had bestowed the privilege of a visit. Records concerning

such tours are scarce, though it is enlightening to examine those that do exist.

In the summer of 1568 the Spanish Ambassador to England, Guzman de Silva,
accompanied Queen Elizabeth on one of these progresses through the
countryside, an event which he later reported back to the King of Spain. This
report remains one of the few eye-witness accounts of the public face of such a
progress, and naturally therefore is important evidence when attempting to
perceive the nature of these processions. This is a fact recognised by Alison

Plowden in her widely accessible study of Elizabethan England where, in her

3*Benjamin, “The Work Of Art In The Age Of Mechanical Reproduction,” Illuminations 236.
Walter Benjamin formulated his theory of the aura in this seminal essay, in which he writes:
“The definition of the aura as a ‘unique phenomenon of a distance however close it may be’
represents nothing but the formulation of the cult value of the work of art in categories of
space and time perception. Distance is the opposite of closeness. The essentially distant
object is the unapproachable one. Unapproachability is indeed a major quality of the cult
image” (Illuminations 211-244: 236-7).
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discussion of processions, she quotes the Ambassador’s report as describing
what she calls a “typical scene”:

She was received everywhere ... with great

acclamations and signs of joy, as is customary in

this country; whereat she was extremely pleased

and told me so, giving me to understand how

beloved she was by her subjects and how highly

she esteemed this, together with the fact that

they were peaceful and contented, whilst her

neighbours on all sides are in such trouble. She

attributed it all to God’s miraculous goodness.

She ordered her carriage sometimes to be taken

where the crowd seemed thickest and stood up

and thanked the people.*®
For Plowden this account certainly conjures up the atmosphere of progresses
in general, where always “the Queen was assured of an enthusiastic welcome
from the townspeople.”™® Here there is an evidently unproblematic unity
between sovereign and people, she, like they, contented due to “God’s
miraculous goodness.” In this piece of evidence, dated 10th July, 1568, we
seem to behold the reality of a wholly popular Queen moving comfortably
amongst her adoring subjects, confident of her place in their hearts and minds,
aware of the effect that this accessibility is having. The theatricality of her
actions is noticeable, as is her reported gratitude for the ability to meet her
subjects in such a manner. In this scenario, Elizabeth is a glittering central
figure, her presence containing no element of ambiguity or vulnerability,

passing through the countryside of her England and, through Plowden’s

intercession, into our world as that most popular, semi-mythical creature,

3Quoted in Plowden, Elizabethan England 53.
Plowden 53.
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responsible for the vitality of a glorious golden age. Here there are no faces

lurking in the shadows, only the reality of a triumphal procession.

A re-reading of that section of the Spanish Ambassador’s report that Plowden
has reproduced is worthwhile, to see if a re-figuring of the reported events is
possible. Certainly Elizabeth’s insistence on her popularity, on the esteem in
which she is held by her subjects, is revealing, and insinuates perhaps her
desire to reassure this foreign dignitary of the secure nature of her position
politically, and more importantly religiously, as she was the head of a
Protestant faith still in conflict with the Catholicism represented by the
Spanish Ambassador, a conflict felt to be unresolved in her own country. A

brief look at the Calendar of State Papers (Spanish), from which the above

quotation has been culled, enables the construction of a rather different
scenario than that elucidated for us by Plowden, and suggests the possibility of
irony on the part of the Spanish Ambassador. For, significantly, Plowden has
chosen to omit the opening two sentences of the Ambassador’s report, which
seem to contradict the Queen’s confidence, and which read as follows:

The Queen arrived in this city on the 6th in good
health and continued her progress which as I
have said, will only be in the neighbourhood, as
she is careful to keep near at hand when troubles
and disturbances exist in adjacent countries. She
came by the river as far as Reading, and thence
through the country in a carriage, open on all
sides, that she might be seen by the people, who
flocked all along the roads as far as the duke of
Norfolk’s houses where she alighted. She was
received... (emphasis added).”’

3Calendar Of State Papers & Manuscripts (Spanish) (1568-79) 50-51. E. K Chambers
believes that there has been a mistake in translation with regard to the location stated: “‘Vino
por rio hasta Reder’; the translation ‘Reading’ ... is absurd; it might be Knightrider St” (The
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Even bearing in mind that the following year saw the eruption of the Northern
Rebellion and it is therefore understandable that the Queen should be
discerning as to where she went on progress, it is surely important that the
Ambassador juxtaposes her fears and her confidence--demonstrating
contradiction--and equally important that Plowden recognises neither these
fears nor this contradiction. While, at first sight, it would seem that it is the
Ambassador who is guilty of such contradiction if he holds that the Queen is
both universally popular and unpopular, he can only be regarded in this
manner if he is not being ironic. For, how can Elizabeth restrict her
movements within her own realm and at the same time seriously regret the fact
that “her neighbours on all sides are in such trouble,” whereas her own
subjects are “peaceful and contented”? Plowden’s intentions in her failure to
report this contradiction (or irony) are probably less ambiguous than the
Ambassador’s, and would seem to suggest a certain partiality evident in a
study that characterises Elizabethan England as “An Age of Adventure.”*®
Such a partiality is further emphasised by the fact that, in those two omitted
opening sentences, it is shown that Elizabeth was on her way to visit the Duke
of Norfolk, in whose name (among others) the Catholic rebellion of the
Northern Earls erupted in 1569, and who was subsequently executed in 1572
for his involvement in the Ridolfi Plot. The Catholic minority in England

posed a very real threat to the rule (and life) of the Queen, and Norfolk himself

Elizabethan Stage 4: 84). Chambers believes that the Spanish Ambassador actually
accompanied the Queen to Charterhouse.

**The book is replete with examples of a certain glossing over of historical realities, not least
in its chapter on “The New Found Lands,” where the actualities of emergent colonialism is
regarded as “adventure” rather than “conquest” (200-233).
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actively attempted to overthrow her and replace her with a Catholic monarch
in the person of her great rival, Mary, Queen of Scots--a plot that required (and

received) the support of the Spanish.’ °

Alison Plowden’s book is part of the Reader’s Digest Life In Britain series,
and could therefore be regarded as popular rather than academic and thus
unworthy of the consideration that it is being given here.** However, the kind
of selective quotation in which Plowden indulges is not unique to such popular
history, as is evidenced by the tendency for both historical and literary studies
of every status to indulge itself likewise. If Plowden is taken as a starting
point, the use to which this historical document is put can be determined in
progressively scholarly studies that reproduce her practice. Neville Williams,
for example, in a study that is less idealised and hagiographic than Plowden’s,
though is still highly accessible, quotes and omits precisely the same lines as
Plowden, relating how the Ambassador “dwelt on the popularity these personal
appearances engendered.”! Zillah Dovey does the same in her exhaustive
study of an Elizabethan progress, adding that the Spanish Ambassador’s

despatch confirms the fact that progresses were “one of the Queen’s major--

*Haigh 47-65.

“While the fact that Plowden’s book is part of the Reader’s Digest series Life In Britain, it is
precisely because of its popularity that it is worth examining. In the London Borough of
Hillingdon, where I presently live, this book is held by 11 of the Borough’s 17 libraries. This
being the case, not only is it the most common study of the Elizabethan era, it is, in many of
the smaller libraries, the only work covering that historical period (often accompanied by one
biography of the Queen herself). For many people it therefore represents their sole source of
information regarding this period and, presented as it is as history, is read by the public
generally as a work that can give them some kind of access to the real Elizabethan era. Its
very pervasiveness is therefore, I would argue, the major reason for reading it sceptically.
*“Neville Williams, “The Tudors,” The Courts Of Europe 165.
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and successful--policies.”** Further up the academic ladder, Christopher
Haigh, in his famous biography of Elizabeth that many scholars believe
demystifies the Queen and injects a good deal of realism and common sense
into the study of her relationships with all levels of the contemporary
population, reproduces and omits the same lines, and states that the enthusiasm
with which she was greeted “was the product of her own hard work and that of

> And Louis Montrose, one of the foremost practitioners

her propagandists.
of the New Historicism, does the same, mobilising the example as proof of the
effectiveness of the Queen’s presence on progress in cementing her
relationship to the various social groups which made up the audience,
confirming his model of Elizabeth as the consummate “power-actor,” as the
embodiment of a demonstration of Foucauldian dissymmetry.** Each of these

studies is taken as a representative of the wide-ranging trend that marks the

whole practice of the transmission of conventional knowledge.

What is clear from my own retrieval of (the Spanish Ambassador’s)
documentation is that the Queen would seem to be articulating a great deal of
anxiety in the presence of the Spanish Ambassador, an anxiety that would
seem to have been well-founded in the light of subsequent events. The
Queen’s words are indeed insecure, attempting to give credibility to a reality
that even the Spanish Ambassador could see was contradictory. It is probably

true that Elizabeth felt more threatened in the vicinity of both the Duke of

42Dovey 1.
“Haigh 151.
“Montrose, ““Eliza, Queene of shepheardes’,” English Literary Renaissance 153-182.

67




Norfolk and the Spanish Ambassador than would normally have been the case,
but this threat was in no way unique. For throughout her entire reign the
Queen felt safe and popular in certain parts of her realm, and not in others.
This is reflected in the fact that the Queen’s progresses were always restricted
in scope, never venturing “further north than Stafford or further West than
Bristol.”** According to Jean Wilson, Elizabeth kept “to the parts of the
country where there was little disaffection,” the progresses being “propaganda
for the faithful, not gestures of goodwill to the potentially hostile.”*® This at
least recognises that the potentially hostile did exist, did pose a real threat to

the Sovereign, and did dwell within the limits of her own domain.

The Queen it would seem, was wise to “remain in the neighbourhood,”
particularly in this period of her reign, and was wiser still to suspend
progresses altogether during certain high-risk periods, such as 1580-91, and
1595-99. It is a wisdom that is not attested to in the work of many scholars
who have reported upon this particular progress however. Much is omitted,
such as the possibility of discontent, insecurity and, most significantly,
contradiction. In these studies, the Spanish Ambassador joins the ordinary
people of England in adoring the radiant sovereign of a peaceful, contented,

unified land.

*Jean Wilson, Entertainments for Elizabeth 1 143.
“Jean Wilson, Entertainments for Elizabeth 1 143.
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The common people “who flocked all along the roads” according to the
Spanish Ambassador, are represented (in both his account and in the accounts
of subsequent scholars) as a marginal conglomeration into which the Queen
was driven in a “carriage open on all sides,” and thereby become reduced to
mere vessels of adulation, instinctively celebrating the passing of the
sovereign. In the rebellion that did take place in the north of the country the
following year, many of their class were forced to fight (that is to say they
were pressed) on behalf of both parties, and in the aftermath, on the side of the
rebels, “so;ne 600 men who had been sent by their villages to fight were
hanged.”” One wonders if such a reality would indeed induce instinctive
adulation. However, it is once again possible to discern that both in the fact
that the progress in 1568 took place, to an extent, in order to “hail” these
people, and in the fact that, to a large extent, their volatile nature restricted the
Queen’s movements both at that moment and for the duration of her reign,
there is a passing of their presence into a more central position. The progress
itself becomes the site of a definite movement of the marginal towards the
centre, the presence of the common audience needing to be recognised as, at

the very least, important.

Plowden’s interpretation of events, like conventional readings of the
Procession picture, underlines this reality in its construction of this presence as

either acquiescent or invisible. As is clear from the Procession picture, the

“"Helen Hackett, Virgin Mother, Maiden Queen: Elizabeth I And The Cult Of The Virgin
Mary (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1995) 74-75.
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Queen was always heavily protected, especially when travelling in an open
carriage. And both the accessibility possible through the use of such an open
carriage and its necessary protection, are elements of the nature of the progress
as influenced by the presence of the common people (as well as, for example,
foreign agents). Plowden’s subject is these same common people, conjuring
them up as the consumers of spectacle, and not as the (deferred) co-producers
of such events. And therefore both her reading of this progress, and those of
the many scholars who read it in the same fashion, contribute to it becoming
one of those documents which are characterised by their carefully protected
identities, which possess an “essence ... fabricated in a piecemeal fashion,*®
and articulate a transmission of conventional, partial knowledge. The same

process is evident in many cultural artefacts, not least the plays of

Shakespeare.

3. A Shakespeare History Play

I will none of your money.49
Thus ends the confrontation between the soldier Michael Williams on one side
and King Henry V and Fluellen on the other in what is one of the most
troubling encounters within the history plays of Shakespeare. It is troubling in
a number of ways, not least in the fact that there is no hint of resolution in this
final response of Williams, and no further indication that the King understands
or empathises with this response. It is a moment that is difficult in the sense

that it seems to articulate a scene of difference, conflict and disunity between

“Foucault, “Nietzsche,” The Foucault Reader 78.
“William Shakespeare, Henry V, IV. viii. 69. All quotations are taken from the Arden edition
of Henry V, ed. T. W. Craik (London: Routledge, 1996).
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members of the same army. The confrontation erupts on the eve of the Battle
of Agincourt, as Henry goes about the camp in disguise attempting, the Chorus
informs us, to cheer his men in preparation for the following day’s exertions.
The unreliability of the Chorus has been noted in this respect,”® his words
immediately followed by scenes in which Henry argues with Pistol, Williams
and Bates. Despite this, a case has frequently been made for the kindliness of

31 ysually

“the English king comforting his men the night before the battle,
comparing him to the pitiless French rulers who regard their soldiers as
“superfluous lackeys and ... peasants.”52 This juxtaposition forgets however to
consider the fact that Henry also informs Williams that many of his own
soldiers are criminals and murderers--who therefore deserve no better fate than
to die, painfully, on the battlefield--and subsequently, in soliloquy, proceeds to
call them fools, slaves, and beggars.” This occlusion of contradiction has

been a part of a greater tendency to transmit the idea of Henry V as the perfect

monarch, the unifying force in the drive towards English nation-statehood that

%Indeed, such commentary has become paradigmatic in any critical study of the play today.
See for example: John Wilders, The Lost Garden 11-12, and Alexander Leggatt,
Shakespeare’s Political Drama 123-5. In both of these studies it is possible to register a
palpable discomfort with the King/Williams confrontation and the displacement of this
discomfort onto the wholly rhetorical figure of the Chorus, allowing for a mild, playful and
principally disengaged reading of events. More critical studies which examine both the ironic
nature of the Chorus and the troubling confrontation of the King and Williams do exist
however, and include the following: Alan Sinfield and Jonathan Dollimore, “History And
Ideology: The Instance Of Henry V,” Alternative Shakespeares 206-227; Chris Fitter, “A Tale
Of Two Branaghs: Henry V, Ideology, And The Mekong Agincourt,” Shakespeare Left And
Right 259-275; Ralph Berry, Shakespeare and Social Class (Atlantic Highlands, NJ:
Humanities Press International, Inc, 1988) 87-94; Annabel Patterson, Shakespeare and the
Popular Voice (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989) 71-92.

3!'Campbell, Shakespeare’s ‘Histories’ 262. Any number of studies promote this view of
Henry, including Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays 309-18; Irving Ribner, The English
History Play in the Age of Shakespeare (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1957) 182-192; John Wilders, The Lost Garden 58-63; Alexander Leggatt, Shakespeare’s
Political Drama 114-138. The two major cinematic films promote this same conceptualisation
of the character of Henry: see Henry V, dir. Laurence Olivier, Two Cities Film, 1944, and
Henry V, dir. Kenneth Branagh, Columbia Tristar, 1989.

*Henry V, IV. i. 25.
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reached its zenith in the era in which the play itself was written, and which
Shakespeare was celebrating.>* This is reflected in those traditional studies
which regarded the play as a national epic whose primary theme was the
binary opposition of order and disorder, the former term always being prior,
and the more recent manifestations of this same dynamic with the
order/disorder dichotomy now replaced by that of containment/subversion.
The conclusions reached in the latter are almost identical to the former,

although the means to these ends appear more sophisticated.>

The construction of the play as an effective example of propaganda which
helped to underwrite the monarchy has been vigorously challenged,
particularly over the last twenty years, and most effectively by the school of
criticism broadly known as Cultural Materialism.>® A number of studies have
investigated, among other things, the confrontation between Henry and

Williams, and have indeed found the King seriously wanting.”’ The sense of

SHenry V, IV. i. 230-281.

5*This has been the case in those studies of the play that can be regarded as historicist, whether
of the old or the new variety. The two ends of the spectrum are represented by the work of E.
M. W. Tillyard, especially his Shakespeare’s History Plays, and that of Stephen Greenblatt, in
particular his essay “Invisible Bullets.”

*The older form of historicism, represented by Tillyard, reads the play as the routing of
disorder by a God-given and natural order. Greenblatt, the founder of the New Historicism
reads the play as deliberately producing subversion in order for it to be contained enabling the
state to strengthen itself. Thus, subversion replaces disorder, and containment replaces order.
For a detailed examination of the relationship between the two, see chapters six and seven
below.

*This critical approach was brought into being with the appearance of two major collections
of essays in 1985. The first, Alternative Shakespeares, while not declaring itself to be of a
Cultural Materialist approach, contained essays by scholars who were of such a mind, such as
Alan Sinfield and Jonathan Dollimore, “History And Ideology: The Instance Of Henry V”
206-227. The second collection, Political Shakespeare, did declare itself to be an example of
Cultural Materialism, though interestingly this statement immediately saw the distancing of the
New Historicists featured in the collection from such a political (materialist) approach.

For example Sinfield and Dollimore’s “History And Ideology.” See also Chris Fitter’s
discussion of the confrontation (albeit in a different context) in his “A Tale Of Two Branaghs,”
and Annabel Patterson’s discussion in Shakespeare and the Popular Voice.
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antagonism apparent in the confrontation has been remarked upon, and seen to
register a definite moment of disquiet and disunity. Additionally, the force of
the arguments put into the mouth of Williams, as well as the King’s rather
complacent responses, are held to demonstrate that this play is no simple
valorisation of absolute monarchy. However, it is worth looking at the way in
which the Henry/Williams exchange is perceived in a number of particularly
important, widely available, and modemn studies to see to what extent it has

indeed been construed in terms of opposition and/or unity.

In his introduction to the BBC version of Henry V in 1979, John Wilders
registers the fact that Shakespeare_regarded the King “as less than ideal,”® the
debate with Williams being one example of his ambiguous nature in this
respect. Wilders believes that Williams’ and Bates’ concerns regarding the
actual validity of Henry’s invasion of France are “not really answered,” and
that the “plight of the ordinary soldier who goes unprepared to death is,
however, something with which Henry will not concern himself....”” ® This
latter is particularly revealing, and could enable the widening of focus here to
include 1&2 Henry IV and how such a realisation casts grave doubts upon the
notion, so important in traditional criticism, that these two plays are primarily
concerned with the education of the future king, who spends so much time
with the lower classes in order to make himself a more complete monarch, in

touch with all sections of the population.60 The fact that in Henry V the King

8John Wilders, introduction, Henry V (London: BBC, 1979) 9-16: 12.

Wilders, Henry V 14.

80A gain, this is a conventional view held by, for example: Campbell, Shakespeare’s ‘Histories
262; Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays 309-318; Ribner, The English History Play in the
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seems to have little appetite for their worries and is unable to understand or
empathise with them, bespeaks a King who has learned nothing from his time
amongst the common people. This is clearly shown in his interaction with the
common characters in the play, where he attempts to buy Williams’ respect,
enforces the execution of Bardolph, allows Falstaff to die, and encourages
Pistol to fall back into a life of crime. Indeed, if Henry has learned anything, it
is a contempt for the common people and their needs. Wilders does not
register this however, and instead begins to backtrack when he writes that
Williams and Bates are finally “satisfied”®! by Henry when he states: “Every
subject’s duty is the King’s, but every subject’s soul is his own.”®® This seems
rather harsh on Henry’s part given that Williams and Bates were no doubt
pressed into service. Wilders does not have anything to say regarding this fact,

but leaves us instead with Williams’ satisfaction ringing in our ears.®

This recuperation of the common soldiers’ anger and the discord it articulates
between members of the same army is evident also in the recently overhauled
and extended Arden Shakespeare King Henry V in which, in his exhaustive

introduction, T. W. Craik informs us that in the same scene, Henry “convinces

Age of Shakespeare 182-192; Wilders, The Lost Garden 51-52; Leggatt, Shakespeare’s
Political Drama 114-138.

Slwilders, Henry V 14.

“Henry V, IV. i. 175-177.

S3Chris Fitter has interestingly pointed out that in Kenneth Branagh’s Henry V the scenes
featuring Williams are simply not presented. These include “Henry’s second argument to
Williams, that many of the troops deserved their imminent deaths, as murderers, thieves, and
pillagers,” as well as “Henry’s scheming deployment of Fluellen to quarrel with Williams ...
along with Henry’s buying off of Williams’ criticisms with a gloveful of crowns...” (“A Tale
Of Two Branaghs,” Shakespeare Left and Right 268). Thus the King is shown in a heroic
light, and contradiction/disunity is willed out of existence.
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the soldiers,” after Shakespeare “allows him to be drawn into an argument.”*

Craik’s conclusions are questionable in the sense that the soldiers are evidently
not convinced--Williams promises to box Henry’s ears the next time they
meet--and nor have they dragged Henry into an argument.®> Not only are
Henry’s motives for wandering around the camp in disguise suspect (and
seriously put his ability as a commander of an army into question),’ his
uncharitable attitude seriously undermines his soldiers’ already low morale. In
their first meeting, Williams explains to Henry the reasons for this low morale
amongst the soldiers, detailing their main complaints. He says:

if the cause be not good, the King himself hath a

heavy reckoning to make when all those legs and

arms and heads chopped off in a battle shall join

together at the latter day ... some swearing, some

crying for a surgeon, some upon their wives left

poor behind them, some upon the debts they

owe, some upon their children rawly left.%’
This reflects the reality of the common soldier’s lot in the army of Elizabeth,
for whom, according to C. G. Cruickshank, “wars held only hardship and

misery,” and who were “powerless to alleviate their suffering.”®® Cruickshank

details the various hardships under which the soldiers suffered, corruption of

$T. W. Craik, introduction, Henry V 1-111: 49.

5Craik’s belief that Shakespeare allows Henry to be drawn into an argument is an interesting
turn of phrase, and demonstrates a certain discomfort with Henry’s behaviour. For Henry is
not drawn into an argument but rather instigates one, after having argued with Pistol shortly
before. Shakespeare does not allow this in any case, he plots it. Craik’s discomfort perhaps
stems from the thought that Henry’s behaviour is intentionally plotted.

%This point is eloquently investigated and affirmed in Nina Taunton’s (unpublished) paper
“Aspects Of Watchfulness And Command In The 1590s Military Camp” (1997), which does
indeed point to Henry’s serious shortcomings as an effective military leader. My thanks to her
for allowing me to see this in its unfinished form.

SHenry V, IV. i. 134-141.

%C. G. Cruickshank, Elizabeth’s Army (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1966) 13. Also
important in this context is Lindsay Boynton, The Elizabethan Militia, 1558-1638 (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967).
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the upper ranks and the consequent non-payment of wages--Williams’ “debts
they owe”--being chief among them. This particular dramatised confrontation
between the common soldier and his commander-in-chief is reminiscent of an
actual confrontation which took place some years before the play was written.

It is worth examining this real event in some detail in the current context.

In a letter preserved in the Calendar of State Papers (Foreign), Captain Peter

Crips reports on an event which occurred during the Netherlands campaign, in
the army camp in Utrecht, on 28th March, 1586. Captain Crips’s explanation
of the origins of a mutiny by the soldiers is worth reproducing here at length:

The Earl of Leicester going to Count Maurice
to dinner, there came certain soldiers of Capt.
Thomas Poole’s company, and one A. T. in
behalf of the rest, demanded their pay. His
Excellency conferred with Sir John Norreys, who
commanded me, Peter Crips, then marshal, to
take and hang the said A. T., whom I carried to
prison. Then all the soldiers in the town ‘grew
into arms,’ broke open the prison, carried away
the said A. T. and offered to shoot at me and my
men, staying me by force while the prisoner was
carried away.

At that instant, two companies of ‘Welshmen’
came into the town, by whose aid the prisoner
was again committed to prison, with nine of the
chief mutineers. Sir John then ordered every
company to march severally to camp, and when
they were ready, came to his own company, and
finding one using mutinous words, struck him
and hurt him in the arm and sent him to the
marshal; and another being not ready, cut him on
the head, ‘who are both living without danger of
death, except they be hanged ... but the report
was that they were both dead.’

The companies then marched towards the
camp, and being out of the town, those in the
Marshalsea accused one Roger Greene of being
‘one of the principal that brake up the prison.’
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Whereupon Sir John sent Captain Roper to fetch

him. Being sent back, I carried him and the rest

before his Excellency, who gave order that

Doctor Clarke and I should examine them; who

giving information to his Excellency he gave me

commission for the (hangin)g of three of them in

the presence of the other seven.... ?
This report refers to an event that took place thirteen years before the first
performance of Henry V, but does in many ways articulate the same basic
complaint voiced by Williams; the contempt in which the common soldiers are
held by their military chiefs, and their inability to alleviate their situation.
When compared with this real example, it would seem that Williams in fact
escaped quite lightly in his confrontation with Henry, in the sense that he was
not despatched immediately. Despite that, Crips’s letter attests to the very real
problems that characterised the relationship between ordinary soldiers and
their commanders and, given the fact that these soldiers were pressed,

demonstrates a lack of military competence on the part of these commanders,

Henry included.

The contempt in which the ordinary soldiers were held by their military
superiors characterised the subsequent Irish campaign particularly, as is

demonstrated by the following report held in the Calendar of State Papers

(Ireland), for December 1596:

Of all the captains in Ireland, Sir Thomas North
hath from the beginning kept a most miserable,
unfurnished, naked, and hunger-starven band.
Many of his soldiers died wretchedly and

$9CSP (Foreign) (Sept 1585-May 1586) 495. Cruickshank mentions this letter briefly, though
he does not reproduce any of it nor does he, naturally, link it with any contemporary dramatic

production.
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woefully at Dublin; some whose feet and legs
rotted off for want of shoes....”°

This is a typical example of the condition of the ordinary soldiers in Ireland,
and one of many that reports the possibility of their mutiny.”' According to
Christopher Highley, such reports are significant in the sense that, against the
“backdrop of these conditions ... the reiterated image in Henry V of an English
army starving and sick in the field had an inescapable topical valence.””* This
is particularly the case given the fact that the Earl of Essex was so involved in
the Irish campaign at the time the play was written, and indeed is referred to by

the Chorus in the play itself.”

These contemporary records thus shed much light upon the confrontation of
King Henry and Williams, articulating a real tension in the relationship of
military leaders and their soldiers as well as clarifying the reasons for this
tension. The “topical valence” of the Henry/Williams scene is further
underlined with the appearance of Fluellen, and his response to Williams’
refusal to accept the gloveful of crowns offered by Henry. Fluellen says:

It is with a good will. I can tell you, it will serve

you to mend your shoes. Come, wherefore

should you be so pashful? Your shoes is not so

good. ‘Tis a good shilling, I warrent you, or I
will change it.”*

"°CSP (Ireland) (1596-97) 195.

"“I'T)he nakedness of the soldiers for want of clothes, and their poverty for lack of their
lendings, to buy them food ... many of them show like prisoners, half-starved ... we look daily
for some great mutiny and disbanding...” (CSP (Ireland) (1598-99) 357).

™Christopher Highley, Shakespeare, Spenser, and the Crisis in Ireland (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997) 139.

PHenry V, V. 0. 30-34. This is very much the foundation of Highley’s study of the play.
*Henry V, IV. viii. 70-74.
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The character of Fluellen can be seen, in his uncritical loyalty to Henry, as an
example of the “Welshmen” that Captain Crips writes about and, in his
recommendation that Williams accept the money in order to buy shoes, to be
articulating a contemporary need of the soldiers whose “feet and legs rotted
off....”” However, the importance of all of this for this current study, is the
way in which (like Wilders) this confrontation of Henry and Williams has
been read as one of resolution and unity. This, despite the fact that
contemporary records demonstrate a real, unresolved conflict. A further look

at T. W. Craik’s introduction to the Arden Henry V will underline this fact.

In Williams’ final unambiguous words in which he refuses to be bought by
Henry’s gloveful of crowns--“I will none of your money”’--there is a clear
articulation of a deeply held desire to be treated with dignity. Fluellen’s
response is pragmatic, but does not attempt to deal with the contempt with
which Williams feels he has been treated. In a footnote to these words of
Williams, Craik, enlisting the help of Gary Taylor, writes:
I will ... money  Williams not unnaturally

resents Fluellen’s advice as to his future

conduct. Fluellen’s conciliatory reply, and the

fact that ‘silence normally gives consent to a

direction implied in the dialogue’ (Taylor), make

it clear that Williams takes the shilling.”
There are a number of points to make here. Firstly, Taylor’s belief that silence

gives consent is questionable. For, it is certainly not clear in the text that

Williams takes the shilling, and nothing implied in Williams’ words suggests

This point is raised in a footnote by Highley 150.
"Craik, Henry V 328.
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that he does anything other than reject Henry’s offer. These are Williams’
final words, and he does not appear again in the play. Secondly, Craik’s belief

that “all ends in harmony between him [the King], Williams and Fluellen,””” i

s
also questionable. Given Williams last words, there is no evidence for such a
supposition. Indeed, the only evidence suggests the opposite of this. Lastly
and most importantly, given the nature of contemporary records, the fact that
this conflict is not resolved seems to be a most compelling representation of
reality. The articulation of the many hardships suffered by ordinary soldiers
and put into the mouth of Michael Williams, reflects both an actual
contemporary problem and a reality known to many of Shakespeare’s
audience.’”® Furthermore, and again in the light of the evidence, Williams is an

individual who could use the money offered to him more than any other. Yet

he apparently refuses it.

If Williams were to accept Henry’s money he could, in a sense and despite his
hardships, be said to have his price, like those who pressed him into service,
and those who made illicit earnings from the military campaign in Ireland.”
Williams does not appear to want the money however. Nor does he want to

fight wars that seem to him to lack good cause, and which seem to promise

""Craik, Henry V 53.
78Shakespeare’s audience was made up of all sections of the population, including disbanded

soldiers. The constitution of this audience will be examined in detail in chapter five. A
number of interesting studies regarding this subject are in existence, including the following:
Alfred Harbage, Shakespeare’s Audience (New York: Columbia University Press, 1941), and
Shakespeare and the Rival Traditions (New York: Macmillan, 1951); Andrew Gurr, Playgoing
in Shakespeare’s London (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Ann Jennalie
Cook, The Privileged Playgoers of Shakespeare’s London, 1576-1642 (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1981); Martin Butler, “Appendix I1,” Theatre and Crisis 1632-
1642 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984) 293-306.

See Cruickshank 17-40 and 143-158.
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either a horrible death or maiming. Henry, it would seem, has little time or
care for such matters, just as actual commanders in the Low Countries and in
Ireland. The perception of harmony by Craik in this situation, like Wilders’ of
satisfaction, does not register the real disunity and disruption that the play
articulates, nor the real conflict that existed at that time. And Taylor’s belief
that Williams takes the money adds to this occlusion of disunity. For it
discredits Williams, valorises the King and, by extension justifies those
practices he unleashes on the body and soul of Williams,_ and all of the other

common soldiers.

Henry’s contempt for the common people has previously been noted, most
famously in Stephen Greenblatt’s “Invisible Bullets: Renaissance Authority

and its Subversion, Henry IV and Henry V.”*® While Greenblatt has very little

to say about the Williams/Henry confrontation specifically, he does believe
that the “play deftly registers every nuance of royal hypocrisy, ruthlessness,
and bad faith,”®' demonstrated in the King’s inability to empathise with
“anxious, frightened troops sleeplessly await[ing] the dawn.”® Greenblatt
goes on to say that this however does not undermine any positive
representation of the king, for the play is “a celebration, a collective panegyric
to ‘This star of England’, the charismatic leader who purges the

commonwealth of its incorrigibles and forges the martial national State.”®?

%%Political Shakespeare 18-47. A revised version appears in Greenblatt’s Shakespearean
Negotiations 21-65. It is to the former that I refer in the following.

81Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 42.

2Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.

8Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 42.
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That is to say, that the subversive and negative aspects of Henry are immersed
in a more persuasive context of praise and glorification, and that these
(apparently) subversive aspects “serve paradoxically to intensify the power of
the king and his war.”®* Thus we are won over by Henry’s compelling
presence, and in the confrontation between Williams and the King for
example, “the very doubts that Shakespeare raises serve not to rob the king of

his charisma but to heighten it....”8

Greenblatt is most concerned to theorise the Elizabethan audience’s perception
of a theatrical event such as Henry V, and to demonstrate their subjectification
through such cultural events. He writes:

The audience’s tension ... enhances its attention;

prodded by constant reminders of a gap between

real and ideal, facts and values, the spectators

are induced to make up the difference, to invest

in the illusion of magnificence, to be dazzled by

their own imaginary identification with the

conqueror. The ideal king must be in large part

the invention of the audience....%
This assumes of course that all members of the audience would identify with
the King, or wish to construct an imaginary ideal monarch. However, given
the fact that Shakespeare’s audience comprised many members of the poorer
classes in Elizabethan London (though not exclusively of these classes), it is
possible that they would identify instead with characters such as Williams.

Rather than have to in some way construct for themselves an ideal sovereign

from that individual who appeared before them on stage, they would be able to

¥Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.
8Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.
%Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.
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see the representation of matters that concerned their own lives in the words

and actions of Williams.

Underlying Stephen Greenblatt’s theorisation of the Elizabethan audience is
the influence of the work of Michel Foucault, particularly his formulation of

the spectacular nature of early modern societies in his Discipline And

Punish.®” This allows Greenblatt to perceive in the Elizabethan theatre those
same qualities of spectacle that Foucault assigned to public executions. Thus,

in Renaissance Self-Fashioning, Greenblatt felt able to write:

Each branding or hanging or disembowelling

was theatrical in conception and performance, a

repeatable admonitory drama enacted on a

scaffold before a rapt audience....This idea of the

‘notable spectacle,’ ... extended quite naturally

to the theatre itself....*®
Thus the theatrical experience, as a spectacular event, is regarded as employing
and comprising identical qualities. One of these qualities is of course a
normative one, in which the stage “is the expression of those rules that govern
a properly ordered society and displays visibly the punishment ... that is meted
out upon those who violate the rules.”®® One imagines then that in the
confrontation between Williams and Henry the idea of a properly ordered
society forbids identification with Williams, and the audience become

“dazzled by their own imaginary identification with the conqueror.”®® This

being the case, in “such a theatre-State there would be no social distinction

$particularly chapters one and two.
8 Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 201,
8Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 253.
*Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.
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between the king and the spectator, the performer and the audience; all would
be royal....”””' In a sense then the audience becomes Henry, no matter what his
actions, because they have no other way of imagining themselves to be
anything different. They cannot identify with Williams or with neither of the

protagonists. They can only identify with the King.

To return to the particular work upon which Greenblatt has drawn in order to
formulate his notion of the spectacular nature of early modern public

execution/public theatre--Foucault’s Discipline and Punish--is to realise at

once that the subversion that Greenblatt does not allow is actually written into
Foucault’s theorisation, and forms an integral part of his conception of power
as productive in a way that cannot be restricted. He writes:

the people, drawn to the spectacle intended to
terrorise it, could express its rejection of the
punitive power and sometimes revolt.
Preventing an execution that was regarded as
unjust ... obtaining his [the accused] pardon by
force, possibly pursuing and assaulting the
executioners ... abusing the judges ... all this
formed part of the popular practices that
invested, traversed and often overturned the
ritual of the public execution.’®

Foucault’s research is founded in events in France in the 1750s, yet evidence

exists of precisely such occurrences in Elizabethan London. The Acts of the
Privy Council for 16th October, 1592, relates just such an episode in Holborn
where an “execucion don of an offender that had killed an officier,” was

witness to a riot by “dysorderlie persons.”®> The report goes on to say that this

*Greenblatt, “Invisible Bullets” 43.
?Foucault, Discipline And Punish 59-60.
3 Acts of the Privy Council (1592) 242.
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was no isolated event, and stresses “how manie of these dysorders have of late

»% Given these facts

ben commytted in divers places of the cyttie of London....
is it not possible, in Greenblatt’s theorisation of the spectacular verisimilitude
of the public execution and the public stage, that the audience which witnessed
the Williams/Henry confrontation could identify with the former? Is it not
possible that the theatre audience, like those at the public execution in Holborn
and other London locations, could distance themselves from official ideology,
resist “identification with the conqueror,” and perceive a very real distinction

between “the king and the spectator.” Not in Greenblatt’s theorisation, where

no subversion is possible, and the only option available is to “be royal.”

In the readings offered above a process of recuperation is evident. Disunity
and disruption are either glossed over, or made to function in order to
strengthen the dominant ideology. As in the Procession picture and the royal
progress of 1568, analyses of Shakespeare’s play demonstrate a perceptible
blindness, one induced by the light of cultural treasures transmitted from
owner to owner in a triumphal procession. Such a process is evident in the
historical transmission of the actual processions Elizabeth 1 undertook, and it

is to an analysis of these that this thesis now turns.

% Acts of the Privy Council (1592) 242.
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CHAPTER TWO

“HER SPIRITUAL, MYSTICAL, TRANSFORMING POWER?”

Traditional analyses of Elizabethan processions, whether of the entries into
cities or of the rural progresses, have always regarded them as instances of the
successful use of propaganda, the population at whom they were aimed being
hailed in an Althusserian sense, causing them to identify with and accept a
social structure that functioned to their detriment. In these analyses the
common audience consumes the spectacle presented before it, and emerges
convinced that the dissymmetry evident between the sovereign and the people
is both justified and unbridgeable. In what follows, this thesis will explore
contemporary documents regarding Elizabethan processions and their
audiences with a view to problematising these traditional notions, the desire
being to produce different, more sceptical conceptualisations of the material
aspects of these events. This will require the exposition of traditional readings
of the processions and their subsequent immersion in a critical landscape.
Before doing this however, it is necessary to give a brief outline of the physical

nature of the processions that celebrated Elizabeth.

1. “The centre of the centre”

Processional practice took three major forms in early modern England, each
with its own discrete defining characteristics, but sharing much common
ground materially, textually, and ideologically. The royal entry and the royal

progress were defined by the determining presence of the sovereign, the
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“centre of the centre,”' and form the two types of Elizabethan procession that
will be the focus of this current study.? The processional form itself was not
an innovation of the early modern period, but had its roots in the Roman
triumphs which took place in order to celebrate the return of the victorious
Roman army from a successful military campaign.> This triumphal function
was still important during Elizabeth’s reign, but such processions had, by that
time, broadened their purpose as well as their originating occasion. The
essential hypothesis of both types of Elizabethan procession can be regarded
as synonymous however: their exhibition of power. As David Bergeron
writes: “The theme that binds all the pageants, whether progress shows or
royal entries, together is the celebration of Elizabeth’s power, her spiritual,
mystical, transforming power.” The major contrast between them can be seen
to be a geographical one, in the sense that royal entries were the urban
manifestations of this desire to celebrate sovereign power, and royal
progresses their primarily rural modes of representation. This was no small
difference however and, as Bergeron goes on to say, resulted in the production
of entertainments that reflected these particular locations: “in the Elizabethan
era mythology and romance dominate in the progress entertainments while

historical subjects and moral allegory abound in the royal entries.”” The

'This is the term used by Clifford Geertz (with reference to, among other royal figureheads,
Elizabeth 1) in his essay on monarchical charisma, “Centres, Kings, and Charisma: Reflections
on the Symbolics of Power,” Local Knowledge (London: Fontana, 1993) 121-146.

*The third form, the annual Lord Mayor’s Pageant which took place every October 29th in
London, demonstrates marked similarities to the royal pageants, the Lord Mayor merely
replacing the sovereign as the centre around which the procession was built. For extensive
examinations of these civic pageants, see Bergeron English Civic Pageantry, and F. W.
Fairholt, Lord Mayors’ Pageants, 2 Vols. (London: Percy Society, 1843-1844).

3This is discussed in Wickham, particularly in 1:51-111.

“Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 11.

SBergeron, English Civic Pageantry 64.
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progress thus witnessed the production of a primarily pastoral mode of
representation, whilst the entry invoked a more spectacular and historically
specific mode of address. The inhabitants of London were presented with two
of these magnificent urban spectacles during Elizabeth’s reign, the first to
mark her ascendancy to the throne, and the second to commemorate victory
over the Spanish in 1588. Many other cities were host to an Elizabethan royal
entry, such as Coventry, Warwick, Bristol, and Norwich, but never on the

scale reserved for these two unique occasions.

Elizabeth embarked upon royal progresses during the summer months of
her reign, visiting the private estates of the nobility and gentry, always
accompanied by a large part, or indeed the whole of her enormous court.
These carefully plotted royal tours would proceed through the countryside,
enabling the public to take advantage of the opportunity of having visual
contact with the Queen. This visibility was seen to have positive
propagandist value, the sovereign demonstrating her accessibility to the
population. Once she had reached the private estate of a specially selected
nobleman, entertainments in the form of celebratory pageants were often
performed, the public again having the opportunity to view the Queen as
spectators or even participants. This visual contemplation was one of the

progresses’ main functions, one which they shared with the royal entry.

The entry into a city had traditionally functioned as the most public of

royal theatrical displays, always containing some element of triumph and,
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after a military victory, being to a great extent constituted by a form of
thanks-giving. As noted earlier, such a triumphal function defined the
Roman notion of entry, and this purely processional form existed until the
middle of the fourteenth century.6 Already the important events in a
monarch’s reign--coronation, accession, marriage, birth of children, death-
-were celebrated in such a processional manner, enabling the monarch “to
manifest himself at his most magnificent in the sight of his subjects.”’

The Roman triumphal form had thus been appropriated and extended to
these important events in the life of the nation’s ruler, and for specific
reasons. “At the root of the matter,” notes Glynne Wickham, “lies the
delicate balance of relationships between ruler and subject in medieval
Europe,”® relationships that, due to a Christian world-view, necessarily
modified the basic assumptions implicit in the Roman triumphs.

Wickham believes this led to a desire “to imply acknowledgement by the
subject that the particular ruler is the representative in their midst, chosen
by God for their own good as a figurehead and arbiter of justice.”9

Already inherent in these medieval processions was an allegorical leap, the
monarch in procession representing something other than himself and

embodying something greater than a mere barrier to foreign threat or

invasion.

$Wickham lists a number of different types of processions characterised by this triumphal
function: “the visit of a distinguished foreigner (the Emperor Otho in 1207), a royal wedding
(Henry III to Eleanor of Provence in 1236), a coronation (Edward 1 in 1274) and a major
military victory (Edward 1’s defeat of the Scots at Falkirk in 1298)” (1: 53).

"Strong, Splendour At Court 21.

SWickham 1: 52.

*Wickham 1: 52.

89



By the end of the fourteenth century, such urban processions saw the
introduction of street pageant devices, organised by the trade guilds of the
city and enabling a further process of allegorical subjectification through
sovereign representation of itself as spiritual figurehead and as all virtue
personified.'® The following two hundred years saw a continued evolution
in these theatrical devices, in many senses culminating in the grandiose
entry into London of James 1 for his coronation in 1604.!" Already by the
mid-sixteenth century however, the mixture of moral, religious, and
historical allegory, with the monarch as the principal participant in his/her
own glorification, can be seen to typify royal entries into cities. The pre-
coronation procession of Elizabeth 1 that took place on 14th January,

1558, is a perfect example.

The procession which occurred the day before Elizabeth’s coronation can
be regarded as a typical royal entry of the period in that it “reflected the

achievements of the present and reviewed those of the past while turning

'®Wickham notes that the procession celebrating Edward 1°s defeat of the Scots in 1298 was
the first that contained “theatrical attributes,” but it was not until later that royal processions
became defined by these attributes. The celebration of the birth of Edward Il in 1313
prompted the building of a theatrical “gaily decorated” ship, and Richard II’s coronation in
1377, saw the building of a stage which supported speaking actors (1: 50-54).

""Roy Strong has traced this development in Renaissance Europe, through the entries which
took place in Italy in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to those in France such as Anne of
Brittany’s entry into Paris in 1486 to celebrate her marriage to Charles VIII, that of Charles V
into Bruges in 1515, Henry II into Rouen in 1550, and that of Elizabeth of Valois into Toledo
in 1560. He also traces the development in England, from the entry of Anne Boleyn on her
marriage to Henry VIII in 1533, through Elizabeth’s pre-coronation procession of 1558, to that
of James 1 (Splendour at Court 19-77). For a more detailed examination of the entry of James
1, see Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 65-89, and Goldberg James 33-54.
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an optimistic eye to the future.”'> Its production forms one of the two
major London processions undertaken by Elizabeth, the other being more
conventional (and therefore less allegorical) in its celebration of a military
victory. The 1558 procession was in fact the final act in an event that was
comprised of a number of processions through the city prior to the day of
the actual coronation on 15th January. As well as stoking the fires of
expectation in the capital’s population as the day approached, the
procession witnessed the visible staking of a legitimate, Protestant cllaim to
the recently vacated throne. Each procession within this aggregation
attempted to fulfil just such a function, culminating in this final Recognition
March through the very heart of the city. This was the grandest and most
important of the processions, whereby in a number of pageant devices the
sovereign authority was symbolically offered to Elizabeth (which she
naturally accepted). In 1588 a structurally similar procession passed
through the streets of the capital in commemoration of the defeat of the
Spanish Arrﬁada, an occasion that required little pre-emptive stimulation,

representing as it did the overwhelming of a dangerous foreign invader.

The cultural and ideological textures of a pre-coronation procession and
that of a victory procession are naturally and importantly different, not least

in the fact that the latter is less contrived and therefore need not seek

12Strong, Splendour at Court 23. Jean Wilson makes the same point: “Her coronation
procession was unchanged in manner and general content from previous royal entries,
consisting of allusions to the queen’s illustrious ancestors, and demonstrations of the nature
of the political regime expected of Elizabeth” (Entertainments For Elizabeth 1 5).
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to transmit its message in as allegorical a fashion as the former. In the pre-
coronation procession, the nation addresses and is addressed by the
impending monarch, a dialectic that negotiates and monitors notions of
sovereign worthiness, suitability and competence, as well as those of
subjectification. A victory procession on the other hand, witnesses a
monarch who has already shown him/herself to be worthy, suitable and
competent, and who can furthermore represent him/herself as the nation’s
saviour. This latter position is naturally less ambiguous and uncertain than
the former, and does not require the extent of mythologising in order to
convince the nation/populace of the appropriate nature of their taking a
subject position."> Such a reality is underlined by the fact that the pre-
coronation procession saw the production of five elaborate pageant
devices, whereas the Victory procession merely proceeded along the
streets to St Paul’s, where thanks were given to God. Despite these
differences, it is important for my purposes here to recognise that the
material formation of the two actual processions themselves were, in terms
of the human topographical pattern, almost wholly identical. That is to
say, that the topography of status delineated by the two processions is the
same, and that the spectacular presence manifested through colour,

configuration, affluence, and sheer size is shared by both. The two

1*Elizabeth made many other entries into cities during her reign, but only these two in London,
the capital, can be regarded as national in the sense that the sovereign was addressing herself
to the whole of the nation. In the pre-coronation procession this address implied impending
sovereignty (over the whole nation), and in the Victory procession it took the form of giving
and taking thanks (to/from the whole nation) for victory over the Spanish. Other royal entries
into such cities as Norwich, Coventry and Warwick were localised in nature, the desire being
to induce local affection and loyalty. For a calendar of Elizabeth’s entries, see Chambers, The
Elizabethan Stage 4: 75-130.
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examples of spectacle are therefore uniform in terms of this material

4
presence.’

This topography has been preserved in the form of an official inventory,
listing the participants of the Victory procession of 1588 (see Appendix 1),
which demonstrates the grandeur and great size of the procession. The
spectacular centrality of the procession’s participants is clearly outlined,
and bears witness to an impressive mobile presence through the streets of
London. A similar reality is articulated in the inventory recording the
details of the 1558 coronation preparations existent in the Records of the

Lord Chamberlain.”® This document lists the vast amount of cloth that had

to be ordered for the coronation, as well as listing the members of the
household who needed to be present for the subsequent banquet and those
required to attend the coronation itself. Page after page is given over to

these lists, which describe a most elaborate demonstration of affluence.'®

Such an impressive reality is also visible in the drawing that survives of

Elizabeth’s actual coronation procession itself--that referred to in the Lord

"This is not to deny the magnificence and presence of the numerous pageant devices. These
no doubt, gave the pre-coronation procession an additional spectacular quality. Here, it is
important to note that I am discussing the human content of the procession itself, in order to
attempt to perceive its spectacular presence.

Records of the Lord Chamberlain and other Offices of the Royal Houschold, and the Clerk
of the Recognizances, Public Record Office, LC 2 4/3.

'SWhile this would be a more pertinent source to use for an examination of the pre-
coronation procession than the 1588 inventory--in temporal terms as well as in the fact that
many of those participating in the pre-coronation procession would also have attended the
coronation--the Lord Chamberlain at no point articulates who actually formed the coronation
procession, nor how many: he simply states who should attend. As such, this document,
though useful in this present context, is inferior as a source to that of the list of participants
for the 1588 procession.
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Chamberlain’s document--and which took place on the 15th January, 1558
(see Fig. 2). Though much smaller than both the Victory and the pre-
coronation processions, the pictorial evidence of this spectacular display
does enable a further glimpse at the nature of Elizabethan processional
practice. The drawing is believed to be the work of one of the Heralds
present at the coronation,'” and represents the procession as it proceeded
from Westminster Hall to the Abbey Church of St. Peter. The manuscript
(MS 3320, Egerton, BM) delineates 338 people in all, 171 horses, 3
carriages, and the litter in which the Queen was transported. On each side
of her are 17 Gentlemen Pensioners, and 14 footguards with drawn short-
swords. The procession is stretched out over 28 pages, beginning with the
Yeomen of the Guard leaving Westminster Hall, and ending with the
preparations for the crowning of the Queen in the Abbey Church. The
manuscript, like the 1588 inventory, enables the conceptualisation of the
splendour of such an event. A closer inspection of the various descriptions
of the pre-coronation procession encourages a similar perception of that

particular spectacular display.

The pre-coronation procession of 1558 which “epitomises the chief

characteristics to be found in all royal entries and represents a high

»l8

achievement of this dramatic form,”"® was well-documented at the time

both by educated observers and in authorised descriptions such as that

L. E. Tanner, The History Of The Coronation (London: Pitkin, 1952) 55.
I8Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 12.
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credited to Richard Mulcaster.'”® David Bergeron believes Mulcaster’s
document “is a marvellous piece of propaganda in addition to providing a

record of the events.”%°

While Mulcaster’s pamphlet does indeed provide
us with a precise record of the route taken and describes too the various
pageant devices performed, the letters of the Venetian Ambassador to
England of the time, Il Schifanoya, to the Castellan of Mantua, enable us
to determine the approximate size of the procession. He estimated the
number of horses preceding the Queen to be one thousand, a total which is
not unimaginable when contemplating the human inventory of the 1588
proce:ssion.21 He goes on to write that the houses along the route were
decorated in the Queen’s honour, and that lining this route were
“merchants and artisans of every trade ... in long black gowns lined with
hoods of red and black cloth ... with all their ensigns, banners, and
standards, which were innumerable, and made a very fine show.”?? Each
participant in the procession also displayed their symbols of office; keys,
chains, pennants, and various uniforms of status and affluence. The
Queen’s ceremonial guards were all dressed in crimson silk, and there was
also much satin, velvet, and fur in evidence. The Queen herself, he says,
appeared in “an open litter, trimmed down to the ground with gold

9923

brocade,” and that she was “dressed in a royal robe of very rich cloth of

gold, with a double-raised stiff pile, and on her head over a coif of cloth of

""The Passage Of Our Most Drad Soveraigne Lady Quene Elyzabeth Through The Citie Of
London To Westminster The Daye Before Her Coronacion London 1558-9: reproduced in full
in Nichols, Elizabeth 1: 38-60.

2Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 13.

?!Calendar Of State Papers (Venetian) (1558-1580) 12.

2CSP (Ven) (1558-1580) 12.
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gold, beneath which was her hair, a plain gold crown without lace ...
covered with jewels....”>* There were pageant devices en route, from
Fenchurch to Temple Bar, dramatic interludes on specially erected
scaffolds, each taking place as the Queen reached them, who then
proceeded further once each (interconnecting) interlude came to an end.
These theatrical performances took the form of various allegorical
representations of the impending Queen and her perceived functions:

Elizabeth’s descent was illustrated in a vast rose

tree of the houses of York and Lancaster, there

was a pageant in the form of Virtues defeating

Vices, another celebrated the Queen’s devotion

to the biblical beatitudes, another showed a

withered and a flourishing landscape to typify a

good and bad commonwealth and, finally, there

was a vision of Elizabeth as Deborah, consulting

with her estates for the good of her realm.”
These shows were no doubt colourful and impressive, as well as
propagandist. There was music, bells pealing, cannons intermittently
firing, and the streets were lined with the Queen’s “most loving People,”26
cheering without pause. These were the streets that constituted and

traversed the heart of the city of London, the arterial link between the

Tower and Westminster, through the commercial centre of the nation.

The procession itself, both in terms of content and form, was the

responsibility of the Office of the Revels, and more specifically of Sir

BCSP (Ven) (1558-1580) 12.

CSP (Ven) (1558-1580) 12.

ZStrong, Splendour at Court 25. The precise content and form of these pageant devices will
be discussed in detail in the next chapter.

*They are described as such many times in Mulcaster’s pamphlet.
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Thomas Cawarden, the Master of the Revels at the time of Elizabeth’s
coronation. This office was responsible for all aspects of court
entertainment, including masques and tilts. It had been established in the
previous century, and by the time of Elizabeth’s Recognition March was
well practised in the organisation of such massive spectacles. It was
charged not merely to summon all of the participants of the procession, but
also to prepare all of the costumes, horses, and necessary finery. The
Office was answerable to the sovereign, and made sure that all of her
wishes were carried out. It would ensure that the formation of the
procession was correct, this being to a great extent hierarchically
formalised by the time of Elizabeth, and guarantee that the suitable note
was struck in terms of the procession’s effects. This formal hierarchy is
clearly evident in the 1588 inventory, building gradually as it does to its

climax, the Queen surrounded by her bodyguards.

Adding to the splendour of the actual pre-coronation procession itself were
five pageant devices specifically written for the occasion and acted out
upon specially constructed stages. Along the streets streamers and banners
hung and, in specially railed-off enclosures the members of the various
City companies stood, dressed in their official uniforms:

well apparelled with many riche furres, and their
livery whodes uppon their shoulders, in comely
and semely maner, having before them sondry
persones well apparelled in silkes and chaines of
golde, as wyflers and garders of the sayd
companies, beside a number of riche hanginges,
as well of tapistrie, arras, clothes of golde, silver,
velvet, damaske, sattin, and other silkes,
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plentifullye hanged all the way as the Quenes

Highnes passed from the Towre through the

Citie.”’
That these members of the City companies should have such pride of place
is not surprising, as they were responsible for financing the celebratory
devices through which the procession passed. Furthermore, these men
formed what was effectively the government of the City at the time and
ran civic matters with a great deal of independence from the Crown.
Twenty six Aldermen, each elected by the various Trade Guilds (for life),
were charged with the management of a ward of the city, and they in turn
annually elected one of their number to be the new Lord Mayor. These
individuals represented a merchant oligarchy, and in the name of the Trade
Guilds exercised a controlling influence upon the commercial life of the
City. As the highest power in the City these Guilds, collectively known as
the London Corporation, made the arrangements for such celebrations,
financing the construction of the pageant stages and the decoration of the
streets, as well as paying actors to participate in each of the pageant
devices. For this particular procession they also paid for the streets to be

grave:lled.28 The Aldermen formed part of the leading section of the

procession, and the Lord Mayor proceeded in close proximity to the

2"Mulcaster 48. Michael Berlin has written of the (ideological) importance of such affluent
display: “The outward appearance of the citizenry [i.e. the Members of the Livery Companies],
their behaviour and dress in both ceremonial and everyday life, was considered as a prime
means of maintaining the social order” (“Civic Ceremony in Early Modern London,” Urban
History Yearbook 1986 (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1986) 3-30: 23). The effects of
such ceremonial display (as well as the effects of its everyday display) were therefore regarded
as an essential part of any procession, and of the upholding of order itself.

2This is perhaps too grand a term for what was actually done, as the Venetian Ambassador
notes: “Owing to the deep mud caused by the foul weather and by the multitude of people and
of horses, everyone had made preparation, by placing sand and gravel in front of their houses”
(CSP (Ven) (1558-1580) 12).
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Queen, demonstrating his position as first citizen, possessing power both
in connection with and independent of the sovereign. This relationship
between civic and royal authority was emphasised when, during the
Recognition March Ralph Cholmley, the Recorder of the City, presented
the Queen with 1000 marks in gold on behalf of the Trade Guilds. Asa
total event, the pre-coronation procession represents a material
demonstration of dissymmetry, and forms a spectacular material centre.
Just such a material entity is marked in the rural processional displays

which the Queen and Court annually produced, the Royal Progresses.

Like the royal entries and pageants, summer progresses were not an
Elizabethan innovation but rather had their roots in the Middle Ages.
Elizabeth herself was an enthusiastic visitor who, according to Alison
Plowden, “covered a lot of ground and actually slept in 241 different
recorded places.”®® With the exception of the years 1580-91 and 1595-99,
when there were graver than usual fears for her safety, Elizabeth and her
Court left the city in order to enjoy the country air. One of the major
reasons for these royal tours was to escape the very real danger of the city,
rank with the threat of the plague. This was no idle threat, as Paul Slack
points out in his detailed study of plague epidemics; in 1563, for example,
24% of London’s population died because of the disease.’® The death rate

was particularly high in the capital, and concentrated also in the summer

»plowden, Elizabethan England 51.
3%Slack, The Impact Of The Plague 151.
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months, Another practical reason for going on progress was the Queen’s
ability for shifting the enormous cost of keeping her Court onto one of her
nobles, and thus alleviating the burden on her own coffers. This too was
no small matter as Elizabeth observed the depletion of her treasury year by
year, not least because of the continuing war with the Spanish. All costs
for the entertainment and lodging of the Queen and her Court were borne
by the host, and he would additionally be expected to present the sovereign

with a symbol of his affection, usually in the form of expensive jewellery.

The overriding function of the progresses however was a political one, as it
was for the royal entries. The parade that left London and wound its way
through the countryside would not, in spectacular terms, be very different from
that outlined in the Victory procession, and might indeed have been more
impressive considering the sheer length of a procession which contained up to
400 carts and some 2400 pack-horses.*! The entire Court and all of its
belongings often accompanied the Queen, forming a congregation that radiated
affluence and power. A plan produced by Lord Burleigh in 1583 for his
entertainment of Elizabeth at Theobalds describes a guest inventory, and
indicates the scale of the task of having the Queen and her Court visit (see
Appendix 2).** Jean Wilson writes in the context of this inventory: “What

Burleigh had to cater for was not just Elizabeth and her court, but that Court’s

3'plowden, Elizabethan England 51.
*This list interestingly mirrors that of the Victory procession, though it must be read as a
cross-section rather than viewed in a lincar fashion. When looked at in this way, it too builds
to a climax around the presence of the Queen: see Nichols, Elizabeth 2: 400-404, and Jean
Wilson, Entertainments for Elizabeth 1 52-56.
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servants, the servants’ servants, the Queen’s private kitchen staff, and the
administrative staff that was necessary even when she was away from

London....”**

While it is probable that Burleigh was anything but impressed by such a
logistical and financial task, Elizabeth was aware of the propagandist
rewards that were to be reaped from such a display of affluence and power,
rewards founded in the effects that this perceived accessibility produced.
En route to the various stately homes of the nobles and gentry to be visited
she was visible to the common people, and indeed made herself so visible
as this was a primary function of the progress. Not only was the Queen
tying the bonds of loyalty between herself and various nobles, such as the
Earl of Leicester (Kenilworth), Lord Norris (Rycote), Lord Montague
(Cowdray), and the Earl of Hertford (Elevetham), she was cementing them
between herself and the people who were in the service of those same

"3 took place

nobles. Thus while the “give and take of gracious courtesies,
within the house of a particular noble and confirmed “the bonds of
personal affection and loyalty upon which much ... of Elizabeth’s domestic
statecraft so securely rested,” these same bonds between Elizabeth and
the majority of her rural subjects were seen to be tied both by this

honourable exchange in aristocratic surroundings and by her presence on

the path or highway. The splendour of the sovereign in this rural place,

3Jean Wilson, Entertainments for Elizabeth 1 56.
**Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage 1: 107.
3*Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage 1: 107.
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can be regarded as a major underlying mode of spectacular representation
that was seen to be effective in terms of subjecting those at whom the

display was aimed.

In these rural processions, civic authority is not as important as in their
urban equivalent, and although all areas had some form of this authority, it
did not play the determining role it did in London. One consequence of
this was that, to a great extent, the space through which the procession was
to pass was not prepared, other than having the royal Waymaker study the
roads earlier in the year, having the area checked for cases of plague, and
having the itinerary confirmed with the Queen’s hosts. However, it is
possible to perceive a positive propagandist effect created by the passing
of the sovereign and the procession. That is to say, that as the progress
made its way through the land--land which would, as they neared their
destination, belong to the member of the aristocracy to be visited--it would
invoke a process whereby it would contribute to the credibility of the
prospective host and, simultaneously, siphon off a similar (local)
legitimacy by its association with him. Just such a reality is apparent in
the Ditchley Portrait of Elizabeth, painted in 1592 to commemorate the
visit of the Queen to Sir Henry Lee, Master of the Armoury, at his stately

home in Ditchley, Oxfordshire (see Fig. 3).? 6 Elizabeth stands with her

*This portrait, which hangs in the National Portrait Gallery, is a pervasive image of Elizabeth
and, like the Procession picture, appears in the vast majority of studies of the Queen and the
age, and indeed appears on the covers of many works of Elizabethan literary criticism: see
Leonard Tennenhouse’s Power On Display and Frances Yates’s Astraea: The Imperial Theme
In The Sixteenth Century, for example.
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feet squarely in the county of Oxfordshire, the very centre of Sir Henry
Lee’s land. She towers above England, which itself seems to stretch over
the earth, setting Ditchley, by her presence, at the centre of the world. In
this scenario, Ditchley/Sir Henry Lee and Elizabeth feed off each other in a
constitution of reciprocal legitimation. This mutual exchange is further
exemplified as the Queen “symbolically banishes storms behind her and
ushers in golden sunshine,” bringing prosperity to that land where, in the
entertainments that Sir Henry Lee provided, she symbolically “dispelled
enchantments and thus awoke her host from a magical slumber.”*’
Elizabeth’s presence pulls Ditchley to the very centre where she “stands as

an empress on the globe of the world,”*® whilst Lee’s land enables and

supports such a global possibility.

Elizabeth and her Court visited many stately homes on their summer
progresses and were entertained with pageant devices and masques on
many of these visits.”> Often the destination of the progress would be
another city, such as Bristol, Norwich, Coventry, or Warwick, and in each
the Queen would make a royal entry, though never on the scale of those
which took place in London. These too had a foundation in propaganda,
the Queen seeking the affection and thus loyalty of the inhabitants of these

cities through the device of spectacle.

*"Roy Strong & Julia T Oman 76.

*Strong, The Cult Of Elizabeth 154.

*E. K. Chambers has collected together all of the visits and outings of the Queen, including
her summer progresses and entries into cities (The Elizabethan Stage 4: 75-130). The
reference to the Ditchley progress appears in the same volume (107).
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However, whether in the city or in the country, on the streets or highways,
there is always a cut-off point, a limit that is the interface of inclusion and
exclusion. There is always a defining limit of those who display and those
at whom the display is aimed. The immediate population is pulled toward
the official centres in order to underwrite them, but can instead reject them.
Furthermore, this official desire for underwriting is based on an exclusion
that is a major defining element of the material centre. It is a process which
is always a founding moment of the_: spectacular display itself, a condition of
its very existence. It is a process discernible in contemporary documents

dealing with these processions.

2. “To require the people to be silent”

Traditional readings of Elizabethan processions and entertainments, whether
urban or rural, have taken their cue from the commissioned
descriptions/pamphlets that appeared to coincide with the respective
celebrations and, while initially admitting their propagandist nature, proceed to
take them at face value as articulating a genuine exchange of mutual affection.
That this practice is deeply conventional is evidenced by the fact that it is
difficult to find any account of these texts that takes their ideological thrust
seriously, and that consistently considers the implications that any reading of
them must take into consideration. These conventional analyses are lacking in
this respect, a defining repercussion of an evident slippage that occurs between

the initial perception of propaganda and the final uncovering of an
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unproblematic dialectic of love between sovereign and subjects. A closer
examination of this process with regard to the pre-coronation procession and
the Rycote and Ditchley entertainments will demonstrate this lack, and will
enable also the articulation of the plethora of information that constitutes this

lack.

The founding and inspirational text for conventional readings of Elizabeth’s

pre-coronation procession is Richard Mulcaster’s The Passage Of Our Most

Drad Soveraigne Lady Quene Elyzabeth Through The Citie Of London To

Westminster The Daye Before Her Coronacion,"® commissioned by the

London Corporation in order to celebrate the occasion as well as to
disseminate the message of the spectacle enacted in the streets of the capital.
The existent record of Mulcaster’s payment for his commission is interesting
in many ways, not least in the fact that it is made clear that the Queen herself
received a copy of his pamphlet:

Itm yt was orderyd and agreyd by the Court here

this day that the Chamblyn shall geue vnto

Rychard Mulcaster for his reward for makyng of

the boke conteynynge and declaryng the

historyes set furth in and by the Cyties pageaunte

at the tyme of the Quenes highnes comyng

thurrough the Cytye to her coronacon xls wch

boke was geuyn vnto the Quenes grace.“l

The pamphlet appeared nine days after the procession itself, and seems also to

have been reprinted at some point later in the year,* indicating its popularity.

4ONjchols, Elizabeth 1: 38-60.

“ICorporation of London, Repertory (1558-1560) XIV: fol. 143.

“2Apart from the edition reprinted in Nichols and which shall be used exclusively in this study,
another edition, printed by the same publisher (Richard Tottel) and with very few differences,
exists as The Quenes Majesties Passage Through The Citie Of London To Westminster The
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In the next chapter this pamphlet will be subjected to a close textual reading,
including an examination of the description of the pageant devices performed
for Elizabeth. For now, it is important only to record the tone of this text, in
terms of the emphasis that Mulcaster puts upon the adoration and love shown
by the procession’s audience for their impending Queen, and to note also that
subsequent analyses of this procession have uncritically accepted and drawn

upon this emphasis.

Mulcaster’s opening sentence records the entrance of the Queen into the city,
“richely furnished,” and “most honourably accompanied” by the splendour of
“Gentlemen, Barons, and other the Nobilite of this Realme, as also with a
notable trayne of goodly and beawtifull Ladies, richly appoynted.”* This
immediately communicates the spectacular nature of the event, a reality that
Mulcaster demonstrates by his recording of the audience’s response to the
procession’s entrance in his next sentence:

And entryng the Citie was of the People received

marveylous entirely, as appeared by the

assemblie, prayers, wishes, welcomminges,

cryes, tender woordes, and all other signes,

which argue a wonderfull earnest love of most

obedient subjectes towarde theyr soveraigne.**
Mulcaster makes it clear that this is not a love that travels in one direction, but

insists on its mutual nature, the Queen demonstrating her love for the people

“so that on eyther syde there was nothing but gladnes, nothing but prayer,

Day Before Her Coronacion, ed. James M. Osborn, introd. J. E. Neale (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1960).

“Mulcaster 38.

*“Mulcaster 38.
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nothing but comfort.”** He continues in the same manner, perceiving the

circulation of this mutual adoration:

The Quenes Majestie rejoysed marveilously to
see that so exceadingly shewed towarde her
Grace, which all good Princes have ever desyred.
I meane so earnest love of subjectes, so evidently
declared even to her Grace’s owne person, being
carried in the middest of them. The People again
were wonderfully rauished with the louing
answers and gestures of theyr Princesse, like to
the which they had before tryed at her first
comming to the Towre from Hatfield. This her
Grace’s loving behaviour preconceived in the
People’s heades upon these considerations was
then throughly confirmed, and indede emplanted
a wonderfull hope in them touchyng her woorthy
Governement in the reste of her Reygne. For in
all her passage, she did not only shew her most
gracious love toward the people in generall, but
also privately, if the baser personages had offered
her Grace any flowers or such like as a
signification of their good wyll, or moved to her
any sute, she most gently, to the common
rejoysing of all lookers on, and private comfort
of the partie, staid her chariot, and heard theyr
requestes. So that if a man shoulde say well, he
could not better tearme the Citie of London that
time, than a stage wherein was shewed the
wonderfull spectacle, of a noble hearted
Princesse toward her most loving People, and the
People’s exceding comfort in beholding so
worthy a Soveraigne, and hearing so Prince like
a voice ... could not but enflame her naturall,
obedient, and most loving People....Thus
therefore the Quenes Majestie passed from the
Towre till she came to Fanchurche, the People
on eche side joyously beholdyng the viewe of so
gracious a Ladye theyr Quene....*

“Mulcaster 38.
SMulcaster 38-39.
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This account of an exchange of reciprocal love has been reproduced at some
length in order to show how Mulcaster delineates for the reader an occasion
characterised by its unproblematic and implicit acknowledgment of degree,
indeed its effusive celebration of hierarchy. In this account, the Queen has
already been successful in gaining the support and love of her subjects, has

already won them over, is already the fulfilment of their desire to be justly and

nobly ruled.

While this excerpt articulates both the skill with which Elizabeth presented
herself publicly, and the sense in which this presentation took place in a
“theatrical” setting,*’ it is Mulcaster’s construction of the nature of the
audience that I wish to focus upon. The importance of such a study cannot be
overstressed, as his delineation of this audience and its responses to the
sovereign’s presence has been transmitted throughout history, being endlessly
reproduced in a manner characterised by a focusing upon the dominant and
dominating figure of Elizabeth herself and ignoring to a great extent the

complexity of the procession’s possible contemporary audience.

This conventional reading of the procession began almost immediately, as is

demonstrated by its coverage in Holinshed’s Chronicles, where it is evident

“"This perception of Elizabeth as actress in this situation, as well as the essentially theatrical
setting represented by her presence in the city streets has been a favourite textual event of the
New Historicism, for example in Greenblatt’s “To Fashion A Gentleman: Spenser And The
Destruction Of The Bower Of Bliss,” (Renaissance Self Fashioning 157-192). This is a
subject which is dealt with in detail in chapter four. The sense in which Elizabeth acted
perfectly in the pre-coronation procession itself is perhaps best summed up by Bergeron’s
definition of her as a (successful) “unscheduled actor” (English Civic Pageantry 15).
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that Mulcaster’s pamphlet has simply been reproduced word for word.*® 1t
begins:

At hir entring the citie, she was of the people

receiued maruellous intierlie, as appeared by the

assemblies, praiers, wishes, welcommings, cries,

tender words, and all other signes which argued

a wonderfull earnest love of most obedient

subiects towards their souereigne.49
The text continues in this manner, mutual love obviously once more the
overriding theme. Holinshed commissioned his Chronicle in 1570, and it
finally appeared in 1577, and was for many years regarded as historically
accurate and not as a work of propaganda. The propagandist nature of this
work is underlined however by the fact that it merely reproduces Mulcaster’s
report. But it is important also in the way that, through this reproduction, it
initiates the construction of a credibility around the truth-value of the events as
produced by Mulcaster. That is to say, that an incremental integrity is apparent
in the casting as “truth” of the initial “truth” of an earlier text, a reality that is

visible in the further transmission of those “truths” to our own day.>® In his

influential study of The Reign Of Elizabeth 1558-1603, a part of The Oxford

History Of England series, J. B. Black demonstrates precisely this process of
transmission, whereby assumed knowledge is passed off as fact. Regarding
the pre-coronation procession he writes: “From the first day of her arrival in

the capital ... the young queen revelled in the enthusiastic loyalty of her

“Raphael Holinshed, Chronicles Of England, Scotland, and Ireland, 6 Vols. (London: J.
Johnson, 1807) 4: 159-175.
“Holinshed 4: 159.
%1t is worth pointing out perhaps the importance to modern scholarship of Shakespeare’s use
of Holinshed in the sense that it is often the purpose of this scholarship to determine the ways
in which Shakespeare vied away from “real” history as it was written in the Chronicles. This is
a theme discussed at length by Graham Holderness in his Shakespeare Recycled 1-6.
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subjects, feasting their eyes with equipages....The popular rejoicing reached a
climax on the eve of the coronation....”>! This is typical of the sort of
statement regarding the nature of the audience that has traditionally appeared
in historical writings, as is clear from the influential works of J. B. Neale, E.
C. Wilson, Frances Yates, and Roy Strong. This is further evidenced by that
most highly regarded examination of processions to date, David Bergeron’s

English Civic Pageantry 1558-1642 where, despite the disclaimer that

Mulcaster’s pamphlet is indeed “a marvellous piece of propaganda” in which
“Elizabeth is seen in an extremely favourable light,”>? he writes that from
“Fenchurch to Temple Bar the sovereign has moved through the city amid the
shouts and acclamations of London’s citizens.”> This demonstrates “a give-
and-take ... an intimacy of reaction,” so that one “is impressed with how the
elements of actor, audience, and honoured guest fuse into a single compound
of entertainment....”>* Thus Bergeron perceives the dominant theme of the
event to have been one of unity, and he perceives with what success this has

been achieved; to the extent that one can only be impressed.

Naturally enough, this kind of admiration reaches its peak in the more
hagiographic, popularising studies of Elizabeth such as that previously looked

at, Alison Plowden’s Elizabethan England: Life In An Age Of Adventure.

Here there is an attempt to bring the occasion to life, filling it with pathos and

5'J. B. Black, The Reign Of Elizabeth 1558-1603, The Oxford History Of England (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1959) 5-6.

’Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 13.

53Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 22.

54Bcrgeron, English Civic Pageantry 15.
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melodrama: “It was a cold January day, with flurries of snow in the air and
muddy underfoot, but no discomforts of cold or wet feet could dampen the
enthusiasm of the Londoners as they waited to greet their Queen....”>
Plowden grounds her observations in a historical context by then quoting from
a “contemporary account,” the author of which (Mulcaster) she does not name,
nor indicates had written this account on a commission. She continues: “Bells
pealed, musicians played and everywhere the crowds cheered in ecstasy as they
caught their first glimpse of the slim, red-headed young woman in her
sumptuous robes....”® Much of the contemporary account is further referred

to until the procession comes to an end: “And so, as the winter dusk closed in,
borne along on a great warm emotional wavecrest of love and joy, England’s
Elizabeth came home....”” As previously stated, Plowden’s study happens to
be one of the most pervasive accounts of the pre-coronation procession, and is
certainly one of the most accessible. It would indeed be possible to suggest
that its status as popular history disqualifies its being taken seriously, and that
its methodology and its aims do not require the attention to bibliographical
detail that more scholarly studies do. The desire behind its use in this current
study is however an attempt to outline the wide range that this conventional
knowledge covers, the success which typifies the transmission of this field of
evidence. And, with regard to Plowden’s absences, it is interesting to note that

Stephen Greenblatt, when quoting from the very same source in an attempt to

support his theory of Elizabeth as successful actress and processions as

35Plowden 13.
*Plowden 15.
S'Plowden 17.
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successful sites for the subjectification of the population, informs us that it was
written by “one observer.”*® There is no mention in Greenblatt’s analysis, one
of the most important modern academic studies of the period, of who this

observer was, nor indeed of the status of his contemporary account.

The failure of Greenblatt and Plowden to state the ideological positioning of
their source material is important in terms of a further, similar lack that is
discernible. For while those scholars who acknowledge their use of Mulcaster
further agree that they are drawing upon a text characterised by its function as
propaganda, they immediately allow a slippage that enables them to accept
much, if not all, of what it says as fact. Thus we can read Bergeron’s
disclaimer about the pamphlet being “a marvellous piece of propaganda,” and
then, within the same sentence, that it is “in addition ... a record of the
events....””>° This is perhaps acceptable in the sense that, naturally, there is
little documentation of the event itself, and every record that exists needs to be
read carefully. However, it is necessary to take it seriously not just as a record
of events, but as propaganda also. For, despite the fact that evidence regarding
the procession is scarce, there are two other eye-witness accounts of the event
(one of which is extensive and highly detailed), that could be said to be more
disinterested than Mulcaster’s in their observation of events. The authors of
these accounts may have been somewhat disadvantaged in comparison to

Mulcaster in that they were perhaps not privy to certain information and so

58Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning 168.
59Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 13.
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their observations are not as full as the official author’s. At the same time, their
observations would have been more objective. Whatever they consist of/in or
lack however, they need to be taken seriously, and can be regarded, at the very

least, as something other than propaganda.

It would be unfair to deny the fact that scholars do indeed draw upon these
other eye-witness accounts in their analysis of the pre-coronation procession.
Bergeron, for example, quotes liberally from the text of Il Schifanoya, the
Venetian Ambassador who, as shown earlier, wrote a long report concerning
the procession to the Castellan of Mantua, one which Bergeron quite rightly
states is the “chief contemporary account in addition to the specially prepared
quarto” written by Mulcaster.*® Plowden and Clifford Geertz peruse it also and
extract certain details regarding both the size and the splendour of the
occasion,®* a move that typifies many studies of the procession. Particularly
important for all of these studies is the Venetian Ambassador’s estimation of
the number of horses in the procession (and thus by extension the number of
humans present), as well as his description of the splendid and rich appearance
of the Queen. Important too is his description of the decoration of the streets,
and of the positioning of the members of the Guilds in specially constructed

wooden enclosures. This information is reproduced in most descriptions of

®Bergeron, English Civic Pageantry 13. The despatch written by the Venetian Ambassador
is reproduced in the Calendar Of State Papers (Venetian) (1558-1580) 12-16. It is worth
stating that neither the position of Mulcaster nor the Venetian Ambassador during the
procession is indicated in their documents, and it is therefore difficult to give priority to
either report on the grounds of superior accessibility to events.
¢'pPlowden does not acknowledge this use, though its use is apparent in her description of “the
splendid decoration of the streets” (15). Clifford Geertz does cite his Venetian source, and
also that he found his information in the reproduction of some of the Italian’s report in
Bergeron (Geertz, “Charisma,” Local Knowledge 125-126).
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the procession, and tends to confirm the spectacular nature of the whole event,
particularly when immersed in an analysis that uses the Mulcaster text
descriptively. Occasionally, the third existent eye-witness account of the
procession is used, though because it is rather brief (a mere two pages), and
because much of what it reports is contained in the Venetian despatch, the
relevant excerpt from Henry Machyn’s Diary is often ignored.®* However, the
mobilisation of these two eye-witness accounts in conjunction with
Mulcaster’s, brings us to an important point. For, these texts are always read
in a parallel manner, that is to say, additionally.- They are never read against
each other, never set at odds, in terms which perceive them to be texts of
differing status. They are all read as though they are interchangeable, and
Mulcaster’s text is never read sceptically in comparison, never read as
propaganda. The importance of such a methodology becomes clear with
regard to the nature of the common people/audience and their response to the
coming of the Queen when it is realised that of the three accounts it is only
Mulcaster who mentions the crowd at all. That is to say, that in both the
Venetian account, and that of Machyn there is not a single mention of the
presence that defines the content and tone of Mulcaster’s report and that in

many ways constitutes the ideological thrust of his whole proj ect.®® For

S“The Diary Of Henry Machyn 186-187.

831t is worth mentioning here a related debate concerning varying interpretations of the events
of the following day, at the coronation ceremony itself. This debate takes place in the pages of
the journal English Historical Review, Vols. 22-25, written in the years 1907-1910. It
concerns the conflicting accounts, one Spanish, one Italian, and one English regarding whether
Elizabeth was present for the part of the coronation mass when the host was elevated
(Protestants did not believe the bread to be the body of Christ--thus this was seen as a Catholic
ritual), or whether she walked out at this point (returning only to be crowned). The debate is
interesting in that it does precisely what has not been done with regard to the reports of the
pre-coronation procession--i.e. the reading of the eye-witness accounts against each other.
However the underlying reasons for the debate come down to a dubious nationalism, scholars
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Mulcaster, this presence is a determining one, emphasising both the mutual
love that circulated between population and sovereign, and the acceptance of a
Foucauldian dissymmetry by the former. It defines for us a unified population,
content in its certainty of a rigid, secure and natural hierarchy. And of course,
as demonstrated, this presence fills the pages of analyses of this procession
from Holinshed onwards, through the likes of Bergeron and Plowden, into the
modern readings of the New Historicism. The presence of these “most
obedient subjects” has in turn become a constitutive element of all of these
studies of the nature of Elizabeth, of Elizabethan processions and further, of

Elizabethan society itself.

The absence articulated by these two eye-witness accounts obviously needs to
be considered and must be negotiated. What they fail to record is not proof
that the audience described by Mulcaster was in fact absent. Perhaps they
suggest rather something similar to what Glynne Wickham has observed with

regard to medieval processions:

The starting point [of a ruler’s claim to rule] was
the physical manifestation of the ruler’s person
to the subjects assembled within the capital city.
This could most conveniently be achieved by a
procession through the streets which were lined
for the occasion with beholders. Isay ‘ lined’
rather than ‘thronged’ because the fullest
discipline that medieval civic administration
could achieve was enforced on these occasions
(