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The first full page of the annotated bibliography is a summary of what you learned from 

all of the sources you have listed in the bibliography. You want to share with your reader 

answers to questions like: 

Why did you choose this subject? 

What were you hoping to find and did you find what you expected or something else? 

Which sources seemed to be most useful? Which were less useful? 

If you were to do more research, what other areas might you look into? 

Remember that this is not a complete essay, but it should give your reader a fairly good idea of 

what ideas you gained from your research.  

On the next few pages I have included my own annotated bibliography entries from a paper I 

later published in a small journal. Please don’t feel like you need to understand what I am talking 

about (these notes would be read by Shakespeare scholars), but do take a look at the length of my 

entries, what types of things I am saying about each source, and how each is set up. You might 

note that these are quite similar to your Reading Responses (Coincidence? I think not). 

This bibliography is in alphabetical order, but others are in the order of a preliminary outline – 

listing sources the way they would appear in a paper. Others are listed in groupings of “useful” 

and “not useful.” There are all sorts of ways you can group your entries…just be sure it makes 

sense to me when I read it. 
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Doty, Jeffrey S. “Shakespeare’s Richard II, “Popularity,” and the Early Modern Public Sphere.”  

Shakespeare Quarterly 61.2 (Summer 2010): 185-205. Project MUSE. Web. 09 Sept. 

2010. 

“Bolingbroke’s “courtship to the common people” is positive because it offers a vision of the 

political community that counters Richard’s solipsistic rule.” Doty’s discussion of “popularity” 

offers a lot of interesting ground to cover in class discussion: Do we agree with the definitions he 

offers? Do we see these definitions played out in Richard II? Do we accept that the theater going 

audience is as participatory as Doty asserts (with his single example)? Doty’s work is a balanced 

study of the similarities between Essex and Bolingbroke and Elizabeth and Richard without, I 

think, overstating.  

 

Hoffman, Christine. “Biting More Than ‘We’ Can Chew: The Royal Appetite in Richard II and 1 

and 2 Henry IV.”  PLL (September 2009): 358-85. EBESCO. Web. 08 Sept. 2010. 

“[…] language reminiscent of consumption and overconsumption abound. Bodies talk first in 

and throughout Richard II, primarily because indulgence, in the garden of England as in the 

Garden of Eden, is quickly branded the most significant threat to the stability of Richard’s 

monarchy.” Hoffman offers a reading of the three plays from the second tetralogy as a way of 

seeing the kings two bodies notion corrupted by an “active participation” in the vile humanness 

of the commons. She uses imagery and allusion to consumption (and, later, excretion) to make 

her point about each ruler becoming more and more human in their plays. It is a fascinating idea, 

but I think she tries too hard to explain how Hal ultimately returns to the base humanness he 

experiences in Falstaff’s company; however, since my focus was Richard II, I found nothing on 

that point to disagree with. 
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Hogan, Patrick Colm. “Narrative Universals, Heroic Tragi-Comedy, and Shakespeare’s Political 

Ambivalence.”  College Literature 33.1 (Winter 2006): 34-66. EBESCO. Web. 09 Sept. 

2010. 

“Perhaps the most remarkable feature of Shakespeare's heroic plots is that, with hardly an 

exception, they are not designed in such a way as to take up the usual political functions readily. 

Indeed, they routinely run contrary to the standard requirements of hierarchical and nationalistic 

function. Thus Shakespeare's plays rarely present either usurpation or war as having an absolute 

and singular origin. They regularly indicate that there is a history of claims and counter-claims, a 

history of conflicts and injustices (or at least hurts and perceived injustices), that precede any 

usurpation or invasion. It is usually unclear whether there is any isolable origin to this sequence, 

or even whether it makes sense to ask about such an origin.” Hogan takes a very Frye/Campbell 

approach to Shakespeare’s plays that, at first, might make a reader think “been there, done that” 

but he does a great job of asserting (if not proving) Shakespeare’s intention of causing his 

audience to weigh judgments and see history and conflict with an eye towards neutrality or, at 

least, sympathy for the opposing side. Hogan’s language is particularly useful in discussing 

Richard II since “the bad guy” is hard to pin down, particularly after the history – which 

Shakespeare’s audience would have been well aware of – is revealed to the reader. 

 

Pye, Christopher. “The Betrayal of the Gaze: Theatricality and Power in Shakespeare’s Richard 

II.”  ELH 55.3 (Autumn 1988): 575-98. JSTOR. Web. 08 Sept. 2010. 

“The concerns I touch on here-authority, subversion, theatricality-have been elegantly drawn 

together in the recent work of Stephen Greenblatt. In the Renaissance, Greenblatt argues, "power 
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. . . not only produces its own subversion but is actively built upon it." In reference to 

Shakespeare's sovereigns he writes that the "ideal image [of the king] involves as its positive 

condition the constant production of its own radical subversion and the powerful containment of 

that subversion ... order is neither possible nor fully convincing without the presence and 

perception of betrayal." A power thus engaged in staging and overcoming its own subversion 

depends upon a mobile, improvisatory, and vicar- ious structure such as theater to realize itself, 

Greenblatt suggests. Greenblatt's account of the aims of Renaissance power is both ac- curate 

and contradictory […].” Pye is all over the place in this essay, moving from Greenblatt to Lacan 

to an over-long explanation of what he calls a “stagey ghost” (which is the remnant of a fallen 

monarchy as presented on the stage, i.e. dead Richard II’s body). I was mostly interested in the 

stage stuff at the end, but that turned out being a bit of a disappointment – mostly because I do 

not buy his reading. However, his delineation of Greenblatt was helpful for discussion. 

 

Scannell, Sarah J. “Shakespeare’s Richard II and Henry V and Political Rebellions in the Reign 

of Queen Elizabeth I.”  University of Connecticut Digital Commons – Storrs, Honors 

Scholar Theses (2010): 1-40. Web. 01 Sept. 2010. 

“We may plausibly argue that Shakespeare was not writing Richard II with Essex in particular in 

mind, although he was certainly recalling the recent history involving Mary. In the case of Henry 

V, however, I believe that Shakespeare was an advocate of Essex and his faction and 

demonstrates this throughout his play. It is not simply a play that harkens back to England’s 

patriotic and victorious glory days; its references to Essex show a willingness to support a 

usurper. In analyzing the text of the first Quarto, we see that the revisions were part of a 

deliberate attempt to mask the seditious qualities of the original drafts of the play.” This was a 
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great find – an honor student’s thesis! Scannell does some investigation of the first folio and 

makes a case for Shakespeare’s support of Essex (which I found to be generally agreed upon). 

However, her conclusion that Shakespeare was overtly seditious, in particular, through his 

language in Henry V rather than Richard II, seems to be a bit of a stretch. Still, she does a great 

job of fleshing out the relationship between Essex and the queen and between Essex and 

Shakespeare. 

 

Underhill, Ruth. “Stage and State: The Censorship of Richard II.”  Individual Studies (1995): n. 

page. University of Victoria. Web. 01 Sept. 2010. 

“Essex returned to England to face his accusers, riding directly to the Palace in Westminster to 

seek assurance of the Queen's confidence and support. Elizabeth, her suspicions fanned by 

Essex's enemies, had the impetuous Earl arrested. Over the next year and a half, Essex was 

imprisoned or kept under close watch. In August of 1600 he was made to stand trial for his 

actions in Ireland and was charged with plotting against Elizabeth […].” This was one of the first 

articles I was able to find online about the Essex Rebellion of 1601. It was succinct – so much so 

that I did more research to be sure that Underhill had not boiled everything down too much. 

Turns out she was able to convey all the necessary moments leading up to the failed march in a 

few short paragraphs. The quote, which I use in my handout, is an example of Underhill’s 

straight-forward narrative account, perhaps not so scholarly but very useful. 

 


