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PREFACE,

A word is needed as to the topica chesen for dieussion and the
order of their arrangement.

The study makes no attempt at being exhaustive in its range of
topics, but aims te bring into prominence certain of Fletcher's traita as a
dramatist which deserve more attention than they have yet received. His
poetical gifts, metrical qualities, and diction, have been fully and fre-
quently treated elsewhere, and for this reseon are not given a large
share of attention here.

The investigation into Fletcher's Choice and Treaiment of Sources
snd the discussion of his Mastery of Stagecraft are properly both parta
of Chapter V on General Dramatic Method, but on account of their bulk
and significance, each has been given a separate chapter, the one serving
a8 an introduction and the other as a conclusion to the main chapter.

The last chapter, on Spirid of the Comedics, may be open to eriti-
cism as being beyond the limits laid down by the subject. It is included,
bowerver, because an understanding of Fletcher’s characteristic mood and
stlitude has seemed a prime necessity to any full comprehension of his
methods of work.

Among those who have helped me in the preparation of this study,
Professors A. H. Tolman and R. M. Lovett, of the University of Chicago,
and L, T. Damon, of Brown University, have been exceedingly kind and
helpful in the way of criticism and suggestion, and Dr. A. 8. W. Rosen-
bach, formerly of the University of Pennsylvania, has rendered me & val-
uable service in placing in my hands his study—still unpublished—of the
sources of the Beaumont-Fletcher playe. To Prof. A. H. Thorndike, of
Northwestern University, also I am very greatly indebted, not only for
his cordial courtesy to a stranger in coneenting to read the proof sheets,
but for very helpful comments, especislly in connection with the last chap-
ter. To Prof. F. 1. Carpenter, of the University of Chicago, however, my
most grateful acknowledgment je due. He suggested the undertaking,
placed at my dispossl the Beaumont-Fletcher folics and other rare books
peeded, and at every turn has etimulated and guided my work.

Orie L. HiTomes.
Bryn Mawr College, May, 1905.
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INTRODUCTION: PROBLEMS OF AUTHORSHIP
IN THE BEAUMONT-FLETCHER PLAYS.

The history of opinion as to the authorship of the Beaumont-
Fletcher plays shows the gradual re-emergence of two identities from
the close literary partnership with which the names are associated in
the popular mind. That some distinction was made between the two
dramatists in their own day is to be inferred from the fact that each
is kmown to have written separately during the period of their collabora-
tion," and also from the documentary evidence which indicates that
many of the plays commeonly aftributed to both were not produced until
after Beaumont’s death.®

It is obvious, however, that the lines of demarcation between the
two early became confused; for already in 1618-19 Drummond reports
Jounson as eaying that “Flesher and Besumont, ten yeers since, hath
written The Faithfull Shipheardesse, a tragicomedie well done,®
whereas both Jonson' and Beaumont' had already addressed lines to
Fletcher in commendation of his pastoral; nor is Jonson's other reported
comment that “next himself only Fletcher and Chapman could write
a masque”® easy to understand in view of the fact that the only indepen-
dent masque in the Beaumont-Fleicher plays has, from quite early

iThe Foithful Shepherdars, by Fletcher, and The Mosque of tAe Inner Templs and
miner poems hy Beaumont,
Has also tha lNnes of Jasper Malne:
“For that you conld write singly we may guess
By tha divided plecas which the press
Hath eeverally semt forth*
Commendatory Verses, 1847 Follo, See Dyce ed, 1, p, 75
and that of Cartwright referring to Fleteher :
“'Tis kmown that sometimes he did stand atone Ibid, p. T8
Humphrey Moseley aleo in bin Statloner iv the Reader of the same follo decliares:
“It was onee In my thoughts to have printed Master Fletcher's works by them-
weives beranse pingly and wlons they would make s just volume
*Records of Blr Henry Herbert as Deputy and Chief Mester of the Revels: Hss
Malone's Bhakespears, ed. Boswell, 111, pp. 224-243.
'ﬂrﬁm’a Conversationg with Wiliom Drummond of Howthorneden, Bh Boc.,
‘Lines prefized to The Faithful Shapherdces,
L)
bia

*Bea Note 3.
T



8 BEAUMONT-FLETCHEE PLAYB.

times, been attributed to Beaumont alone. The comment is possibly ex-
plicable—if fully accepted as Jonson’s—on the supposition that he pre-
ferred the shorter incidental efforts of Fletcher, as contained in his plays,
to the more elaborate work of Beaumont. Prof. Thorndike’s suggestion,
however, that Drummond, in his notes, confused Fletcher's name with
Beanmont's seema on the whole more probable.

Seward is the somewhat dubious authority for the Btalement that
during Beaumont’s lifetime, Fletcher was “supposed unable to rise to any
height of eminence. Yet no gooner had he Jost that aig and demon-
strated that it was delight and love, not necessity, which made him soar
abreast with his amisble friend, but the still injurious world began to
strip the plumes from Besumont and to dress Fletcher in the whole
fame, leaving to the former nothing but the mere pruning of Fletcher's
luxurious wit.”® This festimony az to Beaumont’s being at first esteemed
the greater genius of the two, while not borne out by moet contemporary
evidence, is in keeping with the facts that the earlier plays—as Philaster,
The Maid's Tragedy, &c.—are the ones in which Besumont’s hand is
unmistakably present, and that they were the most popular of the
entire group.

However that may be, it is evident that by the time of the publica-
tion of the first folio in 1647, & strong tide in favor of Fletcher had
already set in, until, as Seward declares, some were ready to dress him
“in the whole fame.” In the commendatory verses included in this
folio, we come uwpon & considersble mass of opinion as to the literary
relations of the two dramatists and, while it is held to be of no value in
deciding the authorship of separate plays, it is intercsting as voicing the
theories of the time and aa the probable source of traditions that have
lasted to our own day. The views expressed are by no means uniform,
although in general they take one of three directions:

(1) That Besumont and Fletcher were equal geniuses fused into
one by the force of perfect congeniality and not to be distingnished from
each other in their work. Thus Berkenhead writes in his lines to Fletcher:

“‘But you were both for both, Dot semi-wits,
Each piece is wholly two, yet never split,

Ye'ra not two faculties and one moul, etill
He the understanding, thou the quick free will,
But as two voices in one long embrace,
Fletcher's keen treble and deep Beaumont’s bass,

Two full eongenial souls, still both prevail’'d,
His Muse and thine wers guartered not impal’d, ™

iIn a private letter, Apr, 18, 1805
1750 Fd. of Beaumoot and Fletcher's Works. Prefnce.
ommendatory Versea, 1647 Folloe. See Dyee ed. I, pp. 8081
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Jasper Msine has the same ides in his lines:
{*Whether one did contrive, the other write,
Or one frumed the plots, the other did indite, [
‘Where'ar your perts between yourselves lay, we i
In all things whith you did, but one thread see.'™ .
George Lisle sums up the theory more briefly in his couplet:
*“For still your fancies are so woven and knit,
"Twas Franeis Fletcher or John Beaumont writ.”™

{2) That the plays were to be accredited to Fletcher alone, since
Besumont was not to be taken into serious account in explaining their
production. Waller expresses this view in the lines,

‘i Fletcher, to thee we do pot only owe
All these good plays, but those of others too.'”

In this connection it is a significant fact that 26 of the 37 verse
tributes found in the folio address themselves to Fletcher alone, snd
25 of that number besr the heading “On Master John Fletcher's
Works” or one of similar import. On the other hand, only 4 are ad-
dressed to Beaumont, and nonme of these make large claims for him
except as to the quality of his work. —

(3) That Fletcher was the genius and creator in the work and
Besumont the judicial and regulative force, Cartwright gives the ex-

. treme application of this theory:
‘' Hig [Flsteher’s] thonghts and his thoughts’ dress appeared both yach,
That "twss his happy faalt to do too much,
Who therefore wisely did submit each birth
To knowing Besumont, ere it did come forth,
‘Working again until be said 'twas fit,
And made him the sobriety of his wit. ™™
Howe has much the same thought:
**Perhaps his quill flew stronger when
L "Twas wenved witb his Beaumont's pem.’™

This last view is the one which appears to have taken strongest
hold on the popular mind, and from thie time on, for more than & een-
tury, the name of Beaumont seems to sink into obscurity as compared

imd., p, 78,

Thid., p. 62,

"Ibid., p. 68. It Ia froe that nome of the plays in which Beaumont's part ls wure
ars tocloded lo the folio of 1847, but Waller makes It ¢lear by the later lines of hix
poem that be has In mind the whole body of the plays end not simply thoss of this
folls.

abid., p. TA. |

pkd., p B4,



