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      PREFACE

      

      The art critic Bernard Berenson confided to his diary of December 11, 1954
 :


      
        Artistic personalities are built up on the works still existing that can be ascribed to them. Hence the justification of correct attributions
.

      

      It is essential, clearly, that the means by which we construct the canons of the dramatists of the most glorious period of the English drama, the Renaissance, be sound and sensible. This book is intended to be a contribution to that important task of collecting and sifting evidence and properly assigning plays to their correct authors
.

      The problem is so big that it would require a number of books on internal and external evidence, on the efficacy of various scientific, pseudo-scientific and subjective tests, and so on, to cover it adequately. The question of attribution to Shakespeare alone of anonymous or disputed plays of his period is too large for a single book, in all probability, and discussions of various specialized aspects of the problem constitute the major or minor parts of whole shelves of volumes, new and old. But it is not impossible to discuss some general principles in terms of a specific author, not so much with the intention of establishing his canon as with the desire to outline or suggest standards and methods of approach of wider significance. For our purpose we have decided to concentrate on the University Wit, poet and dramatist, George Peele. He may serve

as a landmark to guide us as we range over the field of Elizabethan scholarship in authorship and attribution, a field full of
 “Quips and cranks and wanton wiles
” in a sense in which Milton in
 L’Allegro never meant those words
.

      Peele was edited by Alexander Dyce at the beginning of the last century and by A. H
. Bullen at the end of it and for some years a modern edition has been in progress at the Yale University Press under the general editorship of Charles T
. Prouty, but our own critical biography of Peele, now forth- coming, will be the first full-length study of this dramatist. Peele has been largely neglected
 ; his interesting and important, though minor, contribution to the Elizabethan drama that Swinburne called the
 “widest and most fruitful province in the poetic empire of England,” has been too often ignored, underestimated, or dismissed with a compliment. Even properly appreciated Peele will never rank with the greatest, even the greatest of that single period, for, as Swinburne said
 :


      
        The name of Shakespeare is above the names even of Milton and Coleridge and Shelley
 ; and the names of his comrades in art and their immediate successors are above all but the highest names in any other province of our song. There is such an overflowing life, such a superb exuberance of abounding and exulting strength, in the dramatic poetry extending from 1590 to 1640, that all other epochs of English literature seem as it were but half awake and half alive by comparison with this generation of giants and gods…
.

      

      Swinburne's enthusiasm, perhaps, has carried him away. We dare not risk the charge of exaggeration with extravagant praise of such works of George Peele as time has left to us, but we make bold to say that he is ideal for our purposes here
.

      In another study we shall deal with the life and undoubted works of Peele, and we append a generous but selected bibliography to this book for the benefit of those who wish to read works by, or about, George Peele. Elsewhere we shall have

to cope with the authorship problems of the works generally accepted as his
. The Arraignment of Paris has not his name on its title page, but five years after its publication Thomas Nashe hailed it as Peele’s
 “first increase.”
 The Battle of Alcazar was first attributed to Peele by Edmond Malone in the eighteenth century, no one is certain why
. Edward I, though its date is uncertain, has a welcome if unusual
 explicit to the quarto
 :


      

      Yours. By George Peele Maister 
of Artes in Oxenford.

      

      The Old Wives’ Tale says on the title page simply that it was
 “Written by G. p.”
 The Love of King David and Fair Bethsabe (published as
 “Written by George Peele”
) is accepted as Peele’s
 ; critics argue about the date, not the authorship. Peele’s authorship of
 The Hunting of Cupid is established by the assignment to him of the few fragments of this lost pastoral that still survive and some think there actually was a Peele play, now lost, called
 The Turkish Mahomet and Hiren the Fair Greek because of an attribution in an old jest book of 1607 (generally unreliable). Peele’s civic pageants, occasional poems, etc., present smaller problems of authorship or none. Even the canon of his
 “undoubted” works, however, is far from secure and almost certainly incomplete, but our interest here is in anonymous or disputed works, extant or lost, which have been attributed to him over the centuries since his death late in the sixteenth century when the English drama was at its zenith
.

      Before proceeding further, it will be useful to give in briefest outline the main facts and accepted opinions of the life and works of George Peele so that the reader will have a clear idea of the core of fact or at least agreement around which have clustered the attributed plays we shall discuss
.

      

      Of Elizabethan dramatists we know pitifully few biographical details in many cases, even with reference to writers of the stature of John Webster. The few facts of the life of George Peele can be briefly told. In July, 1556, George Peele was born in London, the son of James Peele, author of City pageants and two treatises on bookkeeping, and Anne, his first wife (died 1579). On July 25 George was christened in the parish church of St. James Garlickhithe. In 1562 the Peele family took up residence in the charitable foundation of Christ’s Hospital, for James Peele had been appointed its clerk, and George was a student in the pettie and grammar schools of the institution 1562-1571. On March 29, 1571, his father proudly noted that George was leaving London for Oxford. At first a student of Broadgates Hall (now called Pembroke College), Peele by 1574 was listed among the scholars of Christ’s Church and in 1577 was granted the Bachelor of Arts degree, having completed an undergraduate course that seems to have included some creative work, for he is said to have translated one of the
 Iphigenias of Euripides (now lost) and his kinsman William Gager, himself a university Latin dramatist, praised George Peele’s Latin poems. On July 6, 1579, George Peele was given his license as Master of Arts and soon after was noticed in London. On September 19 of that year George's father was instructed by his employers to “discharge his howse of his sonne George.” George returned to Oxford, where he still had to participate in a couple of Latin disputations for the master's degree. In Oxford in 1580 George married the heiress Anne Cooke, aged sixteen, the only child of a prosperous merchant of the town, and began four years of wrangling in the courts over his deceased father-in-law's estate. In 1581 the Peeles moved to London and in the next year George was in print with some blank verse commendatory

          
of Thomas Watson, attached to the latter’s
 ’Eϰατομπαθία or Passionate Century of Love (1582). In 1583 in a legal deposition Peele described himself as aged 25. Less than a year and a half later another deposition described him as
 “about 30”, quite old enough, especially for those days, to begin a commercial theatrical career, hitherto confined it appears to university drama. (In 1584 he is on record as having been paid £20 to direct plays and other entertainment provided to mark the visit to Oxford of the Polish Count Palatine Alasco, or Lasky.)


      In 1584 the dramatic career of Peele began in earnest with the publication of his court pastoral
 The Arraignment of Paris, presented some time earlier before Queen Elizabeth by the Children of the Chapel. Another pastoral play
, The Hunting of Cupid, survives only in a few lyrics printed in an anthology of 1600 as Peele’s
.1
 But the court drama gained Peele no preferment and he needed money. In 1585 he, as his father James Peele had done earlier, wrote a pageant for the Lord Mayor’s Show
 :
 The Device of the Pageant borne before Woolstone Dixi, Lord Maior of the Citie of London. In the same year James Peele died penniless and his second wife, Christian Widers, received a small sum from the officials of Christ’s Hospital to pay for the funeral. In 1587 George Peele borrowed £30 from one Daniel Balgay
 ; his career included a number of smaller loans
.

      Peele turned to occasional literature as a way of putting his expensive education to work for him. In 1588 the Stationers’ Register recorded
 “the device of the Pageant borne before the Right honorable Martin Calthrop, lorde maiour of the Cytie of London,” written by Peele but now

          
lost. He may have supervised more of these annual pageants, as he earlier had staged university entertainments. In 1589 he published the occasional verses of
 A Farewell to Norris and Drake to launch their ill-fated expedition, accompanying it with “an olde Poeme of myne owne,”
 The Tale of Troy, and later in the year he offered
 An Eclogue Gratulatorie, a piece of pastoral carpentry, influenced by but far inferior to Spenser's
 The Shepheardes Calender. Still, it was “Done by George Peele. Master of arts in Oxon,” and Peek was beginning to draw praise for his labors. Thomas Nashe, in the Preface to
 Menaphon (by another University Wit, Robert Greene), hailed Peek as “the
 Atlas of Poetrie, & 
primus verborum artifex.” In 1590 Peele wrote
 Polyhymnia, a description of a gala royal tournament which celebrated the anniversary of Elizabeth’s succession (November 17) and the retirement of the sixty-year-old Sir Henry Lee as the Queen's Champion. To a “music so sweete and secret, as every one therat greatly marveiled,” reported the Garter King of Arms (Sir William Segar), the singer Robert Hales sang “A Sonet” (sometimes falsely attributed to Lee himself) which contains probably the best-known lines by Peele
 :2


      
        
          His Golden lockes, Time hath to Silver turn'd
,

          O Time too swift, ô Swiftnesse never ceasing
 :


          
            His Youth gainst Time and Age hath ever spurn'd

          

          But spurn'd in vain, Youth waineth by increasing
.

          Beauty [,] Strength, Youth, are flowers, but fading seen
,

          Dutie, Faith, Love are roots, and ever greene
.

        

        

        
          His Helmet now, shall make a hive for Bees
,

          And Lovers Sonets, turn’d to holy Psalmes
 :


          A man at Armes must now serve on his knees
,

          And feede on praiers, which is Age his almes
.

          But though from Court to Cottage he depart
,

          His Saint is sure of his unspotted heart
.

        

        
          And when he saddest sits in homely Cell
,

          Heele teach his Swaines this Carroll for a Song
.

          Blest be the heartes that wish my Soveraigne well,

          Curst be the soules that thinke her any wrong.

          Goddesse, allow this aged man his right
,

          To be your Beads-man now, that was your Knight
.

        

      

      In 1597 this
 “Farewell to Arms
” appeared in John Dowland's
 First Booke of Songes, but by then Peele had completed a short career in the public theatre and was dead
 — “of the pox,” said Francis Meres in his
 Palladis Tamia (1598)
.

      In 1591 Peele wrote
 Descensus Astrææ, another civic pageant, and the nineteenth-century critic (and forger) John Payne Collier claimed to possess a holograph manuscript of speeches by Peele for Queen Elizabeth’s visit to Lord Burghley at Theobalds in that year
,3
 but Peele was seeking profit not so much in occasional verse as in the public theatre. By 1592 Robert Greene is listing him on the side of the playwrights against the actors in
 A Groatsworth of Wit. His popular theatre pieces, however, were less carefully preserved than
 The Honour of the Garter (for which the Earl of Northumberland paid him £3 in 1593) and other

          
poems
. (The Praise of Chastity, included in the Oxford anthology called
 The Phoenix Nest that year may possibly be his, for it is signed
 “G.P
. Master of Arts.”) Scholars argue about whether Peele had any hand in such works as
 The Life and Death of Jack Straw, Selimus, Locrine, and other plays of about this time
.

      In 1593 Peele’s chronicle history
 Edward I, acted earlier, was published in a confused text and in 1594 his
 The Battell of Alcazar appeared in print. In this latter year
 Titus Andronicus was printed in a rare quarto, some scholars think in a version that represents William Shakespeare’s revision of an earlier play by George Peele. In 1595 Peele wrote
 Anglorum Feriæ for the annual royal tournament and his most remembered play
, The Old Wives’ Tale, was printed as “played by the Queenes Maiesties players. Written by G.P.”


      The public theatre activity of which this may be but the visible part of the iceberg, however, brought Peele no wealth, any more than similar writing helped Robert Greene or, had he not had the security of being a shareholder in his company instead of being merely another dramatist, might have done for William Shakespeare. On January 1, 1596, Peele sent one of his two daughters, a child of no more than ten years, as
 “necessities seruant” to present his
 Tale of Troy with a begging letter to Lord Burghley. He claimed illness as well as poverty and merit, but Burghley seems to have filed the request with crank letters and to have ignored it. On November 9, 1596, the register of St
. James Clerkenwell recorded the death in London of “George Peele, householder,” which scholars assume to mean the poet and dramatist
.

      In 1599
 The Love of King David and Fair Bethsabe by Peele was printed as it was
 “diuers times plaied on

          
the stage,” presumably some time around 1592-1594. In 1600 excerpts from Peele’s works were printed in the anthologies
 Englands Helicon and
 Englands Parnassus. For a while after his death Peele was remembered in the playhouses (he is quoted in
 The Wisdom of Doctor Dodypoll and
 The Puritan, or The Widow of Watling Street, which led some critics to assume he wrote these plays, and mentioned in Thomas Dekker’s
 A Knight’s Conjuring) and given a long if unflattering and inaccurate posthumous fame as the
 “hero” of the anonymous
 Merrie and Conceited Jests of George Peele (1607)
.4
 As one of what Nashe called the
 “shifting companions
” who
 “busy themselves with the endeavors of art,” but a learned one, a University Wit, Peele was essentially a poet, full of
 “those brave translunary things
. / That the first poets had” but compelled to eke out a living in occasional verses and plays moulded to the dictates of the popular stage. With no special talent for dramatic structure, Peele was still able to contribute both delicacy and declamation to the drama, to strike the most tuneful strings and also produce the clarion tones of the characteristic Elizabethan blare of exultant nationalism. In a age when the words counted for so much in a play, his often intoxicating, ingenious, sometimes incantatory verse was sufficient to enable him to enjoy some success and to contribute to the drama an improved blank verse, a lyrical quality, a whole series of widely-different experimental plays, and
 “the softest lines before Shakespear e.”


      

      To discuss his achievement at greater length is neither our province nor our purpose here, but it was thought that at least a brief sketch of Peele and his career would be necessary before we began to consider the general topic of evidence and authorship in the Renaissance English drama and attempt to unify things around the specific example of the career of George Peele, a minor dramatist who will enable us to illustrate major issues for, as we have said elsewhere, to Peele has been attributed (it seems) almost every masterless play of his period
.

      The methods and motives involved in fathering anonymous plays on him, or returning them to the literary world of waifs and strays, are representative. Schoenbaum has offered in
 Internal Evidence and Elizabethan Dramatic Authorship (1966)
 “a compendious survey of backgrounds and principles
” and wise counsel about the handling of probably the trickiest kind of evidence for attribution. David V
. Erdman and Ephim Fogel have edited in
 Evidence for Authorship (1968) a whole series of essays on attributions, ancient and modern, which though identified by the
 New York Times Book Review (February 18, 1968) as merely
 “a rich lode for anyone who cares to mine dense but lusterless material,” is valuable to students who do not agree with the reviewer that
 “fixing the authorship of works centuries old is like looking for a needle in Nebraska.” There are other valuable sources of information and theory about evidence and authorship. It is hoped, however, that this book, confining itself to a limited if vexed period, and centering around a single author and the attributions made to him, will serve a useful purpose in alerting scholars to what honesty and energy remain to be applied to questions of evidence and authorship in the most significant but by no means the best documented period in the development of the English drama
.

      

      We hope to identify past sources of error and to suggest, if not new methods, at the very least new directions in literary studies in authorship, in the drama, in the Renaissance, in criticism in general. Well aware of its limitations, self-imposed as well as inherent, this book nonetheless asserts that after research has found the works and scholarship has established the texts the first duty of criticism is to set authorship and dating on the soundest possible foundations. We offer encouragement to those who feel that especially in connection with the study of Elizabethan drama the time has come to separate fact from opinion and to identify the jerry-built critical structures (built up chiefly of dogmatic reiteration) so that they can be demolished
 ; thus new mansions can then be erected and old ones of merit seen more clearly, in their true relationship to one another. The reader will understand that bringing down some of the most antiquated claptrap theories may raise dust. He must also forgive any tone of sarcasm that may creep in, or belligerence in laborious arguments that have to be devoted to the task of constructing nothing but merely clearing the ground of critical débris and old rubbish. Finally, critics (as Bernard Shaw, one of the best of them, so shrewdly observed) are like dentists, hurting sensitive people in sensitive places
 — and the more decayed the critical theories or the teeth the more it hurts to touch them. Going about their work with as much efficiency and cheer as possible, like dentists, critics are entitled to be judged as benefactors and not as sadists. It is truly out of a desire to be helpful and not pedantic and cruel that we launch now on a sometimes agonizing reappraisal of authorship and evidence, centering around the works of George Peele. We hope to establish some ground rules or guidelines for questions of authorship and attribution and we believe the old proverb that
 “example

          
is better than precept.” We shall attempt to convince the gentle reader that, as Professor Schoenbaum has written
 :
 “The example of the University Wit, George Peele, is instructive.” ‘‘A big book,” said Callimachus
 ;
 “is a big misfortune.” We hope that this comparatively small book, even on so large a subject, will be significant and seminal
.

      
        L.R.N.A
.

        Brooklyn College of 
The City University of New York
, 
February, 1968

.

      

    

  

  
    p.XI

    
      1

      
          Also lost, says a jest book that purported to be biographical (The Merrie and Conceited Jests of George Peele
, 1607), was a Peele play called The Turkish Mahomet and Hiren the Fair Greek
.

        

      

    

    p.XII

    
      2

      
          “A Sonet” is printed with Polyhymnia
 but after the “Finis” of that poem, so it might be argued that it is merely “filler” and not by the author of the longer work, not by Peele.

        

      

    

    p.XIII

    
      3

      
          The manuscript, if there ever was one, has vanished. The text is readily available in A. H. Bullen’s edition of Peele’s Works
 (II : 303 ff
.). The manuscript of Peele’s Anglorum Feriœ
 is in the British Museum (Add. MS. 21432) and that of Polyhymnia
 at St. Johns’ College, Oxford (MS.216).

        

      

    

    p.XV

    
      4

      
          The Jests
 was reprinted several times in the seventeenth century and reprints in the nineteenth century helped to tar Peele with the brush of Bohemianism. The “extreme shifts” and desperate (and repenting) career of Greene gave all the University Wits the reputation for dissolute and debauched lives.

        

      

    

  


		

    
		

  
    
      I 

PROBLEMS OF ELIZABETHAN SCHOLARSHIP

      

      The editors of the first edition of the Encyclopœdia Britannica
 (1768-1771) were wise and, two centuries ago, most modern to write in their Preface :

      
        Utility ought to be the principal intention of every publication. Wherever this intention does not plainly appear, neither the books nor their authors have the smallest claim to the approbation of mankind.

      

      In my critical biography of George Peele, the Elizabethan dramatist, now in press, I continually attempted to avoid the charge of antiquarianism, of Browning-like fascination with a long vanished world “With moth’d and dropping arras hung. / Mouldering her lute and books among.” But in the course of my extensive researches I had to cope with the discussion of a host of literary theories, many if not most of them quite unsubstantiated, about who wrote what, sifting the significant from the work which suffered (as T. S. Eliot charged that the verse of Philip Massinger does) from “cerebral anaemia.” There I avoided in large part the vexed questions which now I turn to, though to Peele has been attributed (it seems) almost every masterless play of his period, as we discuss, with Peele central to our 
examination, the general matters of dramatic authorship and attribution in the age of Shakespeare.

      The Elizabethan drama contains a great many unsigned and unassigned works, for it is a field in which canons are built up and torn down by competing scholars. Only some of these share Jonathan Oldbuck’s “pettifogging intimacy with dates, names, and trifling matters of fact.” Only some of these scholars of the Renaissance possess and exhibit reliability, reason, and taste. In Shakespearian criticism, J. M. Robertson and the “Disintegrators” have attempted to reduce the canon of Shakespeare by the application of “scientific” tests, which in the end fall back upon intuition, and the movement has spread through the rest of Elizabethan studies wherever lacunœ
 in documentation has invited guesswork or critical reputations can be made through subjective aesthetic pronouncements. The prize has too often gone to persuasiveness rather than precision as the critics have blithely discussed the development of Shakespeare’s art (or someone else’s) when they probably do not have all the works, may have some attributed to him which are not his, and certainly cannot be sure that what they do have is arranged in the correct order. There are, as all Renaissance scholars know, arguments about how much of a play is Beaumont’s and how much Fletcher’s, for instance, when the authors themselves, were they to come from the grave to tell us this, probably could not be accurate in apportioning the work. There are learned discussions of, say, clear indicators of Marlowe’s style in plays which have turned out not to be his, for popular writers, especially in the hotly competitive world of the commercial theatre, often learn to imitate each other quite successfully — indeed, under the same commercial pressures, they may often be said to imitate themselves. There is so much uncertainty.

      

      We have no play of Marlowe’s, for instance, on which his name was printed in his lifetime. We have many Elizabethan plays on which it is clear that the wrong names were printed. Time has deprived us of some works that were printed and, sad to relate perhaps, most
 Elizabethan plays were never printed in the first place. Of those we do have, our best texts are faulty, our worst nearly indecipherable. With so little evidence, the problems of authorship and attribution have reached amazing proportions. Guesswork has flourished and the tendency has too often been toward ever wider and more reckless conjectures, ever narrower and more minute researches. Critics, unable to unearth external evidence, find or create “parallel passages” and make the most outrageous attributions on the flimsiest bases of superficial similarities between disputed works. John Payne Collier, an eminent critic who had made many stimulating and worthwhile emendations in the works of Shakespeare, was at last unable to resist the temptation to transmute guesses into “facts” and in Notes and Emendations in the Text of Shakespeare
 (1852) went so far as to forge marginalia, attributing to an “Old Corrector” what he had done himself. Other critics of greater stature, Gœthe and Schlegel among them, were more honest but no less foolish, delivering themselves at infelicitous moments of inanities which would permanently have scotched the credit of lesser men.

      While everyone is trying to write a definitive book — one that will last a generation — so much of our modern scholarship is tentative. Who can say what new methods of dealing with internal evidence may reveal, what pieces of external evidence may turn up at any moment ? Might not something even more significant than the fact that it was Ingram Frizer (and not “William Archer,” as was so long believed)
who murdered Marlowe soon emerge from the dark, unfathomed caves of the treasure troves of ancient books and manuscripts which philanthropy has given us and bibliography has not yet even catalogued ? Will another William Poel bring forth another Everyman
 ? It is only in this century that we learned, through the discovery of a unique copy of Fulgens and Lucres
, what advances over the Morality play had been made by Henry Medwall. Might we not at any moment conceivably find a “new” romantic tragedy by Ben Jonson or the source play of The Merry Wives of Windsor
 or a dozen masterpieces in manuscript by Henry Porter, who was, about Shakespeare’s time, one of “the best for comedy” ?

      On the other hand, though much of what we need to known is unknown, perhaps much is forever unknowable.1
 Fire and neglect may have destroyed unique documents. Moreover, a great deal of what we should like to know may never have been recorded in the first place, being then

      

      considered worthless information about “mere plays.” Authors’ manuscripts were worn out or thrown out. We have but scraps : some pieces of paper with dialogue written on them, a foreigner’s quick sketch of a stage (and we did not see that until 1888), some bits of cardboard with theatrical “plotts” on them (from backstage at the playhouses), about a dozen prompt books, pitfully few personal letters or diaries or accounts of the stage, a sheaf of legal papers, some marginal scrawls.

    

  

  
    p.4

    
      1

      
          The Admiral’s Men (Henslowe’s Diary
 tells us) from June, 1594 to March, 1603 acted 215 plays of which fifteen
 we know were printed. The Lord Chamberlain’s Men, the other leading company (Shakespeare’s), had eighteen
 of their plays from this period printed (ten of which were Shakespeare’s). So much is missing that it would be hazardous to imagine that we have a fair sampling. Do we have, despite the efforts of friends who memorialized him, all that Shakespeare wrote ? Do we have, indeed, all that may eventually be available, now that researchers are digging with greater industry and success than ever before ? If scholars will turn over literally millions of pieces of old paper to find another signature
 of Shakespeare, and succeed, they may work hard enough and well enough to unearth more plays. We must be cautious as we assess the contribution to English drama of such men as Peele, not all of whose works survive. Unsuspected treasures or embarrassingly bad commercial carpentry may turn up at any moment, throwing all our literary histories into a cocked hat. To publish or comment on the Complete Works
 of any Elizabethan dramatist is perilous. Scholars of this period had best take a more tentative stance as they continue to seek solid fact and sound judgment.

        

      

    

  


		

    
		

  
    
      II 

COMMON SENSE AND COMMON PRACTICE

      There are several systems for sensible analysis of prose style. One is given in Edith Rickert’s A Scientific Analysis of Prose Style
 (University of Chicago Press, 1927) and the work of examining parallel poetic passages, metrical tricks, and other pieces of internal evidence that may link the verse of an anonymous work with that of a known writer has occupied literally hundreds of critics, whose names occur in standard bibliographies. Every test from spelling and imagery to metrics and plot structure has been applied ; it is not unlikely, now that computers can be programmed to collect and interpret information, that we are in for a great deal more analysis of internal evidence. Yet it was not until recently that anyone troubled to lay down some sensible guidelines. The Bulletin of the New York Public Library
 discussed the difficulties of dealing with internal evidence in various periods of English literature. A few textbooks on research devoted a little space to the question.1
 Now
...
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