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ABSTRACT
PLAYWRIGHTS, ACTORS, AND ACTING COMPANIES: DOMAINS OF
COLLABORATION IN MIDDLETON-ROWLEY’S 4 FAIR QUARREL, THE
CHANGELING, AND THE SPANISH GYPSY(1615-1623)
By
Nels Anchor Christensen 111
Plays written and performed in the English Renaissance were the product of

collaboration. From the professional interactions of playwrights, actors, and theater
owners, to the influence of prompters, audiences, and official censors, a wide range of
joint work shaped the theater industry. As a critical category, however, collaboration has
come to denote too many varied relationships to deliver any longer much explanatory
force. Faced with the pervasiveness and complexity of collective relationships, this
dissertation seeks to refine the general concept of collaboration by breaking it down into
three concrete, specific domains: the collaboration of playwrights, the collaboration of
actors, and the collaboration of acting companies. Rather than reduce the study of
collaboration to the identification and separation of individual agents within theatrical
composition and performance, I propose to view collaboration as a process through
which two or more people work collectively to create something that neither of them
could have done alone. From this perspective, it is not sufficient merely to acknowledge
that Renaissance plays result from collaborative processes; instead, we must treat each
act, scene, and line as the product of a larger, more complicated collaborative relationship
from which it cannot be divorced. In this dissertation, I argue that taking collaboration

on its own terms—as a process whose product is and yet exceeds the collective labor of

multiple people—is best accomplished by examining in successive chapters three plays



commonly attributed to Thomas Middleton and William Rowley: A Fair Quarrel (1615-
17), The Changeling (1622), and The Spanish Gypsy (1623). Each chapter takes one
Middleton-Rowley play as a case study for a specific domain, with the exception of
chapter two, which also addresses Hamlet. Chapter one analyzes a distinctive pattern of
repetition in 4 Fair Quarrél——what I call “extended cue-catching”—so remarkable in its
frequency and effect as to suggest that Middleton-Rowley employed it as a unifying
compositional technique. Chapter two strives to clarify the network of collaborative
interactions and pressures that shape an actor’s body during theatrical performance.
Focusing on highly self-referential scenes in Hamlet and The Changeling, 1 argue that,
given the fundamentally collaborative nature of theatrical experience, the actor’s work—
the creation of character—must also be seen as collaborative. Chapter three combines a
re-evaluation of historical documents with a rhetorical analysis of The Spanish Gypsy in
order to present a case for joint performances of the play by some members of Prince
Charles’s and Lady Elizabeth’s companies. I argue that, in its remarkable thematizing of
collaboration, The Spanish Gypsy dramatizes the very fact of its own collaborative origin
and performance. Taken collectively, these plays not only provide provocative models
for understanding their own composition and performance histories, they also suggest
new possibilities for studying and teaching the wealth of collaborative plays of the

English Renaissance.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES. ... ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e aeneaenanns v
INTRODUCGCTION. ...ttt et ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e ae e s eaanereaeneaaans 1
CHAPTER 1

A Fair Quarrel, Repetition, and the Collaboration Of Playwrights............cc..c.. ... 15
CHAPTER 2

Hamlet, The Changeling and the Collaboration of Character...................cccccoeuenen. 49
CHAPTER 3

The Self-Conscious Collaboration of Prince Charles’s

and Lady Elizabeth’s Companies in The Spanish GYpsy........cccveveeeeveeniiienennnnnnnn. 115
EPILOGUE. ... ..ttt et e et et et e e e e e e e e e e aeneeaees 179
B0 1 SN T PP PP 185
BIBLIOGRAPHY ....iiiiiiiiiiiiie et et et s et e e et e e e e neaenenanns 201

iv



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE 1
Instances of “Fair” and “Quarrel” by Act, Scene, and Plot

TABLE 2

Significant Dates, Events, and Associations of
Christopher Beeston and William Rowley



INTRODUCTION

The study of collaboration is a tricky business, particularly for scholars busy
recovering the collective relationships of the English Renaissance stage. Our attendant
confusions include the small body of extant historical evidence and a scholarly tradition
insistent on minimizing both the import and varieties of collaboration. Above all, the
difficulty in coming to understand collaboration lies in the way it forces us to reconsider
the tidy categories of “single” and “co-authored” plays. Collaboration frustrates our
respect for individuality and our corresponding desire to locate discrete personalities
within any given literary work. Faced with the intermingled relationships and
indeterminate agency embodied in the collaborative process, clean authorial distinctions
seem misplaced.

Consider, as one such instance, N. W. Bawcutt’s introduction to his edition of
Middleton-Rowley’s The Changeling published in 1956. Bawcutt’s approach to The
Changeling illustrates not only a trend in the scholarly reception of Middleton-Rowley,
but also an important friction underlying the general attitudes of scholars regarding
collaboration: namely, the tension between praising the seamless unity of collaboratively
written plays while concurrently searching for—and finding—the distinctive evidence of
each collaborator’s discreet work. Bawcutt’s section entitled “Collaboration” opens with
an affirmation of the power of collaboration to achieve a unified effect: “All the
evidence seems to show that The Changeling was the result of an unusually close
collaboration. The play has a remarkable consistency and continuity, and there is a
complete absence of the discrepancies in detail between one part and the next which are

often the sign of a work written by several authors” (xxxix). Yet, the weight of historical



practice quickly wins out against Bawcutt’s affirmation of Middleton-Rowley’s
consistency and continuity. “But in the case of The Changeling,” he writes, “there is a
striking unanimity of opinion among scholars and critics as to the division of scenes
between Middleton and Rowley” (xxxix). He then proceeds to recount the now familiar
dicing up of the play into the respective acts, scenes, speeches, and lines believed to be
written by Middleton and by Rowley. Rooted in the work of the early editors of
Middleton-Rowley’s plays, this tradition of dividing plays into authorial shares found
nourishment in Pauline G. Wiggin’s doctoral dissertation published in 1897 and remains
today a standard editorial practice.! It is precisely this search for authorial shares that
drives Bawcutt’s editorial judgments: “Rowley took the opening and closing scenes of
the play, and used them to set the whole plot against a firm and rigorous moral
background. He also took the comic sub-plot” (xliv). Only when he has laid out the
basic scheme does Bawcutt voice again, in contrast to the very tradition he has just
evoked, his implied, but not fully articulated, model of collaboration: “the two dramatists
were able to use their gifts to the fullest effect, and to support and reinforce each other”
(xliv). Thus, even as he acknowledges the concept of individuality informing the
authorial shares tradition (each playwright maximizing his own gifts), Bawcutt also
gestures toward a collaborative model capable of replacing the vocabulary of
individuality with one rooted in collectivity (those gifts supporting and reinforcing each
other). Indeed, Bawcutt implies that it is precisely in the act of collaboration that the
playwrights’ respective talents could fully take shape.

Herein lies the direction that, I believe, should guide future studies of

collaboration and that, more immediately, serves as a compass for this dissertation. I



propose to view collaboration as a process through which two or more people work
collectively to create something that neither of them could have done alone. From this
perspective, it is not sufficient merely to acknowledge that plays such as The Changeling
result from collaborative processes; instead, we must treat each act, scene, and line as the
product of a larger, more complicated collaborative relationship from which it cannot be
divorced. Bawcutt himself anticipates as much when, faced with his own judgment that
“Middleton’s moral awareness is deeper in The Changeling than in any of his other
plays,” he responds: “it would be difficult to say whether this is due to Middleton’s
natural development or to the influence of Rowley; many scholars have pointed out that
neither Middleton nor Rowley achieves anything as profound and penetrating as The
Changeling in his own unaided work” (xliv). While concrete assumptions about so-
called unaided work and the related idea of authorial shares may simplify matters for
scholars, ultimately those assumptions stumble up against the force of collaboration
itself—its persistent resistance to being reduced to the sum of its parts.

In this dissertation, I argue that taking collaboration on its own terms—as a
process whose product is and yet exceeds the collective labor of multiple people—is best
accomplished by examining—in successive chapters—three plays commonly attributed
to Thomas Middleton and William Rowley: A Fair Quarrel (1615-17), The Changeling
(1622), and The Spanish Gypsy (1623).2 Coming to see what Renaissance playtexts such
as these have to tell us about the daily workings of dramatic collaboration requires
refining the general category of collaboration by breaking it down into concrete, specific
domains. As a critical category, collaboration has come to denote too many varied

relationships to deliver any longer much explanatory force.> The three important



domains I investigate are the collaboration of playwrights, the collaboration of actors, and
the collaboration of playing companies. To date, no single critical study has subdivided
collaboration into these three distinct areas and then shown how they influence and
interact with issues of plot, theme, and characterization in Renaissance plays.
Importantly, my focus on Middleton-Rowley does not stand on the assumption
that their relationship is #ypical or representative of Renaissance collaboration, though it
may be. The anemic body of extant historical records suggests that the very notion of
“typical collaboration” may be a chimera. The ability to make generalizations about what
is or is not typical would require a much larger and more detailed collection of evidence
than we currently possess. Moreover, the records we do have so emphatically establish
collaboration as “a common method of composition” (Bentley, Profession of Dramatist
234) as to question the appropriateness of such notions as “typical” or “representative” at
this point in our historical understanding. For if, as G. E. Bentley has proposed, “every
performance in the commercial theaters from 1590 to 1642 was itself essentially a
collaboration”—that it was the “joint accomplishment of dramatists, actors, musicians,
costumers, prompters . . .” (Profession of Dramatist 198)—then what constitutes
“typical” implies an overlapping maze of collective relationships. Identifying what is
typical within this maze becomes problematic precisely when we acknowledge that
collaboration was an interlacing network of collective relationships about which we have
insufficient detailed knowledge. We know that collaboration in its broadest terms was
common, but the specific details of typical daily operations and strategies among

collaborators are another matter.



One reason for this critical gap is the dearth of substantial historical material
needed to look at the actual events of collaboration as they took place. There simply are
not full records by playwrights and actors of their specific collaborative practices.
Indeed, many of the major critics who have written about collaboration list sequences of
questions regarding the concrete historical situation for which they wish they had answers
but have little faith in ﬁnding.4 What does remain, however, are the playtexts themselves.
In what follows I turn to the playtexts of 4 Fair Quarrel, The Changeling, and The
Spanish Gypsy as primary sources for recovering collaborative traces of what David Scott
Kastan calls “the specific imaginative and material circumstances in which [Renaissance
plays] were written and engaged” (17).

Given the small body of available historical documents that might shed light on
collaborative practices,’ I agree with Michael Mooney that the first step in recovering the
circumstances of collaboration is to begin with detailed and focused analyses of
individual plays within a given collaborative canon (William Rowley 291). Mooney
suggests tﬁat, in order to separate out the specific joint practices that shaped collaborative
drama, we need to refine the body of plays under consideration. Thus, beginning to
distinguish more clearly and then to untangle the strands that form networks of
collaboraﬁbn within any given play demands focused attention on close, sustained
collective relationships among a limited number of identifiable agents, within a limited
number of collaboratively written plays.

The case of Beaumont and Fletcher illustrates both the challenges collaboration
raises and the necessity, in developing solutions to these challenges, of limiting the

number of plays under consideration. Although literary history considers Beaumont and



Fletcher the most famous collaborators of English drama, and despite the fact that the
title pages of the 1647 and 1679 folio editions of Comedies and Tragedies assert their
joint participation, the pairing of Beaumont’s and Fletcher’s names has historically
served to mask an indeterminate number of collaborators involved in the writing of these
plays. As Bentley, among others, has shown, “The evidence is overwhelming that
Beaumont had nothing to do with most of the plays in these two collections” (197).
Rather than exemplify a sustained collaborative relationship between two playwrights,
the plays associated with Beaumont and Fletcher exemplify what Jeffrey Masten calls the
“dispersal of author/ity” in theatrical productions (Textual Intercourse 19). In fact, they
exemplify that dispersal to such an extent that any attempt to disentangle or even identify
the collaborative agents in those plays leads to what Douglas Brooks calls “the
hermeneutical nightmare of collaboration” (152). Far from offering a clear example of a
close working relationship between two playwrights, the Beaumont and Fletcher canon
displays a seemingly inextricable web of collaborative relationships.

Given the challenges I have outlined, the plays of Middleton-Rowley offer an
ideal subject for my investigation. Compared to Beaumont and Fletcher, Middleton-
Rowley present a more promising collaborative relationship for critical study precisely
because, while still offering a rich opportunity for exploring a variety of collaborative
domains, the Middleton-Rowley plays I discuss here were the result of a remarkably
deliberate collaborative relationship.’ A Fair Quarrel, The Changeling, and The Spanish
Gypsy were written and performed over the course of some six or eight years, depending
on the exact date of composition of 4 Fair Quarrel (either 1615 or 1617-1623). They

were performed either by Prince Charles’s company, for whom Rowley was a leading



member and actor, or Lady Elizabeth’s men, with whom, I will argue, Rowley had close
professional ties. Indeed, considering my focus on the collaborative interactions of
playwrights, actors, and acting companies, Rowley’s professional career as an actor and
leading member with Prince Charles’s affords an important historical and cultural
grounding for my investigation. As an actor-playwright, Rowley had “intimate
associations” (Bentley, Profession of Dramatist 211) with Prince Charles’s and Lady
Elizabeth’s and, therefore, intimate knowledge of their needs and capabilities. Thus he
had, in Bentley’s words, “special contributions to make to joint compositions” (211). If
furthering our understanding of collaboration does, indeed, require identifying discrete
domains of collaboration, then Rowley’s career reveals important links in the interactions
among playwrights, actors, and playing companies.

Above all, in what follows I strive to develop a critical approach that
acknowledges the complex interdependence of collaborative agents in A Fair Quarrel,
The Changeling, and The Spanish Gypsy while also insisting that collaboration cannot be
reduced to the sum of its parts. By limiting my focus in these three plays to the
collaboration among playwrights, actors, and acting companies, I do not mean to suggest
that these domains of collaboration constitute the only agents involved in the production
and performance of the plays. Other agents abound, from prompters and musicians to
official censors and audience members.” This dissertation clears a space for a more
sustained inquiry into further domains by providing a critical model that addresses a vital
fact about collaboration—that multiple agents labor jointly in the collaborative event—
without reducing it to that fact. Thinking about collaboration in these terms is

particularly challenging because it resists many of our firmly established beliefs about



individuality and ownership, and not only with respect to works of the imagination. That
is, accepting the product of collaborative relationships as something that exceeds the sum
of its parts requires considering the impossibility of ever discerning what is “mine” from

what is “yours.”

The history of scholarly reception of the works of Middleton-Rowley attests to the
obstacles that lie along this route of inquiry; and yet, more recently, that history also
reveals developments in historical and theoretical approaches that have opened up
promising directions in the study of collaboration. I want now to address very briefly
some nineteenth-century editors of Thomas Middleton’s plays and to give an overview of
more recent critical developments as a way of suggesting both the challenges I confront
and the novelty of my approach.

Between 1840 and 1890, three important editions of Thomas Middleton’s plays
appeared, each with critical introduction and apparatus, that shaped future understandings
of Middleton-Rowley’s collaborative relationship: A. Dyce’s The Works of Thomas
Middleton (1840); A. H. Bullen’s The Works of Thomas Middleton (1885-86); and
Havlock Ellis’s Thomas Middleton (1887-90), with an introduction by A. C. Swinburne.
Dyce, Bullen, Ellis and Swinburne accepted without question the mere fact of
collaboration but could not rest easy without attempting to distribute separate parts of the
play to each playwright. Although their tone and style may strike twenty-first century
readers as quaint or stuffy, the attitudes and judgments of Dyce, Bullen, Ellis and
Swinburne should not be underestimated, particularly regarding their influence on later
critics. Obviously, but no less importantly, we must first acknowledge and accept that

Dyce, Bullen, and Ellis considered themselves editors of Middleton’s plays, rather than



Middleton’s and Rowley’s, much less Middleton-Rowley’s. Not surprisingly, therefore,
they work hard to position Middleton as the primary artistic force behind not only his
collaborations with Rowley but also his joint work with Dekker and others. As a result,
they voice what would become a commonplace view of collaboration as merely a “subset
or aberrant kind of individual authorship” (Masten, Textual Intercourse 16).

At the same time, however, these early editors confronted the nettlesome fact that
their favorite “Middleton” plays were, in fact, Middleton-Rowley plays. Dyce, for
example, de-emphasizes collaborative playwrighting, stressing instead the putatively less
threatening concept of revision. Of The Old Law, a Middleton-Rowley play probably
later revised by Massinger, Dyce writes: “The reader ought to remember that dramas
which bear on their title-pages the names of more than one author were not necessarily
written by those authors in conjunction” (xvi). Dyce notes an accepted facet of
diachronic collaboration®: that the names of playwrights hired to amend and revise plays
for revival sometimes appeared on later printed editions of those plays. Downplaying
collaboration in this way, however, leaves Dyce in a bind, since it is often difficult or
impossible to identify who revised whose play: “We are not, however, to conclude that
the other dramas of which Middleton was only in part the author were wrought into their
present form by such a process” (xvi). Apparently, for Dyce, the thought of Middleton
revising someone else’s work is just as disagreeable as the thought of him working jointly
with a collaborator.

Yet, Dyce fails to offer any other process that might explain his own somewhat
troublesome judgments—that the plays he finds most imaginatively powerful and

poetically rich are not necessarily Middleton’s “unaided” work but rather his



collaborations with Rowley. Dyce’s interests clearly lie in positioning Middleton as the
primary playwright in his relationships with Rowley, not in considering the specific
details of the relationship itself. Bullen, too, finds himself drawn in opposite directions.
Like Dyce, Bullen’s investment in Middleton as unaided playwright leads him to refer
repeatedly to Middleton-Rowley plays as “his”—meaning Middleton’s—and to Rowley
as Middleton’s “assistant” (xliii, lix). At the same time, however, he enthusiastically
judges The Changeling and The Spanish Gypsy “among the highest achievements of the
English drama” (xii); and, more importantly, he announces that in The Changeling and
The Spanish Gypsy Middleton’s “genius [is] seen in its full maturity” (lix). Thus Dyce
and Bullen sense but cannot finally accept a striking truth about Middleton and Rowley’s
collaborative relationship: together Middleton and Rowley wrote plays of a quality
neither, it appears, could have w;itten on his own.

Interestingly, in his introduction to Havlock Ellis’s edition of Middleton’s
selected plays, A. C. Swinburne criticizes the earlier work of Dyce and Bullen on the
grounds that they are not aesthetically sensitive enough to the stylistic nuances—the tone
and texture—of Middleton and of Rowley. As a poet, Swinburne stands out from most of
the academic critics of the next seventy years in giving high praise to Rowley’s abilities
as a writer, although he never goes so far as to question Rowley’s place as Middleton’s
inferior. He attributes the “stupid” “underplot” to Rowley, but also praises Rowley’s
“vigorous and vivid genius, his somewhat hard and curt directness of style and manner,
his clear and trenchant power of straightforward presentation or exposition, [which] may
be traced in every line as plainly as the hand of Middleton must be recognized in the

main part of the tragic action intervening” (xxxv). Despite his invigorating defense of

10



Rowley’s skills, Swinburne nonetheless, like earlier editors, works with the collaborative
origin of the play as if it could only be taken as a challenge for editors to apportion
specifics lines, scenes, and acts to Middleton or Rowley, even while in the next breath he
praises “the concord between the two writers [. . .] singularly complete in unity of spirit
and style . . .” (xxxv).

Dyce, Bullen, Ellis and Swinburne, like generations of critics to follow,’ cast their
critical gazes on the salient instances in which, they believe, each playwright’s respective
thumbprint may be discerned most clearly. Not surprisingly, this viewpoint leads
inexorably to the standard dicing up of authorial shares. Time and time again, however,
the ostensible distinctiveness of the thumbprints fades. Bullen, for example, hesitantly
admits in his analysis of 4 Fair Quarrel that “I cannot trace Middleton’s hand with any
clearness” (xliv), and all the early editors observe that the Middleton-Rowley
collaborations display an uncanny unity. We should not be surprised, therefore, to
discover a powerful undercurrent against which Dyce, Bullen, Ellis and Swinburne
constantly struggle—namely, the profound contradiction in concurrently praising
seamless unity while insistently allotting authorial shares. Indeed, every example of
stylistic thumbprints or authorial shares they cite belies the presence of collaborative
agents within specific domains that foils any attempt to isolate discreet personalities or
styles. Collaboration thus forces us, in very real sense, to let go of Middleton and
Rowley in order to grasp Middleton-Rowley.

Important scholarship of the past forty years has begun the work that will enable a
fuller understanding of Middleton-Rowley’s collaborative relationship and, more

generally, of the varieties of joint labor involved in collaborative production. Whether
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developing or reacting against earlier generations of critics, recent attention to
collaboration tends to segment into three main approaches. Following the course set by
Dyce, Bullen, Ellis, and Swinburne, proponents of attribution studies such as Cyrus Hoy
and MacD. P. Jackson have continued the search for authorial shares, aided in the past
few years by advancements in computer technology that allow for extensive searches of
playtexts for the ostensible stylistic markers of individual playwrights.'® For these critics,
collaboration is something like a puzzle, the challenge being to identify and attribute the
various products of individual labor in increasingly precise detail. Theorists like Jeffrey
Masten, however, see the search for authorial shares as anachronistic and misguided. For
him, the work of attribution studies is grounded in modern notions of individuality that
mistakenly value the authority of a single author over the more historically accurate
paradigm of collaborative authorship.!' Arguing against what he sees as the futility of
searching for authorial shares, Masten focuses his attention on the intersections of various
cultural discourses and institutions that shaped Renaissance collaboration. Still other
critics invested in historical recovery, such as G. E. Bentley and Robert Weimann,
investigate the socio-economic conditions and material practices that contributed to the
importance of collaboration on the Renaissance stage. These critics seek to illuminate
collaboration by enriching our knowledge of its cultural and historical contexts.

My own methodology fully embraces Masten’s critique of attribution studies and
the anachronistic assumptions that guide its search for authorial shares. Rather than
theorizing the discourses that shaped Renaissance collaboration, however, I replace
modern categories of individuality and authorship with more historically accurate

conceptions of collectivity and collaboration by analyzing the evidence of actual
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collaborative relationships in playtexts and other historical documents. I thus use the
critical tools of historical and rhetorical analysis as a means of contributing to a small but
growing body of knowledge concerning Renaissance collaboration. More than just an act
of specialized historical recovery, this endeavor has broad critical implications. It
provides a way of talking about composition, character, and performance that takes
seriously the impossibility of disentangling the agents of production without irreparably
compromising the very thing they create. In doing so—in struggling to find a vocabulary
of collectivity—I suggest an alternative for understanding the ways we compose and
perform our very selves.

The three chapters of this dissertation each concentrate on one domain of
collaboration, beginning with the collaboration of playwrights and moving on to the
collaboration of actors and of acting companies. The chapters thus follow a certain
developmental course, starting with by far the most widely accepted and discussed form
of Renaissance collaboration—that between two or more playwrights—and then moving
into the comparatively uncharted waters of the collaboration of actors and of acting
companies. Each chapter takes one Middleton-Rowley play as a case study, with the
exception of chapter two, which also addresses Hamlet. Chapter one analyzes a
distinctive pattern of repetition in 4 Fair Quarrel so remarkable in its frequency and
effect as to suggest that Middleton-Rowley employed it as a unifying compositional
technique. Chapter two seeks to clarify the network of collaborative interactions and
pressures that shape an actor’s body during theatrical performance. Focusing on highly
self-referential scenes in Hamlet and The Changeling, | argue that, given the

fundamentally collaborative nature of theatrical experience, the actor’s work—the
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creation of character—must also be seen as collaborative. Chapter three combines a re-
evaluation of historical documents with a rhetorical analysis of The Spanish Gypsy in
order to present a case for joint performances of the play by some members of Prince
Charles’s and Lady Elizabeth’s companies. I argue that, in its remarkable thematizing of
collaboration, The Spanish Gypsy dramatizes the very fact of its own collaborative origin
and performance. Taken collectively, these plays not only provide provocative models
for understanding their own composition and performance histories, they also suggest
new possibilities for studying and teaching the wealth of collaborative plays of the

Renaissance.
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CHAPTER 1
A Fair Quarrel, Repetition, and the Collaboration of Playwrights

Scholars writing about collaboration in Renaissance drama focus their attention
almost exclusively on the joint work between and among playwrights.'? In later chapters,
I will attempt to broaden that narrow concentration by extending the study of
collaboration to actors and acting companies.'® Here, however, I begin with collaboration
as it is generally understood and considered: as a compositional relationship whereby
two or more playwrights work together or separately in the creation of a jointly written
play.'* Important critical work in the past forty years, beginning with Gerald Eades
Bentley’s The Profession of Dramatist in Shakespeare’s Time, has begun the process of
illuminating the literary, historical, cultural, and socio-economic contexts that contributed
to the pervasiveness' of collaboration between (and among)'® playwrights in the theater
industry in Elizabethan and Jacobean London."” As I discuss in my introduction, three
loosely conceived methodologies have occupied the field. Scholars invested in
theoretical approaches situate collaboration within certain “conflicting and contested”
cultural discourses (Masten, Textual Intercourse 4). Others discuss collaboration as an
important aspect of attribution studies; for them, collaboration complicates the endeavor
to identify with certainty the discrete work of individual playwrights in Renaissance
plays. And still others provide valuable historical context that help explain the role of
collaboration in the popular theater in Renaissance England.'® But while these efforts
have contributed much to our conceptual understanding of collaboration, the precise
compositional strategies employed by playwrights working jointly in the creation of

playtexts have remained, for the most part, hidden.
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Rather than directly following the undeniably valuable courses set by the
approaches outlined above, my aim in this chapter is to identify and scrutinize a specific
strategy that Middleton and Rowley likely utilized while jointly writing A Fair Quarrel.
I argue that Middleton-Rowley employed repetition both as a loose thematic model and
as a linking rhetorical technique to graft together their individual efforts into an
organically unified play. To be clear, I am not interested in isolating the work of
Middleton from that of Rowley but rather in the way that the repetitions make such
isolation impossible. Importantly, in what follows I do not claim a complete knowledge
of the exact details of the various ways Middleton and Rowley set about the knotty work
of writing plays together. Indeed, my inability to discern clearly what ideas and words
are “mine” in my “own” writing rather than those born of a collective voice (including
mine and my editors’) attests to the difficulty—even impossibility —of systematizing or
standardizing Middleton and Rowley’s collaborative relationship. This chapter,
therefore, proceeds in full acknowledgment of Richard Nochimson’s faith in “the
inevitability, and therefore the rightness, of the scholarly attempt to answer unanswerable
questions” (55). In seeking an answer to one such seemingly unanswerable question—
what collaborative model did Middleton and Rowley follow while writing A Fair
Quarrel?—1 provide an answer that remains, in the end, only a beginning. I focus on the
repetition of certain words whose frequency and character suggest a pronounced
deliberateness that, I argue, indicates the presence of an overarching design.

The possibility that Middleton and Rowley did, in fact, utilize this strategy of
repetition becomes all the more attractive when seen in light of Rowley’s clearly

established fondness for the actoral technique known as “cue-catching” (Robb 133), in
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which one actor’s speech is linked to another’s by the repetition of a salient word. In
what follows, I argue that Middleton and Rowley adopted cue-catching as a means not
only to link one actor’s words to another’s but also to link one playwright’s words to
another’s. This model for understanding collaborative composition acknowledges the
plain fact that two different men wrote the play, but, rather than falling back on modern
conceptions of authorship, it gives us a historically accurate language born of the play
itself for describing the work not of Middleton and Rowley but of Middleton-Rowley.
The chapter has two main sections. The first grounds the framework of my argument in
the theoretical ideas guiding much of the current work on Renaissance collaborative
drama and, moreover, in the playful description of authorship in the dedicatory epistle to
A Fair Qu&rrel. The second examines specific examples of repetition in A Fair
Quarrel—Dbeginning with instances of cue-catching and moving on to larger patterns—
that reveal repetition as both a thematic guidepost and a trace of one of the play’s

collaborative origins.

L
The field of collaboration studies in English Renaissance drama owes a particular
debt to the important contribution of Jeffrey Masten. Masten’s work in the last decade,
culminating in the publication of his Textual Intercourse in 1997, has shifted the direction
of collaboration studies in important and lasting ways.'” Reacting, in part, against Cyrus
Hoy and other proponents of attribution studies who view collaboration “as a mere subset
or aberrant kind of individual authorship” (Textual Intercourse 16), Masten insists on

acknowledging collaboration on its own complicated and untidy terms. “What I seek to
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demonstrate,” Masten writes, “is that Hoy’s mode of reading collaboration in early
modern English drama merely as a more multiple version of authorship . . . does not
account for the historical and theoretical challenges collaboration poses to the ideology of
the Author. Collaborationis . . . a dispersal of author/ity, rather than a simple doubling of
it” (18-19, emphasis in original). For Masten, taking collaboration on its own terms and
not as an aberration of individual authorship has both theoretical and practical
implications. For instance, much of Masten’s work grows out of a theoretical critique of
“the myth of the solitary genius,” to use Jack Stillinger’s phrase (qtd. in Nochimson 52).
In this respect, Masten seeks to detach collaboration from the concepts of author and
authority as traditionally considered within “post-Enlightenment paradigms of
individuality, authorship, and textual property” and resituate it within a more historically
accurate paradigm in which “models and rhetorics of sexual relations, intercourse, and
reproduction” inform and interact with “notions of textual production and property” (4).
That is, Masten insists that the modern conception of the individual author as the sole
creator and, in various ways, owner of his words is an anachronistic model for
understanding theatrical collaboration in Renaissance England precisely because the
plays written and performed in that time and place were born of an economic and literary
industry that predates modern concepts of authorship. “I am contending,” Masten states,
“that collaborative texts produced before the emergence of authorship are of a kind
different (informed by differing mechanisms of textual property and control, different
conceptions of imitation, originality, and the ‘individual’) from collaborations produced

within the regime of the author” (21).
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But while much of Textual Intercourse is taken up with the theoretical project of
relocating collaboration within these and many other mechanisms and discourses of
production and exchange, Masten’s work also advocates for a very practical and concrete
revision in the ways scholars think and write about collaborative Renaissance plays—
namely, that we “forego anachronistic attempts to divine the singular author of each
scene, phrase, and word” of collaboratively written plays (7). And while I might not go
so far as to say that Masten’s work “demolishes Hoy almost completely” (Nochimson
53), in Textual Intercourse Masten does, indeed, thoroughly outline the problems
inherent in—and, to my mind, persuasively argues against—Hoy’s author-centered
approach. My purpose in citing Masten here is not simply to rehearse his arguments
against attribution studies. I am interested, instead, in the way Masten’s often ironic
theorizing about “the dispersal of author/ity” (19) in collaborative plays encourages us,
perhaps paradoxically, to return from the abstractness of theory to the material specificity
of playtexts themselves as we seek to recover the compositional practices of collaborating
playwrights. Richard Nochimson has made a similar point recently, arguing that “we
should value textual authority rather than authorial authority” (54).%

The distinction between textual and authorial authority is, however, by no means
clearly discernable—a fact playfully acknowledged in the dedicatory epistle attached to
the 1617 quarto of A Fair Quarrel and signed by William Rowley:

Worthy Sir,
“Tis but a play, and a play is but a butt, against which many shoot
many arrows of envy; ‘tis the weaker part, and how much more noble shall

it be in you to defend it. Yet if it be (as some philosophers have left
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behind ‘em) that this megacosm, this great world, is no more than a stage,
where every one must act his part, you shall of necessity have many part-
takers, some long, some short, some indifferent, all some; whilst indeed,
the players themselves have the least part of it, for I know few that have
lands (which are a part of the world), and therefore are no grounded men;
but howsoever they serve as mutes, happily they must wear good clothes
for attendance. Yet all have exits, and must all be stripped in the tiring-
house (viz. the grave), for none must carry anything out of the stock. You
see, sir, I write as I speak, and I speak as I am, and that’s excuse enough
forme...(3)
At first, this appeal to Robert Grey, “one of the grooms of his Highness’ bed-chamber”
(3), might seem nothing more than a request for patronage exemplifying what one critic
has called Rowley’s proclivity to “say too much” and another his “rough, staccato-like
manner” (Wiggin, qtd. in Holdsworth xxi; Holdsworth xxi).?! That is, the arguably
heavy-handed wielding of the world-as stage trope and the “obtrusively irrelevant puns”
(Holdsworth xxi) might easily be overlooked ag merely instances of a certain style that
has come to be associated with Rowley. But read in light of the revealing sentence —
“You see, sir, I write as I speak, and I speak as I am, and that’s excuse enough for me”
(3)—the dedicatory epistle becomes both a significant comment on Rowley’s position as
an actor-playwright and an astute observation on the problematic role of ownership—and,
therefore, of the authority of playwrights—in Renaissance plays, including A Fair

Quarrel.
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After extending the theatrical metaphor in which he ironically asserts that actors
play the “least part” in the world for the simple reason that they cannot afford to invest in
real estate (apparently because they are poorly underpaid), Rowley offers something like
a logical riddle. “I write as I speak” establishes a clear connection between Rowley’s
twofold status as playwright and actor: as a playwright, he writes in the same way he
speaks as an actor. We should not be surprised, therefore, to find a correspondence
between the stylistic roughness of this epistle and the characteristic dialogue of a
Rowleyian clown. The point is that Rowley the playwright who writes this dedicatory
epistle to Robert Grey does so in much the same way Chough, Lollio, or Soto might
speak it to him, namely with the ostentatious word-play of a Rowleyian clown.?

Next, Rowley develops and complicates the syllogistic quality of the riddle,
asserting a direct parallel between Rowley the actor (and, by extension, the characters he
plays on stage) and Rowley himself: “and I speak as I am.” Given the peculiarity of
Rowley’s ontological status as actor, character, and playwright, the phrase ‘Rowley
himself” poses particular challenges, which I will address more fully in later chapters.
Here it will suffice to point out that, in this instance, Rowley holds up his overlapping
status as playwright-actor-character as “excuse enough for me.” Rowley’s “excuse” is,
therefore, a threefold apology: for the play A Fair Quarrel, which he dedicates to Robert
Grey; for the style of the epistle itself (written in the peculiar comic voice of his clowns);
and for the very fact that, being himself one of the *“players” about whom he writes,
Rowley is poor and in need of patronage.

Rowley then shifts from the world-as-stage trope to one of paternal lineage:

“indeed I meant to tell you your own, that is, that this child of the Muses is yours;
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whoever begat it, ‘tis laid to your charge, and (for aught I know) you must father and
keep it too” (4). By questioning the paternity of the “child,” the play A Fair Quarrel—
“whoever begat it”—Rowley metaphorically plays with the idea of what Jeffrey Masten
might call authorial lineage. Masten notes, for example, that while today the word
“author” signifies “writer,” in the Renaissance it “inhabit[ed] a complex network of
meanings, including: ‘person who originates or gives existence to anything; one who
begets; a father’” (“Playwrighting” 369-370). In this sense, Rowley’s assertion not to
know who “begat” A Fair Quarrel, coupled with his insistence that Grey must now
“father and keep it,” exemplifies Masten’s insight that “collaboration is a dispersal of
author/ity” (Textual Intercourse 19). In this dedicatory epistle, then, Rowley wittily
sports with a fundamental aspect of collaboration—that no direct line exists between
playwright(s) and play, author/father and child.

Rowley’s dedicatory epistle thus serves as a notable instance of the blurry
distinction between “textual” and “authorial authority” (Nochimson 54). Even in the few
lines of the epistle, the question of who exactly holds authority —Rowley, Middleton, a
Rowleyian character, Robert Grey?— becomes an important point of confusion. No
doubt, this authorial ambiguity arises from the collective nature of collaboration itself; at
the same time, though, as Masten reminds us, it also may be traced, in part, to the
deliberate effort of collaborators. *“The collaborative project in the theatre was,” Masten
writes, “predicated on erasing the perception of any difference that might have existed,
for whatever reason, between collaborated parts” (Textual Intercourse 17, italics in
original). Far from “say[ing] too much” (Wiggin, qtd. in Holdsworth xxi), Rowley

appears to have said exactly enough. For if, as Rowley states and Masten theorizes, the
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paternity of A Fair Quarrel is so dispersed as to make questionable the claims of
“authority” of its own playwrights, then any attempt to identify and trace a conclusive
lineage between the words of the playtext and the playwrights who wrote them must
necessarily fail. But even if Rowley’s dedicatory epistle thwarts any attempt to
understand collaborative drama through a paradigm of “authorial authority,” it
nonetheless urges us to pay particular attention to whatever authority lies within the
playtexts that have survived. Bereft of a lineage between playwright(s) and word, what
remains are the words themselves. And in the case of A Fair Quarrel, the words have
much to tell.

In the remainder of this chapter, I listen carefully to what certain repeated words
in A Fair Quarrel have to say about Middleton-Rowley’s collaborative relationship. My
contention, while fully acknowledging the difficulty of separating out the multiple
collaborative agents involved in Renaissance textual production, is that, at least in the
case of A Fair Quarrel, Middleton, Rowley, and whatever other agents were involved in
creating the playtext we now know as A Fair Quarrel were not completely successful in
erasing the “perception of any difference” in the play (Textual Intercourse 17). The
patterns of repetition in A Fair Quarrel, that is, constitute significant traces of what
appears to be a compositional practice intended, in many ways, to erase the evidence of

itself.

IL.

In “The Canon of William Rowley's Plays,” Dewar M. Robb identifies and

defines a dramaturgical technique that recurs time and again both in Rowley’s
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collaborative plays and in those considered to be his “solo” work.” “In the framing of
[Rowley’s] dialogue,” Robb writes, “he has a partiality for linking one speech to the
previous speech by the repetition of one of its final words” (133). Robb calls this
technique “cue-catching” (133). Arguing that it originated as a memory aid to signal the
proper time for an actor to deliver his lines, Robb sees cue-catching as a testament to the
important ways Rowley’s experience as an actor shaped his skill as a playwright. Given
the remarkable pace at which acting companies in London’s repertoire theaters prepared
plays for performance, with little or no time for rehearsals,** it is no wonder that actors
came to rely on cue-catching; and its high frequency in the plays attributed to Rowley
suggests that he found it useful in his work not only as an actor but also a playwright.
Robb goes so far as to argue that cue-catching constitutes a diagnostic marker of
Rowley's particular style as a playwright. Like Pauline Wiggin, Charles Stork, Wilber
Dunkel, and others who attempt to identify the characteristics of Rowley’s style, Robb’s
classification of cue-catching among Rowleyian attributes leads him inevitably to claims
of authorship and authorial shares, of establishing those plays in which Rowley had a
hand as a playwright and, when those plays are collaborations, of identifying Rowley’s
discrete work within them. Instead of taking issue, once again, with the problematic
assumptions of these proponents of attribution studies, I want to focus on cue-catching
and its relation to A Fair Quarrel not as a means of separating out Rowley’s words from
Middleton’s but rather as a characteristic of this play that makes such a separation
unfeasible. That is, I want to explore the very real likelihood that Middleton-Rowley
transformed cue-catching from an actor’s to a playwright’s technique. Just as two actors

use the repetition of words in cue-catching to link individually spoken lines, so too might



two playwrights link their individually written words by way of strategic repetitions
throughout the acts and scenes of a given play. Considering the remarkable repetition of
two key words in A Fair Quarrel—“fair” and “quarrel” —it appears that Middleton-
Rowley did exactly that: they capitalized on the unique linking effect of cue-catching by
applying its integrative repetitions to the overall structure of the play itself. Accepting
that Middleton-Rowley used cue-catching in this way does not tell us anything about
which parts either of them wrote; instead, it helps us understand, given that the parts
exist, how they could be linked together to create unity. Thinking about cue-catching in
this way is important because it gives us a way of talking about collaborative drama
without fafling back on authorial shares. In other words, it gives us a specific model with
which to talk about Middelton-Rowley instead of Middleton and Rowley.

A Fair Quarrel consists of three main plots. The martial plot tells the story of the
Coloqel and Captain Ager, whose close friendship devolves into open hostility (in the
form of various duels) after the Colonel insults Captain Ager’s mother, Lady Ager. The
romantic plot presents the struggles of two lovers, Jane and Fitzallen, the cousin of the
Colonel. Jane’s father, Russell, the brother of Lady Ager, considers Fitzallen a fortune
seeker and contrives to keep him and Jane apart. Unbeknownst to him, Jane and Fitzallen
have secretly married. Lastly, the clown plot relates the comic antics of Chough, a
foolish Cornish gentleman, and his servant Trimtram, who spend much of the play
studying the art of roaring, a form of verbal jousting associated with the drunken and
riotous behavior of young male aristocrats in London.”

As the play opens, Russell informs the audience of his plan to thwart his

daughter's love of Fitzallen. Russell intends to have Fitzallen imprisoned for his
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supposed debts and to marry Jane to the wealthy and ridiculous Chough, a Rowleyian
clown almost certainly played originally by William Rowley himself.** Russell,
interrupted by the arrival of his sister, Lady Ager, informs her of the awaited return of her
son, Captain Ager. As Lady Ager leaves to greet her son, two soldiers enter, arguing
about the honor, skill, and wisdom of their respective friends, Captain Ager and his own
friend and superior-in-rank, the Colonel, a kinsman of Fitzallen. The harsh words of the
two soldiers quickly escalate into violence; they draw their swords and fight. Russell,
however, succeeds in breaking up the melee. Immediately, the Colonel and Captain Ager
appear. At first, the two disapprove of the skirmish. But, after the nature of the quarrel
makes itself known, the Colonel and Captain Ager’s friendship turns sour. The Colonel,
unable to countenance being compared to the younger and, in his eyes, less worthy
captain, reacts violently; and, in turn, they also draw their swords, ready to fight to the
death. Again, Russell calms the quarrel. In the remainder of the scene, Russell manages
by a ruse to disarm all the soldiers—including, importantly, the Colonel and Captain
Ager—and to have Fitzallen, who in the meantime had arrived with Jane, arrested and
taken off to jail. The Colonel, furious at the treatment of his kinsmen, Fitzallen, at being
compared with Captain Ager, and at not being able to defend himself (since he now lacks
his sword), delivers one last shocking insult to Captain Ager and agrees to meet him later
for a duel to resolve their dispute.

Throughout these developments, Middleton-Rowley contribute to the energetic pace
and rising tension of the scene by binding together the give-and-take argumentation of
the dialogue with cue-catching. In its basic form, the cue-catching in this scene and

throughout the play involves the repetition of one or two words as a means of linking two
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lines spoken by different actors. The following exchange between the Colonel and
Russell, after Fitzallen has been arrested and removed to jail, provides the basic model:
COLONEL. Better for lying in prison?
RUSSELL. In prison:
Believe it, many an honest man lies in prison
(1.1.331-330)
This instance—one of nine in the first act of A Fair Quarrel and of a remarkable twenty-
two in the entire play—illustrates the linking power of a few repeated words.
Functioning both as a signal for the actor playing Russell to speak and as a prompt to
stimulate the recall of his particular lines, the repetition of "in prison" serves multiple
purposes. Like a verbal trigger, the first utterance of "in prison" by the actor playing the
Colonel activates the memory of the actor playing Russell; in turn, he repeats those exact
words, thereby allowing himself a moment of freedom to concentrate on his next lines.
In this way, cue-catching has certain similarities to the economy of repetitions found in
oral epic poetry. Much like the recurring Homeric epithets in the /liad and the Odyssey
that were, in Bernard Knox’s words, created by generations of oral singers “to meet the
demands of the meter of Greek heroic poetry” while also providing the singer with time
“to elaborate his own phrases mentally as he recites the formulas that he can sing without
effort” (15, 16), Russell’s repetition of “in prison” serves both a metrical and mnemonic
function. Spoken again, the words complete the basic metrical length of the Colonel’s
line while, at the same time, functioning like an actoral version of cruise control, thus
giving the actor a moment to concentrate on his subsequent lines as he automatically

reiterates the words. Moreover, as in the case above, the responding actor often says the
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words a second time at the end of the second line of his response, creating a rhythmical
triad of repetitions. Much like the aural concord created by a recurring pattern of notes in
a musical refrain, the final repetition of “in prison” contributes to the synchronizing effect
of cue-catching: the very sound of the word— spoken once, then again and yet again—
creates a thythmical pattern that draws together the Colonel’s and Russell’s spoken lines.
In addition to its mnemonic function and unifying rhythmical effect, cue-catching
also serves as a method of aural emphasis and accent. In 1.1, for example, as their
friendship disintegrates in a rising pitch of invective, the Colonel delivers a slander so

potent as to push Captain Ager literally to beg Russell to return their swords:

CAPTIAN AGER. Y ’are a foul-mouthed fellow.
COLONEL. Foul-mouthed I will be—th’art the son of a whore [. . .]
CAPTAIN AGER. Death, I am naked!

Uncle, I'll give you my left hand for my sword

To arm my right with (1.1.345-346; 349-351)
The Colonel’s repetition of “foul-mouthed” emphasizes the mounting dramatic mood —as
his anger rises so, too, does the vulgarity of his discourse. What is more, in this case the
rhythmical quality of the repetition works in concert with its italicizing effect; the
reiteration of “foul-mouthed” in combination with “I will be” acts as something akin to a
verbal drum roll, leading, as it were, inexorably towards the shrill intensity of his
unforgivable slur: “son of a whore” (346). Indeed, this insult, which the Colonel states
once more as he takes his leave of Captain Ager, sets in motion all subsequent action in

the martial plot and, to a certain extent, in the entire play; for this insult is to Captain
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Ager the fair—that is, justifiable (according to the laws of dueling)— cause of his quarrel
with the Colonel.?”’

Taken together, the unifying rhythmical and italicizing qualities of cue-catching
contribute to its effectiveness not simply as a mnemonic actoral strategy but as an
important compositional device capable of forming subtle connective relationships within
the play.® Take the following instance, which occurs early in the clash between the
Colonel and Captain Ager, before the Colonel's unpardonable curse. Having managed to
quell momentarily their rising spite, Russell asks the two once-friends to shake hands by
way of reconciliation:

COLONEL. I have no anger, sir.
CAPTAIN AGER. I have had none,
My blood has not yet rose to a quarrel;
Nor have you had cause-
COLONEL. No cause of quarrel?
Death! if my father should tell me so- (1.1.159-164)
And so their dispute resumes. Like the extensive use of cue-catching throughout 1.1, the
Colonel’s question—*“No cause of quarrel?”—itself an instance of cue-catching, binds
word and action. Its echo thrusts backward to Captain Ager’s previous utterance while
simultaneously propelling the action of the scene forward, forecasting the approaching
duel soon made unavoidable when the Colonel himself offers its final “cause” in the form
of his slander—“son of a whore” (346). The Colonel’s stabbing four word question
reiterates and distills Captain Ager’s two declarative lines and thus verbally mimics the

mounting physical tension between the two men. Moreover, the cue-catching forms a
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chiastic pattern, creating a mirror-image effect: cause . . .quarrel . . . quarrel . . . cause.
This combination of cue-catching and chiasmus—of an originally spoken theatrical
technique and a written poetic device—creates a subtle and sophisticated linking
emphasis. Even as it draws the spoken words of the two men together, aurally mirroring
their threatening physical propinquity, the rhetorically overt chiastic repetition (“No
cause of quarrel”) very effectively draws attention to the content of the cue-catching as
well as to its form. After all, as subsequent events in A Fair Quarrel will prove, Captain
Ager goes through no small effort to establish not one but two justifiable “causes” for his
“quarrel” with the Colonel. Theatrically and poetically sophisticated and adaptable, the
cue-catching in this long first act creates both rhythmical links (emphasized aurally by
the repetition of words spoken by the actors on stage) and thematic patterns (stressed and
developed by the repetition of certain key words, such as “quarrel,” that come to embody
the fundamental ideas that animate the plot and action of the act).

Given the effectiveness of cue-catching in 1.1 of A Fair Quarrel, an inviting
possibility presents itself: that Middleton-Rowley adopted the idea of cue-catching as a
play-wide collaborative strategy. Just as repetition braids actors’ lines together,
generating meaning that exceeds and cannot be reduced to the sum of its parts, so too
might play-wide repetition—in the form of extended cue-catching—intertwine the words
and work of two playwrights, yielding a unified whole such that the parts can no longer
be parsed out to one or the other. Cue-catching as a compositional strategy recognizes a
simple fact of collaboration—that two people labor in conjunction with one another—

without reducing it to that fact.
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That Middleton-Rowley used repetition in this way becomes increasingly
plausible in A Fair Quarrel given the remarkable frequency of “fair” and “quarrel” in
each of the three plots. “Fair” appears twenty-seven times and “quarrel” twenty-two
times in the play, a total of forty-nine instances. Indeed, the ability of the repetition of
key words to function as unifying elements throughout an entire play depends on a
noticeable number of instances that establishes a discernable pattern if not a purposeful
design. One or two repetitions of the same word over the course of a given play would
surely go unnoticed and, therefore, would not constitute a “repetition” at all. Considered
on the whole, the articulations of “fair” and “quarrel” in A Fair Quarrel are significant,
and in the following table (Table 1), I chart them according to act and scene. The number
of instances per scene appears in parentheses after the word. I also indicate the relation

of each instance to the three plots. When the same articulation bridges two plots, I

apportion it to one plot only. In other words, no appearance is counted twice.

Table 1

Instances of “Fair” and “Quarrel” by Act, Scene, and Plot

Act, Scene, and | Martial Plot Romantic Plot | Clown Plot | Total
Plots Present in Number of
the Scene Instances
1.1 Fair (1) Fair (4) 0 10
Martial Quarrel (4) Quarrel (1)

Romantic

2.1 Fair (2) 0 0 11
Martial Quarrel (9)

2.2 0 Fair (1) Fair (2) 4
Romantic Quarrel (1)

Clown

3.1 Fair (6) 0 0 9

Martial Quarrel (3)

3.2 0 Fair (1) 0 1
Romantic

33 0 0 0 0
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Martial

4.1 0 0 Quarrel (1)
Clown

42 Fair (4) 0 0

Martial

43 Fair (1)

Martial Quarrel (1)

44 0 0 Fair (1) 1
Clown

5.1 Fair (3) Fair (1) Quarrel (1) |6
Martial Quarrel (1)

Romantic

Clown

Acknowledging that we posses no clear or sure method of interpreting this data does not
eclipse, for me, the undeniable fact of its significance. Once again, Richard Nochimson’s
trust in “the inevitability, and therefore the rightness, of the scholarly attempt to answer
unanswerable questions” (55) seems apt. With one exception, “fair” or “quarrel” appears
in every act and scene of the play,? with as many as eleven total occurrences in one
scene (2.1). Indeed, when reading the play rather than watching it be performed, the
repeated use of “fair” and “quarrel,” again and again, can become obtrusive. Consider
the following two examples from 1.1. In the first, Russell has arranged for two sergeants
to arrive at his home disguised as saltpetre-men® as part of his plot to have Fitzallen
arrested. Russell’s servant, aware of the deception, announces the arrival of the
sergeants, asking, “Shall I enter in, sir?” (1.1.249), to which Russell responds, “By all fair
means, sir, / And with all speed, sir” (1.1.250-251). As R. V. Holdsworth notes, “fair”
appears in a variety of senses throughout A Fair Quarrel. He offers *“‘beautiful’,
‘specious’, ‘morally just’, ‘noble’, ‘genuine’, [and] ‘according to the rules’” as examples
(2). In the preceding instance —“By all fair means, sir” (250)—it is not particularly clear

which, if any, of these meanings Russell’s use of “fair” implies. “According to the rules”
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as a paraphrase for it can be made to make sense, but the rationalizing required to do so
calls attention to the word itself. Reading and studying the play in the form of written
editions, we might ask ourselves what the difference is between saying, "by all means"
and "by all fair means." Considered in this way, there appears to be very little semantic
difference, and so we might consign this use of “fair” to prolixity. Within the context of
a composition intended to be read rather than performed, that is, we might expect
repetitions of this sort to be removed in support of precision and conciseness.

The second example of this ostensibly obtrusive repetition occurs later in the first
act. Once Fitzallen has been arrested and taken away, Russell announces to Jane why she
is better off without Fitzallen:

So let him go.—Now, wench, I bring thee joys,
A fair sunshine after this angry storm.
It was my policy to remove this beggar:
What? shall rich men wed their only daughters
To two fair suits of clothes, and perhaps yet
The poor taylor is unpaid? (1.1.393-398, my italics).
As in the earlier instance, the appearance of “fair” here seems somewhat superfluous,
particularly since, in this case, it appears twice within four lines with two distinct
meanings. In line 394, it carries an aesthetic significance: metaphorically speaking, the
sunshine that comes after inclement weather is, in contrast to the angry storm, beautiful
(fair) and, therefore, welcome. Three lines later, Russell utters the same word, but here it
appears to mean something like “clean” or “unsoiled.” Again, our editorial instinct might

tell us that such a repetition signals verbosity or a lack of care. Experienced within the
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live performance of A Fair Quarrel, however, the articulation of fair in these instances
reveals itself not as compositional liability but rather as a strength precisely because of
the way it contributes to a developing aural pattern of repetitions bddily spoken and
enacted. What appears on the page as redundancy sounds in the theater like a kind of
harmony. We have seen that cue-catching creates a linking sound between the spoken
lines of two actors. Here the same effect, though contained within the dialogue of one
speaker, is extended, creating an aural continuity similar to that of a musical refrain in
which the very repetition of sound creates an expectation of similar sounds.

As the play moves forward and the number of repetitions grows, their capacity to
create unifying connective relationships likewise increases. In some cases, the repetitions
appear with remarkable frequency within a short span of time, thereby amplifying their
refrain-like quality. Take the beginning of 2.1, for example. The scene opens with a long
speech in which Captain Ager muses on the Colonel’s slander against him and his
mother:

The son of a whore?
There is not such another murdering-piece
in all the stock of calumnys; it kills
At one report two reputations,
A mother’s and a son’s. If it were possible
That souls could fight after the bodies fell,
This were a quarrel for ‘em . . . (1-7, my emphasis)
Here Captain Ager muses on the grounds of his upcoming duel with the Colonel,

concluding that no cause could be more just, provided that “it were a truth [he] stood for”
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(13)—that is, provided that his mother is not, in fact, a whore. Captain Ager’s
confidence in the justice of his cause cannot quiet his persistent doubt: “But when my
judgment tells me she’s but woman, / Whose frailty let in death to all mankind, / My
valour shrinks at that” (28-30). Moments later, Lady Ager arrives and almost
immediately praises the Colonel, once again uttering one of the play’s recurring words:
“I thought I’d known so much of his fair goodness, / More could not have been looked
for” (46-47, my emphasis). Captain Ager, seizing the opportunity to assure himself once
and for all, tests his mother by fabricating a version of the events that have taken place
earlier between him and the Colonel. He informs her that some “rude fellow” (67) has
impugned her reputation and that the Colonel, overhearing it, made “the quarrel his” (73).
Lady Ager’s response—“Thou might’st as well bring the sun’s truth in question / As thy
birth or my honour” (92-92)—finally verifies Captain Ager’s faith in her. In turn, he
reveals his subterfuge, vowing to go through with his duel the Colonel.

After having been spoken five times in the first scene of the play, “quarrel”
appears again within the first seven lines of 2.1, the next scene, followed by another
repetition of “fair” when Lady Ager enters. Then, in the course of Captain Ager’s
exchange with Lady Ager, the span of some seventeen lines, the word “quarrel” appears
four more times. The remarkable frequency of repetitions in such a short span further
establishes the capacity of repetitions to create aural continuity. Again, when seen on the
page, the recurrence of “quarrel” four times in seventeen lines seems redundant. But,
spoken within the dramatic give-and-take between Captain Ager and Lady Ager, the
repetitions create a concordant rather than discordant effect. The sound of the same

word, time and again, acts like a musical drone-note held underneath a progressing
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melody. That is, with each repetition, the very sound of the word —irrespective of or
even despite its semantic relevance — creates an expectation of further repetitions that,
when fulfilled, engenders a kind of harmony. As in the linking patterns created by cue-
catching, the repetitions here draw together separate verbal elements. Unlike with cue-
catching strictly considered, though, which binds together two adjacent lines, the
repetition of “quarrel” throughout Captain Ager and Lady Ager’s dialogue subtly creates
extended aural links spanning many spoken lines.

More than just lengthening the linking capacity of cue-catching, this type of
extended repetition also joins together the three plots in A Fair Quarrel, creating broad
patterns throughout the entire play. Take, for instance, the following words spoken in 1.1
by Russell after having just quieted the scuffle between Captain Ager and the Colonel:

"Tis peace here, sir;

And see, here comes a happy interim:

Here enters now a scene of loving arms;

This couple will not quarrel so. (1.1.130-133, my emphasis)
Spoken as Jane and Fitzallen (the lovers of the romantic plot) approach, Russell’s overtly
self-referential comment—“Here enters now a scene of loving arms” (132)—signals the
introduction of a new set of characters and a return to the romantic plot that Russell's
opening speech had forecasted before being forcibly interrupted by the violent events
surrounding Captain Ager and the Colonel. Immediately following his gesture to the
approaching “scene” (132), Russell informs his audience that Jane and Fitzallen “will not
quarrel so” (133). While not an instance of cue-catching strictly considered—not, that is,

a linking of two contiguous lines by way of a strategic repetition—Russell’s articulation
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of “quarrel” does, indeed, create an effect similar to that of cue-catching, though on a
much larger scale. In a general way, his repetition gestures backwards to the thematic
idea of dueling established earlier in the scene: unlike Captain Ager, the Colonel, and
their two companions, Jane and Fitzallen “will not quarrel so” (133). More specifically,
the repetition echoes the actual utterance of the word “quarrel” by the Colonel at line 54:
“Come, come, the quarrel” (54). Russell's repetition of “quarrel” here at line 133 is thus,
in a sense, delayed. While its original utterance does not appear in the line immediately
preceding the repetition (at line 133) but rather many lines before (at line 54), the
repetition nonetheless establishes a link to a word spoken and an idea established earlier
in the scene.

The difference between cue-catching strictly considered and this extended, plot-
linking application of cue-catching is one of degree and scope, not of kind. The point is
that the repetition of the same word in a different context shifts its meaning while also
maintaining a resonance of its previously established meaning. Much in the same way
the echoing reiterations of cue-catching thrust backwards to a previous utterance of the
repeated word while simultaneously propelling the action of the scene forward, Russell’s
repetition of “quarrel” in the example above evokes the violent quarrels he and the
audience have witnessed in the first act while also establishing a new context and
possibility for quarrels of a different sort. Jane and Fitzallen may not “quarrel so” (133),
but, as events will show, the actions of the romantic plot will contain no small amount of
quarreling. Indeed, one might argue rightly that, in addition to echoing the Colonel’s
earlier articulation of “quarrel” at line 54, Russell’s use of the very same word at line 133

also draws attention—by way of a delayed echo—to the title of the play, A Fair Quarrel,

37



which presumably the audience watching the original performance would have in mind.*'
Again, the linking effect of the repetition is delayed or stretched; its ability to tie one
word to another, one idea to another, extends itself throughout the scene. The distance
between articulations of the words, given their generally high frequency throughout the
play, does not diminish its linking function but rather draws it out.

This extended repetition in A Fair Quarrel creates linking patterns that function
throughout the acts and scenes of the play much in the same way cue-catching does line
by line. In this way the repetitions contribute to what Harry Levin sees as the play’s
“formal integration” (66). Again and again, Middleton-Rowley create characters within
each plot who describe their situations, feelings, and actions with the words “fair” and
“quarrel.” As Michael Mooney reminds us, “the whole play takes meaning from its plot
interaction, not separation” (William Rowley 72). For example, although the martial plot
with its violent disputes and sword duels introduces and then develops a clear connection
to the eponymous fair quarrel, the romantic and clown plots dramatize fair quarrels of
their own. In this respect, all three plots echo each other— both with respect to thematic
ideas and specific words. These repetitions link the multiple tissues of plot in the body of
the play.

Perhaps the most striking examples of these plot-linking repetitions involve
Chough and Trimtram, the main comic characters of the clown plot. As many critics
have noted, the clown plot provides an ironic counterpoint to the dueling motif of the
martial plot.* While Captain Ager and the Colonel engage in the technical and moral
minutia of the dueling code, Chough and Trifntram discover the equally specialized art of

roaring. Likewise, Chough’s rough and buffoonish attempt to woo Jane acts as a comic
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foil to her romantic relationship with Fitzallen. These general thematic parallels emerge,
in large part, because of the unifying articulations of “fair” and “quarrel.”

Consider, for example, the moment in 2.2 when Russell, thinking he has found the
perfect husband for his daughter, introduces the wealthy Chough, accompanied by
Trimtram, to Jane:

CHOUGH. My name is Chough, a Cornish gentleman; my man’s mine
own countryman too, i’faith. I warrant you took us for
some of the small islanders.

JANE. I did indeed, between the Scotch and Irish.

CHOUGH. Red-shanks? I thought so, by my truth. No, truly, we are
right Cornish diamonds.

TRIMTRAM. Yes, we cut out quarrels, and break glasses, where we go.

(2.2.116-122, my empbhasis)
This exchange —the first appearance of Chough and Trimtram (and, therefore, of the
clown plot) in the play — typifies both Chough’s particularly Rowleyian brand of comedy
and the important role of repetition as a plot-linking device. Although the lack of
external evidence prevents us from claiming with certainty that Rowley originally acted
the part of Chough, the distinctive comic characteristics of the role make it highly
likely.>* The comic thrust of this scene, for instance, consists of jabs at the regional
associations of Chough’s name, a particularly Rowleyian form of wit. AsR. V.
Holdsworth explains, the Cornish chough was a seabird with long, red legs (5). Jane calls
this association to mind when she mistakes Cough and Trimtram for Scotchmen or

Irishmen— or, as Chough calls them, “Red-shanks” (120), a derogative slang-term for
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Scottish Highlanders and native Irish (Holdsworth 48). Furthermore, the name Chough
also signifies a rich, gullible fool (Holdsworth 5),* an association that Chough himself
draws attention to by exclaiming that he and Trimtram are “right Cornish diamonds”
(121), that is, fake or counterfeit diamonds (Holdsworth 48). Fraudulent by definition,
Cornish diamonds are actually Cornish rock-crystal sold to those gullible enough to
mistake them for genuine diamonds (48).

All of this wordplay sets up Trimtram’s punch line: “Yes, we cut out quarrels,
and break glasses, where we go” (122). Both a complicated pun turning on Chough and
Jane’s repartee and an echo of all the previous articulations of the same word, “quarrels”
here illustrates the ability of strategic repetitions to maintain aural and thematic
continuity. First, Trimtram’s use of “quarrels” gestures back to Chough and Jane’s
exchange by way of an interlacing pun. In the context of Trimtram’s joke, “quarrel”
means both a diamond-shaped pane of glass commonly used to make lattice-windows and
a glazier’s diamond (OED). Trimtram’s quibble thus resonates doubly with Chough’s
designation of them as “Cornish diamonds” (121), and his admission that they “break
glasses, where we go” (122) serves as an ironic comment on Chough’s rough handling of
his introduction to Jane. Next, “quarrels” also functions as a delayed echo, calling to
mind the fourteen previous instances of the same word throughout the play up to this
point. Of course, these earlier repetitions of the word have also been accompanied by the
physical counterpart to the verbal utterance—that is, the audience has actually witnessed
the “quarrels” embodied on stage in the violent physicality of the Colonel, Captain Ager,
and their friends. Having just witnessed such aggressive disputes, the audience surely

would hear in Trimtram’s use of “quarrel” the possibility of further swordplay. As events



will demonstrate, however, Chough and Trimtram engage in a different sort of quarrel —
namely, the riotous exchange of imaginative slanders known as roaring. Indeed, at the
close of 2.2, after Jane and Russell have departed, Chough and Trimtram explicitly
forecast their future verbal combat as they discuss their matriculation in a local roaring
school. “You must learn to roar here in London,” Trimtram tells Chough; “you’ll never
proceed in the reputation of gallantry else” (203-204). Chough complies, saying, “Well, 1
will begin to roar too, since it is in fashion” (217). The incipient connection between
quarreling and roaring that develops in this scene thus originates in Trimtram’s punning
repetition of “quarrels” in line 122. Trimtram’s weighted use of the word promises
Chough’s and Trimtram’s own comic version of the conflicts that have set in motion
much of the action up to this point in the play.

The interplay between the repetition of a specific word and its capacity to link
separate plots becomes increasingly apparent throughout 2.2. During the course of their
first meeting, Chough learns from Russell that Jane has recently suffered from ill health.
This exchange of information provides not only another example of cue-catching in its
strict sense but also the impetus for Chough’s outrageous clowning.

RUSSELL. Itell you, sir, she has lost some colour
By wrestling with a peevish sickness now of late.
CHOUGH. Wrestle? Nay, and she love wrestling, I'll teach her a trick
to overthrow any peevish sickness in London, whate’er it be.
(138-141)
To Jane’s horror and despite all tenets of decorum or good sense, Chough removes his

cloak, crouches, and advances on Jane, bent on wrestling with her then and there. Not
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surprisingly, Jane resists: “Oh, good sir, forbear! I am no wrestler” (161). Chough
proceeds nonetheless:
CHOUGH. I will not catch beneath the waist, believe it: 1 know fair play.
JANE. "Tis no woman’s exercise in London, sir.
CHOUGH. I'll ne’er believe that: the hug and the lock between man and
Woman, with a fair fall, is as sweet an exercise for the body as
You’ll desire in a summer’s evening.
(2.2.163-167, my emphasis)
This outlandish encounter couples Chough’s bodily humor with a playful extension of A
Fair Quarrel’s fabric of repetition. Alluding to his propensity for following proper
wrestling rules, Chough claims to “know fair play” (163). Then, as if to illustrate his
technical expertise, he alludes to “a fair fall,” a specialized wrestling term (Holdsworth
50). As in the previous examples, Chough’s double echo of “fair” continues Middleton-
Rowley’s harmonizing pattern of systematically having characters speak the words “fair”
and “quarrel.” Uttering the word twice, Chough simultaneously fulfills and creates the
expectation for the repeated sound of the word that has been maintained throughout the
play thus far. What is more, Chough’s use of “fair” establishes a satirical link to the
martial and romantic plots. Having been spoken multiples times within each plot thus
far, the reiteration of “fair” in these lines highlight the clown plots’ comic inversion of
Captain Ager and the Colonel’s dispute and Jane and Fitzallen’s romance. The intricate
procedures and tete 4 tete violence of the dueling code become, in Chough’s rough hands,

a technically savvy but nonetheless absurd wrestling match. And, likewise, the bawdy
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insinuations of Chough’s wrestling with Jane mock the passionate and committed love
between her and Fitzallen, born witness to by Jane’s recent conception of their child.

Perhaps the most remarkable example of this formal pattern is the infamous fart
duel in 4.4. In this penultimate scene of the play, Chough and Trimtram come to blows
with Captain Albo, Meg, and Priss, three bawdy characters, in what can only be seen as a
parodic rehearsal of the more traditional duel between Captain Ager and the Colonel in
the martial plot. Earlier in 4.1, Chough and Trimtram received a boisterous lesson on the
finer points of roaring, including practice with imaginative slanders (“hippocrene,”
“fucus”) and the requisite drinking that concludes every bout. 4.4 finds the two novice
roarers putting their new knowledge into practice. Importantly, the developments of the
martial plot in the previous scene (4.3.) provide an backdrop for Chough and Trimtram’s
antics. In that scene, Captain Ager returns to his mother, Lady Ager, after having
seriously wounded the Colonel in a duel during which his friends provided a highly
technical play-by-play commentary (“An absolute punto; hay!” (3.1.153)). While talking
to Lady Ager, Captain Ager discovers yet another cause for his dispute with the Colonel.
Almost giddy with joy —“Oh my glory, / Why, this, this is the quarrel that I looked for!”
(4.3.73-73, my emphasis) —Captain Ager makes clear his intention to return and fight
with the Colonel yet again. Following this display of enthusiasm for dueling, Chough
and Trimtram’s scatological jousting takes on a particularly satirical redolence .

The scene opens with Meg and Priss, a bawd and a whore, complaining that
Captain Albo, a pimp, has failed to defend them against the insults of men who “knock
down a woman’s fame e’en as it walks the streets by ‘em” (1-3). Their remarks thus

immediately suggest an ironic parallel to Lady Ager’s plight in the martial plot. Like
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Lady Ager, Meg and Priss have been accused of being whores. In Meg’s and Priss’s
cases, however, the slander strikes closer to the mark. Chough and Trimtram then enter
and, seizing a ripe opportunity (“here’s practice for our roaring; here’s a centaur and two
hippocrenes” (51-52)), they pick a fight with the three unsuspecting adversaries. At
Chough’s command, Trimtram jostles Captain Albo; a quarrel ensues; inspired curses
abound; then Chough and Trimtram mount their final assault:

TRIMTRAM. ‘Sault you the women, I’ll pepper him till he stinks . .

CAPTAIN ALBO. Dar’st thou charge a captain?

TRIMTRAM. Yes, and discharge upon him too.

CAPTAIN ALBO. Foh, ’tis poison to my country; the slave has eaten
pippins! Oh, shoot no more, turn both thy broadsides
rather than thy poop! ’Tis foul play: my country
breeds no poison. I yield; the great O’Toole shall
yield on these conditions.

CHOUGH. I have given one of ’em a fair fall, Trim.

(4.4.82-90, my emphasis)
Although no stage directions exist to specify Trimtram’s and Chough’s precise actions,
Trimtram’s, at least, remain clear enough. Rather than maiming his dueling opponent
with a sword, as Captain Ager does the Colonel, Trimtram wounds with his “poop” (88).
Captain Albo’s response—“’Tis foul play” (88)—thematically and antonymically inverts
the idea of fairness with respect to duels and, what is more, the word “fair” itself. The
situational parallel between the martial and clown plots, established by the connection

between Lady Ager and Meg and Priss, is thus made linguistically specific: Trimtram’s




“foul play” is the farcical counterpart to the “fair quarrels” in the martial plot. Chough’s
closing repetition —“I have given one of ’em a fair fall, Trim” (90) —emphasizes the
point. Whether Chough has wrestled Meg or Priss to the ground (as his grappling match
with Jane in 2.2 would suggest) or has followed Trimtram’s lead by attacking, as it were,
from behind, his repetition of “fair fall” calls to mind his previous exclamation of the
same phrase in 2.2 and, likewise, all the other repetitions of the same word, including
those spanning the three plots. The verbal play with foul/fair in this scene thus embodies
the connective potency of repetitions in A Fair Quarrel.

The fact of so many reiterations of “fair” and “quarrel” within individual scenes
in A Fair Quarrel engenders a unity founded on a subtle expectation and fulfillment of
the repeated words. Moreover, the repetitions themselves often resonate with different
meanings in different contexts, particularly in different plots. Thus as the iterations of
“fair” and “quarrel” accrue, appearing time and again in all three plots, they begin to
interact thematically. Considered independently, when Captain Ager rejoices that his
“quarrel” is “fair” in the martial plot, those words carry specific meanings that differ
from Russell’s or Chough’s use of the same words in their respective plots. But as the
trans-plot repetitions increase and thereby link and integrate the plots, they interact, often
shifting or transforming the meaning of “fair” and “quarrel”. Seen in light of the
ridiculousness of Chough and Trimtram’s fart duel, for example, Captain Ager’s
fascination with the technicalities of the dueling code seems to have less to do with honor
than with a masculine fetishization of violence. The action in the three plots implies

many such correspondences; the repetition of “fair’ and “quarrel” makes them explicit.
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The unusual publication history of 4.4 provides unparalleled external evidence to
support the unifying power of repetition in the play. A Fair Quarrel eXists in two quarto
editions. The first, published in 1617 by John Trundle, did not contain 4.4. Within the
same year, Trundle reissued the play with two changes—a new title page and a
completely new scene. The new title page contains an advertisement for the new
material: “With new additions of Mr. Chaughs and Trimtrams Roaring, and the Bauds
Song” (1). These additions were printed on three separate sheets with a note on the
bottom of the first: “Place this at the latter end of the fourth Act” (qtd. in Price, 141).
Not having seen the quarto myself, I cannot know the exact placement by the printer of
the additional sheets. G. E. Bentley states that they were “bound in at the end and not
distributed through the play” (Profession of Dramatist 244); but G. R. Price maintains
that they were “inserted between H3v and H4r” (“First Edition” 140), that is, at the end of
the fourth act and before the fifth. Irrespective of the exact position of the additions,
Bentley considers the advertisement for them on the new title page “one of the most
explicit statements made by a Jacobean publisher about the revisions he found in his
copy” (242). And, indeed, 4.4 offers a striking example of diachronic collaboration, that

is, of “a form of sequential [. . .] collaboration” involving, in this case, the addition of
new material at a later time by the original playwright(s) (McGuire 551). Given its comic
material, critics agree that 4.4 was written by Rowley. No external evidence exists,
however, to prove that Middleton had no part in these new additions. What seems
particularly important, with regards to my present purposes in this chapter, is the so-
called “detachability” (Holdsworth xiv) of the new scene— or, more accurately, its attach-
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