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1613 was an annus horribilis for the King’s Men. On June 29, the Globe burned down during 

a production of Shakespeare and Fletcher’s Henry VIII. By the end of the year, one half of 

that play’s collaborative team had retired. While the King’s Men rebuilt the Globe, replacing 

Shakespeare – a writer, a sharer, an actor – was a tougher task. It was a task made harder by 

the untimely retirement of the stroke-stricken Francis Beaumont, Fletcher’s younger but more 

senior collaborative partner.1 Beaumont was by this point a big draw for the King’s Men. 

Having moved from the boy companies, he and Fletcher co-wrote Philaster (1609), A King 

and No King (1611) and The Maid’s Tragedy (1611) for the King’s Men. Each was 

apparently a significant success and remained in the company’s repertory for decades.2 These 

losses surely represented bad news for the King’s Men, but Fletcher may have felt more 

ambivalent: the dual retirements of Shakespeare and Beaumont afforded him the opportunity 

to hold a more prominent position within the King’s Men. If there was such a thing as an 

immediate successor to Shakespeare, then it was Fletcher who best fit the bill. Unlike most 

writers of his generation, who moved from company to company in a bid to earn a living as a 

playwright, Fletcher wrote almost exclusively for the King’s Men from 1613. Although he 

was never a sharer in the company, he apparently fulfilled some of the functions of his former 

collaborator. He seems to have been the go-to man for the King’s Men. 

 
1 On Beaumont’s more senior status, see Gordon McMullan, John Fletcher and the Politics of 

Unease (Amherst; Mass.: University of Massachusetts Press, 1994), p. 143. 
2 There are many ways of measuring success: evidence of multiple performances, over 

several decades, court performances, and quarto reprints also suggest that these plays were in 

more than usual demand.  
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 In the early post-Shakespearean years, Fletcher wrote a few plays for Lady 

Elizabeth’s Men (a company with which he had a pre-existing connection) while also writing 

plays for the King’s Men (see Appendix A). By 1616 he seems to have written exclusively 

for the King’s Men (Thomas Middleton’s The Nice Valour, which he may have revised, is a 

curious exception). He wrote several plays alone, if Martin Wiggins is right, in clusters (see 

for example his activity in 1614, 1621, and 1623/4) but he was a frequent collaborator 

throughout his lifetime. In addition to his more famous collaborations with Beaumont, and 

Shakespeare, Fletcher also worked with Nathan Field, Philip Massinger, Robert Daborne, 

John Ford, William Rowley, John Webster, and perhaps other, so far unidentified 

playwrights. But despite the breadth of his collaborative work, Fletcher’s name is perpetually 

associated with just one of his colleagues: Francis Beaumont. 

Scholars have agreed on eight Beaumont and Fletcher collaborations (see Appendix 

B). Beaumont and Fletcher were clearly significant collaborators. It is unusual for evidence to 

exist of two playwrights working together with such regularity. Fletcher wrote about 53 plays 

over the course of his twenty-year career; his collaboration with Beaumont accounts for about 

15% of his total output.3 This is a significant amount and the raw numbers alone do not attest 

to the influence of the plays they wrote together. But Beaumont was not, in fact, Fletcher’s 

most frequent collaborator. That honour goes to the largely unheralded Massinger, who 

contributed to nearly half of the 39 plays Fletcher wrote in the years after Shakespeare’s 

retirement (a period in which I am suggesting Fletcher was a sort of Shakespearean 

successor).4  Massinger also contributed to The Honest Man’s Fortune (1613; #1719) which 

 
3 I say ‘about’ because I don’t think it is possible to exclude the possibility that he wrote or 

had a hand in plays that are currently unknown to scholarship, or that he had an as yet 

undetected hand in known, extant plays. 
4 A fuller analysis would have to reflect on the varying kinds of collaboration Fletcher and 

Massinger practiced (for example, Fletcher and Massinger sometimes worked with other 

dramatists, especially Field) but the raw figures I have collected here are nonetheless 

instructive. 
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Fletcher wrote with Field, Massinger, and Daborne for Lady Elizabeth’s Men, just before 

Shakespeare’s retirement. In total, Massinger seems to have contributed to 20 of the 54 plays 

Fletcher wrote across his career, more than twice the number that Beaumont contributed and 

around 37% of Fletcher’s overall output. Fletcher and Massinger were not just occasional 

writing partners, they were regular collaborators whose plays were fundamental to the 

identity of the King’s Men in the decade after Shakespeare’s retirement. Their collaboration 

was one of the most significant theatrical partnerships of the seventeenth century. There may 

be more famous theatrical collaborations in the period (Beaumont and Fletcher; Shakespeare 

and Fletcher; Middleton and Dekker; Middleton and Rowley; Davenant and Dryden) but 

none of these partnerships came close to matching the productivity of the Fletcher/Massinger 

combination. Despite their longstanding, significant, and influential partnership, the Fletcher 

and Massinger collaboration has historically received very little acknowledgement. Several 

Fletcher/Massinger plays enjoyed sustained success in print and/or performance throughout 

and beyond the seventeenth century, but they were routinely advertised as Beaumont and 

Fletcher plays, or else ascribed solely to Fletcher. Massinger was a noted playwright in his 

own right and his name was vendible enough to advertise his solo plays both in his lifetime 

and after, which only makes his elision from the Fletcher canon more curious. In this talk I 

want to ask why Massinger’s name is missing from the print editions of plays he co-wrote 

with Fletcher. 

Lasting Monuments 

In 1647, the royalist stationer Humphrey Mosely and his collaborator Humphrey Robinson, 

completed an epic act of playbook publication: Comedies and Tragedies Written by Francis 

Beaumont and John Fletcher, a folio volume of 35 theatrical works. Attribution scholarship 

has assigned only 3 of these texts to Beaumont, less than 10% of the volume (see Appendix 

C). Massinger had a much larger hand in the volume’s plays: Wiggins assigns him 15 plays 
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which represents about 42% of the collection and Field also made a significant, 

unacknowledged contribution: (5 texts; 14%). At least one early modern commentator noted 

that Massinger’s omission from the volume was strange. Both Jeffrey Masten and Gordon 

McMullan quote lines from a poem by Aston Cockayne, which articulates discontent with the 

title page ascription of the Beaumont and Fletcher folio.5 In ‘To My Cousin Mr. Charles 

Cotton’, Cockayne writes 

Had Beaumont liv’d when this Edition came 

Forth, and beheld his ever living name 

Before Plays that he never writ, how he 

Had frown’d and blush’d at such Impiety? 

His own Renown no such Addition needs 

To have a Fame sprung from anothers deedes 

And my good friend Old Philip Massinger 

With Fletcher writ in some that we see there. 

But you may blame the Printers6 

 

This is indeed a rare, fleeting acknowledgement of Massinger’s involvement in the 

plays of the Beaumont and Fletcher folio and an indictment of the title page 

Beaumont attribution. But it isn’t quite what it seems: Cockayne goes on to 

understate the collaborative nature of the volume, claiming, contradictorily, that 

after Beaumont died ‘Fletcher then did pen alone’ (A6v). Cockayne, who had 

previously written commendatory verses to quarto publications of Massinger’s The 

Emperor of the East (1632) and The Maid of Honour (1632), was a friend and 

supporter of Massinger who was well-placed to press his claims to co-authorship. In 

another poem from Small Poems of Divers Sorts, ‘An Epitaph on Mr, John Fletcher, 

and Mr. Philip Massinger’, Cockayne refers directly to their collaboration before 

 
5 Jeffrey Masten, Textual Intercourse: Collaboration, Authorship, and Sexualities in 

Renaissance Drama (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 1; McMullan, 

pp.143-144. 
6 Aston Cockayne, Small Poems of Divers Sorts (London: 1658), G6r-v. 
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figuring the two men as united in death, as they were in life: ‘So whom on earth 

nothing did part, beneath/Here (in their Fames) they lie, in spight of death’ (N5v). 

But despite his apparent awareness of the close connection between Fletcher and 

Massinger, and the tantalizing hints at their collaboration, Cockayne passed over 

several opportunities explicitly to recognize Massinger’s contribution to the Fletcher 

canon. Small Poems of Divers Sorts also includes an epigram to Moseley and 

Robinson, the printers of the 1647 folio: 

In the large book of Playes you late did print 

(In Beaumonts and in Fletchers name) why in’t 

Did you not justice? Give each his due? 

For Beaumont (of those many) writ in few: 

And Massinger in other few; the Main 

Being sole issues of sweet Fletchers brain. 

But how came I (you ask) so much to know? 

Fletchers chief bosome-friend inform’d me so. 

Ith’next impression therefore justice do, 

And print their old ones in one volume too: 

For Beaumonts works, & Fletchers should come forth 

With all the right belonging to their worth (P5r). 

 

‘in other few’ feels, to me at least, like scant acknowledgement of Massinger’s contribution 

to the volume. As with his poem to Cotton, Cockayne’s address to the stationers overstates 

Fletcher’s ‘sole’ authorship. Massinger, momentarily mentioned, as quickly vanishes from 

view. The poem ends by anticipating the 1679 second edition of the Beaumont and Fletcher 

folio which did, in fact, as Cockayne hoped, ‘bring their old ones in one volume too’, 

incorporating Beaumont and Fletcher plays that had been excluded from the 1647 volume on 

the basis that they had already received quarto publication and were therefore not marketable 

as new. Indeed, the project that Cockayne wished for in this poem helped consolidate the 

Beaumont and Fletcher brand thereby burying Massinger’s collaborative contribution further.  

 But perhaps the damage was already done. The 1647 folio made a major statement 

about the authorial identity of the plays which was always going to be difficult to reverse. 
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And Massinger’s friends were not blameless in his exclusion. Cocakyne may have later 

carped at Moseley and Robinson, but they had granted him one and a half folio pages of 

commendatory verse space in which he could have at least hinted at Massinger’s involvement 

in the plays. Here is what he said instead: ‘While Fletcher liv’d, who equall to him writ/Such 

lasting Monuments of naturall wit?’7 Cockayne and his fellow encomiasts helped build the 

lasting monument of the folio that honoured Beaumont and Fletcher and omitted Massinger. 

Likewise, James Shirley, who, as Martin Butler points out, was on friendly terms with 

Massinger (Massinger wrote verses for The Grateful Servant in 1629 and Shirley returned the 

compliment in The Renegado the following year) chose not to mention Massinger in either of 

his commendatory poems to the 1647 edition.8 Shirley, Cockayne, Moseley, Robinson, and 

all who contributed to the publication of Comedies and Tragedies colluded in the occlusion 

of Massinger. But why? 

Missing Massinger 

Cockayne’s repeated claim that Massinger had only a small role in the plays of the Fletcher 

canon stands in stark contrast to the work of later textual and attribution scholarship. There is 

much work to do on the knotty and extremely complex forms of collaboration in the early 

modern theatre and no doubt lots to learn about the different ways in which Fletcher 

collaborated. But that he frequently collaborated with Massinger is not in doubt. Massinger 

was not, perhaps, as well known a name as Beaumont and/or Fletcher, fewer of his plays had 

made it into print by the time of the 1647 folio and those plays which were printed were less 

frequently reprinted. But Massinger was a vendible name. He was named on the title page of 

 
7 Aston Cockayne, ‘ON THE Deceased Authour, Mr. John Fletcher, his Plays; and especially 

the Mad Lover’, in Comedies and Tragedies Written by Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher 

(London: 1647), A3r. 
8 Martin Butler, ‘Love’ Sacrifice: Ford’s Metatheatrical Tragedy’, in John Ford: Critical Re-

Visions, ed. by Michael Neil (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), pp. 201-232 

(p. 205). 
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11 plays printed before 1647: The Virgin Martyr (1622; Thomas Dekker also acknowledged 

on the title page); The Duke of Milan (1623), The Bondman (1624), The Roman Actor (1629), 

The Renegado (1630), The Picture (1630), The Emperor of the East (1632), The Maid of 

Honour (1632), A New Way to Pay Old Debts (1633), The Duke of Florence (1636), and The 

Unnatural Combat (1639). Three of these plays made it into a second edition: The Virgin 

Martyr (1631), The Duke of Milan (1638), and The Bondman (1638). These figures are not as 

impressive as Fletcher’s (he is named on the title page of 13 plays in the same period, 7 of 

which are reprinted at least once) and they pale next to those of James Shirley, who is named 

on the title page of 24 dramatic editions, 3 of which are reprinted. But his name appeared on 

printed title pages far more frequently than many other dramatists of the period. For example, 

of the 11 Davenant plays printed prior to 1647, only 6 named him: none of the plays were 

reprinted. Middleton was only named on 4 plays and 10 pageants in the same period and only 

2 of these texts were then reprinted. Perhaps most remarkably, Ford’s name did not appear on 

a title page until after the publication of the 1647 folio, when his seven, previously non-

attributed plays, were included together in collection. Massinger, then, had a greater print 

presence than many of his contemporaries.  

 If print popularity was not necessarily an obvious obstacle, then perhaps there was 

some other perceived drawback. Martin Garrett is one of the few scholars to have considered 

the question of Massinger’s omission from the folio. He argues 

Massinger's political reputation was less amenable than his colleagues' to the 

strongly Royalist vein running through the [commendatory] verses [of the 1647 

folio], and his aesthetic reputation was not primarily [. . .] for the witty artifice so 

emphasized in the verses and in Shirley's address to the reader. It was more 

poetically appropriate – and more likely to sell the book – to say with Sir John 

Berkenhead that Beaumont's soul had entered Fletcher than that a new contract had 

been draw up for Massinger.9 

 
9 Martin Garrett, ed. Massinger: The Critical Heritage (London: Routledge, 1991), p. 10. 
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But Moseley was brazen enough and resourceful enough, to market John Milton as a royalist 

(as he did in his 1645 edition of Poems) so it is hard to see him baulking at the prospect of 

figuring Massinger in royalist terms (and Massinger, unlike Milton, was dead at the time, so 

couldn’t have objected). Indeed, Moseley evidently had an eye on Massinger’s works. In 

1655 he published three previously unprinted Massinger plays – The Bashful Lover, The 

Guardian, and A Very Woman – under the title Three New Plays. During the English 

Republic, Moseley published several short, octavo or duodecimo collections of dramatists 

from the assumed golden age of pre-theatre ban England. In 1651 he published William 

Cartwright’s Comedies, Tragicomedies, With other Poems; in 1653 he published Richard 

Brome’s Five New Plays and James Shirley’s Six New Plays, and in 1654 he printed Thomas 

May’s Two Tragedies. Massinger may not have had the strongly royalist credentials of these 

other writers, but Moseley happily placed him in a continuum with them. Massinger’s King’s 

Men connections helped. The volume’s front page poignantly notes that the enclosed plays 

‘have been often Acted at the Private-House in Black-Friers, by His late MAJESTIES 

Servants, with great Applause’. This claim is repeated on the internal title pages of each play. 

Massinger’s association with the King’s Men was not quite as firm as Fletcher’s, but he was 

nonetheless a regular writer for the company from the early years of his career until his death 

in 1640 (indeed, he seems to have succeeded Fletcher). Moseley and his collaborators could 

have exploited Massinger’s involvement with the King’s Men for their royalist purposes in 

the 1647 edition, if they had wanted to. Massinger’s omission is not easily explained away on 

the grounds of his politics or print popularity. 

The Beaumont Brand 

Massinger’s exclusion from the 1647 folio is of course only one side of the coin: as well as 

considering the potential limitations of Massinger’s name we must also consider the benefits 

of using Beaumont’s. A folio publication was a particularly risky venture, very different in 
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nature to the octavo or duodecimo volumes that Moseley later published.10 But the earlier 

print success of Fletcher’s collaborations with Beaumont must surely have appealed to the 

1647 publishers. Three first editions of texts by Beaumont bore both Beaumont and 

Fletcher’s name.11 The Scornful Lady (printed five times from 1616 to 1639), A King and No 

King (printed four times from 1619 to 1639); and Philaster (printed five times from 1620 to 

1639) had sustained success over several decades. In addition, the second and third quartos of 

Cupid’s Revenge (1630; 1635), the third, fourth, and fifth editions of The Maid’s Tragedy 

(1630; 1638; 1641), and the second quarto of The Knight of the Burning Pestle (1635) 

advertised Beaumont and Fletcher as collaborators. The example of The Knight of the 

Burning Pestle is perhaps most interesting as this is a play now conventionally treated as 

solo-authored: it is perhaps a rare example of Fletcher getting undue credit. The fact that 

several different stationers were involved in the production of these editions lends credence 

to the idea that the Beaumont and Fletcher name had serious cachet. 

 Not very many of Fletcher’s non-Beaumont plays had made it into print by 1647 

(which was, indeed, a big part of their collected attraction) and of those that did only The 

Faithful Shepherdess and The Bloody Brother made it into multiple editions. It is difficult to 

gauge the success of those editions that were published towards the end of the 1630s: among 

other considerations, they didn’t have as much time to sell enough copies to justify reprints. 

That The Bloody Brother (a collaborative play first attributed to ‘B.J.F.’ in 1639 and then to 

Fletcher in 1640) went into two editions in such quick time is unusual; that other plays did 

not have such a sudden marker of success is not necessarily an indicator of their failure. 

Zachary Lesser has described the 1634 first quarto of The Two Noble Kinsmen (which named 

 
10 On the risk of folios, see Tara L. Lyons, ‘Publishers of Drama’, in A New Companion to 

Renaissance Drama, eds. By Arthur F. Kinney and Thomas Warren Hopper (Oxford: Wiley 

Blackwell, 2017), pp. 560-575 (p. 571). 
11 Beaumont’s The Masque of the Inner Temple and Gray’s Inn was printed just once, in 

1613, bearing only Beaumont’s name. 
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Fletcher and Shakespeare on its title page) as a ‘flop’ but has cogently argued that its failure 

stems from a mismatch between the publisher’s marketing strategy and Shakespeare’s literary 

reputation.12 The failure of this edition is not evidence of a failure with Fletcher’s brand. On 

the contrary, editions of The Elder Brother (1637; attributed to Fletcher, but co-authored by 

Massinger), Monsieur Thomas (1639; attributed to Fletcher alone), Wit Without Money 

(1639; a solo-play here attributed to Beaumont and Fletcher), The Coronation (1640; a 

Shirley play, erroneously assigned to Fletcher), The Night Walker (1640; attributed to 

Fletcher alone) and Rule a Wife and Have a Wife (ditto) hint at considerable demand for 

Fletcher.  

But while the spate of mostly solo-attributed Fletcher plays towards the end of the 

1630s might have encouraged a publisher to print the 1647 volume under his name alone 

(which, Cockayne’s poetry suggests, would have been the more ethical thing to do) it was 

probably sensible to bind Beaumont and Fletcher’s names together, particularly given the 

renewed success of those plays which were advertised as co-authored. Beaumont and 

Fletcher were already a brand, if not by 1613, when Beaumont retired, then certainly within a 

couple of decades, by which point several of their plays had been reprinted several times. It 

would have been a striking and risky move to shun the bankable Beaumont and Fletcher 

name in favour of the never-before-tried Fletcher and Massinger label. Previously published 

plays by Fletcher and Massinger had either been advertised as Fletcher’s alone (as in the case 

of The Elder Brother and The Bloody Brother) or else published without authorial attribution 

(as in the case of Thierry and Theodoret in 1621). Publishing a big book of plays was risky 

enough without adding in an extra variable. Indeed, as the first folio of collaborative plays 

 
12 Zachary Lesser, ‘Shakespeare’s Flop: John Waterson and The Two Noble Kinsmen’, in 

Shakespeare’s Stationers: Studies in Cultural Bibliography, ed. by Marta Straznicky 

(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press), pp. 177-196. 



This essay is not for wider distribution. Thank you. 
 

(building on, but also departing from, the earlier Jonson and Shakespeare folios) Moseley and 

Robinson needed to be particularly careful about which names they stuck on that front page. 

The Birth of the Author 

But perhaps the dearth of the author is connected to the birth of the author. By the time 

Mosley and Robinson published the Beaumont and Fletcher volume, Massinger had 

established himself as a solo writer. Indeed, whereas Fletcher sought out collaborators after 

the departure of Beaumont and Shakespeare, Massinger opted to go it alone once Fletcher 

died. Massinger’s career is extremely unusual, perhaps even unique, among early modern 

dramatists in that it is split roughly in half. In the first part of his career Massinger wrote 

almost entirely in collaboration. It seems to have taken him several years to write a play alone 

– The Duke of Milan, written in 1621, is his earliest known solo play – whereas other prolific 

collaborators like Fletcher, wrote alone much earlier in their careers. Massinger did not write 

on his own regularly until Fletcher’s death in 1625 at which point, he seems to have 

abandoned collaboration with living playwrights entirely (he did, however, revise Fletcher 

scripts). By 1647, Massinger was known as a solo writer as well as, or perhaps even rather 

than, a Fletcher collaborator. 

 So, would Massinger have cared about what I have argued is the unfair elision of a 

significant proportion of his corpus? Perhaps, and understandably so. But perhaps not. 

Massinger may have preferred to be known, as he is now (insofar as he is known at all) as his 

own man, a solo writer, rather than the junior part of a collaboration. Looking at his career 

trajectory, it seems very possible that he thought of writing alone as an upgrade in status. 

Were he able to know about it, he may have been more irked at the unfortunate disappearance 

of several of his solo plays, casually destroyed in the eighteenth century by the antiquarian 

John Warburton’s cook, who used the manuscripts to light fires when making pies. 
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Destroying early modern plays through the method of careless cookery is, I suppose, one 

form of early modern canon-making we can all get on board with. It is perhaps a reminder too 

that the grand terms scholarship tends to deal in when discussing the construction of authorial 

canons must be viewed alongside the more bathetically contingent, accidental, or incidental 

forms of canonization that nonetheless construct and frame the plays we have today. 
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Appendix A: Plays written by Fletcher after 1613 (details from Martin Wiggins, British 

Drama, 1533-1642: A Catalogue (Oxford: Oxford University Press), vols. VI-VIII. 

Play Title Author(s) Company Date (Wiggins#) 

Valentinian Fletcher King’s Men 1614 (#1739) 

Bonduca Fletcher King’s Men 1614 (#1751) 

Wit Without Money Fletcher Lady 

Elizabeth’s Men 

1614 (#1758) 

The Night-Walkers Fletcher (rev. 

Shirley) 

Lady 

Elizabeth’s Men 

1615 (#1772)  

Love’s Cure Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1615 (#1779) 

Monsieur Thomas Fletcher Lady 

Elizabeth’s Men 

1615 (#1788) 

Beggars’ Bush Fletcher, 

Massinger & Field 

King’s Men  1616 (#1779) 

Love’s Pilgrimage Fletcher (& 

collaborator?) 

King’s Men13 1616 (#1794) 

The Mad Lover Fletcher King’s Men 1616 (#1809) 

The Chances Fletcher King’s Men 1617 (#1819) 

The Queen of Corinth Massinger, Field 

& Fletcher 

King’s Men 1617 (#1829) 

The Bloody Brother Fletcher, 

Massinger & one 

or two others 

King’s Men 1617 (#1841) 

Thierry and Theodoret Fletcher, 

Massinger & 

collaborator 

King’s Men 1617 (#1848) 

The Elder Brother Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1618 (#1866) 

The Knight of Malta Fletcher, Field & 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1618 (#1870) 

The Loyal Subject Fletcher King’s Men 1618 (#1874) 

The Humorous Lieutenant Fletcher King’s Men 1619 (#1898) 

Sir John van Oldenbarnavelt Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1619 (#1907) 

The Custom of the Country Massinger and 

Fletcher 

King’s Men 1619 (#1911) 

The Laws of Candy Massinger, Ford 

and Fletcher? 

King’s Men 1620 (#1932) 

The Little French Lawyer Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1620 (#1941) 

The False One Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1620 (#1948) 

Women Pleased Fletcher King’s Men 1620 (#1965) 

The Island Princess Fletcher King’s Men 1621 (#1975) 

The Wild-Goose Chase Fletcher King’s Men 1621 (#1990) 

 
13 Wiggins notes that the play was later in the repertory of the King’s Men, but it is not clear 

whether they were the first company to perform it. 
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The Pilgrim Fletcher King’s Men 1621 (#1998) 

The Double Marriage Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1622 (#2007) 

The Prophetess Massinger and 

Fletcher 

King’s Men 1622 (#2013) 

The Sea Voyage Massinger and 

Fletcher 

King’s Men 1622 (#2020) 

The Nice Valour Middleton possibly 

with Fletcher 

Prince Charles’ 

Men? 

1622 (#2023) 

The Spanish Curate Fletcher and 

Massinger 

King’s Men 1622 (#2025) 

A Very Woman Massinger and 

Fletcher 

King’s Men 1623 (#2043) 

The Maid of the Mill Rowley and 

Fletcher 

King’s Men 1623 (#2056) 

The Lovers’ Progress Fletcher (rev. 

Massinger) 

King’s Men 1623 (#2077) 

‘The Wandering Lovers’ Fletcher King’s Men 1623 (#2076) 

A Wife for a Month Fletcher King’s Men 1624 (#2096) 

Rule a Wife and Have a Wife Fletcher King’s Men 1624 (#2141) 

The Fair Maid of the Inn Webster, 

Massinger, Ford 

and Fletcher14 

King’s Men 1626 (#2169) 

The Noble Gentleman Fletcher and 

collaborator15 

King’s Men 1626 (#2172) 

 

Appendix B: Plays written by Beaumont and Fletcher (details from Martin Wiggins, 

British Drama, 1533-1642: A Catalogue (Oxford: Oxford University Press), vols. V-VI. 

Play Title Company Date 

(Wiggins#) 

The Woman Hater Children of Paul’s 1606 (#1522) 

Cupid’s Revenge Children of the Queen’s Revels 1607 (#1533) 

Philaster The King’s Men 1609 (#1597) 

The Coxcomb Children of the Whitefriars (?) 1609 (#1598) 

The Scornful Lady Children of the Queen’s Revels 1610 (#1626) 

A King and No King King’s Men 1611 (#1636) 

The Maid’s Tragedy King’s Men 1611 (#1650) 

The Captain King’s Men 1612 (#1665) 

 

 

 

 
14 Play completed after Fletcher’s death by collaborators. 
15 Play completed after Fletcher’s death by collaborator. Wiggins suggests Middleton as a 

possible collaborator.  
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Appendix C: Plays in Comedies and Tragedies Written by Francis Beaumont and John 

Fletcher (London: 1647). 

Play Title Author(s) according to Wiggins 

The Mad Lover Fletcher 

The Spanish Curate Fletcher and Massinger 

The Little French Lawyer Fletcher and Massinger 

The Custom of the Country Massinger and Fletcher 

The Noble Gentleman Fletcher and collaborator 

The Captain Beaumont and Fletcher 

Beggars’ Bush Fletcher, Massinger & Field 

The Coxcomb (1609; Wiggins #1598) Fletcher and Beaumont 

The False One Fletcher and Massinger 

The Chances Fletcher 

The Loyal Subject Fletcher 

The Laws of Candy Massinger, Fletcher & Ford 

The Lovers’ Progress Fletcher (rev. Massinger) 

The Island Princess Fletcher 

The Humorous Lieutenant  Fletcher 

The Nice Valour Middleton possibly with Fletcher 

The Maid in the Mill Rowley and Fletcher 

The Prophetess Massinger and Fletcher 

Bonduca Fletcher 

The Sea Voyage Massinger and Fletcher  

The Double Marriage Fletcher and Massinger 

The Pilgrim Fletcher 

The Knight of Malta Fletcher, Field & Massinger 

The Woman’s Prize Fletcher 

Love’s Cure Fletcher and Massinger 

The Honest Man’s Fortune Fletcher, Field, Massinger & 

Daborne 

The Queen of Corinth Massinger, Field & Fletcher 

Women Pleased Fletcher 

A Wife for a Month Fletcher 

Wit at Several Weapons (1613; Wiggins #1729) Middleton and Rowley 

Valentinian Fletcher 

The Fair Maid of the Inn Webster, Massinger, Ford & 

Fletcher 

Love’s Pilgrimage Fletcher (& collaborator?) 

The Masque of the Inner Temple and Gray’s Inn 

(1613; Wiggins #1700) 

Beaumont 

Four Plays, or Moral Representations, in One 

(1613; Wiggins #1706) 

Field and Fletcher  

 


