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Most of the conclusions in the following monograph were
    reached in the fall of 1910 and presented a little later before the
    seminar in Elizabethan Literature conducted by Professor F. I.
    Carpenter. A short time afterwards Neuendorff’s Die englische
    Volksbühne im Zeitalter Shakespeares became accessible, thus necessitating
    the rewriting of the first part of my study. The latter part
    remains substantially as it was originally written. Since the dissertation
    was accepted by the Department of English at the University
    of Chicago, Professor Feuillerat has printed for the German
    Shakespeare Society the documents proving the existence of an
    earlier Blackfriars, Professor Wallace has brought out his Evolution
    of the English Drama, and Mr. W. J. Lawrence has published
    his two volumes of essays, The Elizabethan Playhouse and Other
    Studies. Very recently Mrs. C. C. Stopes’s James Burbage has appeared.
    I regret that I have not been able to make use of the recent
    works of these scholars; yet I do not see that the theory as presented
    in the following pages is seriously affected by newly discovered
    facts.

To the earlier published works of Professor Feuillerat and Mr.
    W. J. Lawrence, my indebtedness is large, as the foot-notes below
    reveal. I wish, too, to acknowledge my indebtedness to my friend
    G. F. Reynolds, not only for the help which his articles have afforded
    me, but also for suggestions privately made. It is a pleasure
    to express here my thanks to Professors C. A. Baskervill, A. H.
    Tolman, and R. M. Lovett, who kindly read my dissertation when
    it was in manuscript. To Professor Carpenter I am obliged for
    suggesting to me the present study and advising that I pursue it
    at a time when I would have turned to something else. And finally,
    to Professor J. M. Manly I am especially indebted for his criticism
    and encouragement, and for the privilege of examining, before they
    were made accessible in Murray’s English Dramatic Companies, a
    large body of the extant records of theatrical performances in the
    provinces.

 Durham, N.C.

November 29, 1913. 
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Years ago George Steevens in his endeavor to prove the use of
    scenes in Elizabethan theatres ended his argument with the following
    words:

“To conclude, the richest and most expensive scenes had been introduced to
    dress up those spurious children of the Muse called Masques: nor have we
    sufficient reason for believing that Tragedy, her legitimate offspring,
    continued to be exposed in rags, while appendages more suitable to her dignity
    were known to be within the reach of our ancient Managers. Shakespeare, Burbage,
    and Condell must have had frequent opportunities of being acquainted with the
    mode in which both Masques, Tragedies, and Comedies were represented in the inns
    of court, the halls of noblemen, and in the palace itself.”[1]

This, it seems to me, is a thoroughly sane point of view from
    which to approach the Elizabethan stage. Owing, however, to
    Steevens’s unsuccessful encounter with Malone on the subject of
    modern scenes, and to certain unduly emphasized statements by
    such personages as Ben Jonson and Sir Philip Sidney, scholarship
    has until recently insisted on considering the Elizabethan regular
    and court stages as things apart and unrelated, the one arising from
    an humble inn-yard original and contenting itself with pleasing an
    uncultivated inn-yard taste, the other springing from a more aristocratic
    prototype and holding itself rigidly aloof from its less pretentious
    contemporary.[2]

And even now when the blanket and bare platform which once
    satisfied students as a background for Shakespeare’s poetry have
    been generally discarded, there is still a tendency on the part of
    some to exclude court influence altogether, or to admit it only late
    in the reign of James I, implying that the regular theatres during
    the Elizabethan era proper progressed but little in equipment and
    efficiency of presentation beyond the pageant-wagons which two
    centuries earlier had rolled about the streets of England.

But an explanation of the equipment and practices of the Shakesperian Theatre is not to be sought for in mystery plays. Nor
    are they to be accounted for by accepting satire at its face value
    while ignoring or explaining away statements of a contrary nature;
    or by maintaining that the early London playhouse was exclusively
    popular in origin and method, a folk institution, as it were, where
    noise and buffoonery, sword-play and oratory, were the only essentials
    for a successful two hours’ traffic of the stage.

Such a view is not only eminently unfair to the professional
    actors and the Elizabethan audiences, but is out of keeping with the
    whole spirit of the age. It fails to take into proper consideration
    the prominence in theatrical matters of a court which from the time
    of Henry VIII had been accustomed to entertainments as elaborate
    and impressive as sixteenth century England could devise; and it
    neglects to recognize the various opportunities for court influence
    upon the London stages long before the reign of James, the numerous
    incentives for such an influence, the open-mindedness of Elizabethans,
    and the business sense possessed by such managers as Burbage
    and Henslowe.

The object of this study, therefore, is to approach the London
    theatres from an entirely different point of view, the court, and
    to point out the probability of influence prior to 1603. Features
    of similarity and possible court influence are, I believe, to be found
    in the general stage structure of the earlier theatres, in certain
    principles and practices of staging, in various theatrical devices
    employed for realistic and spectacular effects, and in the general
    nature of the properties and costumes employed in public performances
    during the reign of Elizabeth.

Such a study, like all studies of the Elizabethan stage, is beset
    with difficulties and uncertainties. In most respects conclusive results
    are as yet impossible; theories are incapable of demonstration
    to the satisfaction of all. Students of the stage are at most
    dealing with probabilities. Owing, however, to the labors especially
    of Feuillerat and Reyher, we are able to stand on comparatively
    firm ground in our discussion of the methods employed at court performances;
    and at court, it must always be remembered, Shakespeare
    and his fellows acted dramas which were also presented at the
    public theatres. It is hoped, then, that a study from this point of
    view, unsatisfactory as it necessarily is, may contribute toward the solution of certain problems which at present confront the students
    of the Elizabethan theatre.

In undertaking such a study, it has seemed advisable to divide
    the discussion into four parts. The first is devoted to a discussion
    of the structural elements of the Elizabethan theatre with especial
    reference to the recent theory advanced by Neuendorff in so far as
    it conflicts with the theory of the present writer; the second concerns
    itself with the inn-yard and its relationship to the first London
    playhouses; the third attempts to establish the probability of
    court influence in general stage structure at the early public theatres;
    and the fourth deals in a more general way with the indications
    of court influence in the methods of presenting dramas at
    the regular playhouses during the reign of Elizabeth.
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Notwithstanding the great diversity of opinion regarding certain features and
    practices of the Elizabethan playhouse, there is now general agreement as to the
    existence of a balcony or upper stage in all the theatres of Shakespeare’s time.
    It is generally believed, too, that beneath this upper stage was suspended in
    most of the theatres of the period a curtain flanked on each side by a door
    opening upon the outer stage. Behind these doors, it is thought, were the
    property and dressing rooms, the whole back portion of the stage being often
    called the “tyring-house”.

This, I believe, was in its essential elements the regular form of
    the Elizabethan stage from the time of its construction in 1576.
    Perhaps when managers and actors realized more and more the possibilities
    of the “place behind the stage” or “alcove” or the “canopy”,[3] they enlarged it; perhaps the oblique doors are a later
    touch; but that the general plan of two side doors with a middle
    entrance through rear stage and curtains was in operation from
    the beginning, and that it was suggested by the Court stage or
    stages seems highly probable.

Of course this form of stage cannot be actually proved for the
    Theatre and Curtain. It has hardly been proved at the Rose, although
    we know with respect to this particular playhouse that it
    had a balcony and a curtain, three entrances, and behind the stage
    a place which was presumably larger than the space concealed by
    a single door. The existence of a similar type of stage can, I believe,
    be established as probable at the two earlier theatres. To
    remove certain possible objections to such an idea is the chief object
    of the first part of this study. The probable court origin of
    such a type of stage will receive treatment in a later part.

As any such theory is in certain respects radically opposed to
    that offered by Neuendorff in his recent book Die englische Volksbühne,
    it is fitting at this point to give a criticism of those features
    of his study which conflict with the probability of such a theory.
    Basing his conclusions on what he calls direct and indirect sources of evidence, he finds three main types of stage in use during the
    period 1576-1642. The first is a stage without a curtain and with
    an undivided lower stage. This, he thinks, is the most primitive
    type, the first experiment in stage building. It is represented in
    the Red Bull and perhaps in the Roxana[4] pictures. The second
    type is a lower stage lying entirely before the balcony, divided into
    two parts by pillars, and approached by two (or three) doors at
    the rear. The Swan picture is representative here. This, I take it,
    is the second experiment. The third type, or fully developed stage,
    is that shown in the Messalina picture, the “canopy stage”, as I
    shall term it; that is, a structure where the rear stage consists of a
    recess (A in the figure below) separated from the front stage (B)
    by a curtain (aa´) and situated beneath a balcony, or upper stage,
    projected a few feet beyond the line of the side entrances (x and y)
    and supported at the front by two pillars (a and a´), which pillars
    are not to be confused with the larger ones (b and b´) supporting
    the shadow over the front stage.
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Along with these various experiments in stage building he traces
    a more or less regular development in the method of staging. The
    steps in this development should perhaps be given in his own
    words: “Blicken wir zunächst zurück: wir hatten gesehen, dass
    ein einheitliches Bild von der englischen Bühne nicht zu erhalten
    war. Zur Shakespeare-Zeit stehen wir noch in den Anfängen des
    Theaterwesens, denn greifbare Versuche konnten erst mit dem Bau fester Theater gemacht werden. Und so wurde zweifellos experimentiert—eine
    Reihe von Bühnenformen liess sich nachweisen,
    Bühnenformen, die eine Entwicklung darstellen.

“Hand in Hand mit dem Fortschritt im Bau der Bühnen ging
    eine Entwicklung in der Behandlung des Ortes. Diese Entwicklung
    vollzog sich in drei Stufen, die zwar durchaus nicht streng zu
    scheiden sind, aber in dem Sinn Geltung haben, dass die erste die am
    frühesten verschwindende ist (abgesehen von wenigen Resten), die
    zweite sich länger neben der dritten hält, die dritte aber die herrschende
    wird. Die Einteilung in Stufen ist also nicht nach dem
    Auftreten, sondern nach dem Verschwinden, oder doch wenigstens
    nach dem Zurückgehen, vorgenommen.

“Die erste Stufe ist darnach die gleichzeitige Darstellung mehrerer
    Orte auf der Bühne. Die zweite ist die Fiktion mehrerer Orte
    nacheinander innerhalb derselben Szene. Die dritte Stufe ist erst
    die einer realen Ortsbehandlung: entweder Verlegung verschiedener
    Örtlichkeiten auf verschiedene Bühnenfelder oder aber Beschränkung
    einer Szenenhandlung auf einen Ort” (pp. 202-3).

Now let us pause to determine the significance of Neuendorff’s
    theory in its relationship to the theory outlined above. Neuendorff
    is doubtless right in supposing that there was a progress in
    the method of staging. My discussion of the nature and cause of
    this development will be found in a later section. His fundamental
    error, it seems to me, lies in his contention that this development
    went hand in hand with various experiments in stage construction.
    Indispensable for any such theory is, not only the construction
    of numerous radically different types of stage between the
    years 1576 and 1642, but also the wide-spread existence of a very
    primitive method of staging on an equally primitive form of stage.
    To secure these necessary primitive conditions, he sometimes resorts
    to late plays, notably Suckling’s Aglaura, for evidence; and he
    uses a very late picture, that of the Red Bull, to illustrate his most
    primitive type of stage, in spite of the fact that this picture is of
    little or no value in such a discussion.[5] He has great faith in the
    accuracy of the DeWitt drawing of the Swan, and hence uses it as
    his chief evidence in arguing for the prevalence of the vorhanglose Bühne. He admits curtains at the Rose and thinks that it
    belongs to the Messalina or fully developed type of stage. He admits
    this, let me repeat, yet he does not offer a satisfactory reason
    why the Swan, as represented in the drawing, has neither curtains
    nor any place for them in spite of their earlier existence at the
    Rose,[6] and the significance of such conveniences in staging; thus
    advancing what seems to me, I must confess, the inconceivable idea
    that even after the curtained stage, the fully developed or “canopy
    stage”, was in existence, the vorhanglose Bühne continued to be
    constructed and used. He throws doubt on certain evidence pointing
    to curtains at the Blackfriars; he is skeptical regarding the existence
    of stage curtains at the Globe and Fortune; and on page 29 he writes that these
    two theatres, together with the Swan and Hope, apparently belong to the same
    general type of stage. He says further (p. 43): “Schon jetzt aber erkennen wir, dass die vorhanglose Bühne—drei von den überlieferten Bildern stellen
    eine solche dar—eine viel grössere Verbreitung in der Shakespeare-Zeit hatte, als wir im allgemeinen annehmen”. On this wide-spread curtainless stage, he asserts, the functions and effects of curtains
    were secured by the use of canopies, curtained beds, thrones and
    stage doors.

Neuendorff’s theory, then, is built up on the assumption that
    the vorhanglose Bühne was a common institution in sixteenth century
    England. And it is just here that his theory conflicts vitally
    with the one set forth in the present study; for if it can be established
    that the vorhanglose Bühne, a more primitive form of stage
    than that at the Rose, was a wide-spread type in the days of Shakespeare,
    then there are good a priori reasons for believing that the
    two earliest playhouses—the Theatre and the Curtain—conformed
    to this type rather than to that of the Rose. The real question at
    issue therefore is, Was the vorhanglose Bühne with its various
    modifications a common form of stage during the Elizabethan
    period?

Now personally I do not believe that there was ever such a thing
    as a vorhanglose Bühne among the regular London theatres from
    1576 to 1642. That many plays could be, and were, staged without the use of a curtain is undoubtedly true, but this has little or
    nothing to do with the point under discussion. That rear stage
    scenes are comparatively rare is also quite true—it is only natural
    that they should be so—and that doors were sometimes used to
    represent shops or even studies may be admitted without affecting
    the question at issue.

In favor of the general use of stage curtains may be urged the
    theatrical instinct for such conveniences, the common sense of Elizabethan
    theatrical people, and the existence of curtains in theatrical
    entertainments from the earliest times. They may not have been
    common on the pageant wagons of the cyclic mystery plays, but it
    is certain that they were used in stationary performances in
    England[7] as well as in France.[8]

At court entertainments curtains were used at least as early as
    the time of Henry VIII. In 1511, for instance, a curtain suddenly
    falling at one end of the hall revealed a gorgeous pageant.[9] In
    1518, “immediately after a curtain had been lowered, a handsome
    triumphal car appeared, with a castle and a rock, all green within
    and gilded. Within the rock was a cave all gilded, the gates being
    of wood with silk curtains, like a recess; and within the cave were
    nine very handsome damsels with wax candles in their hands, all
    dressed alike, looking through the veil, like radiant goddesses”.[10] At Greenwich, in 1527, there fell at the extremity of the hall
    “a
    painted canvas [curtain], from an aperture in which was seen a
    most verdant cave”.[11] In the same year at York Place a curtain fell,
    revealing Venus surrounded by six maidens seated on a sort of
    scaffold.[12] Gibson’s accounts for this year contain
    “ironwork to
    hang the curtains with, 2s.”, “4 doz. curtain rings, 4d.”, “a
    whole piece of cord to draw the curtains, 14d.”[13] Not very clear is the
    direction in Godly Queen Hester (l. 140), which Greg and Bang
    think was acted at Court between 1525 and 1529: “Here the Kynge entry the travers & Aman goeth
    out”. Even more vague is the rope used for the “travas” in the hall at Greenwich in 1511.[14]

Curtains at court during the reign of Elizabeth were regular
    features at performances. The only question is whether front curtains
    were employed.[15] Universities and the Inns of Court recognized
    the value of curtains. In Legge’s Ricardus Tertius, acted at
    Cambridge in 1579, occurs the direction: “a curtaine being drawne,
    let the queene appeare in ye sanctuary, her 5 daughters and maydes
    about her, sittinge on packs, fardells, chests, cofers. The queene
    sitting on ye ground with fardells about her”.[16] At Gray’s Inn
    on Jan. 3, 1594, “at the side of the hall, behind a curtain, was
    erected an altar to the goddess of amity”, etc. At the conclusion of the performance,
    “with sweet and pleasant melody, the curtain
    was drawn as it was at first”.[17]

Curtains were used on the pageants drawn into the halls of the
    time. One case in the reign of Henry VIII has already been cited.
    And the “Rocke, or hill ffor the ix musses to Singe uppone with a
    vayne of Sarsnett Drawen upp and downe before them”, mentioned in 1564
    in connection with a “maske of hunters” and “a
    play maid by Sir Percyval hartes Sones”,[18] was perhaps a movable
    structure. Whether curtains were used in the outdoor city pageants
    of the time, I do not know, but it is certain that at no late time they
    were used for the purposes of surprise and symbolism. When
    James I entered London, one of the devices was got up by the Dutch.
    Above the “Heart of the Trophee” was a “spacious square roome,
    left open, silke curtaines drawne before it: which upon the approch
    of his Majestie being put by, Seventeen yong Damsels, all
    of them sumptuously adorned after their countrey fashion, sate as
    it were in so many chaires of state”.[19] A curtain painted like a
    cloud was similarly used in Jonson’s device at Fenchurch on the
    same occasion.[20]

Curtains, whatever may have been their function, are not unheard
    of in public performances as early as cir. 1530. This is
    brought out in the Walton-Rastell lawsuit,[21] where among the playing
    parcels confessed by Walton are “Two curtains, of green and
    yellow sarcenet”. And curtains of green and yellow sarcenet, it
    may be noted, remind one of the striped curtain which, according
    to George Steevens, adorned the sign of the Curtain theatre.[22]

Such references as these, to be sure, do not prove an “alcove”
    at the Theatre or Curtain, but they do argue, it seems to me, against
    the supposition that experienced theatrical people when they undertook
    to construct permanent theatres would deliberately erect
    stages on which such theatrical commonplaces and conveniences
    were impossible or practically useless, platforms on which the effects
    ordinarily secured by curtains were more or less acceptably
    secured by the use of stage doors, canopies, curtained thrones and beds. That such makeshifts were resorted to on improvised stages
    or in provincial tours I am willing to admit, but that they were
    ever used in the regular London theatres because a stage curtain
    was lacking, I must as yet refuse to believe. Neuendorff himself
    was acquainted with the early use of curtains in English theatricals
    at court and elsewhere, but he does not give such a fact the importance
    that it deserves. The proof of a curtain at every London
    theatre for every year of its existence is probably impossible, but
    such is entirely unnecessary to establish beyond all reasonable
    doubt the general employment of a theatrical commonplace.

That canopies above beds, canopies above thrones, canopies to
    be borne above actors were all used in the London theatres is certainly
    true, but they were not used as makeshifts for stage curtains.

As a result of his faith in the DeWitt sketch, Neuendorff goes
    to unnecessary trouble in explaining how Elizabethans overcame
    the difficulties necessitated by a vorhanglose Bühne. The stage
    direction in Eastward Hoe, I, 1, “At the middle door enter Golding,
    discovering a goldsmith’s shop and walking short turns before
    it”, certainly seems to mean, as Reynolds pointed out,[23] that Golding
    comes in at the door at the back of the rear stage and draws the
    stage curtain. Neuendorff,[24] however, asserts that the shop could
    be discovered by opening a stage door. Of course this is true,
    provided the doors on the Elizabethan stage were very large and
    swung out upon the stage instead of swinging back into the tiring-house,
    and thus interfering with properties on the rear stage, but
    why suppose any such process, when the play was presented at
    Blackfriars where the existence of curtains can be abundantly
    shown?

Again, of the direction in Henry VIII, II, 2, “Exit Lord Chamberlain;
    and the King draws the curtain and sits reading pensively”, Neuendorff[25] says: “Wie können wir sonst erklären, dass der
    König selbst den Vorhang zieht, als durch die einfache Annahme,
    er sitzt auf dem state, zunächst von dem geschlossenen Vorhang
    dieses Thronsitzes verborgen, wie das in anderen Fällen sicher belegt ist”. There is no difficulty here. The direction may well
    mean that the king drew the curtains [before the alcove] and
    then sat reading pensively. Or he could while sitting have
    drawn the stage curtains practically as easily as the curtain before
    a throne. The operation is no more complex than are others called
    for in stage directions. Bobadilla, for example, in Every Man in
    his Humor (l. 420), “discovers himself on a bench”; and Laverdure
    in What You Will, II, i, “draws the curtains, sitting on his
    bed, apparalling himself; his trunke of apparaile standing by him”.

While canopies were used, still there is a distinction to be made
    between a canopy and the canopy of Percy’s Faery Pastorall and
    Marston’s Sophinisba. What could be a more appropriate term
    for the rear stage than “Canopie”? The author of the stage direction
    preceding Greene’s Alphonsus, IV, i, was content to call it the
    “place behind the stage”. Not so with Percy; hence he asserts that over this
    place behind the stage, the “Canopie”, was to be written “Faery Chappell”. The
    fact that he was thinking of a permanent part of the stage and not an ordinary
    canopy is revealed by considering the word “Canopie” in connection with what
    precedes: “Highest, aloft, and on the Top of the Musick Tree the
    Title The Faery Pastorall, Beneath him pind on Post of the
    Tree The Scene Eluida Forrest. Lowest of all ouer the Canopie ΝΑΠΑΙΤΒΟΔΑΙΟΝ or Faery
    Chappell”. The “Musick Tree”
    and “Post of the Tree”, then, were directly above the “Canopie”.

There is only one circumstance which in any way implies that
    a separate structure was employed for the chapel. On page 149
    occurs the direction: “Mercury entring by the Midde doore wafted
    them back by the doore they came in”. On page 165 we find the
    direction: “They enterd at severall doores Learchus at the Midde
    doore”.

Says Neuendorff in his endeavor to prove a curtainless stage
    (p. 75): “Dass hier nun sicherlich nicht mit der Hinterbühne zu
    rechnen ist, zeigt III, 5 und IV, 8, in denen Personen durch die
    Midde doore auftreten. Diese Tür hätte auf einer Bühne mit Vorhang
    nur zu der Hinterbühne führen können—wo wäre sonst Platz
    für sie?—, wer also durch die Mitteltür hereintrat, wäre von der
    Hinterbühne gekommen, d. h. aus der Kapelle. So kann der als
    Faery Chappel festgelegte Raum nicht auf der Hinterbühne, deren Existenz in diesem Falle damit überhaupt verneint werden muss,
    gelegen haben”.

I fail to see the force of any such argument. In the first place,
    there is no reason why the characters should not have entered
    through the chapel. In the second place, the mention of a “midde doore” instead of midst, especially by so loose a thinker as the
    gentleman who wrote at Wolves Hill as his Parnassus, does not disprove
    a curtain before the rear stage. Plays, for example, published
    at approximately the same date and written for the same
    theatre call for a middle door and a curtain.[26] In the third place, there is some evidence that this very drama calls for a
    curtain before the “Canopie”, or rear stage, in which characters and a banquet
    are shut later in the play. The scene is a forest. Yet arras
    are referred to on page 179 where we find the direction: “He tooke
    from behind the Arras a Peck of goodly Acornes pilld”. “Arras”
    used in the sense of curtains is frequent; and it is rather difficult to
    see why arras should be referred to in a play calling for three
    doors and a forest setting, unless the author had in mind the regular
    curtain (arras) before the rear stage.
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