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Margo Jones was an important force in the American
theatre. Noted as theatrical producer, nurturer of new
playwrights, initiator of professional arena staging, and
founder of the regional theatre movement, Jones directed
over a hundred plays in Houston, Dallas, and on Broadway.
Yet no study has examined her directing methods and their
implications.

Margo Jones' directorial relationship to the script,
actors, designers, stage, and critics was examined and
evaluated using correspondence, promptbooks, interviews,
reviews, and published works.

Directing provided Margo Jones with the link to
accomplish two essential goals she set for herself: to
decentralize the American theatre and to promote new plays
and playwrights.

The playwright was central in Margo Jones' tft tre.
She directed only "originals" and "classics," espousing
the playwright's cause by directing over fifty new scripts

during her eight-year tenure in Dallas. For Jones, the




actor was the primary communicator of the playwright's
text and the focus of the staged play. Jones preferred
simple scenic design, using light and sound to stimulate

the audience's imagination and relying on the actors and

text to do the rest. For Jones, the production was a

collaboration between director and actors, exploring
characters creatively and developing blocking c L ly
from the words and ideas the playwright provided.

Margo Jones' reputation as director was forged with

her innovative development of a language and method for

directing in-the-round. Her work on Br dway's proscenium

stages, however, was beset by difficulties with play-

wrights, actors, and critics.

L

Jones decried the commercial theatre and '* ;3 re 1ce
on critics and long runs for success. The Broadway model
was anathema to this director who enjoyed the theatrical
process so much so that she directed a play every two
weeks during her seasons in Dallas.

Margo's work as director offers two fertile areas for

further research: First, her directorial methods appear

similar to recently identified female-specific strategies
of communication and the directing techniques of contem-

porary female directors. Secondly, her innovative methods

pointed directions to be taken during the theatrical

renaissance of the 1960s and 1970s.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Everyone agreed on one thing about Margo Jones.
She was a dynamo. She was a vivid woman. She
energized everyone and everything she came in

contact with.
- Brooks Atkinson

Margo Jones was an important force in the American
theatre. During the 1940s and 1950s, she was noted s a
producer, a nurturer of new playwrights, the initiator of

profe 'nal arena staging, and the founder of the region-

al theatre movement.

Margo (as she preferred to be called and as I shall
also call her) produced over seventy-five plays at her

theatre in Dallas, including the world premieres of Wil-

liam Inge's Fartk : ~°° 7 m Heaven (later The Dark at the

Top_of the Stairs), Tennessee Williams' Summer and Smoke,

and Jerome Lawrence and Robert E. Lee's Inh¢ - the Wind.

Her producing career also carried her to New York, where
she recreated her productions of Summer &-- | ’ and

Inherit the Wind, among others, on Broadway.

In conjunction with her role as producer, Margo

encouraged new playwrights by offering them productions in




her theatre. Her work with such aspiring playwrights as
Inge, Williams, and Lawrence and Lee is well documented;
less well known is her introduction of over fifty new
scripts during her eight-year tenure in Dallas. Her
sponsorship of these plays, as well as classics, made her
theatre a vital force in the cultural life of the South-
west, combining the best of the traditional with the
novelty of the untried.

In 1939, Margo was introduced to theatre-in-the-round
at a conference of the Confederacy of American Community
Theatres held in Washington, D.C. Intrigued by circular
staging, she adopted it for her Houston Community Players
during the summer months. Eight years later, Margo decid-
ed that, in the interests of time and money, her theatre
in Dallas could be adapted to arena staging. So it was
that the first professional theatre-in-the-round in this
country was established in 1947. Margo's innovative lead
in selecting circular staging for her theatre was quickly
followed by others, most notably Nina Vance in Houston
(Alley Theatre) and Zelda Fichandler in Washington, D.cC.
(Arena Stage).

Margo's best known contribution to American theatre,
however, was her vision of a regional theatre network
spread across the country.

My dream for the future is a theatre which is a

part of everybody's life, . . . a theatre in
every town providing entertainment and enlight-
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enment for '~ e audience and a de z relil Hd
along with high artistic ideals ror the theatre

worker.
Margo's dream of beginning such a theatre, professional in
nature and devoted to encouraging new playwrights,
achieved fulfillment when, in 1944, she received a grant
from the Rockefeller Foundation to begin such a project in
Dallas. Three years later, Theatre '47 opened its doors,
the v l re 1ion theatre in America. For
the next eight years, Margo's theatre led the way in the
regional repertory movement and "Margo served as high
priestess and a measure for all others [to fol-

low]."? Her work as the movement's pioneer culminated in
the posthumous establishment of the Margo Jones Award in
1961. This national award, presented annually by a trust
honoring her memory, is still given to the person in the
regional theatres of America or Canada who best exempli-
fies Margo's ideal of offering professional theatre to
audiences outside the commercial mainstream of Broadway.
Margo Jones died suddenly 1in 1955 of carbon tetra-
chloride poisoning; her theatre survived her by barely

four years, closing its doors in 1959. It seems that the

dynamism and genius of its founder had been its primary

'Margo Jones, Theatre-' '° ~ " (New York: Rine-
hart and Co., 1951), 201.

2Joseph Wesley Zeigler, "Margo Jones: Legacy and
Legend" in Regional Theatre: The Revolutionary Stage (New

York: Da Capo Press, 1973), 17.
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support. With Margo's death and the subsequent failure of
her theatre, interest in her life and work faded, so much
so that by the 1990s, little more than a passing reference
to her could be found in any work dealing with twentieth-
century American theatre. Why should such an important
person in the history of our theatre have been so ignored?

Judy Chicago, in The Dinner Party, suggests a possible

explanation: "In my research I realized over and over
again that women's achievements had been left out of
history and the records of their lives had apparently
disappeared."® cCould Margo's gender have contributed to
her relegation to the back pages of theatre history books?
To be sure, Margo's life and career have been the
subject of some studies, though not as many as her numer-
ous accomplishments would seem to warrant. Two major
biographies of Margo appeared during the 1980s. Margo:

The Life and Theatre of Margo Jones, by Helen Sheehy, is

the most comprehensive examination of Margo's life to
date.* With a warmth and candor worthy of Margo herself,
Sheehy presented her subject's life and career with no at-
tempt to gloss over either Margo's strengths or weakness-

es. Sheehy gave a picture of a very human woman, pos-

3Judy Chicago, T ~° i ~ rty: A Symbo' ~Ff
Heritage (Garden City, w~x: Ancanor Press, 1979), 11.

‘Helen Sheehy, Margo: ™k~ Life and Th~=+vg o< *~--—-
Jones (Dallas, TX: Southern methodist University rress,

1989).




sessed with inordinate amounts of enthusiasm, charisma,
business-savvy, and stamina, a woman who devoted herself
totally to the theatre. Sheehy also revealed the hidden
side of the Margo that not everyone knew: the loneliness,
depression, and alcohol-dependency that plagued her later

years.’

Sheehy's book abounds with anecdotes about Mar-
go's encounters with playwrights, actors, and other nota-
ble theatrical artists and offers insightful and long-
awaited commentary on Margo's life and career.

By comparison, June B. Larsen's doctoral disserta-
tion, "Margo Jones: A Life in the Theatre," falls short
of the mark. Larsen stated that her purpose was

. to explore how Margo Jones was able to ac-

complish what she did; what forces, events,

traumas, and personalities from her early life
proved vital influences on her professional
success. How was a young woman in the nineteen-
twenties and thirties . . . able to combine her
strengths and weaknesses to win a national repu-
tation in the theatre?®

Larsen failed to accomplish her purpose. Although the

biographical information seems accurate, Larsen never made

’Sheehy, 213-245. While episodes of depression and
hard-drinking occurred throughout Margo's life (and are so
illustrated in this book), Sheehy's chapter "Is It Worth
It?" presented Margo's hidden side particularly well.
Following Margo through her last year, Sheehy portrayed a
woman tormented by doubts, yet never relinquishing her
hold on a dream that, though apparently realized, contin-
ued to demand total devotion. Although never diagnosed as
an alcoholic, Margo had drinking problems that are well
documented throughout Sheehy's book.

June B. Larsen, "Margo Jones: A Life in the Thea-
tre" (Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1982), 1.
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connections between Margo's early years and her subsequent
successful career. In fact, lLarsen expended so much
effort documenting Margo's early life that she slighted
the accomplishments and failures of Margo's mature years.
Larsen's focus resulted in a limited examination of Mar-
go's life that provided few insights into either Margo's
motivations or their results.

Two otl r major works focus on Margo Jones and her
« t 2r: Don Wilmeth's doct¢ al dissertation on the histo-
ry of the Margo Jones Theatre and Amanda Sue Rudisill's
doctoral examination of Margo's contribution to the reper-

7

tory theatre movement in America.’ Wilmeth's study gives

a comprehensive record of the establishment and growth of
Margo's theatre and includes a fairly detailed biography

of her later years. Rudisill's study emphasizes Margo's

influence on the regional theatre movement in conjunction
with the efforts of Eva Le Gallienne, Margaret Webster,

and Joan Littlewood.®

‘Don Burton Wilmeth, "A History of the Margo Jones
Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois, 1964);
Amanda Sue Rudisill, "The Contributions of Eva ILe Galli-
enne, Margaret Webster, Margo Jones, and Joan Littlewood
to the Establishment of Repertory Theatre in the United
States and Great Britain" (Ph.D. diss., Northwestern
University, 1972).

80ther studies examining aspects of Margo's care r
include: Nita Fay Scheble, "Margo Jones's Realization of
a Professional Repertory Theatre in Dallas" (M.A. thesis,
Texas Christian University, 1961); Jack H. Yocum, "History
of Theatre in Houston, Texas, from 1836 to 1954" (Ph.D.
diss., University of Wisconsin, 1954).
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Published articles on Margo Jones date from the 1940s
and 1950s and examine the establishment of her theatre and
the novelty of theatre-in-the-round. Most of these works,
which appear in such diverse periodicals as Holiday Maga-

, 1 .re Arts, and -~ st Rev”' "W, report Margo's
accomplishments from an informative, rather than an ana-
lytical, stance.’

Margo herself wrote quite extensively during the
latter yeai of hi 1'Ze. Her book, 1,
combined personal manifesto with theatrical handbook. She
summarized the events leading to the founding of her thea-
tre and exhorted others to start similar ventures across
the country.'® The book's most valuable contribution is
a synopsis of her theatre's first four seasons, including

a delineation of specific problems (usually scenic) that

resulted from staging in-the-round. Margo's other writ-

°John Mason Brown, "Seeing Things in the Round:
Margo Jones of Dallas Experiments with New Kind of Stage
and Audience Relationship," Saturday Review of Literature,
3 April 1948, 24-25; Vinton Freedley, "Broadway to Dal-
las," T 2atre Arts (March 1949): 63-64; George Sessions
Perry: “Darndest Thing You've Seen," Saturday Evening
Post, 1 March 1952, 36-37, 112, 114, 117; "Margo Jones
Makes Theatrical History," Cue Magazine, 10 July 1948,
12-13; John Rosenfield: "After Seven Years a Tenth Sea-
son," Southwest Review (Winter 1955): viii, x, 80-82;
"Dallas Theatre '48 Proves a Point," New York Times,
22 February 1948; "Margo Jones '55," Theatre Arts (July
1955): 78-79, 94-95; Mul iy Schumach, "A Texas Tornado
Hits Broadway," New York Times 1inday M-—azine, 17 October
1947, pp. 19, 59, 60; James Street, "Dazzling Dallas,"
Holiday Magazine, March 1953, 102-112, 114-119.

YJones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 3-7.
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ings complemented the themes within her book, emphasizing
the need for regional theatres and the accessibility of
central staging.!

0ddly, however, published material about Margo Jones
contains little or no information about her work as direc-
tor. 1In fact, no study, to date, has addressed this
important issue: of the works cited so far, most sidestep
the subject of Margo's directorial methods altogether.

Margo Jones' direct’~~— career spanned twenty years,
beginning when she was twenty-two, with a community thea-
tre job in Ojai, California, and ending, when she died at

forty-three, with Inherit the Wind in Dallas. Margo

directed plays at the Pasadena Playhouse, the Cleveland
Playhouse, the University of Texas, and her own theatre in
Dallas. Her directing career also took her to Broadway

with productions of The G \agerie, Summer and ~--"-,

and Joan of ILorraine, to name but three. During her

twenty-year directing career, Margo developed a direc-
torial theory and method that could be applied to both the

amateur and professional actor, please both the provincial

"Margo Jones: "Doing What Comes Naturally," Theatre
Arts (June 1949): ©55-56; "For Those With Courage: The
Theatre," The Zontian, (March/April 1951): 3-4; "Four
Sides to Everything," Th: ' _Ar“~~ (July 1952): 78-79;
"Shakespeare~in-the-Rouna, worlad rTheatre 3 (1954): 29-
32; "Theatre for the Future," Southwest Review (Spring
1951): 130-135; "Theatre '45," New York Times, 15 July

1945; "Theatre in the Round," Play TTac ‘ne (December
1948) ; "Theatre-in-the-Round Over america,”™ =~ ~~ T '
1 (1951): 21-24,.




and Broadway audience, and serve for both the proscenium

and the arena stages.

Yet even Sheehy, who detailed the events of Margo's
directing career, never looked below the surface to touch
the essence of Margo Jones, the director. The major
criticism leveled at Sheehy's book addressed this point:

. [Tlhe book offers little in the way of
objective evaluation of her [Margo's] direc-

torial skill. Sl =hy writes of Margo's early

efforts that she "had a gift for selecting

plays, inspiring ctors, and casting just the

right person for a role, and she had a natural

ability for promotion and publicity." Missing

are critical assessments of her mature work as a

director. We learn which productions were suc-

cessful at the box office, but we get little in-

depth, objective reportin% on the level of art-
istry of her productions.

Likewise, both Larsen and Wil.._th showed interest in
Margo's directing strictly from a historical standpoint,
that is, where and when, rather than a critical one, how
and why.

Even Margo herself, in her numerous writings, rarely
addressed the differences between directing for proscenium
and arena stages, and when she did, it was in vague gener-
alities. Margo revealed more about her own philosophy of
directing and how she approached the problems of circular

staging in her book, although much of this information was

[
o

"2Felicia Hardison Londre, review of Margc ™ ~if
and Theatre of Margo Jones, by Helen Sheehy, I
Survey 31 (November 1990): 243.

w
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couched in advisory terms for those wishing to found their
own arena theatres.

But it is clear that directing played an important
role in the reputation and accomplishments of Margo Jones.
As a result, this study will examine Margo Jones as a
director. Such a study is justified for at least four
reasons.

First, although several studies address Margo's life,
her theatre, her contribution to the regional theatre
movement, and her sponsorship of new playwrights, no work
examines how she worked as a director and to what effect.

Second, links need to be established among Margo
Jones, director, Margo Jones, regional theatre advocate,
and M: jo Jones, nurturer of | w» playwrights. What role

did Margo's directing play in the success of her theatre-

in-the-round? Would either Dallas or New York have given
her the rare opportunity to direct commercial vehicles if
she was a mediocre or poor director? Likewise, had she
not been a director, would her interest in the plays of
Williams, Inge, and others have resulted in productions
for these playwrights? Was her initial direction of such

original scripts as ™~ Glass Menagerie, Summer and ~moke,

and Inherit the Wind compelling enough to guarantee these

plays a place in theatrical history?

Third, Margo Jones' career provides us with an uncom-

monly useful opportunity to view how one director worked

10




in two different physical plants, the arena and the pro-
scenium stage. A study of Margo Jones as director can
illuminate the different directing techniques she employed
when working in-the-round or in-the-flat, affording a rare
opportunity to the theatrical researcher: a comparative
study of Margo's productions in the arena and the prosce-
nium should reveal what directing techniques she thought
were necessary for each space; these revelations may prove
helpful in understanding the process involved for either
arrangement.

Fourth, and finally, few women have worked success-
fully as directors in the professional theatre. Margo
Jones was an exception. She succeeded in what, during the
1940s and 1950s, was almost exclusively a male profession.
The study of Margo's directing theories and methods fills
not only a void in American theatrical history, it also
contributes to the increasingly important field of women's
studies. By examining Margo's career as a director, I
hope to restore some of women's lost history (as so power-
fully evoked by Judy Chicago earlier) and provide informa-
tion on how one woman approached the art of directing.

Several studies dealing with women in theatre provide
a context in which to place Margo Jones, director. Most

significant of these is Shirlee Hennigan's excellent

11




examination of contemporary female directors.’™ Hennigan

explored the history of female directors in this country,

delineating the backgrounds, numbers, and successes of

these professional women since the turn of the century.
Through extensive interviews, she gathered valuable data

regarding the "theories, ideas, and techniques being used

by professional women directors."' Hennigan also at-

tempted to define the differences that characterize the

work of femal dir t« from that of male " rectors, and,

based on those differences, to "explore the concept of a

'feminist' approach to directing."® Finally, Hennigan

raised the issue of the small number of female directors
working professionally in the theatre, questioned how and
why this situation exists, and posited recommendations for
improving the status of and employment opportunities for
female directors.'®

Other recent studies of woman's role in the theatri-

cal milieu aid in understanding how Margo Jones fits into

the tradition of women in theatre. Although few of these

works specifically deal with female directors, they all

Sshirlee Hennigan, "The Woman Director in the Con-

temporary, Professional Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., Washington
State University, 1983).

Y“1pbid., 1.
Bipid.

%1bid., 88-94.
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detail the past and present difficulties encountered by
women seeking careers in the theatre.'”

My method for this study is two-fold. First, I will
attempt to place Margo Jones, director, within the context
of other directors, both male and female, thus providing a
framework in which her directing methods can be assessed.
Second, I will examine Margo's directing techniques from
sewvt 1 view] ints: first, her “~t ~tions as stated in
her personal writings; second, her decisions about specif-
ic production alternatives as gleaned from her prompt-
books; third, her working relationship with other theatri-
cal artists as revealed through interviews; and fourth,
the critical reaction to her directing methods as ex-
pressed through reviews of her productions. With the
information gained from these four sources, I will analyze
Margo's directorial methods, describing her techniques and

examining their implications.

"Helen Krich Chinoy, "Art vs. Business: The Role of

Women in American Theatre," The Drama Review 24 (June
1980): 3-10; Susan Todd, ™ men and ‘re: ¢ ""'ng the
Shots (London: Faber and raber, 1984); Clare Venaples,
"The Woman Director in the Theatre," Theat " : ¢ T 10
(Summer 1980): 3-7; Michelene Wandor, ~irry ( -
st "heatre and Sexual Politics (London: koutiedge

& Kegan raul, 1986); and my own unpublished study, "The
Woman Director's Odyssey: The Broadway Experience, 1901-
1985," March 1988.

13



I propose to take a cue from Francis Hodge's Play

Di ting- Analysis, Communicati 1 Style'® and view

the directing process through the metaphor of communica-
tion: communication between director and script (play-
wright), between director and actor, between director and
designers, between director and stage (time and space),
and between director and audience (critical reaction). My
analysis of Margo's directing techniques, therefore, will
depend on gathering evidence in each of these areas to

¢ :ermine her working methods in relationship to the
written text, the living artist, the open space, and the
critic. 1In this way, I will define the process through
which Margo's directing developed and matured.

In all
cases, my inquiry will encompa: Margo's directing for
both proscenium and arena and will note any significant
techniques used exclusively for one or the other.

Having established the importance of Margo Jones and
cited the failure of several studies to explain one of her
major contributions, this study now turns its attention to
placing Margo within an historical context. Chapter Two
presents a brief biographical sketch of Margo's life, out-

lines the prevailing directorial theories of her time,

introduces Margo's contemporaries in the directing fielg,

BFrancis Hodge, Play Directing: Analysis,
cation, and Style (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
1982).

Communi-
Prentice-Hall,

14






CHAPTER 2
IN HER OWN TIME AND PLACE

Ex /thing in life is theatre, she said, for it
was her passion, her driving obsession. She had
a rare and powerful gift, the ability to make
art happen. Some called her a visionary and a
prophet. She thought of herself in homelier
terms, as a farmer or a gardener clearing the
land, tilling the soil, sowing some seeds, and

helping them grow.
- Helen Sheehy
Before turning to an examination of Margo Jones' di-
recting theori and methods, it is important to under-

a e

stand the events of her fe, how these events relate to
her career as a director, and how she fit into the histor-
ical context of American director and female director.
This chapter addresses these issues.

Marg: “t Virginia Jones was born on December 12,
1911, in Livingston, a small town in East Texas. Daughter
of a lawyer and an artistically-minded teacher, Margo's

early influences centered around her father's courtroom,

which was to define the concept of "drama" in her mind,

16




and her mother's piano, which was to teach her that beauty

existed in all things.'

I used to sit in the courtroom and watch my
father make speeches. I was in the presence of
drama, but it took me some time to realize that.
Then one day it occurred to me that the reason I
enjoyed the courtroom sessions was that they

were so much like plays . . . at eleven I knew
what I wanted to do—to put on plays—and up
went the sheet in the barn . . . my first pro-

ducing-directing venture.?

Margo was a precocious and bright youngster and, by
age fifteen, was off to college at the College of Indus-
trial Arts (now Texas Woman's University) in Denton,
Texas. Majoring in speech and minoring in education
(there was no theatre department), Margo soon found her-
self the lone director surrounded by aspiring collegiate
actors. Thus began her directing career. 1In 1932, she
received her Bachelor of Arts degree and, a year later,
her Master's degree in Philosophy and Education. Her
thesis, "The Abnormal Ways out of Emotional Conflict as
Reflected in the Dramas of Henrik Ibsen," combined her

interest in theatre and psychology.

'June Larsen concluded that the "exposures in her
[Margo's] father's law office provided early influences
that were to benefit Margaret throughout her life. Prac-
tical business experience gained by working with her
father, and being cultivated in the arts by her mother,
Margaret Virginia matured with an ability to converse with
a wide variety of people on an equally wide variety of
subjects." June B. Larsen, "Margo: A Life in the Thea-
tre" (Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1982), 23.

?Margo Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round (New York: Rine-
hart and Co., 1951), 40.

17



The next few years found Margo working at the South-
western School of the Theatre in Dallas, studying direct-
ing with Gilmor Brown at the Pasadena Playhouse Summer
School, directing at the Ojai (cCalifornia) Community Play-
house (her first real directing job), and traveling around
the world. Eventually, she settled in Houston as assis-
tant director of the short-lived Houston Federal Theater.
The Federal Thea 2»r Program (FTP) was a theatrical project
sponsored from 1935 to 1939 by the U.S. government as part
of the Works Progress Administration (WPA) to aid unem-
ployed actors and technicians during the Depression.
Although fairly successful in certain parts of the coun-
try, the FTP lacked support in others, such as Houston.
After her stint with the FTP, Margo was off again to
Europe, this time to the Moscow Art Theatre Festival,

which she covered for the Houston ~“ronicle. Upon her

return, she accepted a job with the Houston Recreation
Department, a job which eventually developed into a full-
time position as director of the Houston Community
Players.

During her six-year tenure with the group, she and
her Players grew "from nine actors in 1936 to some six
hundred participants in the early 'forties. . . . [who]

produced over sixty plays and . . . acquired fifteen

18



thousand dollars' worth of equipment."3 1In 1939, based
on her work with the Players, Margo was named one of
twelve outstanding little-theatre directors in the coun-
try—the only woman to be so selected.

"It was during the years of the Community Players
that Margo found and introduced what was to become her
special stamp—the arena stage form."* From 1939 to
1942, Margo Community Players staged summer seasons in-
the-round in local hotel ballrooms, reverting to prosceni-
um staging during the regular season. Margo's presenta-
tion of several world premieres, as well as her innovative
use of arena staging, brought national exposure to her and
her Players. In 1939, she was appointed Director of the
South for the Confederacy of American Community Theatres.
She was also elected to the Executive Council of the
National Theatre Conference, "an organization of directors
of community and university theatres formed to serve the
noncommercial theatre."®

Margo left the Houston Community Players in 1942 be-

cause, as she explained,

31bid., 49.

4Joseph Wesley Zeigler, "Margo Jones: Legacy and
Legend" in Regional Theatre- _The ™ 'olutionary Stage (New
York: Da Capo Press, 1973), 18.

Helen Sheehy, Margo: The Life and Theat: "_Margo
Jones (Dallas, TX: Southern Methodist University pre s,
1989), 40-41.
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to stage Maxwell Anderson's Joan of I« ‘" e, starring
Ingrid Bergman, on Broadway."8

Meanwhile, her quest for a theatre in Dallas contin-
ued. Financial support from wealthy Dallas citizens soon
made her dream feasible. At this time she summarized her
own philosophy of theatre and made it clear to her Dallas
supporters that if the new theatre was to be a "theatre of
the past, striving to exist on box office hits, she did
not want to participate in it."? She proclaimed her
em ' asis on "good showmanship and its power to awaken
interest in something not vogue on Broadway."'® For the
next two years, Margo searched for an adequate facility to

house her theatre. Another stint on Broadway, this time

to direct C- Whitman Avenue, again interrupted her pro-
ject. Yet she returned to Dallas more determined than
ever to find a home for her theatre.

"When there is no theatre available," I asked
myself, "and yet you must start a theatre, what
do you do?" I had found the answer once before,
when I wanted to produce plays in the summer in
Houston. Why not the same answer now? . . . had
I been talking about a building or about an

87eigler, 19. Actually Margo interrupted her work in
Dallas three times to tackle Broadway: The Glass Menager-
ie, 1944-45; On Whi' n_Avenue, 1946; and Joan of "-—-
raine, 1946.

Don Burton Wilmeth, "A History of the Margo Jones
Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois, 1964), 36.

YJohn Rosenfield, "Community Theater Project Here
Has No Resemblance to Little Theatre of the Past," =~ ~~
Morning News, 13 February 1945,

~
2
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idea? And couldn't the idea be applied just as

well in theatre-in-the~-round? It could. When

one runs out of solutions, the unusual solution

will save the day.™

A building was found and converted to central stag-
ing: it opened its doors on June 3, 1947. At age thirty-
five, Margo had her theatre, a professional repertory
theatre dedicated to showcasing the works of new play-
wrights. Theatre '47 (the name was borrowed from a thea-
tre in Prague) opened with the pre¢*2re production of
William Inge's o T . . (later Th -~ k -*+

the Top of the Stairs). Included in that opening season

was a play Margo was destined to produce and direct on

Broadway, Tennessee Williams' Summer ar- Smoke.

Each consecutive year after 1947 found Margo's thea-
tre, under a new name (e.g., Theatre '48, Theatre '49,
etc.), enjoying financial and popular success. Focusing
exclusively on original and classical works, Margo's
theatre became nationally known for its central staging,
its high-quality productions, and its charismatic leader.
"Eleven of the plays premiered at Margo Jones' theatre
were later produced on Broadway," including Southern
Exposure, produced and directed by Margo herself in

1950. 12

"Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 60.

2 arsen, 184.
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The realization of her dream in Dallas was not enough

for the "Texas Tornado," however.'> Margo wanted every

major American city to joy the ty} of theatre so
successful in Dallas. In 1951, she wrote her personal
manifesto and handbook, ~ atre-in-the-™~und, exhorting

others to follow her lead. A decentralized theatre was
Margo's goal and, while acknowledging the contributions of
Broadway, she worked diligently to bring quality theatre
to those for whom New York inacc ibl

The highlight of Margo's years in Dallas came toward
the end of her 1life. In 1955, Margo received a script
with a note saying, "I double-dog dare you to do it.n'
That script was to became the biggest hit of Margo's

eight-year tenure in Dalla: hat script was I -

Tl rﬁ.

I "t 7 71 " exploded into life the night of
January i1iu, i1Yoo. The theater® rocl 1. Wwe

all went back to Margo's apartment . . . and
waited for the reviews . . . incredibly enthusi-
astic notices. And then she [Margo] kicked off

BAccording to Larsen, this appellation for Margo was
penned by Hubert Roussel, drama critic for the Houston
I' it; 84. Helen Sheehy attributed the source of this
nickname to Tennessee Williams; 2-3. Whatever its deriva-
tion, the name stuck.

“Tnterview with Tad Adoue, 12 January 1980; quoted

in Larsen, 197. Adoue was a script reader in New York who
often recommended plays for Margo's consideration.

>Throughout this study, the -re ending for "theatre"
will be used. The alternative -er ending will appear only
when so spelled in guoted material.
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her shoes and danced and sang in the center of
the floor with tears running down her cheeks.'

Margo subsequently produced Inherit *“*-- W*--“ on Broadway

with Herman Shumlin directing. It was an immediate suc-

cess and ran for several years. Ironically, Shumlin

brought suit against Margo and her theatre shortly after

th play's New York opening. Shumlin contended that

Margo's plans to run Inherit *“e Wind in repertory as the

finale to Theatre '55's season threatened his New York

production. Margo countered that "every contract for
plays presented at her theatre specified unlimited use of

the work in repertory within the season."' Furthermore,

Margo rejected the idea that her production in Dallas
could offer serious competition to the play in New York.

The judge agreed with her and found in favor of Margo

Jones and Theatre '55. With the legal victory assuring

her repertory season's continuance and the publicity from

the case bringing in record crowds, Margo's career seemed

at its height. But all was to collapse tragically just

two months later.

For years, Margo had made a practice of reading

scripts before retiring for the night. Her favorite spot

Jerome Lawrence, The Life and Tir~~ ~¢ =qul
Muni (New York: G.P. Putnam, 1974), 318.

"John Rosenfield, "Trial to be Tried at 9 a.m. Tues-
day," Dallas Morning News, 31 May 1955, sec. 2, p. 8;
quoted in Larsen, 199.
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for this pastime was on the living room floor. In July
1955, shortly after the court case, Margo hosted a party
during which she demonstrated her newly acquired hobby of
oil painting. Some paints spilled on the carpet and sofa
and, the next day, Margo requested that the hotel manage-
ment clean the spattered paints. They did so, using
carbon tetrachloride as the cleaning solvent. On the
evening of July 14, 1955, Margo retired to her evening
ritual of p°~ yreading on the floor, a floor soaked with a
toxic substance in an unventilated room. She fell asleep
on that floor and awoke the next morning feeling ill.

That night Margo was admitted to St. Paul's Hospital in
Dallas. Surprisingly, no one realized the severity of her
illness, least of all Margo herself. By the time an
adequate diagnosis was made and treatment prescribed, it
was too late. On July 24, 1955, ten days after her ini-
tial exposure to carbon tetrachloride, Margo lapsed into a
coma and died. She was forty-three years old.

Her premature death shocked the theatrical community.
Condolences and testimonials poured into Dallas, attesting
to her far-reaching influence and popularity. Theatre
'55's Board of Directors unanimously voted to rename the
theatre after her. But the vital link was gone. Despite
well-intentioned efforts by many of her faithful follow-

ers, the Margo Jones Theatre closed its doors in 1959.
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Tributes to Margo continued to appear in the years
following her death. A memorial cantata honoring her
memory was composed and presented by the Dallas Lyric
Theatre in 1955. The Margo Jones Theatre at Southern
Methodist University was established. Texas Woman's
University, her ¢ —a mater, began a playwriting competi-
tion in her name and dedicated another Margo Jones Theatre
on its campus. In 1961, Jerome Lawrence and Robert E. Lee
established the Margo Jones Award, "given annually to the
producing manager whose policy of presenting new works
continues 'most faithfully the tradition and vision of

Margo Jones.'""

She did not live to see the results of her pio-
neering work, but slowly and persistently, . .
the ideas she had fostered in her book, her lec-
tures, and the example she had set inspired
other theatre leaders. Today, over three hun-
dred resident nonprofit theatres in almost every
state of the union, America's national theatre,
supported by a loyal subscription audience,
bring the classics of world literature, the best
work by foreign playwrights, and new plays by
conteﬂporary dramatists to full performing
life.'

And so Margo's legacy lives on. Perhaps Margo would
not be too surprised if she saw how successful her dream

had become. After all, for Margo, theatre was life and,

®Interview with Jerome Lawrence; gquoted in Sheehy,
267.

YSheehy, 268.
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as she herself often said, "But darlin's, we're doing what

we " el nd

That a small-town girl from Texas should choose a
career in theatre may be surprising; that she should
select directing is absolutely amazing. At the time of
Margo's birth in 1911, directing was still a fledgling art
in the theatre, having become an accepted element in
theatrical production only since the mid- to late nine-

teenth century.

. « « [P]lrior to the thrilling ensemble effects
woven in the late nineteenth century by Duke

Georg of Saxe-Meiningen[,] the plays of Shake-
speare and Moliere . . . managed to premiere
memorably without a director . . . in sight.?

Traditional theatrical scholarship has placed the
emergence of the director in Germany during the mid-nine-
teenth century. Georg II, Duke of Saxe-Meiningen (1826-
1914) set as his goal the total integration of all aspects
of theatrical production, seeking "to create the illusion
of reality with accurate spectacle and lifelike act-

ing."?? Saxe-Meiningen was not the only nineteenth-

Yparaphrased from interview with Louise Latham by
Carole Cohen, 19 March 1974, interview #34, transcript,
Southern Methodist University Oral History Program on the
Performing Arts, Dallas, TX.

21Rodney Harold Eatman, "In Search of Directorial
Style: A Study of the Productions of William Ball at the
American Conservatory Theatre, San Francisco, 1965-1976&"
(Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, 1983), 2.

®20scar G. Brockett, History of the Theatre (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1968), 421.
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century producer to advocate the cause of unity in theat-
rical productions, however. Fellow German, Richard Wagner
(1813-1883), was also noted for his theories and practice
regarding unified works of art. Wagner's insistence on
the idea of a master artist creating a master artwork
in”" 1enced '"much of modern theory about the need for a
strong director and a unified production."? O0f the two,
Saxe-Meiningen's influence may have been more widespread,
however. His troupe toured western Europe and Russia for
sixteen years (1874-1890), influencing future theatrical
practitioners, such as Konstantin Stanislavsky, and laying
the groundwork for realistic staging practices. As a
result, many historians consider him the father of modern
dir :ting.®

The emergence of the director occurred simultaneously
with the advent of realism as both an ideological and
practical approach to dramatic writing and production.

The rise of re "ism coincided with and seemed to

encourage the development of the new art of di-

recting. Realistic plays called for a realistic
exchange of dialogue, realistic movement of

B1pid., 418.

Zn1t is generally agreed that stage direction was
not accorded recognition as an independent theatrical art
until the 1870s, when George II [sic], the Duke of Saxe-
Meiningen . . . showed Europe what could be done when a
play was completely realized in performance through the
application of a single, unified directorial vision";
Samuel L. Leiter, From Belasco to Brook: Repre: i
Dirr-~ors of the English-Speaking Stage (Westporc, Cu:
Greenwood Press, 1991), xi.
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character, greater depth of character develop-
ment, and therefore, more rehearsal time. . .
These demands required a master coordinator who
could oversee rehearsals as well as the various
aspects of staging and performance.25

By the beginning of the twentieth century, the direc-
tor was an accepted, though not wholly incorporated,
member of the theatrical community. Some theatre compa-
nies continued to resist using directors as part of the
production, a resistance reflected on Broadway, , else-
where, in the number of plays that credit no director.
For example, of the seventy-four plays that opened in New
York in 1901, only thirty-two (43 percent) credited a
director with staging the play.?® This percentage, how-
ever, exceeded the previous year in which only thirty-six
percent of New York plays acknowledged a director. These

percentages increased yearly until the 1930s, when the

ghirlee Hennigan, "The Woman Director in the Con-
temporary, Professional Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., Washington
State University, 1983), 12.

26Burns Mantle, ed., The Best Pla of 1899-1909 (New
York: Dodd, Mead & Company, Inc., 1944). All data upon
which statistical or numerical equations are based come
from this series. The Burns Mantle Year ¢s, under the
editorships of Burns Mantle from 1899-194/, John ~ »>man,
1947-1953, Lot®~ Kronenberger, 1953-1961, Henry I 3,
1962-1965, and Otis L. Guernsey, 1965-present, list all
New York productions, the playwright, actors, producers,
designers, and director. Information on length of run and
a short synopsis of each play are also included. This
series of books comprises the most complete listing of
such information and is published yearly.
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percentage of non-directed shows became negligible; by the
1950s, such shows were non-existent.?

When Margo decided at the age of eleven to become a
director, therefore, she was choosing a profession that
was barely three-quarters of a century old. Though basi-
cally in its infancy, the directorial art was pursued by
several influential and gifted theorists and practitio-
ners. In addition to Saxe-Meiningen and Wagner, Andre An-
toine (1858-1943), Max Reinhardt (1873-1943), Otto Brahm
(1856-1912), and Konstantin Stanislavsky (1863-1938), to
name but a few, were instrumental in defining and develop-
ing the director's function within the process of produc-
tion. Perhaps most influential on twentieth-century
American directing was Stanislavsky.

[T]he play itself was never Stanislavsky's

full source of inspiration. . . . the play was
only the starting point for directorial elabo-
ration. . . . Increasingly the production plan

and the rehearsal were becoming the basic imple-
ments of the director's craft, because through
them the director could most effectively impose
his [sic] interpretation of a play.?®

As European directors developed various theories and

styles of directing, American theatre's first significant

27From the 1950s on, only a few (2-4) productions a
year have no director credited. These plays are usually
one-man or one-woman shows with the actor most likely

staging the play him- or herself.

8yelen Krich Chinoy, "The Emergence of the Direc-

tor," in Directors on Directing, ed. Toby Cole and Helen
Krich Chinoy (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc.,

1963), 31, 33.
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directors emerged: Augustin Daly (1836-1899), Steele Mac-
Kaye (1842-1894), and David Belasco (1859-1931). As in
the case of Saxe-Meiningen,
Daly helped to establish the director as the
major force in the theatre. He retained abso-
lute control over every element of his produc-
tions. . . . Daly assumed the right to coach his
actors in interpretation, stage business, and
blocking.?
Daly's contemporary, Steele MacKaye, also embraced the new
role of director and the emphasis on realistic produc-

tions, concentrating his directorial efforts on "making

acting more natural by analyzing human behavior meticu-

1130 pig as-

lously and reproducing it 'scientifically.
sistant, David Belasco, was to follow MacKaye's lead.
Belasco's forte was "car 'ully organized, unified produc-

n31

tions. As drama critic George Jean Nathan noted:

He [Belasco] brought to the theater a standard
of tidiness in production and maturation of
manuscript, a standard that has discouraged to
no little extent that [American] theater's erst-
while not-uncommon frow€¥ hustle and slipshod
mannher of presentation.3
Belasco's concern for detail appeared to have set the tone
for subsequent American directors.

American directors . . . have been essentially
pragmatic. . . . They have elaborated the "know-

29Brockett, 503.
¥Ibid., 505.
31chinoy, 38.
321bid.
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how" absorbed from indigenous craftsmen such as
Augustin Daly, Steele MacKaye, and David Belasco
and from the European innovators to give Broad-
way a very high technical standard of produc-
tion. Their local brand of theatrical synthe-

sis, however, has all too often turned out pure—
ly synthetic concoctions, . . . Missing . .

has been any consistent solicitude for the ar-

tistic expression of meaningful, contemporary
ideas and experiences.?3?

In the early 1900s, technical brilliance and unified
productions dominated the methods of American stage direc-
tors. Later, the Federal Theater of the thirties added
both a social and political context to play production.

In New York, the Group Theatre, comprised of some of the

American theatre's most talented artists, also dedicated

itself to presenting a more socially relevant drama. The

Group Theatre's directors (Harold Clurman (1901-1980), Lee

Strasberg (1901-1982), and Cheryl Crawford (1902-1986)),
"wanted to 'say something' with their plays and wanted

their productions to be informed by a consistent theatri-

cal technique."3* These three were to become influential

forces in American directing during the mid-twentieth
century. Later, their colleague, Elia Kazan (1909-), was

to achieve, by far, the greatest distinction as a twenti-

eth~century American director: "There is only one trend

3B1bid., 73.

%1bid., 74.
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on Broadway, and its name is Kazan."®® "His intense,
almost violent style, in which realistic 'method' acting
is combined with theatricalist staging, has practically
become the American idiom."36

During these same years, directing as an academic
discipline was gaining vogue.® Numerous texts were writ-
ten instructing the fledgling director in the mechanics of
his or her craft. Most of the emphasis in these early
directing texts was on the practical aspects of directing,
including play selection, cast selection, and rehearsal
procedures, rather than on the artistic ones. By 1935,
however, a gradual trend away from pragmatism and towards
artistry began to emerge. This emergence was heralded by
Gilmor Brown's and Alice Garv_ .d's il r—-*n _of

38

Play Direction. Brown and Garwood suggested that the

director's role be that of interpretive artist. More

importantly, they redefined the relationship between the

$Kenneth Tynan, Curtains (New York: Atheneun,
1961), 372.

3¢chinoy, 76.

37T am indebted to Johanna Ezell for much of the
material contained in this section. Her unpublished
study, "The Training of the American Theatre Director,
1916-1941," proved most helpful in supplying information
about the history and content of directing textbooks in
this country.

38Gilmor Brown and Alice Garwood, Gener
of Play Direction (New York: Samuel French, ivso).
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actor and director from that of puppet and puppeteer to

that of fellow artists:

. « . [Tlhe sensitive director, working with a
fine actor, will often receive as much inspira-
tion from the actor as the actor receives from
the director. . . . The director's medium is

human beings.%’

It was Alexander Dean's Fundamentals of Play Direct-

ing, written in 1941, that became one of the most influen-

tial texts on this subject, however.®’ Dean followed

Brown and Garwood's lead, becoming one of the first aca-
demic authors to declare that theatre was art (not just
craft) and the director, therefore, an interpretive artist

(not just a technician). That artistic interpretation,

for Dean, manifested itself in the creation of stage
pictures that told the play's story in evocative visual

images. Dean's protege and collaborator in supporting

this approach to directing was Lawrence Carra, Margo's
future employer at the University of Texas.

This, then, was the world of the American director

that Margo Jones aspired to join when she started her

directing career in the mid-1930s. Out of an initial

impulse to unify all aspects of production the director

3%1bid., 7. The earlier concept of the actor as a
super puppet (Uebermarignette)ln the hands of th? director
(master artist) was posited by Edward Gordon Craig in his
seminal work, The Art of the Theatre (London: T.N.

Foulis, 1905).

4931 exander Dean, Fundamentals of Play Direc' ' - (New

York: Rinehart, 1941).
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emerged. From that early impulse, directorial trends

towards play interpretation, both visual and textual,

developed. Also from that early start came schools of

thought that advocated the necessity for productions to
proffer political and social statements, statements often
imposed upon the production by the director independent of

the text.*' By the time Margo began directing, the role

of director was defined as that "single creative force

. . necessary for 'theater in its truest ~>rm,'n42

Margo Jones was not just an early twentieth—century

American director, however. She was also a - who di-

rected. 1In addition to the fraternity of professional
male directors who dominated the scene during her 1ife-
time, Margo belonged to a tiny sisterhood of professional
female directors dating back to the turn of the century.

Margo followed in the footsteps of a select few women who

“IThe most notable proponent of this view, perhaps,
was Vsevold Meyerhold (1874-1940) who "believed that the
director is the major creativg force in the theatre and
that a script is simply material to be molded and reworked
as the director wishes"; Oscar G. Brockett, History of the
Theatre, 6th ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1991), 503-
504. In this country, the Mercury Theatre founded by
Orson Welles (1915-1988) and John Houseman (1902-1989)

". . . sought to redevelop a repertory of classical plays
having some relevance to contemporary issues . . ., [in

which] the text [of a play] was cut, rearranged, and
changed in various ways to accommodate the contemporary
implications"; Oscar G. Brockett and Robert Findlay,

Century of Innovation: A History of European and = -
— ¢ '1 _and Drama Since the late Nineteenth Century, znd

ea. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1991), 291.

“2chinoy, 77.
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blazed a trail for her and others. How, then, did Margo
fit into the tradition of the professional female director
on Broadway, and how did she manage to defy the odds and
direct several plays on the "Great White Way"?

Like most other disciplines, tI theatre did not
readily accept women into its ranks.%* For much of its
twenty-five hundred year history, theatre was basically a
male institution, with women participating in theatrical

events only as spectators.

Only two nota’~ e~ :ptions
appeared before the seventeentl century: mimes and nuns.
During the Roman and Byzantine empires, women participated
in short improvised theatrical entertainments as mimes.%

In the Middle Ages, we find fenale playwrights cloistered

in convents and abbeys.[‘6 By the late 1600s, women were

431 am deeply indepted to Patti P. Gillespie for much
of the information contained herein on the history of
women in theatre. Gillespie graciously allowed me to
examine several of her articles and speeches on this
subject to supplement my own research.

%our knowledge of women spectators during ancient
times comes from an anonymous commentator who reported
that the sight of the Furies on stage "so terrified the
crowd that . . . women suffered miscarriage"; A.M. Nagler,
A Source Bogk in Theatrical History (New York: Dover
Press, 1952), 5.

%These women performers offer our first record of
professional female actors; see Rosamond Gilder, Enter *™-g
" ' 28s: The First Wom ir '‘‘e ™eatre (New York:

'neatre Arts, 1959), 1-1/.

“Three such women have been identified through his-
torical records—Hroswitha of Gandersheim (tenth century),
Hildegard of Bingen (twelfth century), and Katherine of
Sutton (fourteenth century). For more information on
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acting in France and England professionally.*” Never-
theless, although women were now accepted in the theatre,

their position in society was precarious as a result of

that acceptance. Furthermore, that acceptance was con-

fined to the role of female actor; women were not encour-

aged to pursue other artistic careers within the theatri-

cal institution.
Indeed, theatre affirmed the generally held biasg
against women as artists, preferring the label "craftsmen"

[sic] instead. Roszika Parker and Griselda Pollock, in

C'“ Mistresses, clarify this point: ". . . [T]he sex of

the maker was as important a factor in the development of
the hierarchy of the arts as the division between art and

craft on the basis of function, material, intellectual

content[,] and class."® If the products of women's ar-

tistic effort were not considered art, the importance of

their accomplishments could also be denied. This denial

Hroswitha and Hildegard, see Peter Dronke, Poetic In¢* -
uality in the Middle Ages (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1970); on Katherine, see Nancy Cotton, "Katherine
The First English Woman Playwright," Theatre

of Sutton:
J~rnal 4 (1978): 475-481.

4’Female actors appeared in the popular commedia
* "l'arte companies that traveled Europe during the Re-
naissance; see Gilder, 59-60. By the seventeenth century,
female actors could be seen on the professional stages of
France and, later, England; see Richard Findlater, TJ

Player Queens (New York: Taplinger, 1976), 7-18.

48poszika Parker and Griselda Pollock, 01d *r* -+
es: Women, Art and Ideology (New York: Pantheuu bpuuks,

1981), 51.
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then could become the basis for refusing to grant women's
art any credibility in the historical record. oOne could

not be an artist and a woman; the two terms were mutually

exclusive.

"Artist" became increasingly associated with ev-
erything that was anti-domestic, outsiderness,
anti-social behavior, isolation from other men,
disorder and the sublime forces of untamed na-
ture. As femininity was to be lived out in the
fulfillment of socially ordained domestic and
reproductive roles, a profound contradiction was
established between the identities of artist and

of woman.?*’

This same reasoning considerably hindered those women

aspiring to the art of directing.

A few female directors were able to break through
this deep-seated bias against women, however, and succeed
on the professional Broadway stage, the yardstick by which
success in the American theatre is measured.’® But frop
where did these female directors come?

In England and the United States, the director, male
and female, developed from the tradition of the actor-

manager. In the nineteenth century, some female actors

“Ipbid., 99. This section developed from my unpub-
lished study, "Margo Jones, The Forgotten Woman: The Role
of the Woman Director in History," 1987. This work exam~
ined the role that erasure played in the historicail
record, especially as it pertained to Margo Jones, the

theatrical director, and the female director.

30p prief chronology of twentith—century female
directors on Broadway can be fognd in Hennigan, Appen-
dix C: A Chronology of Woman Directors of the Twentieth

Century, 219-233.
38



headed their own acting companies and staged some of the
vehicles in which they appeared.®' This practice of the
female actor-manager continued into the twentieth century,
until the actor-manager gave way to the director, now the
creative center of any theatrical production. Given this
history, it is not surprising that, at the turn of this

century in this country, except for female actors, few

women directed for the stage.’? By the 1910s, female

playwrights had joined the ranks, usually directing plays

they themselves had written.? Not until later did women

who were primarily directors emerge; these women were

dedicated to the art of staging the play rather than

acting or writing for the theatre.”

In the early 1900s, usually no more than three women

a year directed a Broadway production; these women ac-

5'among them: Madame Vestris (1797-1856), Minnie
Maddern Fiske (1865-1932), and Mrs. Pat?ick Campbell
(1865-1940) . See Gilder, 258-291; Hennigan, 14-15.

S2Among them: Marie Dressler (1869-1934), Josephine
Hull (1886-1957), Margaret Webster (1905-1972), and Eva Le
Gallienne (1899-1991). For a more detailed list, see Hen-

nigan, Appendix C.

53Including Rachel Crothers (c. 1878-1958), Edith
Ellis (1861-1916), Anita Loos (1893-1981), Sophie Tread-
well (1885-1970), Lillian Hellman (1905-1984), Megan Terry
(1932-), and Elaine May (1932-). See Hennigan, Appen-

dix C.

34plthough Agnes Morgan.(1880?—1970?).is considered
the pioneer of this group, 1t was not until the 1930s that
women who solely directed began to emerge on Broadway with

any frequency. See Hennigan, Appendix C.
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counted for less than three percent of the directors
working on Broadway during these years. In almost every

case, these female directors also played the leading

female role. By the 1910s, this number had risen to as

many as five female directors a year, or approximately
five percent of Broadway directors, with the majority of
these women having also written the play they directed.

The 1920s and 1930s saw a significant increase in the

number of women directing on Br¢ iway. " " though female

actors and playwrights were still directing, more women
who were exclusively directors began to enter the profes-

sion. For example, in the 1931-1932 Broadway season, six-

teen women directed twenty Broadway plays. Of these, two
also played the leading female role and another five also
wrote the play—nine women were exclusively directors.5s

During that same season, 106 men accounted for 155 produc-

tions. As a result, female directors comprised thirteen

percent of directors on Broadway that season and directed

twelve percent of the plays.56 During the 1940s, female

51bid., 225. Hennigan, unfortunately! does not
provide data regarding the number of men directing on
Broadway.

S6yelen M. Housley, "The Woman Director's Odyssey:

The Broadway Experience, 1901-1985," (1988), 6, unpub-
This study provides a statistically comparative

lished. > i
analysis of male and female directors on Broadway during
the twentieth century.
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actors and playwrights rarely appeared among the women

directing on Broadway.
Although there is no doubt that more men than women
were directing on Broadway between 1920 and 1950, the
number of women who directed in } v York during the first
half of this century is significant if only in terms of
what happened to female directors on Broadway during the

1950s and later. The 1950 season saw ten wc¢ n directing

ten plays, while fifty-two men directed sixty-two plays.

Five years later there was not a single Broadway produc-

tion directed by a woman. That trend has continued

through the 1990s, with most Broadway seasons averaging
only two or three female-directed productions, approxi-
mately six percent of all directed plays on Broadway.%
Why this decline of female directors on Broadway
What happened during the 1940s to cause such

after 19507
a startling closure of a field in which women were steadi-

ly gaining ground during the first half of the century?

Why don't women continue to gain? And, more importantly,

how was Margo Jones able to defy this alarming trend?

Scholars have offered several possible explanations:

Hennigan reports similar data in her
study, 231-233. This percentage may seem high in light of
the discussion. It should be remembered, however, that
the total number of plays being produced on Broadway since
the 1980s declined sharply. Therefore, the percentage of
female directors may register a slight increase, while the
actual numbers of women directing are still quite 1low.

571pid., 7.
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(1) the "back-to-the-home" movement that followed World

War II, (2) a re-emphasis on the Victorian stereotype of

women's emotional make-up, (3) the identification of the

role of director with the status of power, (4) the high

cost of Broadway productions, and (5) the declining number

of Broadway productions.®

As Caroline Bird suggested in Enterprising Women, one

reason for the sharp decline in women's opportunities

during the 1950s may have been the post-war effort to get

women back into the home. Women had entered the work

force during the so-called manpower crisis of World War II
and had well performed jobs previously closed to them.
Many of these jobs, however, were destined for returning

servicemen. Something had to be done with the current

jobholders—women.

A subtle campaign in the press [controlled by
men] portrayed women as eager to start the fami-
lies they had deferred so long. Rosie [the
Riveter] went home and the women's magazines
[often with male editors] did their best to make

her like it.’

Rochelle Gatlin elaborated upon this country-wide

effort to put woman back in her place. Gatlin theorized

that the technological era, which continued to replace

8gennigan, 69-72. Although credit is to be given
Hennigan for naming these factors, common sense and a
working knowledge of women's history would arrive at the

same conclusions.

9caroline Bird, Enterprising Women (New York: W.wW.
Norton and Company, Inc., 1976), 204.
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manpower with machinery, together with the loss of new
frontiers to explore and conquer, caused men to feel
threatened by their inability to assert their masculinity.
No doubt part of this threat emanated from women's having
successfully occupied previously male positions in the
work force, as well as from women's declaring their desire
to have a career and continue working outside the home.

. . [Tlhe feminine mystique was also a re-

sponse to a mid-century masculinity crisis, as

men became concerned about the decline of indi-

vidual endeavor, self-employment[,] and the
absence of a Western frontier in which to test
their ruggedness. . . . Men turned to sports and
revived the wild West in fiction, film[,] and
television searching for the pure models of
competition, aggressiveness[,] and skill absent
in the bureaucratic world of corporations and
professions. When they looked for tangible
results of their achievements, they found them
only in the suburban homes and consumer goods
they could purchase.®’

In numerous subtle ways, such as the depictions of women
on television and in the movies, the message was sent out
that woman's role in society was to provide a happy,
clean, comfortable home for the man in her life.

Perhaps female directors such as Jessie Bonstelle
(1871-1932) emerged as early as World War I to replace men
gone to the war, although evidence to support this view is
lacking. This "back-to-the-home" movement could have

affected their status in professional theatre, either

®Rochelle Gatlin, American Women Since 1945 (Jack-
son: University Press of Mississippi, 1987), 8-9.
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In society at large a clear pattern exists: the greater
the dollars, prestige, and power associated with a posi-

tion, the fewer the women found in proximity to that

position.

If the job is lowly, the organization experimen-
tal or community-oriented, or the artistic skill
new, women are likely to be found doing the
work. Once the job becomes an executive or top
administrative one or the organization success-
ful or nationally important, or the skill for-
malized into aZProfession, women's role seems to

diminish L6

In show business as in other businesses and pro-
fessions, women have not easily or regularly
come into positions of importance or power in
the major institutions. They have been re-
stricted by the blatant prejudice against let-
ting women have any say where big money and
decision-making have been involved as well as by
their socialization into a passive but emotional
self-image.®

The actual power-base on Broadway is the producer,
the person who finances the production and hires the
director. Almost all producers are men and, in producing
organizations such as the Shubert Organization, few, if

any, women are found even in lower management posi-

®?Helen Krich Chinoy, "If Not An Actress, What
. «2," in Women in Ameri : "he ' 3:, ed. Helen Krich
Chinoy and Linda Walsh Jenkins (New York: Crown, 1981),
191. Although its coverage of directing is weaker than
its coverage of other theatrical careers occupied by
women, this book is still considered a landmark for the
subject matter it explores.

*Helen Krich Chinoy, "Art vs. Business: The Role of
Women in American Theatre," in Chinoy and Jenkins, 2-3.
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tions.® It is difficult to promote the cause of the
female director when so few women occupy positions of
power in the theatre. While in-roads are slowly being
made in other professions, the Broadway theatre, at least
on the administrative level, has never opened its doors
willingly to women.

The producer is not the only "power" figure associat-
ed with the theatre, however.

The twentieth century has witnessed the evolu-

tion of the modern stage director, rising to a

position of unparalled [sic] importance and

power in the history of the theatre . . . the

modern director, next to the producer, is the

most influential person in the theatre hierar-

chy.%
This factor has been noted by female historians, who have
speculated that, to a great degree, the negligible per-
centage of female directors involved in the commercial
theatre may relate to the perception of the director as a
figure of power.

The overall division of labour [sic] in theatre

has another dimension in the way some jobs

are considered the prerogative of men, others of

women. The interaction between the way the

social and sexual division of labour operates

provides insights into the prejudices which
stand in the way of a fuller participation in

%Hennigan, 71-72.

%ponald B. Wilmeth, "A Director's Theatre," In*-~1-
lect 106 (February 1978): 342.
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theatre by women, especially where matters of
power and authority are at stake.®

The role of director, as modelled by men, is
highly individualistic. The "great directors"
are the extraordinary individuals who have tena-
ciously pursued their own vision—extraordinary
autgprats, good at finding power and using

it.

The role of director, ultimate wielder of authority during
the production process, therefore, falls within the per-
ceived male sphere of influence. With suspicions already
existing regarding their emotional stability, female
directors have found it difficult to break through the
barrier. Furthermore, if they should do so and fail, a
possibility that is equally likely for male directors,
that failure, nevertheless, only reinforces the preconcep-
tion that women are ill-suited for directing.

Part of the reluctance to integrate women into the
hierarchical structure of Broadway productions probably
relates to economics as well as power. Broadway ventures
involve millions of dollars. Any Broadway production can
be a hit or flop; commercial success or failure depends on

many factors, including the competency of the director.

®%Michelene Wandor, C-~~7 On, Understudies: Theatre
=~ Sexual Politics (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1vo0), 108. Wandor's book focuses on female directors in
England. The problems facing female directors, as de-
scribed by Wandor, also appear in this country, however,
and apparently world-wide.

¢’Clare Venables, "The Woman Director in the Thea-
tre," Theatre Quarterly 10 (Summer 1980): 4.
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Many producers may hesitate to entrust a woman with such a
task- nd such a hefty bank account. Female directors
interviewed on this subject concurred: ". . . [M]en con-
trol the money, so men hire people that can protect the
money, which means mostly other men. . . . It's a kind of
typecasting that men handle money better than women. " .8

It is perhaps significant that Broadway's emphasis on
money accelerated after World War II, the period that
coincides with the decline of female directors. The
reasons for the increased emphasis on finances are well
documented by Jack Poggi:

[I]n the 1920s a run of a hundred perfor-
mances—about three months—was considered suf-
ficient [to recoup investments]; a recent [1966]
estimate places the time at eight months for a
successful nonmusical and at ten to eleven
months (with capacity business) for musicals.®

Poggi goes on to explain that the "three factors responsi-

ble for the economic decline of the commercial theatre—

growing cost, growing risk, and growing competition from

68Fichandler interview; quoted in Hennigan, 106. The
late Geraldine Fitzgerald also referred to this distrust
of women handling huge sums of money (Hennigan interview).

%Jack Poggi, Theater in America: The Impact of
m~c-~~ic T-~rces, 1870-1967 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Universi-
Ty rress, 1966), 95-96. Although somewhat dated, Poggi's
book remains one of the few works dealing with the econom-
ic side of the Broadway theatre. His analysis of how the
commercial theatre fell into such financial straits is
excellent. Also, given the escalation of production costs
over the last twenty years, Poggi's estimates for recover-
ing financial outlay appear now extremely understated.
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films"—first appeared in the boom years of the 1930s.7
The full weight of these factors did not catch up with
Broadway until the post-war years, when, further threat-
ened by the advent of competition from television, the
commercial theatre faced the prospect of its own decline
and producers turned only to those directors, playwrights,
and actors who they thought could ensure financial success
and profit. For almost all male producers, women did not
fit in this category, for, by stereotype, they were poor
organizers, emotionally unstable, unable to balance a
checkbook, and better off at home.

As a result of the bleak financial picture since
1950, the number of Broadway producers has, itself, been
declining, a decline linked to the economics of the theat-
rical business. The decades of the 1970s and 1980s saw
the closing of several Broadway theatres. With the high
cost of productions, fewer producers have been willing to
put up capital on such high-risk ventures. Therefore,
fewer opportunities existed for male and female directors
alike—and the few jobs that were available became highly
competitive, with male directors more likely to come out

the winners.”

M1pid., 84-96.

"lcary Purloff, Artistic Director, Classic Stage
Company of New York, telephone interview by author,
10 November 1987.
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While these explanations point out the specific
obstacles faced by female directors on Broadway since
1950, they obviously are closely interrelated. The Broad-
way theatre's high cost has directly resulted in the
declining number of produced plays; the unwillingness to
vest women with directorial power is inexorably linked
with conceptions of women as emotionally unstable and
financially incompetent.

Broadway ' by no means the only professional theatre
operating in this country. Off-Broadway and regional
theatres also might offer opportunities for female direc-
tors, and, indeed, Hennigan reports that ratios of female
to male directors are considerably better in these two

theatrical venues.’?

"Better," however, is not "equita-
ble," and the number of jobs given female directors still
falls far below those awarded to their male contemporar-
ies.

Given these arguments against female directors, Margo
Jones' ability to overcome the biases, both artistic and
economic, that plagued women, in general, and female

directors, in particular, is tantalizing. Her success as

a producer has been well documented, but her work as a

?Hennigan, 72-80. Hennigan presents some statisti-
cal data regarding the number of women directing Ofrf~ -
Broadway and in the regional theatre and offers some
explanations as to why more women are present in these
professional theatres than on Broadway.
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director a female director—has not. This study can now
turn its attention to the specific theories and methods

tl t Margo employ ! w a:
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dramatic masterpieces. The¥ must be kept alive
for our audiences of today.'8

. [T]o create a vigorous theater you must not
only acquaint audiences with the masterpleces of
the past but allow them to part1c1pate in the
dlscovery of new playwrights. There is no point
in doing the same plays over and over agaln.19

. [I]t is important to keep alive the master-

pieces of the past and to let these serve the
audience as a standard of excellence by which to

judge the new play.?
Margo was not interested in revivals of Broadway hits that
had not yet withstood the test of time: "The re-doing of
mediocre successes of the commercial theatre . . . will not
give us the kind of theatre our audiences are waiting for

121 wThe classics have proved

and we in the theatre need.'
their value throughout the history of the theatre."?

Margo practiced what she preached—during her eight years in
Dallas, she produced twenty-five classics and fifty-seven

new plays; of these, she directed seventeen classics and

thirty-three originals.?

¥Jones, "Theatre '50: A Dream Come True," 109.

YMargo Jones, "For Those with Courage: The Thea-
ter," The Zontian (March/April 1951): 4.

2%Margo Jones, "Theatre-in-the-Round Over America,
World Theatre 1 (1951): 22.

¢'Jones, Theatre-in-the-T' nd, 190.

21pid., 24.

#In addition, Margo directed several original plays
for the commerc1al theatre: You Touched Me!, (~ :veland
Playhouse and Pasadena Playhouse; The Glas- “‘“‘“erle, On
Whitman Av---- %, and Joan of Iorraine, Broaaway. She also
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Margo's approach to the two categories of plays she

directed 1 :essarily differed. When directing classics, she
14

dealt solely with the text; with original plays, she dealt
with both the text and the playwright. oOur attention now
turns to Margo and her relationship with the classical
playscript.

For Margo, the director's job was "to interpret what

the author says,"?

because . a director must be able to translate
a play into action on the stage . . . Tiis de; 1ds

an understanding of the script itself, t° actors

. . . the stage setting, lighting, costunes, propi

erties—every detail of stage production.?
Margo believed that a primary role for any director was to
bring to the production a unifying concept—an interpreta-
tion—through which the actors and designers could coalesce
By defining the meaning of a script, the director suggested

to his or her collaborators the common element that coordi-

nated their efforts. Furthermore, this interpretation

needed to be translated into tangible visual elements on the

stage—sets, lights, costumes.

According to some of her contemporaries, Margo proved

incapable of this most important task.

re-directed three of her Dallas plays for New York:
Summer and Smoke, An O0ld Beat-Up Woman, and Sou'"

Exposure. Only the first and last made it to B 1y .

2%yones to Inge, 20 December 1946; Jones to Parker
9 February 1949.

and Evans,
%jones, "For Those with Courage . . .," 4,
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enough time to do a play any where [sic] near right,"?8

Such a tight schedule could easily explain Margo's lack of

commu tion with outsic¢ s rec -ding her interpretive

assessments of plays.

That she did not communicate ideas does not prove *““at
she was incapable of formulating them. For example, Margo's
writings indicated that she clearly understood and evaluated
the contexts of the classical plays she directed. 1In her

book, Margo presen’ 1 the following analysis of Moliere's

In this play . . . the great comic [Molij ] re-
turned to his earlier satirical attack on the
"blue-stocking" or "precieuse" trend. Although
there is a sentimental note in the resolution of
the plot, I feel that it is a fuller play than Les
~-aci s Ridicules and a brilliant comedy of
cnaracter. Few writers of comedy have succeeded
as well as Moliere in provoking a genuinely
thoughtful laughter, always derived from the auth-
or's way of looking at life: intellectual rather

than emotional.?’

actors had one day off every two weeks . . . thus leaving
just nine days for rehearsal" (159).

®Margo Jones to Joanna Albus, n.d., Typed carbon
copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Publlc Library,
Dallas, TX. Margo's ambitious schedule for her long-
delayed repertory theatre conflicted sharply with her
earlier desires for a full-time theatrical company that
would allow a lelsurely rehearsal period (see Ch. 2,
p. 20). However, a pro:.” . acting ¢ ny did allow
eight-hour rehearsals, which she deemed necessary for any
theatrical venture. Margo eventually resolved her sched-
uling problems. By her third season in Dallas, she had
extended her season so that each play received a three-
week rehearsal period, which she considered adequate for
directing any play. See Jones, ™ -~-tre . 50.

¥Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 163.

63



It might be argued that Margo, writing in 1950 with the
express intention of describing her productions, had done
her homework for the benefit of her book. Yet in a letter
written during the production, she offered the same, though

more briefly stated, analysis:

It's "™ ] 1 - “"ies)] really a take-off on the
pseudo-intesiecrual radies in France. Mr. Mc™ ' 2
has such real wit and understanding that it is
fascinating to discover the great similarity of
minds in 1672 with those of 1948.3

Moreover, the care with which she selected translations of
the foreign plays she directed belied the claim that her
theatrical expertise was all intuitive.

The Stark Young texts [of Chekhov's plays] make
Chekhov comprehensible and not at all remote for
an American audience, and they preserve the origi-
nal of Chekhov. . . . In Mr. Young's text [of The
Sea Gull] Chekhov's wonderful gift for combining
tragedy and comedy comes clearly to the fore . . .
This is a factor of vital importance for any pro-
duction of The Sea ~-1ll; the pathos of the charac-
ters' lives must never become so gloomy that the
audience will find it laughable. The proportions
are in the Stark Young translation, and it is up
to the director to follow its indications.?3'

Margo's dedication to classic playwrights found great-
est expression in the works of Shakespeare, five of whose N

plays she directed.3?

¥Margo Jones to Parents, 27 October 1948, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li-
brary, Dallas, TX.

3Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 171.

37 pbreakdown of classical playwrights directed by
Margo Jones reveals the following: Shakespeare (5), Ibsen
(3), Wilde (2), Shaw (2), Moliere (1), Chekhov (1), Gold-
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As a Director, I am personally obsessed with the
continual wonderment of the re-discovery of the
classics . . . most of all [by] the challenge
Shakespeare offers.

I believe that Shakespeare is the greatest play-
wright of all times, but I do not approach his
work with awe. The insight into human nature and
the great poetry are a stimulus to any director

. . . but there is a danger in worshiping Shake-
speare too much and treating him as pure litera-
ture. The Shakespearean plays were written for a
popular audience and when presented today they
should be clear and interesting to the spectator,
for I do not believe there are many people who
come to the the:" =2 merely "to hear the great
words." The reason Shakespeare's plays have sur-
vived and will continue to survive is that he is
the most universal author who ever wrote for the
theatre.3

Margo's theatre produced eight Shakespearean plays in

ten seasons: six comedies and two tragedies. Interesting-

35

ly, Margo chose to direct the comic romances. For some
reason, the romantic plays appealed to her: "Mk~ m~—iqe -<
the Shrew . . . is a lively farce-comedy about the battle of

the sexes with the resulting triumph of the male" and

smith (1), O'Casey (1), and Giraudoux (1). The latter
two, while not technically classics by Margo's definition,
are included in this list because, as foreign plays, Margo
dealt with their texts and not their authors.

33Margo Jones, '"Shakespeare in the Round," World

Theatre 3 (1954): 30.

%Jones, Theatre-in-i° Rc¢ d, 154.

$1n Dallas, Margo directed Th- ™iming -~ '* - ,
Twelfth Night, ™ e Merchr—*, of Venice, A Mi s
Dream, and As _You Like It. In addition, st mut

did not direct, Romeo and I'jet, Hamlet, and Th * :y
Wives of Wlndsor While in nouston Margo had direcced
three comedies and one tragedy: The Taming of W
As You Like It, A Comedy of Errors, and Macbetu. -
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"Twelfth Night is a t antic comedy which includes broad

humor and satire as well as romance . . .".3%

Although Shakespeare held Margo's allegiance as the
greatest playwright, Henrik Ibsen's plays probably intrigued
her the most. ™ 's heroines had been the sub] :t of her
Master's thesis, and her loyalty to the Norwegian playwright

never wavered. She directed Hedda Gabler three times,?

the most-directed play in her repertoire. Margo's analysis
of this play provided the most-detailed insights available
for any of her productions.

Hedda has a passionate desire to find great beauty
in life but she is destroyed by her fear of scan-
dal, her concern with other people's opinion and,
above all, by her lack of interest in anything her
environment can provide. The source of her down-
fall is her backgrounc wealthy, arrogant, selfish
and snobbish. There is a potential of stature in
Hedda, but she does not know how to cope with
life.?

3Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 154, 166.

37at 0jai Community Playhouse, with the Houston Com-
munity Players, and in Dallas.

%Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 140. Margo continued:
"There are many avenues to explore. Hedda has married
George Tesman on the spur of the moment, possibly because
he bought a house she casually mentioned to make conversa-
tion, and now she is afraid that marriage and ensuing
motherhood may deprive her of her individuality. She is
disgusted with her husband's affection; intimacy with him
seems hateful to her. But she once had an interest—

Eilert Lovberg, . . . Here is her opportunity to mold a
human destiny, the one thing that will elevate her above
her fellow men. . . . She pursues her objective relent-

lessly until she places one of her father's pistols in
Lovberg's hands and tells him to do it 'beautifully'"
(140-141).
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Despite her admiration for Ibsen and his work, Margo
realized that his plays did not appeal to everyone. Of The
M~~+-~~ muilder, which received mixed critical reviews, Margo
wrote: ". . . [T]his play indicates more of a tendency on
Ibsen's part to fill his play with symbols and to add mysti-
cism to the realistic drama"3*—qualities that appealed to

her but evidently not the critics.*®

And in attempting to
explain the lack of public response to her production of
Ghosts, Margo theor' 2d that

The theme of the play is still valid today (con-

ventions can and frequently do imprison the indi-

vidual, impeding his [sic] progress and denying

him both integrity and happiness), but the dramat-

ic illustrations seem somewhat dated .

It is evident that Margo was drawn to realism, from
both the majority of plays she selected for production and
the manner in which she staged them, but she was also fasci-
nated with symbolism and other non-realistic dramatic forms.

Thus was her attraction to such Tennessee Williams' works as

T - - "2, Summer and Smoke, and The Purification

¥1pid., 147.

“0such phrases as "complicated apparatus of symbol-
ism," "merely . . . a symbolical struggle," and "most
tortuous vocabulary of symbolism" represent examples of
the reviewers' comments. John Rosenfield, "Ibsen Drama on
Free Spirit Opens Season," - "~ is Morning *---~, 4 November
1947, sec. 2, p. 4; Frank Cnappell, "Actress ocores as
Ibsen 'Conscience,'" Daily Times Herald, 4 November 1947:;
John Rosenfield, "Are Artists People? . . . Mr. Ibsen's
Play Still Best Discussion on It," Dallas !” ' g ™~ws,

7 November 1947.

“'Jones, Theatre-in-the-~Round, 182.
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reconciled with her choice of such realistic dramas as Far-

ther Off From Heaven and In- ' ' -~ ~,  Furthermore,

Margo's fascination with symbolic drama was spotted years
earlier while she worked in Austin:
. [Margo] stuck a thumb in every available
non-realistic pie with an energetic attempt to

pull out as many imaginative plums as expression-

istic drama will consume.

Margo Jones, despite her dedication to the playwright's
words, did make cuts in classical plays. Production prompt-
books from nine classical playscripts allow us to analyze
Margo's reasons for altering existing texts.** As with her
analysis of scripts, she made cuts based on her ideas of
what best served her specific productions.

I do feel it is important . . . to work from the

originals and arrive at your own cuttings rather

than use one of the many acting versions which may

contain derivations from [the text] . . . which

you would not choose to take.%

For example, in Shakespeare's The Taming of **2 Shrew, the

story of Katharina and Petruchio is set within the framework
of a play within a play. Margo eliminated the induction
(introduction) to the main story, because, as she said,

. « I saw no reason for a framework in an inti-
mate theatre. There is no need for a Christopher

“yntitled article, Th “~aily
Texas], 12 April 1944.

. [University of

Bsee Appendix A: Promptbooks Consulted. Any refer-
ences to promptbooks in this study are taken from these
sources.

“Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 155.
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Sly in a theatre where 198 people are on the stage
with the actors . . .%

Furthermore, "not much more of the script was cut. .

Shrew is probably the best plotted [Shakespearean comedy]

and the one in which the characterizations are best real-

ized, n4

Margo's acting company in Dallas was small. When
directing plays with large casts, she often cut or combined

characters in o1 " :r to accommodate the script to her compa-

ny. In Lady Windermere's Fan, for example, she cut the

characters of Lady Jedburgh, Lady Stutfield, Mrs. Cowper-

Cowper, and Rosalie, the maid. In most cases, these charac-

ters' lines were deleted. 1In others, their lines and ac-

tions were assumed by other characters. For example, ,.usa-~

lie's lines were assigned to Parker, the butler, with no

effect on the action of the pl<'=1Y-"'7 Margo also added a

character, albeit an offstac one, to this play, to facili-

tate pacing and overcrowded conditions on the stage.%8

45Tpid., 154.

461pid., 155.
47Tady Windermere's Fan, beginning of Act 1V,

pp. 199-200.

481pid., end of Act I, p. 156; beginning of Act 1T,
p. 160; and beginning of Act IV, pp. 199-200. Margo
turned the male butler, Parker, into a female ! 1: teeper,
probably for reasons of personnel. She then added the
character of Mason, the butler, whose sole function was to
announce, from offstage, the arrival of guests at the
Windermere's party (Act II). Margo thus eliminated one
character from an already crowded scene, while still
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Likewise, lines for such nominal roles as "First Lord" and
"Forester"™ in Shakespeare's As ~ Li - were either
eliminated or, more often, rea: iLgned to more important
characters.® Again, these changes did little to alter the
basic action of the play.

Margo occasionally changed words or phrases in a text
to conform to her actors' physical characteristics or the
limitations of her arena staging. For example, she changed
"black" to "light" when referring to hair color® or elimi-
nated all references to the age of a certain character.>

Cuts of this kind can also give us clues about how

certain scenes were staged. For example, in The Mer~™ant of

Venice, Portia alludes to the curtains behind which the
three caskets reside. Yet Margo's promptbook either omitted
"curtains" or changed it to "covers," indicating that the

caskets were hidden, not behind draperies, but under cloths

preserving the integrity of an upper-class British house-
hold.

“As You Like It, Act II, scene i, pp. 110-112;
Act IV, scene ii, p. 126; Act V, scene iii, pp. 151, 163.

50Tpid., Act III, scene v, pp. 1l43-l45—references to
Phebe's hair; He :tbreak House, middle Act II, p. 584—
reference to Hesione's hair.

S'Heartbreak House, mid-Act I, pp. 514-516, mid-
Act II, pp. 543, 550. Shaw's character, Mangan, is about
fifty years old. A much younger man apparently played the
role and all references to Mangan's age were cut as a
result. Because Mangan plays the male love interest in
the play, this change could have eliminated some of the
inherent humor or contrast in a December-May relationship.
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—an expedient change necessitated by the staging limita-
tions of theatre-in-the-round.’?
Margo also occasionally cut lines she thought unneces-

sary to the plot. For example, in The Le: 1 ILadies, large

sections of dialogue that simply elaborated a point already
made were extracted.?

Some cuts seem problematic, however, because arguments
can be made for keeping the original wording. Such cases
occur several times within the promptbooks.

In As You Like It, for example, Margo cut dialogue

between Duke Senior and the First Lord that introduced, in

detail, the melancholic Jaques.?*

Her reasoning behind

this deletion was probably to eliminate the First Lord
while, at the same time, moving the action forward more
quickly. But through the cut, the audience lost its initial
introduction to Jaques. The passage was also quite humor-

ous, describing Jaques' pathos over the death of a deer, and

it allowed the audience to form an impression of Jaques

’The Merchant of Venice, Act II, scene vii, lines 1-
2, 78; Act II, scene ix, lines 1, 84.

*The Learned ladies, end of Act III, scene ii,
pp. 38-39—beginning with Armande's line "I long to see
our meetings opened . . ."; end of Act IV, scene ii, p. 51
—excerpts from Armande's and Clitandre's speecl s; end of
Act IV, scene iii, pp. 55-56—beginning with Tissotin's
line "We see the kind of taste it forms . . ."; the last
line of the scene was retained.,

**As You ILike It, Act II, scene i, p. 111.
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before he ever appeared on stage, thus preparing it for his

particular idiosyncrasies.

Another cut made, apparently for purposes of pacing,

was in Phebe's letter to Rosalind.®® Margo kept the first

two lines of the letter, then cut the remaining sixteen.
She retained the subsequent dialogue, which seems somewhat
extravagant given the brevity of Phebe's missive. This
scene loses its conti ity without the rest of Phebe's
letter, which sings the praises (and cruelty) of the "“man"
(Rosalind) she loves.

At the end of the play (Act V, scene iv), Margo cut
much of Hymen's dialogue and the Wedding Song; neither
contributed to plot nor character development and both
delayed a swift conclusion to the play. However, immedi-
ately following these cuts, Margo eliminated Jaques de Boys'
speech which neatly resolved the subplot concerning Duke
Frederick's and Duke Senior's conflict. Instead, the audi-~
ence was informed that "If I [Jaques] heard you [?—Jaques
de Boys in original] rightly,/The Duke [Frederick] hath put
on a religious life/And thrown into neglect the pompous
court?"® By this cut, Margo disrupted the logic of the
scene, because the audience had no idea from whom Jaques

received this startling revelation. The implication was

5Ibid., Act IV, scene iii, p. 153.
5%6Ipbid., Act V, scene iv, pp. 168-169.
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that Duke Senior, who should have been the happy ‘pie’
of this news, was, instead, the bearer of these tidings.
Perhaps Margo became impatient with the play's length and
began cutting in order to bring the play within her sense of
a reasonable time. Rosalind's epilogue may have been cut
for similar reasons; no stage notations indicate that it was
performed.>’

Another play that presented examples of problematic
cuts was The I’ ) ) - "3 *~--. Margo's deletions are
puzzling, because the material cut does not appear extrane-
ous. For example, Margo extracted the first two scenes of

8  These scenes introduced

Act II—eight pages of dialogue.
Portia's first serious suitor, the Prince of Morocco (scene
i), and Launcelot Gobbo (scene ii). Although an argument
might be made that the Prince of Morocco's scene is not
necessary, the deletion of Act II, scene ii, proves more
troublesome. This scene opens with the humorous confronta-
tion between Launcelot and his father, 0l1d Gobbo. Here we
are introduced to the comic elements of the play: Shake-
speare's delightful clowns and their play on words, puns,
and double entendre. We also learn Launcelot's function in

the play, as Shylock's former—and Bassanio's current—

servant and, thus, aider and abettor of Bassanio's plot to

*’Ibid., Epilogue, p. 170.

8rhe Merchant of Venice, Act II, scenes i, ii,
pp. 19-26.
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elope with Jessica. This scene sets up the subsequent one
(Act II, scene iii) in which Jessica bemoans Launcelot's
departure from her father's service.

Several explanations present themselves for Margo's
extraction of this scene, though at second glance some seem
less valid than others. Both Launcelot and 0ld Gobbo are
pivotal to this scene; perhaps Margo was unable to cast the
older character's part—her cast list indicates, however,
that an ¢ tor was selected for the role. Maybe this same
actor proved unsatisfactory or became ill. No evidence
supports this theory. A more likely explanation is that the
play simply ran too long. The promptbook shows that Scene
II was blocked and technical directions (lights, sound) were
inserted, implying an extraction fairly late in the rehears-
al process.

Similarly, Act III, scene v, was cut.”” Launcelot
Gobbo again has a prominent role in this scene: he and
Jessica discuss her conversion to Christianity (in a round-
about way), Lorenzo accuses him of impregnating "the Moor"
(a servant), and Lorenzo and Jessica sing Portia's praises.
This scene might have been cut because of its possibly
controversial discussions of conversion from Judaism to
Christianity and impregnation. Notations in the promptbook

indicate, however, that this scene, too, was cut a<*er

*Ibid., Act III, scene Vv, pp. 60-62.
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rehearsals began, although no technical directions occur
within the text, suggesting an earlier extraction from the
production than Act II, scene ii.

The end result of these two major deletions is that
Launcelot Gobbo, one of Shakespeare's more endearing fools,
becomes a non-entity in the play. And this fact poses yet
another possibility for these deletions: perhaps the actor
playing Launcelot was ineffective in the role. Or else
Margo wished to place the entire focus of the play on Shy-
lock and thus relegated the play's comic relief to the
sidelines. No evidence could be found to support or refute
either of these theories, but it does provoke some interest-
ing questions.

Finally, Margo sometimes cut controversial or sugges-
tive dialogue, dialogue that might potentially offend or
disrupt the audience. She was apparently quite sensitive to
such material and fairly consistently omitted it from her
plays. For example, Margo made only four changes in The

- " ince of Being Earnest. Of these changes, only Gwendo-

len's line,
And certainly once a man begins to neglect his
domestic duties he becomes painfully effeminate,
does he not? And I don't like that. It makes men
so very attractive.®
is cut, for no more apparent reason than its use of the word

"effeminate" and the suggestion that this quality is desir-

¢¥The Importance of Being Earnest, mid-Act II, p. 99.
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able in men.

The context, however, renders '~ e statement

harmless. In Cock-a-Doodle Dandy, Margo deleted all refer-

ences to the Knights of St. Columbanus, a religic~~ organi-

zation of dubious merit to which the two main characters

61
belong. These references may have been cut because of

the audience's unfamiliarity with the organization or, and
this is quite possible, Margo thought the Knights of Colum-
bus, a Catholic men's group devoted to charitable works,
might take offense.

Margo often cut dialogue referring to "horns" and

"cuckolds," such as Touchstone's speech, "As horns are

odious," in As You Like It.®

In a similar vein, Margo cut

shylock's speech in which he graphically describes the
Biblical story of Jacob's pairing of ewes and rams to illus-
trate the history of interest lending.®

While these examples are but a few of the cuts that the
promptbooks reveal Margo made in her productions, they are a
fair sample of the types of deletions she used. They also
lend credibility to the proposition that Margo was less
worshipful of the classical playwright than of the contempo-

rary one. Finally, they certainly lay to rest the myth that

6'cock—-a~Doodle Dandy, Scene I, pp. 11, 13, 14; Scene
II, pp.- 65, 66; and Scene III, p. 89.

62pg v~ Like It, Act III, scene iii, pp. 138-139.

63The Merchant €-‘ce, Act I, scene iii, lines 78-
98.
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Margo never changed "a syllable, a line, a word . . . unless
the playwright was present."%

We can conclude, then, that Margo altered classical
texts for several reasons: (1) she deleted unnecessary
characters for reasons of either pacing or personnel; (2)
she reworded dialogue to conform to differing physical
characteristics, either human or scenic; (3) she cut to
increase the pace, reduce the play's length, or both; or (4)
she censor 1. Somet ' es her changes accomplished more than
one purpose. Interestingly, Margo apparently took greater
liberties with Shakespearean scripts than with others.

Her censorship of suggestive dialogue at first glance
proves puzzling inasmuch as Margo's own choice of a single
life, devoted to the thea’ 32, suggests that she was not
inhibited by society's conventional views.®® Her outgoing
lifestyle, which often included alcoholic beverages, occa-

sionally shocked the more conservative elements of soci-

®%Rosenfield interview, 30 April 1974.

®Margo's choice of career over family obviously set
her apart from the majority of American women of her time.
As Sheehy succinctly put it, even in this area, Margo was
a pioneer: "In the early 1950s most women did not strug-
gle with Margo's dilemma [career or family], for they had
accepted the traditionally female role of wife and mother.
But just as Margo had served as a pioneering theatre
leader, clearing the way for others to follow, in her
personal life too she [was] . . . ahead of her time in
undiscovered country" (225).

77



ety.%

She also seemed not to be prudish in matters of
sexual preference or intimate relationships outside mar-
riage: Margo was a close friend of Tennessee Williams and
"had an earthy understanding of Tennessee's sexual prefer-
ences."® Furthermore, she carried on a long-term affair
with Manning Gurian, her theatre's business manager and
part-time playwright.®® From these facts, we can deduce
that Margo's censorship of texts was probably not the result
of any deep-seated aversion to sexually suggestive or ex-
plicit material. More likely, Margo's tendency to cut such
dialogue stemmed from her understanding of her audience's
sensibilities.

The proscenium arch, footlights and distance of

the conventional theatre reduce considerably the

violence of raw passions and make even the gamiest

scenes palatable for the sensitive soul. In inti-

mate theatre-in-the-round, [however,] when a man
screams viciously at his wife, [audience member]

%Margo's drinking apparently never affected her i
work, nor would it have caused undue concern among her !
colleagues since drinking was considered a social activity
and a large part of Margo's job was to socialize. On ‘
occasion, however, her alcohol consumption caused a stir.

Dakin Williams, Tennessee's brother, related this incident
to Sheehy in an interview: When Margo met Cornelius
Williams, Tennessee's father, the elder Williams feared
his son might get involved with the "drinking and dancing"
Margo—"he told his son that the Williams family had
'never had a sober man or a drunken woman' in it, and he
warned him against marrying the wanton Margo" (61).

¢’sheehy, 61.
%8Interview with Manning Gurian; cited in Sheehy,
112. Margo's personal letters to Gurian also sup .y

information on this relationship; Jones Family Archives,
Houston, TX.
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Mrs. Smith is right in that room with them and her
embarrassment can become almost intolerable.®

Margo recognized the value of not shocking or offending her

70

audience’”—an audience upon whom her theatre relied for

its very existence. "Figure," she once said, "that I'm 51
per cent creator and 49 per cent promoter"’'-—and promoting
her theatre might take precedence over - 7ing the play-

wright's words.”?

®“George Mitchell, "Actor-in-the-Round," New York
Timec~ 28 March 1948, sec. 2, p. 2. Mitchell knew whereof
he spoke—he was a featured actor in Margo's Dallas com-
pany.

®John William Rogers recorded a similar sensitivity
in an undated pamphlet, "Unique Theatre Supported in Dal-
las," published by the Daily Times Herald: '"Margo has
. «. . rned from experience that properly directed . .
[““=2atre-in-the~round] ¢ n jually well any type of
play. There is one exception not in kind but in conter
This medium of theatre is so intimate that where a play
offers a scene of intense suffering or horror [or sexuali-
ty?], it becomes so overpowering it affects the audience
unpleasantly."

""Murray Scr ch, "A Texas Tornado Hits Broadway,"
New York Tim _~ - - """ . 17 October 1948, p. 59.

?Two additional episodes occurred that help support
this viewpoint. William Inge must certainly have been
aware of Margo's hesitancy to display highly sexual mate-
rial before her audiences. After Inge finished Com- Na-'"
Little Sheba, Margo considered directing it in Dallas.
Inge wrote Margo, "What would a struggling young . . .
playwright do without you?" He expressed concern, howev-
er, with a scene in the play that he felt might not suit
Margo's purposes because "it is sexy but the sexual ele-
ment is relieved by humor. €£*'1l1, it might not do for
you"; William Inge to Margo Jones, 5 January 1949, William
Inge Collection, Harry Ransom Humanities Research Center,
University of Te: | at Austin. Inge apparently reconsid-
ered this position, for a week letter he wrote Mar: |,
apologizing for his "squeamish" letter and informing her
that Turk's javelin scene was not "too obviously phallic
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Margo Jones, then, although often accused of only
selecting those plays that appealed to her emotionally, did
have specific criteria which she applied to her play selec-
tion. Plays with strong plots, characters, or themes were
usually chosen, especially if the more intangible qualities
of poetry, mood, and atmosphere were also present. Most
important in play selection, however, were Margo's self-pro-
scribed limitations regarding the play's authorship. She
directed only plays that were originals or classics because
she firmly believed that the future of American theatre lay
in such scripts. Her reverence for the playwright's words
often guided her approach to the script, although she took
liberties with classical texts. These liberties took the

form of line deletions, character deletions, rewordings, and

for Dallas audiences"; William Inge to Margo Jones,
13 January 1949, William Inge Collection, Harry Ransom
Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at Austin.

Margo's production of The Last Island provides evi-
dence contrary to this theory, however. "The newspapers
received letters from several patrons who said the play
was coarse and risque because of two uses of profanity and
a scene in which the dancer undressed partially before her
dancing partner and then quickly donned a modest costume’;
Don Burton Wilmeth, "A History of the Margo Jones Theatre"
(Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois, 1964), 154. 1In
response to this complaint, John Rosenfield of the D™ -
"~ rning News replied, "We can't avoid the thought that a
person getting extraordinary sex motivation from 'The Last
Island' must have a low boiling point and should pitter-
patter down to his or her psychiatrist for a sedation."
Rosenfield implied that the production was less stimulat-
ing than the patron described; John Rosenfield, "How to
Feel Unclean in a Theater," Dallas Morning News, 23 Janu-—
ary 1953, sec. 2, p. 14.
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censorship for nunr -ous r 1sons, among them pacing, person-
nel, and audience sensitivity. However, in her interpreta-
tions of both classical and original playscripts, Margo's
guiding conc T was that she be as tm to the author's

intent as humanly possible.
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CHAPTER 4

IN SEARCH OF . . . ANOTHER SHAKESPEARE:

MARGO AND THE PLAYWRIGHT

I believe in a playwright's theatre. I a di-
rector, and I have wanted to be a director since
I was eleven years old, but I think that theatre
begins with the playwright. . . . The theatre is
a co-operative venture in which the author, the
actor, the director, the designer, and the tech-
nician collaborate. But they cannot begin to
collaborate until the playwright has set down
his [sic] basic idea, his story, his characters,
his mood, and his words. This is the starting
point.

- Margo Jones

Opening a new script is a challenge; you may be
able to discover a great play or a great play-
wright in the making. . . . but it also involves
a responsibility if you are in a position to
give that play life in a theatre. I can think
of no greater excitement than finding a good
play and knowing that I can put it on, that the
words on paper will become words and action on a
stage.

- Margo Jones

She would not change a syllable, a line, a word
in any play unless the playwright was present
and made the judgment themselves [sic].
The play went on as the playwright wrote 1t.
She worshipped the playwright.
- Claire Rosenfield
Margo's dedication to the new playwright manifested

itself in numerous ways. For example, her reasons for

altering classical scripts did not carry over to original
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duction of Harry Granick's The Guilty probably failed
simply because she did not request cuts or rewrites,

something that Granick rectified after the play's Dallas

premiere.*

Margo was even known occasionally to block the play-

wright's own decision to rewrite the script: "Margo

doesn't want much changes in the script [You Touched Me!]

and is pretty stubborn against any new ideas."’®

Margo's
justification for not tampering with new plays may have
come from her idealistic view of the playwright: "when I
pick up a [new] script, I say to myself, 'It could be
Shakespeare.'"® But this justification may also signal
her own lack of confidence in her ability to label, or
alter for the better, problems within scripts.

Despite her apparent aversion to cutting original

plays, Margo did, on occasion, do so. For example, during

*Interview with Harry Granick; cited in Sheehy, 241-
242. Interestingly, Granick was quite pleased with the
production process itself and Margo's rehearsal decisions,
so much so that he wrote a newspaper article praising
Margo's insights in solving the play's staging difficul-
ties; Harry Granick, "Staging Problems Solved in Arena,"
Dallas Morning News, [24 Novemder 1953).

*Tennessee Williams to Donald Windham, 8 November
1943; quoted in Donald Windham, ed., Tennessee Williams'
Letters to Donal * Windham, 1940-1965 (New York: Penguin
Books, 1976), 11,. The letter refers to Margo's Cleveland
production of You Touched Me!, co-authored by Williams and
Windham.

®John Beaufort, "Theater in the Round in Dallas
Style," Christian Science Monitor, 29 May 1954.
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a8 summer residency at the Pasadena Playhouse in 1943,
Margo cut the last scene of Ted Apstein's The *"-"vet
f~ar, a particularly curious extraction since the play
was a murder mystery and the resolution was contained in

the deleted scene. Margo's reasoning, according to a

letter to Apstein, was that the last scene did not work.

She thought it more interesting for the audience to "fig-

ure out the mystery's solution on their own."” Thig

incident occurred fairly early in her career and ev’ ance

suggests that she did not generally follow this course of

action, a conclusion bolstered by her later remarks:

I abhore [sic] directors who tell play-
wrights how to write a play. For many years I
felt so violently on this subject that I did not
feel it within my province to make any sugges-
tions. Within the last few years I have slight-
ly changed my mind

Perhaps experiences like those with Parker and Evans (au-

thors of The Coast of Illvria)9 had eroded Margo's faith

in the perfection of the playwright's words and caused her

’Sheehy, 57. Apstein was a graduate.student at the
University of Texas while Margo was teaching there. He
was the only serious playwright she met at the university,
and she subsequently directed three of his plays while at

Texas.

8Margo Jones to Edwin Justus Mayer, 5 May 1949, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones CollecFlon, Dallas Public Lji-
brary, Dallas, TX. Margo had dlregted.the world premiere
of Mayer's Sun e _in My Pocket while in Houston.

9See Ch. 3, p. 58, for a more detailed report of thisg

episode.
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to believe that occasional, judicious interference might
be necessary.

Margo's allegiance to the playwright still remained
her greatest asset, however, when soliciting new plays or
being considered for directing jobs outside Dallas. This
perception of Margo as a playwright's director sprang from

her work on The Glass Menagerie, a perception that was

both verified and validated by her subsequent work.
Initially hired as co-director because Eddie Dowling, the
director, also played the leading male role, Margo's job
soon took on another dimension—that of defender of the
play. She was called upon frequently to champion Wil-
liams' script against the interference of Dowling, co-
producer Louis J. Singer, and critic George Jean

Nathan.' At one point, Singer demanded that Williams
write a happy ending for the play. Margo, totally opposed
to such a desecration, told Williams, "Tennessee, don't
you change that ending. 1It's perfect." She then warned
Singer, "Mr. Singer . . . i you make Tennessee change the
play the way you want it, so help me I'll go around to
every critic in town and 211 them about the kind of wire-

v 11

pulling that's going on here.’ At another point during

Nathan's involvement with the production was of a
personal nature. He was subsequently to marry Julie
Haydon, the production's "Laura."

""Murray Schumach, "A Texas Tornado Hits Broadway,"
New York Times Sunday Magazine, 17 October 1948, p. 59.
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prompted Williams to write in 1943, after seeing her
productions in Pasadena, that "her direction is better
than anything in New York, except possibly Mary
Hunter's.""™ While Tennessee found Hunter the more in-
telligent of the two, Margo had "the energy of Niagara
Falls and an enthusiasm which [was] . . . either irresist-
ible or overwhelming.""

Margo was attracted to the poetry and imaginative
quality in Williams' works. Of The ~'~3s Menac ’ she
wrote that she "first fell in love with the typewritten
words . . . and at first reading the play took the form of
a production in the imagination."'® She continued that
train of thought, revealing not only her reverence for
Williams' words, but also her worshipful attitude towards
any play's text:

There are two types of theatre and drama audi-

ences. One type sits in a theatre and sees
actors, director, desicner and technicians in-

devotion to something and evidently this play is really in
her heart more than her ambition"; Tennessee Williams to
Donald Windham, 3 November 1943; quoted in Windham, 114.
As it turned out, Margo, although having directed the play
twice, was not selected to direct its short-lived Broadway
appearance.

Y“Tennessee Williams to Donald Windham, 27 August
1943; quoted in Windham, 101.

PTennessee Williams to Donald Windham, 1 July 1943;
quoted in Windham, 84.

“This quotation (undated) was found among Margo's
papers at the home of her brother, Richard Jones, Houston,
TX.
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terpret the author's play. The second type
reads a play and produces.it in the imagination.
When a play can have meaning and beauty both to
the theatre audience and the reading audience
then it is doing a double duty. The longest
life a play can have is on the printed page. 1In
this form it can live from one generation to
another. In this form it is available to an
audience that may not have the opportunity of
seeing the play in production.'

And for Margo Jones, Tennessee Williams wrote plays,
filled with meaning and beauty, for the imagination.
The collaboration between the two hit rocky ground,

however, with Summer and Smcke. Margo first directed the

play during her inaugural season in Dallas. She had
become obsessed with the play in its earlier form as A

Chart f Anatomy.'® Tennessee did not share her enthusj-

asm for the script, thinking that "its romantic qualities
expressed Margo more than they did him."'" Margo's pre-

miere of Summer and Smoke was a resounding critical and

popular success. At the time, Tennessee "assured Margo
that she had given his play a brilliant production, "20

but years later in his Memoirs, embittered by years of
critical failure and drug and alcohol dependency, Williams

wrote:

1pbid.
18

Sheehy, 123.
¥Ipbid., 135.
X1pid., 143.
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I attributed the Dallas production's remarkable
abs 1ce of artistryv to the fact that the play
was, in my opinion ¢t the tir , not a good one
and the ! (' 1g roles had been unhappily cast,
.« + . Mr. Brooks Atkinson c~anadht t+ha Nallax

production and, :
able to me, he touna TNe Liay cucuaunciny.

When 1 [ diin t y on Broadway,

she met resistance from both Williams and his agent,

Audrey Wood.?

. . . [Wood] was not at all certain she [Margo]

was capable of both producing and directing this
£ ti+- and lov y play. Even though she'd

&one it well in Dallas, that city was >lete
with her friends and local fans [emphasis

mine].
Getting wind of this attitude, Margo wrote Wood a stirring

letter, pleading her cause:
I feel there is no reason why I should not make

an excellent director-producer. Fhe combj -

. . might be a

nation of Tennessee and myself .
really miraculous combination. I feel so sure
in my own heart I could do two things [for the
production] that no one else could do, (1) as a
producer, protect Tennessee more than some pro-
ducers would and, (2) as a director I know that

of this production, Williams alsgo

'williams, 152. _
wrote, "I thought the production was awful but I loved

Margo and I pretended to like it" (92).

22Audrey Wood became Ma;go's agent during ™ - -- ‘s
Menagerie in 1944, negotiating contracts, arranging speak-
ing engagements, and so on. It is surprising that no one
ever openly accused wWood of a gonfllct of interest during
the Summer and Smoke debacle, inasmuch as she was obvious-
ly supporting the interests of one client over tt : of
another.

resented by Audrey Wood (Gai :n
d Company, 1981), 157.

Bpudrey Wood, Rep
City, NY: Doubleday an
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[sic], integrity, creativeness and pure joy—to say noth-

ing of hoped for success."?’ Such sentiments must have

seriously disturbed Williams, who was already uneasy about

the play.

Tennessee tried to talk Margo out of directing the

play, but failed. So he began "doing what I can to im-

prove the script."® Frank Harting blamed much of Summer

1 Smoke's subsequent failure on this factor:

[Hle [Williams] wrote one major scene

that was not in the original production.

. So there was a lot of writing and rewrit-
ing, and messing around with the script after it

was produced in Dallas.

Geraldine Page, who was to star in Summer and Smoke's suc-

cessful revival off-Broadway in 1952, agreed with Har-
ting's assessment. She believed that "cuts in the script
were partly to blame [for the play's failure] . . . the
prologue and one of the scenes in the first act were

eliminated, and the rest of the play . . . was rushed. "30

’’Margo Jones to Jo Mielziner, 21 February 1948,
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public

Library, Dallas, TX.

2Tennessee Williams to Donald Windham, 20 February
1948; quoted in Windham, 208.

®Frank Harting, Interview by Carole Cohen, 13 March
1974, interview #24, transcript, Southern Methodist Unji-
versity Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,
Dallas, TX.

®Interview with Geraldine Page; cited in Stuart W.
Little, Off-Broadway: The Prophetic Theater (New York:
Dell Publishing Co., 1972), 19.
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Whatever the reason for the play's failure, Williams'
anxiety caused several run-ins during its production.
Margo "firmly believed that the head of a theatre must of
necessity be an autocrat"?' and she would brook no chajl-

lenge to her authority during rehearsals from Williams or

anyone else.® Although on the one hand, Margo supporteq

the collaborative process upon which theatre is based, on
the other, she also believed that each theatrical artist
had his or her place in the rehearsal Process, and, as
such, should not interfere with other spheres of infly-

ence. The playwright's influence, as far as Margo was

concerned, extended only as far as the director's ear.

From time to time, Margo encountered playwright's who

took exception to her directing methods during rehearsals.

For example, during an earlier Broadway production, Joan

3June B. Larsen, "Margo: A Life in the Theatren
(Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1982), 123,
This viewpoint was corroborated by Dallas critic Jonn
Rosenfield who noted that Margo ran her theatre "somewhat
more autocratically than Catherine of Russia; John Rosen-
field, "Margo Jones '55," Theatre Arts 29 (July 1955);

79.

32In at least one letter, Margo wrote about her posj-
tion as director in the rehearsal process: "I really have
to be a slave driver to be able to get the show in shape
to be worked on"; Margo Jones to Dorothy Parker and Ross
Evans, 18 February 1949, Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones
Collection, Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX. This
perception of the director's autocracy may have developeq
early in her career, after her trip to Russia. She ob-

served at that time that "The theatre [in Russiaj is the
; Margaret V. Jones, "Russian

[

director [emphasis mine]"
Theatrers[vigor Credited to Fact Actors Work for Art, Not
Money, " Houston Chronicle, 11 October 1936, p. 6.
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of Lorre*-e, Margo met such resistance from the play-
wright.
In July 1946, Margo was asked to direct Maxwell

Anderson's new play, Joan of Lorraine, starring Ingrid

Bergman, on Broadway. According to Anderson's diary,
Margo was not his first choice; instead she was listed
after Elia Kazan, Garson Kanin, and Orson Welles,3? all
of whom apparently proved unavailable for the assignment.
Anderson's decision to hire Margo must have resulted as
well from her reputation for championing the playwright's
cause. "Anderson needed the persuasive Margo as his
advocate to help control the star, Ingrid Bergman, who had
already urged him to refocus and rewrite his script.n3

In her role as playwright's advocate, Margo met with
Bergman and discussed the play with her at length, making
coplious notes of Bergman's suggestions for additions and

deletions to the script.” Margo subsequently wrote Berg-

$These names were listed in an undated entry in
Anderson's 1946 diary; Maxwell Anderson Collection, Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at
Austin. Margo's friend and colleague, Jo Mielziner, had
initially given her Anderson's script and very possibly
recommended her to Anderson as well; Sheehy, 111.

%sheehy, 113. According to Sheehy, Bergman was only
interested in the character of Joan and she opposed Ander-
son's insertion of Joan of Arc into the framework of a
play-within-a-play, which required Bergman to play actress
Mary Grey as well as Joan of Arc.

*These handwritten notes can be found in the . of
Lorraine folder in the Margo Jones Collection at the
Dallas Public Library. Unfortunately, the pages are not
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man about Anderson's reaction to these amendments to his
text, a letter significant more for it 1 relation of Mar-
go's philosophy of theatre than any information it gives

about Joan of ILorraine.

As an artist, Max has created a play from within
his own mind and spirit, and creation to him, as
I believe it is to everyone, is the +=dividual
vivifying of ideas, in terms of the particular
artist's mind and talent. . . ., The medium of
the theatre is so definitely a medium of idea
and words (though it is a visual medium also)
that an author must say a thing the way he [sic])
f 21s it. I am positive that if there is any-
thing in the script, from a director's point of
view, that can be made more vivid through Max's
seeing a production problem through my eyes, and
as long as its [sic] keeping true to what he is
writing, he will be glad to adjust it. . . . As
the director [in the script], Masters, and the
actress, Mary Gray [sic], discuss their play-
wright, so Max feels that in real life what we
believe and what we give to it is important, but

the final decision must - "~ 1t _of the play-
wright . . . [emphasis minej.-®

Margo's staunch defense of Anderson and his script
must have proved difficult, however. Before her meeting
with Bergman, Margo received a letter about the play from
her mentor, Frank Harting. She apparently had asked him

to read the play and comment on it. Harting's response

numbered and the corresponding script from which the women
worked is not in the file. Therefore, while the notations
are available, their context is not, making analysis
difficult.

*Margo Jones to Ingrid Bergman, 29 September 1946,
Typed carbon copy, Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.
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was less than favorable.? That Margo took Harting's

3’7prank Harting to Margo Jones, 18 September 1946,
confidential memo, Typed, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas
Public Library, Dallas, TX. Harting's criticism of the
play was sharp and to the point: ", ., . I cannot believe
that the writing is a play from the standpoints of con-
struction, plot, argument, action, etc. While it doubt-
less may prove to be an acceptable vehicle for Miss Berg-
man, I doubt that either the critics or the public will
regard it as Maxwell Anderson at his best, even his second

best. . . . I constantly expected the play to develop and
build strong, dramatic contrasts in argument between Mas-
ters and Mary Gray [sic]. I wanted to be deeply moved and

swayed from one side to the other—but I wasn't. The dia-
logue between the two seemed to be faltering, elementary,
and at times even petty.

Each time the play-within-the-play was halted and the

troubles of the world . . . was [sic] dragged in, I wanted
to shout, "Yes, yes—you're so right. . . . but let's get
on with the show!" I think it's going to be a strain on

the audience to adjust their ears, minds, and emotions to
the endless shiftings from bickerings of the director,
star and cast in the reality scenes [to the beauty of the
'Joan' scenes]. We know from «perience that it is a very
tricky and fragile business to establish and hold the mood
of a play and to get the audience attuned to what is
happening on the stage. Time after time as I got my mood
established, it was punctured—and I had to start all over
again. If this happens in production, then it will make
for a nervous production. . . . I found myself fairly
aching to see "Joan" get on, without interruption from the
star or the director. I kept wishing that I were going to
see Bergman in a great production of "Joan" with all the
sets, costumes, lights and fanfare of a sensational play.
I was astounded and dissapointed [sic] when—with no
warning whatsoever—Mary stops in the middle of a speech
and says (in effect), "Oh, now I see—You were right . .
Joan wouldn't compromise."™ 1In that brief moment every-
thing is cleared up for Mary and the play races to a happy
ending. I couldn't believe that this actually was going
to clear up the whole situation, but it did! I ask you
now, WHERE had Mary Gray's mind been during the three
week's rehearsals that she hadn't read and interpreted
this very simple part of the script from the very start?
It makes her out a very stupid person to have her disrupt
the production, the director and the cast as she does, and
then suddenly with child-like discovery, burst forth with
the exclamation that she's been wrong all along. For me,
the situation was never built up with sufficient drama and
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criticisms to heart is reflected in her own comments to
Bergman, which echo Harting's own words:

Mary is not a girl who has spent anywhere near
the time on the entire philosophy of Joan that
you have. Otherwise, she would have known at
the beginning of the play exactly what Masters
and the play within the play is [sic] driving
at; but she does learn it during the process of
the play

Thus, Margo went into this production as the play-
wright's fourth choice, with a leading lady who had seri-
ous problems with the script, and with a respected col-
league's criticism of the play ringing in her ears. Yet,
by some accounts, the rehearsals were "very peaceful, with
no crises."¥ 1In fact, Margo herself felt that every-
thing was going quite smoothly:

I wish I could tell you [Theatre '46 volunteer,

Ross Lawther)] the real joy that I'm having with

this production. I have never felt, as a worker

in the theatre, that I was hitting so on all

eight [cylinders]. . . . Practically every mem-

ber of the cast has an extremely high intelli-
gence and sensitivity and ability. The result

argument for me to care very much whether she stayed in
the play or not . .

You will say perhaps that my reaction and comments
are too flippant for the import of the message with which
Anderson is dealing. . . . The vehicle of "Joan" for the
parallel is perfect and certainly should afford a perfect
device for getting the message across. It is the falter-
ing and makeshift manner in which Anderson makes use of
the opportunity with which I quarrel."

38Jones to Bergman, 29 September 1946. These lines
reiterate Harting's comments about character Mary Grey's
inability to interpret the script.

¥Interview with Alan Anderson, production stage
manager and the playwright's son; quoted in Sheehy, 117.
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is that directin? is so exciting that I can
hardly stand it.*

On October 29, 1946, the play opened in Washington,
D.C., for its pre-Broadway try-out. The notices were good
and by the end of the first week, Anderson wrote that he

"thought the performance excellent."4! However, two days

2

after making this observation, he fired Margo.4 Ander-

40Margo Jones to Ross Lawther, 19 October 1946, Typed
carbon copy, Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.

“'Maxwell Anderson personal diary, 7 November 1946
entry, handwritten, Maxwell Anderson Collection, Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at
Austin.

#21he exact sequence of events was noted in Ander-
son's diary:

November 8 - Sam Wanamaker [actor playing Masters] came to
the hotel. We decided—after Sam left—to do some-
thing about the direction.

November 9 —~ Talked to Ingrid and Joe (Schule) about
direction. They agreed. Talked to Margo in cab and
in her room. Told her I'd have to call in a relief
pitcher. She was broken up but accepted it.

November 10 - Whole cast assembled. Talked to the cast,
told them Margot [sic] had been called away by an
illness in the family. Sam went to work. Re-direct-
ed 1lst 3 Joan scenes.

November 13 - Afterward, Alan, Sam, and Victor came . . .
to discuss the direction. Which has changed for the
better.

Ingrid Bergman gave a slightly different account of these

events: ", . . [T]here was a knock on the door. . . . It

was Max . . . and their son Allan [sic], who was the stage
manager, and they said, '. . . we've just sacked the
director.'

'Sacked the director! But why? Surely Margo Jones
has been doing a very good job? . . .!'

'No, we were not pleased at all with her. She will
be getting the production credit in New York, but we were
not pleased at all.'
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son's reasoning has never been fully understood or docu-
mented. The most likely explanation arises from Ander-
son's increasing nervousness over the script itself and
his self-induced pressure that the play must succeed.®

A fired director would account for a failed play, and
perhaps this thinking was the ultimate motivation behind
Anderson's action. Furthermore, Anderson probably identi-
fied with his fictional director, Masters—a strong-
willed, stubborn, masculine character—and perhaps expect-

ed his real director to be similar in nature.** That

. . Margo left at once. . . . Sam Wanamaker took
over . . . 'I can see what's wrong [he said] . and a
lot's wrong.' . . . But the play . . . had got rather
static . . . and Sam put life back into it and vitality."
Ingrid Bergman and Alan Burgess, Ingr*” Be—~ne~- - “‘ory
(New York: Delacorte Press, 1980), 163-164. pergman's
account differs most significantly from Anderson's in her
claim that she was not involved in the decision to remove
Margo. However, her memory of events thirty-four years
earlier might be erroneous. It is highly unlikely that
Anderson would have made such a significant move without
Bergman's approval.

“aAnderson's recent plays had been critical and popu-
lar failures. As a result, Joan of Lorraine may have been
his attempt to vindicate himself and salvage his career, a
career based primarily on successes in the 1920s and
1930s.

4That Margo was decidedly not masculine can be at-
tested to by numerous eyewitness accounts. For example,
Lilian Bayless described Margo in these terms: ". .
[Slhe was not terribly feminine looking, but she was
terribly feminine . . . in her speech, and even her enthu-
siasm and her exuberance was [sic] a feminine type of
exuberance"; Lilian Bayless, Interview by Carole Cohen,
12 March 1974, interview #32, transcript, Southern Method-

ist University Oral History Program on the Performing
Arts, Dallas, TX.
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Margo should fall short of Anderson's ideal is not sur-
prising—she herself had difficulties making the distinc-
tion between her own work and Masters': "I have found it
difficult to separate myself from the character of Masters
but, at last, I see him as an imaginary director that I

think is consistently drawn."%

Many of her difficulties
with the character lay in her disagreement with Masters'
dictatorial directing style which contrasted sharply with
her more collaborative approach to directing. The differ-
ence in directing philosophies between the playwright and
his director is perhaps described by Sheehy's observation
that "[Anderson's] view of the theatre was Apollonian and
intellectual, while Margo believed that theatre should be
a Dionysian celebration."%

Despite the apparently unwarranted dismissal, Margo
acted true to form, putting the good of the play (and the
playwright) ahead of her own personal feelings. 1In a
draft letter to Anderson, Margo tried to express her
thoughts on her removal:

I believe this move is very wrong for the play.

To take a less experienced director and a member
of the cast seems very unwise to me for the good

%Jones to Bergman, 29 September 1946.

%gheehy, 113. For a discussion of the differences
between the Apollonian and Dionysian views of theatre, see
Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, trans. Francis
Golffing (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1956).
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of the play. I hope it works out and I will be
standing by if there is anything [I can do].¥

Joan ~* Lorraine opened on Broadway nine days after

Margo was fired. The irony of this whole episode was

that, as far as the participants could tell, few changes

were made in the play after Margo's departure: ". . . Lee

Simonson told me [Jo Mielziner] that in his opinion what
few things were ¢ |e after you left were so infinitesimal
as to make it difficult for him to identify them."%8
Although Margo encountered difficulties with some of
her playwrights in New York, relationships generally
worked more smoothly in Dallas. There, of course, Margo

was not only the director and producer, but often the

first person to recognize a particular script's potential.

As a result, the playwrights she directed in Dallas tended

to be more cooperative: "There seemed to be no problems

“’Margo Jones to Maxwell Anderson, n.d., draft let-
ter, handwritten, Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX. 1In
the actual letter sent to Anderson, dated 11 November
1946, Margo wrote, ". . . what you consider is for the
good of the play I will do and will follow your sugges-
tions of procedure'"; Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.

4830 Mielziner to Margo Jones, 19 February 1947,
Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX. Interviews with Alan
Anderson and Joanna Albus (cast member) revealed that
"nothing about the production changed . . . Only her
[Margo's] personality was absent. Her work had been
perceived as too gentle, too womanly, not tough enough to
shepherd Anderson's play to Broadway . . ."; cited in
Sheehy, 120-121.

101



[Margo] couldn't solve, no knots she couldn't untan-
gle."¥ For Eugene Raskin, writer of T ist 7" nd,
working with Margo was a dream: ". ., . [S]he considered
the words written by a playwright to be sacred. That came
first, everything else was secondary. . . . to her a play
was a work of art."® For Joseph Hayes, author of Leaf
ar? ©~mgh, "the work was collaborative, quiet and friend-
ly, with no tensions in the company. . . . If I could have
worked with more directors like Margo, I would have writ-
ten more plays."’! Harry Granick admitted that he felt
"lucky . . . to have such a gay, perceptive, resourceful
director as the glamorous Margo Jones."’? William Inge
agreed:

I probably loved Margo. She was always so will-
ing to give of herself to the writers she be-

““Interview with Sheldon Harnick; quoted in Sheehy,
242. Harnick authored Horatio and, according to Sheehy,
"spent most of his time in Dallas writing and rewriting
[Horatio]."

Interview with Eugene Raskin; quoted in Sheehy,
234.

*'Interview with Joseph Hayes; quoted in Sheehy, 160.
Interestingly, Leaf and Bough went on to Broadway under
the direction of Rouben Mamoulian, where it closed after
nine performances. Hayes reported to Sheehy the differ-
ence between working with Mamoulian and Margo: "Mamoulian
had a heavy touch and he didn't get any of the emotion out
of it that Margo got. On Broadway the play was overbur-
dened by sets and furniture. 1In Dallas we got more reali-
ty by just the suggestion of sets on that bare stage"
(161) .

52Granick, "Staging Problems Solved . . .," Dallas
Morning News, [24 November 1953].
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lieved in. She could always find time to en-
courage me, to help him [sic] believe in himself

again.

All was not smooth sailing in Dallas, however. On
occasion Margo was unable to motivate her playwrights into
giving the results she wanted. During r "learsals of How

N " zate, playwright Martyn Coleman rewrote and revised

his play numerous times. Despite his efforts—and her
own—Margo was not totally satisfied with the res ~ts:

. . Martyn's play has gone very well but with
just a little more work on my part vith him
here—I could do so much better. . . . The
script got a lot of good sound work—the natural
wonderful kind that happens in rehearsal but it
still needs some work that time could easily

cure. I feel . . . there are far too many

scenes . . . too many gadgets—too many things
to drink . . . The end of the play needs to be
built up. . . . Martyn and I have talked about

all the things [in the play that need work_
They can be cured easily . . .

Most telling about this letter is Margo's assertion that
she is the one responsible for improving the production—
and the script. Margo obviously believed that she, in
conjunction with the playwright, held the key to any
play's success. If the script was not up to snuff, Margo

apparently believed that she was accountable—her job was

william Inge to Don Burton Wilmeth, 9 January 1964;
quoted in Don Burton Wilmeth, "A History of the Margo
Jones Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois,
1964), 8.

*Margo Jones to Sherman and Marjorie Ewing, 21 June
1947, Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas
Public Library, Dallas, TX. The Ewings were Broadway
producers.

103



to motivate the playwright into writing the best play

possible. 1If the writer failed to do so, the fault lay

with her—she had not done her job.
Margo's concern about the playability of the scripts

she directed carried over into their content. Always

aware of her audience's sensibilities, Margo guarded

against objectionable language or action in her plays,
especially during her early years in Dallas. Aas g result,
she counselled her playwrights to rewrite suggestive
Scenes, thus making them more acceptable to her patrons.
Nowhere was this more evident than when she directed wij-

liam Inge's Farther Off From Heaven, her first play in

Dallas. A letter to Inge, dated June 1947, went into

"minute detail about whether the mother character (Sarah)

Inge

should use the word whore twice in the play. "

replied:

Once is probably enough, inasmuch as it's a worg
she couldn't use very easily. The first time
she uses it, I feel, is right. The second time,
hussy could easily be substituted. After all,
it's a pretty hard word for an audience to take,
and I don't want it to seem that Sarah is having

a good time using it.

Margo Jones to William Inge, June 1947; cited in
Ralph F. Voss, A Life of Wll}lam Inge: The Strains of
Tri-gph, (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1989),

9z.

S6william Inge to Margo Jones, June 1947, Willianm
Inge Collection, Harry Ransom Humanities Research Center,

University of Texas at Austin.
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Margo encountered problems other than language suit-

ability with her playwrights. When directing ™
Illyria, for example, Margo faced difficulties with the
play's length and cast size. Not only did she request

extensive cuts, but she also kattled Parker and Evans on

other elements they wanted included in the script. The

authors hoped to add a prologue to the play:

We wish so much that we could talk to you about
"The Coast of Illyria." We know that it re-
quires work, but naturally we don't want to do
anything until we know hcw and what you 1 :1
about it. We have had several ideas that seemed
to us important—one, in particular, that we do
a brief prologue showing the actual murder [of
Mary Lamb's mother]. The scene would be some
ten years earlier, in a little room in the place
where the Lamb family then lived. There would
be in it, Mary, her mother, her father . . . and
two sewing girls. The scene would be extremely
brief, but we feel it would lend enormously to
Mary later, when we see her sweet and strong.

We would be so glad if ycu would think about

this.”’
Margo objected to this move:

Your idea about the prolcgue might be a wonder-
ful one but from a casting point of view I beqg
you not to plan it because I am using every
available Equity actor in my company and still
will have to cast a couple of the small parts
outside of my company. . . . [and] I feel that
the quality slips [when I do so]. Therefore, to

’Dorothy Parker and Ross Evans to Margo Jones,
4 February 1949; quoted by Arthur F. Kinney, "Introduc-
tion" in The Coast of Illyria, Dorothy Parker and Ross
Evans (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1990), 55,
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add any new people to the cast would be a really
serious problem with me [emphasis mine].

Margo continued to have problems in cutting the cast down

to reasonable proportions—a problem she faced and handled
more easily when directing classical plays where the

playwright was not present to oppose her—and finally

suggested a revision herself:

I do have one suggestion to make in relation to
a very serious casting problem I have. Would
there be any way, % '~ I' ‘wrting your play, to
have [C]Harles finaily reaa the letter from
Wilberforce and not have to bring Wilberforce
in? Could his happiness at seeing Fanny so
outweigh his feeling for the contents of the
letter that he would not be afraid to open it?
The reason I suggest this is not because I do
not like the scene. I do. But I honestly will

have one hell of a time casting the character of
Does this idea strike you as

Wilberforce. . . . :
plausible? [emphasis mine]

Despite the difficulties Margo seemed to have with this
script and its authors, she consistently humored the play-

wrights, often phrasing her complaints in such a way that

she implied she would defer to their desires. And this

58Margo Jones to Dorothy Parker and Ross Evans,
ped carbon copy, Margo Jones Collec-~

9 February 1949, Ty
Dallas, TX.

tion, Dallas Public Library,
%Margo Jones to Dorothy Parker and Ross Evans,

18 February 1949, Typed carbon copy, Margo Jor . Collec-~

tion, Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX.
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self-effacing approach apparently succeeded for "the

authors . . got the script in playable condition. "0

Perhaps Margo's greatest challenge in Dallas came

This

when she directed Sari Scott's An 0ld Beat-Up Woman.
three-character play intrigued Margo so much so that she
attempted to take it to Broadway, an attempt that faileq

With Scott, Margo obtained the perfect circumstances for

directing with the playwright present.

The author was with us [in .allas] for six v ks
prior to the opening . . and I wish it were
always possible to have the playwright around
for that length of time; then there is real
opportunity to discuss the story, the ideas, the
characters and the small details of interpreta-

tion and technique.

Despite the six-week preparation for Scott's play, Margo

still encountered obstacles in getting the script into the

shape she wanted.
on some additional

. . . I am working . .
material for clarification of An 01d Be:'
Woman. Every word in [the play] . . . as piayed
is excellent. The second scene of the second
act needs clarification, which has now been

added, and we will play it for the first time
rial. The first act

tonight with the new mate I
. . . is much too short. Otherwise the play is
an excellent play, far superior to_the produc-

tion we gave it. . . . we know'that the casting
was way off. . . . The only thing that needs to
dd fifteen minutes to the

be done now is to a L i
first act. Sari is working on it and she is a

60Margo Jones to William Goyen, 2 July 1949, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li-
brary, Dallas, TX.

6'Margo Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round (New York:
1951), 176.
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wonderful writer to work with [ emphasis
mine].%?

Once again we find Margo putting the quality of the script
ahead of the quality of her production. When her pre-
Broadway try-out failed, Margo blamed herself rather than

finding fault with either the playwright or her writing.

My planned New York production of An 0Old Beat-Up

Woman did not go well. . . . I am not unhappy
about it, as the play simply did not come over
in the ¢ ~e way that I felt it. . . . I simply

felt that the essence of what made the play
beautiful to me did not project.?

The play that you [Scott] wrote and the play

that I fell in love with is nct the play that we

saw on the stage. The fault nmay be completely

mine. . . . One can never be sure.

Thus does our discussion of Margo and the playwright
come full circle. Not once does Margo suggest that this
play's lack of success resulted frcm its c weakne S.

By Margo's definition, the failure of any play she direct-

ed rested squarely on her shoulders: she was unable to

62Margo Jones to Spencer James, 1 December 1949,
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public
Library, Dallas, TX. James had apreared in Summer and
Smo® on Broadway and was eventually to become Margo's
assistant director in Dallas. Almcst the same information
was given to Henry Brandon in a letter from Margo written
the same day; Margo Jones to Henry Brandon, 1 December
1949, Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas
Public Library, Dallas, TX.

$Margo Jones to Bill Goyen, 2 February 1950, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collectior, Dallas Public Li-
brary, Dallas, TX.

®Margo Jones to Sari Scott, 4 February 1950, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collectior, Dallas Public Li-
brary, Dallas, TX.
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bring out its qualities; she was unable to translate its

essence onto the stage; she was unable to communicate its

beauty to the audience.®

For Margo, the theatre centered around the play-

wright. As a director, when she did her job correctly,

the play succeeded; when she did not, the play failed.
Perhaps most interesting in this formula is the fact that

the play's critical, popular, or financial succ 5 had

little to do with her own terms of evaluation. For her, a

pPlay's success was measured by her own belief that she hag
given the play the best production possible, despite the

demands of the commercial theatre, the insecurities of the

playwright, or the insensitivity of the audience. Evep

her most significant failure, the one that dealt her repu-
tation on Broadway and her friendship with Tennessee Wil-~
liams such a stunning blow, was a success by her definj-

tion:

To the very best of my ability I did‘not compro-
Perhaps the strongest thing that

mise. . . .
came out of the production [Summer and Smoke]

%5phat Margo believed this to be the case is support-

ed by a letter she sent to william Inge after Picnic
Having seen the play, she wrote, "y

Opened Broadway . : .
p?eferrgg it whenythe beaut?fgl girl Q1d not follow the
boy [as occurred in your original end}ng]." But.she
reaffirmed her loyalty to Inge by making the additional
statement that Joshua Logan, the play's director, was a
truly fine director because "to me he brought ou* “hat_you
wWrote" [emphasis mine]; Margo Jones to William Inge,
26 March 1953, Typed carbon copy, William nge C911ection,
Harry Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of
Texas at Austin.
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for me personally was to re-affirm beliefs that
I have always had regarding the essentials of

our theatre here.

And for Margo Jones, preserving the playwright's words and

ideas was essential.
For Margo, the playwright was central to the theat-

rical art. The text was paramount to the theatrical

process and Margo took great care to hold the text in
reverence, especially in the case of fledgling playwrights

who needed nurturing and support. She did not see herself

as one who could interfere with their creative muse, but
rather as one who should motivate that muse to even great-

er heights. Nevertheless, she straightforwardly cut

classical scripts, although she was reticent to do the
same to original plays without the author's consent. gpe
believed her job as director was to bring the Playwright's
words to life, not to put words in the playwright's mouth.
Occasionally, this task she set for herself proved diffj-

cult, but even so she usually tempered her needs as direc-

tor with those of the playwright. Sometimes, the play-

wright's needs conflicted with what she considered to pe

best for the production, as in the cases of Summer and

Smoke and Joan of Lorraine. And sometimes her refusal to

demand textual changes invited criticism for her 1ack of

%Margo Jones to June and Jim Moll, 14 November 1948,
Typed carbon copy, Jones Family Archives, Houston, Tx.
The Molls worked at Margo's Dallas theatre.
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control over her scripts. Nevertheless, for Margo, short

of direct interference in the rehearsal process, the

playwright reigned supreme.
Margo loved the collaborative process of creation she

shared with her playwrights. Their input through corre-

spondence, in private discussions, and during rehearsals

provided her with the vital link between the written worq

on the page and the spoken word on the stage. And it was

toward that link that Margo's creative energies were most

often directed.
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CHAPTER 5

"ALL THE WORLD'S A STAGE . .
MARGO AND THE ACTOR

The director must . . be able to understand
the actor and his [sic] problems and give the
actor the opportunity to express himself. It ig

wonderful if the director can make his [sic]

company fall in love with the play . . .; strong

enthusiasm is contagious, and the director
should not hesitate to communicate to the actors

his convictions about a script.
-~ Margo Jones

As an actress, I personally liked what Margo dig
for me . . . [she] freed me as a performer . , .

- Louise Lathan

Margo could instill in the actors a confidence—
she could convince actors that they were the

greatest actors that ever lived.
~ Ray Walston

Although Margo Jones fervently believed that the

playwright was the central player in the theatrical pro-

cess, she nevertheless understood that the actor was the

primary communicator of the playwright's words. Her early

attitudes towards acting were formed during her college

years and her apprenticeship at the Southwestern School of

the Theatre.
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« - . [Flrom Louis Quince [co-director of the
school] she learned what was the start of method

acting in this country . . . So that was soaked
up by Margo. . she didn't aspire to be an

actress, and she was not talented.’

Her experience with Quince was reinforced by her visit to
the Moscow Art Theatre Festival in 1936 where she observed

firsthand the implementation of many of Konstantin Stanig-~

lavsky's teachings. She was also impressed by Vsevold

Meyerhold's techniques when dealing with his actors during
rehearsals, most likely misinterpreting his direction when
she noted that he "was able on a moment's notice to sug-
gest to his actors the exact moment to portray their

respective characters."?
These early experiences most likely set the tone for

Margo's subsequent work with actors. From Stanislavsky's

methods, Margo developed an approach to actors based on

—

'Frank Harting, Interview by Carole Cohen, 13 March
1974, interview #24, transcript, Southern Methodist Uni-

versity Oral History Program oOn Fhe Performing 7-*%g,
Dallas, TX. Quince had been trained at the Bolesliavsky-

Ouspenskaya School in New York. He later appeared in
several of Margo's Dallas productions.

2Margaret V. Jones, "Houston Girl Finds Russian

Theatre is Vital and Colorful," Houston Chronicle,
The language barrier may have

4 October 1936, p. 14.
caused Margo to misinterpret Meyerhold's work with actors,
It is well documented that Meyerhold rejgcted the Stanig-
lavskian method of "bas[ing] stage behaVlOr.on internal
psychological motivations," and preferred biomechanics,
whereby actors "arouse[d] within themselves or the audj-
ence a desired emotional response" by "enact[ing] . . .
appropriate kinetic pattern[s]"; Oscar G. Brockett ang

I

Robert Findlay, Century of Innovation: AH
European and American Theatre and Dram: 7in
Allyn and Baco.., .s>1;, 180.

Nineteenth Century (Boston:
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internal or emotional commitment to the character; his
sometimes misunderstood directive to "feel" the part also
apparently influenced this aspasct of her direction. From
her possibly mistaken interpretation of Meyerhold's inter-
actions with his actors, Margo probably began to compre-
hend the need for precise commanications with actors.

From her own experience, Margo learned the theatrical
process from the actor's point of view by casting herself

in the leading role in Desi—~ for Li '1g while with the

Houston Players. By turning to acting, she may have hoped
to become a more effective director.?
Casting herself in a leading role seems out of char-

acter for Margo because she was not a talented actress.*

Furthermore, she always took special care in her casting:

"[Flor the most part . . . [she did] not cast a play until
it . . . [was] about to go into rehearsal, although she
may have distributed certain parts in . . . [her] mind."5

Usually "the [theatre] season [in Dallas] was very well

balanced . . . in terms of the actors' abilities."®

3June B. Larsen arrived at a similar conclusion in
her study, "Margo: A Life in the Theatre" (Ph.D. diss.,
City University of New York, 1982), 89.

“Harting interview, 13 March 1974.

5Margo Jones, Th =~ ~—=in-t“- =~ 1 (New York: Rine-
hart and Co., 1951), icu.

®Martha Bumpas Gaylord, Irterview by Carole Cohen,
11 April 1974, interview #35, transcript, Southern Method-
ist University Oral History Program on the Performing
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actor as well as of the audience, repertory playing seems

to have great advantages. The long run wears actors

out.n"!

Despite her search for general acting types when
casting, Margo's choices were rarely haphazard. She had a
knack for casting well and, often, inspirationally.

.. [I]n the beginning Charlie Braswell . . .
had just a walk-on. . . . she saw talent there
so she kept training him and working with him
until one season he was her leading man.'?

In another example of inspired casting,

. practically everybody was cast agair
type [in Inherit the Wind]. . . . We [the piay-
wrights] argued with Margo about it. We said he
[Harry Bergman who played Bertram Cates] was all
wrong Efor the part] . . . But he was brilliant
in it.

Yet again,

Miss Jones, in an inspired moment, selected
Margaret Phillips for the leading role [of Alma

in Summer and Smoke]. . . . Under the sensitive
"Margo Jones, "Theatre '45," New ‘ , 15 July

1945, sec. 2, p. 1.

2Bayless interview, 12 March 1974. Margo considered
Braswell "one of the few actors she more or less brought
up"; Margo Jones to Cheryl Crawford, 7 April 1954, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collectlon, Dallas Publlc Li-
brary, Dallas, TX. For his part, Braswell felt that the
"Margo Jones Theatre [was] the finest theatre he [had]

. ever worked in"; Charles Braswell to Don Burton
Wllmeth 28 January 1964; quoted in Don Burton Wilmeth, "a
Hlstory of the Margo Jones Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., Unlver—
sity of Illinois, 1964), 125.

3Jerome Lawrence, Interview by Carole Cohen, 6 Janu-
ary 1975, interview #173, ranscript, Southern M " hodist
Unlver51ty Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,
Dallas, TX.
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direction of Miss Jones, Miss Phillips' perfor-
mance increases in stature as the evening pro-

gresses.

That Margo took her casting seriously is most strik-
ingly apparent in two letters written before her New York

~2r and Smoke. She held definite ideas

production of ~
about the kind of actors—and characters—for whom she was

looking:

I do feel very strongly that I do not want a big
name in either case [for the leading roles of
Alma and John]. I believe both of th 1

can be cast beautifully without using a large

name. '
Margo's insistence on the relative obscurity of her lead-

ing actors no doubt stemmed from her earlier experience

With less well-

with Ingrid Bergman in Joan of Lorrai-=~.

known actors, the famous Margo personality would have a

greater effect and more likely create the harmonious

working atmosphere she coveted. 1In a later letter, Margo

provided an in-depth analysis of Williams' characters ang

the ideal kind of actors she wanted to play them.

. . . Alma and John as children will depend very
much on Alma and John as grownups. But certain-
ly little John should be a tough all-boy young-
ster and obviously a good actor with a little
sensitive strain but essentially all body [boy,
Little Alma should be an almost symbol of

sic]. 101

soul. The same gqualities . . . go for Alma and

lipopert Coleman, "'Summer and Smoke' Has a Searching
7 October 194s8.

Elegance," New ~ X Da’ ' ~7' ror,

Jones to Audrey Wood, 28 February 1948, Typed
Margo Jones Collection, Harry Ransom Humani-
University of Texas at Austin.

YMargo

carbon copy,
ties Research Center,
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John when grown up. Those problems of Alma and
John . . . are so special that I really think I
better wait until I get there [to New York] to
discuss those two parts. John's father . . .
needs . . . real maturity—fifty or more—and
graciousness and dignity with still a 1ittle bit
of the real folksy charm . . . it is essential
that the Doctor be a guy whose job means every-
thing to him. . the quality of his integrity
in medicine must be gotten across his complete
understanding of human nature. Rev. Winemiller
. . . should be between 45 and 55 and give the
feeling that he has bourne (sic] "The Cross."

. I think [Raymond] Van Sickle is worth

Mrs. Winemiller must be a terrific
actress . . . 45 or over. Certainly her neuro-
sis must come over. Marga Ann Deighton did a
good job of her here [in Dallas] but she is too
much the real character and is such a problen
woman that I really have not thought seriously
about her. . . . I consider the part of Nellie
Ewell extremely important. . she should be
100% youth, the quality of her vitality and
youthfulness, even with her coarse background,
should be so vivid and warm that it would be
clearly understood why the relationship between
John and Nellie occurs. Mrs. Bassett has one of
the best comedy scenes . . . it is extremely
important, . . . [the role was] played very
successfully here by Betty Greene Little, who is

almost a genius at a certain kind of slightly
The part of Doremus was

corny appeal. . .
written to be played by a very small, ineffectu-
al mother-complexed character. . [I] used a
rather large . . . mamma's boy type [in Dallas]
and there was a certain virtue in this approach.
There was a clumsiness and awkwardness about him

that was effective. . . . Mr. Kramer . . . jig
. next to Nellie, Alma and John, the one we

éhéuld use the most care in selecting. . . ., pe
should have real appeal in a small town way.'6

thinking of.

éMargo Jones to Ethel Wald, 23 March 1948, Typeq
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Harry Ransom Humanij-
ties Research Center, University of Texas at Austin. Wald
was a casting agent at the Liebling-Wood Agency, owned by
Jones' and Williams' agent, Audrey Wood. Margo's sugges-
tions were heeded in most cases with Margaret Phillipsg
cast as Alma, Tod Andrews as qohn, Raymond Van Sickle as
Rev. Winemiller, Marga Ann Deighton as Mrs. Winemiller,
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This letter reveals how painstaking Margo's character

analysis was. Every role is pinpointed, both in its

physical and emotional requirements, by the exact quali-

ties she was seeking. In most cases, she got what she

wanted, though at least one role was cast against her

wishes—that of Mrs. Winemiller.

Despite Margo's satisfaction with the results of the

cast she assembled, problems ensued during 2 1 .

She fired the actor playing Rosemary (Ellen James) and

replaced her with Leslie Paul. Williams, who had cast

approval, disagreed with this move, insisting that James

be reinstated. Margo defended her decision in a telegram

she sent to Audrey Wood:

Ellen hired on strength of understudying Alma.
Which we all now know she capnot possibly do.
Leslie Paul was original choice to play Rosemary

and understudy Alma on [basis] of excellent
reading and just capable understudying of Marga-

ret [Phillips]. Retaining Ellen under circum-

Ann Jackson as Nellie, Betty Greene Little as Mrs. Bag-
sett, Ray Walston as Kramer, and Spencer James as Vernon.
Andrews, Van Sickle, Deighton, and Little had all origj-
nated their roles in the Dallas premiere of the play.
Walston was a colleague from Margo's days in Houston ang
James was to become her assistant director in Dallas with-
in a few short years. As can be seen, many of Margo's
acting preferences were selected for the Broadway produc-

tion. .
Margo's comments regarding the character of Nellie

are interesting in light of a letter Williams wrote her in
which he stated that he was "particularly anxious that tpe
part of Nellie should be ngl—played as she has to sustain
some of the weaker scenes in the play." Tennessee Wil~
liams to Margo Jones, n.d., Typed, Margo Jones Collection,
Harry Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of

Texas at Austin.
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stances extravajant and impractical. Wwould like
a little understanding faith and trust from my

favorite author.

Why Margo fired James is unknown. However, the problem

must have been quite serious because Margo adamantly
opposed dismissing actors without significant cause. a

case in point occurred during her last production, Whisper

To Me. Margo cast an actor who was unable to learn her

lines and dropped out of the production only a few - /s

before the opening. Louise Latham remembered that the

actor "just fell apart [during rehearsals]. I never hearad

Margo say a word."'® Despite her inability to find a re-

placement, Margo insisted that the play open on time,
eventually turning to her business manager, Mary Dolan, to
play the part."

When Margo wanted a particular actor for a specific

role, she was not above resorting to subterfuge or using

flattery to get her way. For instance, Margo's early

"Margo Jones to Audrey Wood, 19 October 1948, Hand-
written, sent Western Union, Margo Jopes Collection, Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at
Austin. Ellen James was, in all likelihood, the wife of
Spencer James who was glso in the_cast. The decision to
cast her may have initially been influenced by Margo'sg

friendship with James.

81hterview with Louise Latham; quoted in Helen

Sheehy, Margo: The ~ "2 ~~d Theatre o *argo Jones (Dal-
Southern meuwnodist University pPress, 1989), 260.

las, TX:
¥polan did a credible jop, but the Fime col traints
were too formidable~—she carried the script during the

third act.
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choice for the leading role of Masters in Joan of Tarraine

was Sam Wanamaker. Maxwell Anderson objected to Wana-

maker, citing his youthful appearance as being wrong for

the character. Margo eventually won the part for the

young actor, through persistence and the suggestion that

he grow a mustache.
Margo also had a hand in casting Anthony Ross in the

In

role of the gentleman caller in The Glass M
much the same way that she was later to arrange wWana-

maker's casting in Joan of Lorraine, Margo persuaded Eddie

Dowling, the producer and her co-director, to use Ross:

"I've just found a man who reads the gen-
tleman caller out of heaven. 1It's such a pity
we can't use him."

"Why not?" Dowling asked.
"Well, he's so o0ld," Margo said shrewdly,

knowing full well that Anthony "Tony" Ross . ., .
was just thirty-eight years old—if anything too
young to play a contemporary of Eddie Dowling's.
Flati red by her comments, Dowling approved her

choice.

Margo believed that the actor contributed signifi-

cantly to the production. She also believed that the

first step in working with actors was to make them believe

in themselves and in the play:?' "Margo could instill ip

the actors a confidence—she could convince actors that

NInterview with Randy Echols; quoted in Sheehy, 75-

Echols stage managed The Glass Menagerie.

“sheehyl 38. Sheehy's comment specifically referred
to Margo's work with amateur actors. I think that it can
be extended to Margo's work with professionals as wel],

76.
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they were the greatest actors that ever lived. "2 For

example,

- - . when confronted with a young actor who was
awkward with his hands, she instilled confidence
in him by asking him if he had learned to use

his hands in ballet.?

Equally important was generating enthusiasm for the

script——for it was "wonderful if the director can make his

[sic] company fall in love with the play . L 2

I felt that the most exciting time in building a
production with Margo was that first reading,
when she brought the cast together and presenteq
[the play] she would set the tone by ex-~
plaining why she was so excited about this won-
derful script. Then she would describe the
background of the script and the feeling of the
play, and a little bit about the purpose of the
play, the objective, and what she hoped to do
with it . that was really the magic time as

far as Margo [was concerned] . . .

. [S1he did it even with classics to this
extent. She would say, "Now we are going to ap-
proach Shakespeare . . ." or "This is a differ—
ent way [of doing this play]," or "We're going
to do Moliere this way, and this is the new
thing about a Moliere comedy that I would like
to emphasize or a new and different way of doing
this." Or "This play has never been done in the
round before ." And it still seemed fresh

and in many instances it was, because even

2Interview with Ray Walston; quoted in Sheehy, 37,
Walston was referring to his experience with Margo whije

with the Houston Community Players.

ZMurray Schumach, "A Texas Tornado Hits Broadway, "
New York Times Sunday Magazine, 17 October 1948, P. 19.

%3ones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 119-120.
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though most of us had a background in theater,
not all of us had been in every classic.?

Margo wrote that "strong enthusiasm is contagious, and the

director should not hesitate to communicate to the actors

his [sic] convictions about a script."® That she did

so, and often, was demonstrated throughout her 1life.

During Summer and Smoke, for example,

She told her cast that without a doubt Tennessee
Williams was the most important playwright of
our times, ~ mmer and Smoke was the best play

he'd ever wri.tten, the play simply had to suc-
ceed here in New York, 1t was up to them to give
a performance worthy of the work and she went on

and on with her pep talk.?

But this enthusiasm needed to be translated into more than

mere eagerness. "True excitement in the theatre stems

from hard work. Anyone who decides to . . . participate

in its [theatre's] production must take his [sic] job
seriously . 2
Not only was Margo looking for hard workers, she held

other criteria for the actors she cast and hired.

. . . [I]t is very important to find actors with

the right qualities. They must have talent

but their talent must be matched by char-
An extremely gifted actor whose tempera-

acter.

Spayless interview, 12 March 1?74. Louise Latham
expressed similar views about the first reading; Latham

interview, 19 March 1974.

%30nes, Theatr and, 119-120.

Represented by Audrey Wood (Garden
1981), 157.

27pudrey Wood,
city, Ny: Doubleday and Company,

Theatre-in-the-Round, 24.

28Jones,
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ment will cause continual friction . . can
ruin a whole season. . . . The ideal is to have

extraordinarily talented people of fine charac-
ter.?
Margo dreaded the friction that so often occurred during

rehearsals. Of utmost concern to her was creating a

harmonious atmosphere that generated the desire and harad

work that resulted in fine theatrical productions. She

encouraged her actors with pep talks designed to "search

for a more communal feeling with the actors."3® wghe

talked about love and toge®™ 2rness [among company r-- -

bers]," recalled actor Clinton Anderson.3' 7o have thig

atmosphere disrupted was a crime. Therefore, her work

with actors in Dallas and elsewhere was constantly focused

on avoiding unpleasantness both onstage and off,3?

¥1pid., 80.

Interview with Perry Wilson; quoted in Sheehy, 10s.
Sheehy's interview with Wilson provided valuable informa-
tion otherwise unavailable about Margo's direction of On

¥r*tman Avenue.

M Tnterview with Clinton Anderson; quoted in Sheehy,
Anderson was a member of the Theatre '48 company.

180.
321 though Margo accomplished this feaF for the most
part, on occasion she was unable to establish this Camara-
derie. Her first season in Dallas found Margo hiring na
group of temperamental actors who complained continually
about . . their roles, and their billing, their com-
plaints taxing her formidable patience. Many of them were
not used to working in a company, and a three-week re-
hearsal period was certainly not enough time to £ - a
unified feeling"; Sheehy, 135. Lilian Bayless also com-
mented on Margo's solution to such problems: », | | 1
remember some of the older actors and actresses om New

York, from time to time disagreed . . . And if thney dis-
agreed [continually,] they weren't there [in Dallas] very

124



Although I feel that the primary consideration
of all is what the spectator sees and hears when

the lights go up, I do not believe you can give
your audience exciting productions unless every-
body in the cast and those backstage are happy

working together.3

Her techniques for maintaining this harmonious atmosphere

were described in the following manner:

She remains aloof from the clash of personali-
ties, stepping in to placate with promises and
soothe with flattery. This flair for concilia-
tion has maintained a high degree of coop -ion

in performance.

Margo's first priorities, therefore, when dealing
with actors were to establish self-confidence, instilil

enthusiasm for the script, and create a harmonious working

atmosphere. These elements served as the foundation for

the actor's real work—the work of creating the play's

characters.
Her approach to this task followed specific guide-

lines which she set for herself. Margo firmly believed

that the actor should create any role for him- or herself.

She was most likely influenced in this belief by Gilmor

Brown many years earlier in Pasadena. Brown, in his

textbook General Principles of Play Direction, had advo-

long"; Bayless interview, 12 March 1974. Bayless's com-
ment revealed that Margo's auto atic ler1 ‘es in terms
f her productions sometimes carried over into

of control o C 1 '
her relationship with her actors: 1f they did not tow the

line, they were dismissed.
Theatre-in-the-Round, 80.

3330nes,

34gchumach, 60.
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cated a creative collaboration between director and actor
and had emphasized the actor's creative independence.35
Perhaps as a result, Margo allowed her actors the freedom
to explore their own emotions and she encouraged them to

think their way through the problems they encountered in

creating their characters.

I think that a director can obtain the best re-
sults from any actor if he [sic] pulls them out
of the actor himself [sic]. Any method w" ':zh
will work is acceptable, but I do not believe it
is creative to show an actor how to deliver a
line or perform a piece of business, unless the
director finds that this is the only way to make
the actor aware of the truth. There is no magic
in the theatre if every actor is imitating the
director. Actors must be taught to love the

process of thinking. They, too, have imagina-
tion, and it is up to the director to make them

use it.
For the gifted actor, therefore, Margo's direction

proved effective and inspirational.

. « « [I]Jf she saw that the actor had some in-
ventive qualities about him [sic] and some cre-
ative qualities . she encouraged it. so it
gave the actor a great deal of freedom working

35gilmor Brown and Alice Garwood, General Principles
Samuel French, 1936), 7. Tt

of Play Direction (New York: i
Margo read this book. However, it jig

is unknown whether .
highly unlikely that Brown would have radically altered

his theories of direction in the two years that passed

between Margo's enrollment in his summer school and the
Her subsequent directorial work at

book's publication. :
layhouse during the summers of 1943 ang

Gilmor's Pasadena P . .
1944 most likely further influenced her belief in the

techniques Gilmor advocated.

3%3yones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 120-121.
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for her. He could assume things on his own and

grow.%

Louise Latham, who studied with Margo as a student in

Austin and later worked with her as a professional in

Dallas, stated that

As an actress, I personally liked what Margo did
for me. And I think sometimes this is a great
talent that some directors have, and that is you
[the director] free each actor to do his [sic]

best. That worked for me as a performer. . . .
Margo freed me as a performer which I liked very

much.3®
Latham went on to say that Margo would not interpret

characters or text for the actor, rather "she would let
you do what you had to do with the part,"* leaving the

job of characterization entirely in the hands of the

actor. For Lilian Bayless, Margo "let the actors impro-

vise," although she was "perceptive in what you [the
actor] were feeling . . . she could see the way you wished

to do it. . . . And then [she] let you go through [with)

it."4% Ccharles Braswell recalled that she "always gave

37Ray Walston, Interview by Ronald L. Davis, 11 Aug-
ust 1988, interview #426, transcript, Southern Methodist
University Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,

Dallas, TX. Walston's own experignce wquing with Margo
In the same interview he stated,

was quite positive. : :
" . . [I]f I can find a director like that, Such as Margo
was [who gave actors a free rein], I can function much
better than I can with a director who is on my back a
great deal."

38r,atham interview, 19 March 1974.

F1bid.
“Bayless interview, 12 March 1974.
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the actor a chance to be as creative as possible" within

the framework of the script and her interpretation of

it.4
Margo's greatest strength in dealing with actors was

to inspire and encourage their creativity during the
taxing process of production, creating an atmosphere of

"high energy, high involvement, high concentration.n42

She depended on "expository pr ision and end] s3sly re-~

peated trial and error for perfection" in character inter-

pretation.*® Her patience was legendary: colleagues

spoke of her "refusal to become angry at actors even when

they indulge[d] in childish tantrums . . .".% ghe ep-

ployed several technigques, some fairly unorthodox and per-
haps obscure, to create an environment in which her actors
could freely explore and perfect their characterizations.

Watching Miss Jones direct is, according to one
of her own pupils, worse than giving a mickey to
someone with the dt's [sic] . With change of
pace, she commands, cajoles, yea, even cusses,
and when she thinks the boys and gilrls are at
the breaking point, she tempers all evil with a
sweet "Let's all have some cofeee [sic] now and

break up this g__ d d business."

4lcharles Braswell to Don Burton Wilmeth, 28 January
1964; quoted in Wilmeth, 8.

“2Interview with Olivia Lockhart Glahos; quoted in
Sheehy, 49. Glahos acted for Margo during her 1 irs with

the Houston Community Players.
43gchumach, 60.

b1pid.
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Her cast . . swear[s] by her—and at her some-
times. She drives them at times, but none has
ever complained that she doesn't do her

share.%

One actor recalled that Margo '"could utilize f(herj . . .
talent [for getting people to do what she wanted] as a

director which was a very legitimate plus [in the

theatre] .".% Another stated that she (the actor)

worked diligently "just because I admired her [Margo] so
much and I wanted so much to please her as an actress. w47

Yet another avowed that "Margo activated one's best enthuy-

siasm and imagination."48 She was sensitive to her ac-

tors needs, both emotional and physical: ", ., . [T]he

older character actors were frequently tired and

worn out [from the demanding schedule] and she gave then
something, she revitalized whatever their dedication

was. " oOne writer described the devotion many actors

accorded her in this way:

4This untitled, undated, and unsigned article was
found in the Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX. Baseg on
the context, it most likely refers to Margo's work with
the Houston Community Players, although the reference to
"pupils"” may refer to her work at the Univgrsity of Texas.
My own opinion is that the article deals with Margo's work

in Houston.
4pumpas Gaylord interview, 11 April 1974,

‘’Bayless interview, 12 March 1974.
481.atham interview, 19 March 1974.

9payless interview, 12 March 1974.
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- « . [H]er [Margo's] admirers are of many
kinds, with varying reasons for their admira-
tion. By some, she is appraised with evangeli-
cal fervor. One cohort calls her "St. Joan of
the Theatre." This acolyte branch . . . dotes
on her patience, idealigm, tirelessness[,] and
consideration. From them comes the story of
how, upon seeing an actor tired, she summoned a
cab and ordered him home for a day's rest.>

Playwright Jerome Lawrence recalled one early morning re-

hearsal of Inherit the Wind during which no one was moti-

vated to work, including Margo.

But she woke herself up and all the rest of
us—by waving her arms like a gospel singer,
leading the whole cast in singing "Morning is
the Nicest Time of Day," to convince herself and

everybody else [that this was indeed_ the case],
[and thus] energized the entire day.?

At another point during rehearsals for Inher‘+ ““- wing,

Margo and the playwrights

felt that the actors weren't getting actually

what they needed [from Margo and the authors]
we spent one whole day [during which]

. . . Margo had each actor come in . . . [and

she] and I [Lawrence] discussed each character

with each actor.
During her work on The Glass Menagerie, Margo's

motivational ingenuity was often challenged by Laurette

Taylor and Eddie Dowling. Both were respected actors witp

50gchumach, 19.

*'speech by Jerome Lawrence at Texas.Woman-s Univer—
sity, Denton, TX, 16 April 1982; quoted in Sheehy, 254.

S27erome Lawrence, Interview by Carole Cohen, 6 Janu-
ary 1975, interview #173, transcript, Southern Methodjst
University Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,

Dallas, TX.
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years of experience while she was just starting her pro-

fessional career. However, Margo's qualities of quiet

encouragement and persuasion worked wonders with the aging

Taylor.

. . . [S]he gave Laurette Taylor the courage to
do what she [Margo] saw that she [Taylor] could
do . . . And the confidence that Margo had in
herself to do this [is amazing] . . . I don't
know how she did it, but she was a lady you
couldn't say no to, . she had such high

expectations [of herself and others].>?
Perhaps the most striking example of Margo's motiva-

tional techniques with actors is revealed in a letter to

her parents:

We are all so conscious so continuously of the
problem of [lack of] time that I am afraid 1
drive them a bit hard. So I decided night be-
fore last that the best way to make them feel
better was to really let them know how much 1
appreciated them rather than to criticize them
for any . . things that they_may be doing
wrong. . . . So yesterday morning . . . I had
coffee and doughnuts for them instead of lamming
right into rehearsal. I gave them each a long
letter I had written them the night before.

. . . I wrote to each one . . and told them
[sic] how much I appreciated the various parts
they had played and let them know what their

creative work had meant to me.

Margo's penchant for creating rituals and personalijiz-
ing rehearsals for her casts, and thereby making rehears-

als and performances intimate, sociable, and productive,

53Bayless interview, 12 March 1974.

S‘Margo Jones to Parents, 22 January 1949, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li-

brary, Dallas, TX.
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was legendary. For example, at the opening night perfor-

mance of Chekhov's Uncle Vanya in Houston, Margo, holding

a bottle of vodka and "a lot of little bitty glasses,"

assembled her cast. "Everybody just follow me," she

commanded. The actors obediently followed her to the back

of the theatre where, "with a dramatic flourish, she
poured the vodka and the actors dutifully gulped it

down."5 Likewise, during the Summer ar~ -~ °~ perfor-

mances in New York, Margo built a wishing well backstage

so that she could send her cast "daily good wishes for a

successful performance."® It is no wonder that she

endeared herself to so many of those acting for her.

Learning to know members of your case [cast,
sic] and understanding them is a fascinating
job. I guess I treat them like children; and
just as the temperaments of one's children are
often different, so the temperaments of each
member of the company are a new and challenging

experience.
Margo's sensitivity to her actors' needs also result~

ed in her insistence that rehearsals be closed to outsid-

ers.

No one can be admitted to a rehearsal. . . . The
presence of one outsider frequently forces the
actor to attempt a performance (for which he
[sic] is not ready) and ruins the rehearsal.

55Interview with Ray Walston; quoted in Sheehy, 3.

36sheehy, 181.

5’Margo Jones to Parents, 27.0ctober 1948, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li-

brary, Dallas, TX.
132



Fear of criticism and desire for commendation
inevitably appear if a stranger is in the

house.

Actors appreciated Margo's closed rehearsals for it sup-

ported the impression that "she did respect an actor's

working needs."® Margo's desire for private rehearsals

was founded not only on her knowledge of the working
actor's psyche, but also the working director's:

Actors in the process of rehearsing are extreme-
ly shy, sensitive[,] and self-conscious people.
When any outsider is watching [a] rehearsal, it
actually hurts the work trying to be done. The
actor . feels instinctively he [sic] should
give a performance. This is not only true of
actors but a director is extremely aware of
guests and is apt to find that he [sic] does not
work with his actors the same way as he would

when they are all alone.

Coinciding with her desire for closed rehearsals was
Margo's strong objection to others interfering with the
Margo required that her actors trust only her

actors.

during rehearsals and listen to no one el: 'hether they

be playwright, stage manager, or fellow actor—about their

puring Summer and Smoke, for example,

performances.

58Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 122. 1In a letter to
Janice Brunson, 18 December 1950, Margo wrote, "Normally,
I am against anyone being present during rehearsals be-
cause it does take away the tension [for creative concen-

tration] of the actor '; Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones
Collection, Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX.

59umpas Gaylord interview, 11 April 1974,

O0margo Jones to James B. Cashell,.Jr., 5 May 1952,
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public

Library, Dallas, TX.
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Tennessee Williams jumped onto the stage and began showing
Ray Walston how to play the part of the traveling sales-

man. Margo immediately interrupted his coaching, shouting

from the house, "No, Tennessee, I am the director of this

play. You get yourself off that stage right this minute.

I am the director and you better know that."$! rThig

incident may well have precipitated the end of the trust

that existed between Margo and Tennesse. He had broken

one of her cardinal rules: the playwright and director

never discussed the production in front of the actors.

When the author and the director feel the need
to discuss the play during the rehearsal period,
they should do so outside the theatre and in the
absence of the actors. Actors may frequently
have valuable suggestions for the improvement of
the script, but they should make them to the
director, who will pass them on to the
author. In the same way, any criticism the
playwright has of the actors should be given to

the director.
Margo encountered another example of interference

On Whitman Avenue in New York. After

during the run of

'Tnterview with Ray Walston; guoted in Sheehy, 16g.
In another interview, Walston recalled: "Tennessee Wi]-
liams came up on the stage and began telling me how to
play this part and began walking it. Margo came up and
told him to get out of the theater, that she was the
director of the play, and that he should understand that
right then and there . . ."5 Walgton interview, 11 August
1988. Tennessee's presumptious interference may have
stemmed from his earlier experience with Elia Kazan during
A Shuagzggz_ugmgg_gg§l£§: "once in a while he (Kazanj
wouiu call me up on stage to demonstrate how I felt ga
certain bit should be played"; Tennessee Williams, M--
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday and Company, 1972), 135,

€27ones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 119.
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directing and opening the play in May 1946, Margo returned

to Dallas. The playwright, Maxine Wood, kept her informed

of the Broadway production's progress in a series of let-

ters.®® 1In July, Margo learned that her stage manager

had fired one of her actors—a move that outraged her.

I . . . was horrified to hear that Harry [Alt-
ner] fired Monty Miller. Surely when a person
hires a director and a director chooses and [an,
sic] actor and spends weeks training that actor
with the aid of the author and the producers,
it's pretty foolish for a stage manager to have
a right to fire that actor and put s one
[sic] in who has not been directed or o0.K. [sic)

by [the] author or director.

Margo, despite her outrage and because of her distance

from New York, was powerless to reverse the stage mana-

ger's action. But even when matters were taken out of her

hands, as in this situation where her stage manager secong

guessed her casting, she readily plunged in to rectify

matters.

. . . [I)t was too late to do anything about
Monty Miller, who I consider a real loss to the
cast. Donald Hastings [Miller's replacement] is
a good little acter and is working out all right
but he doesn't have the quality that Monty hadq
and there is nothing on God's green earth that
can give it to him. I did try to help him and
know he will be all right. The guy cast for
Lund is what I would call just so-so. I worked

&Maxine Wood to Margo Jones! 27 June 1946, 20 July
1946, Typed, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Lji-

brary, Dallas, TX.
t4Margo Jones to Maxine Wood, 25 July 1946, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li-
brary, Dallas, TX.
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on him very hard and 1 think he is giving an
adequate performance.

Margo also objected to actors independently changing
interpretations or stage business without her consent once

the play had opened. During the New York run of Summer

an¢ ~—>ke, Margo addressed her stage manager's concern
about the actors' tampering with their performances:

I will have another very careful discussion and
explanation to the cast about why actors must
not change anything during performance. . . . I
am anxious for performances to keep their quali-
ty and I am always interested in bettering a
performance if it is done in a proper manner,
which must be done during rehearsal with me
present and deciding if any new interpretation
works into the entire picture. . . . I will tell
them all that they may accumulate ideas, write
them down and when I come in [to New York] we
will always have a rehearsal and if any develop-
ment in characterization that they have thought
of seems wise, I shall be glad to rehearse them

and see if it wor.__.°
Obviously, matters in Dallas rarely got this far because
of Margo's daily proximity to the actors and their perfor-
mances. The dangers of actors changing their character-

ization and blocking were more likely to occur in her New

York and road productions.

®Margo Jones to Maxine Wood, 19 August 1946, Typed
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Li~
brary, Dallas, TX.

%Margo Jones to Henri Caubisens, 30 October 1948,
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public
Library, Dallas, TX. Caubisens stage managed
Smoke's Broadway run. . |

136



The crux of Margo's objection to outside interference

or internal tampering with her actors was two~-fold:
(1) she wanted to protect her actors from external dis-
tractions and conflicting instructions, and (2) she de-
sired to control the rehearsal process. Thus she believed
she could create the optimum working conditions for her

actors to apply their creative energies.

Ideal as Margo's t¢ "iniques were in fostering a cre-

ative, trusting atmosphere in which her actors could

freely explore their characters, in practice this very

freedom sometimes inhibited them. Although her clear and

open sensitivity to actors' needs and her strong encour-
agement of their efforts achieved the desired results with
many of the actors she directed, with others her methods

were less successful. According to those who workeq with

her, Margo was unable or unwilling to cross that line she
drew for herself—she rarely came to the actor's aig by

providing specific line readings, actions, or interpreta-

tions.

Margo was not the type of director who could
build a character for an actor and tell the
actor how to accomplish it. Margo was one of
those directors who (although I don't think she
knew this) had to have a good actor in from the
beginning. If she had been fortunate enough to
cast a good actor . . . [she] really [didn't]
have to lead them by the hand.?

67walston interview, 11 August 1988.
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Moreover, as a fervent advocate of Anderson's text, Margo
obviously stood in the way of Bergman's desire to revamp
the play.? Margo's three-page letter to Bergman, de-~
fending the play and carefully shunting aside Bergman's
suggestions for revisions, revealed how vehemently Margo

felt on this issue:

As to some of the long speeches which seemed at
times repetitious [and to which Bergman obvious-
ly objected], I feel stroncly that the very

cyle and the repetition is necessary in the le-
gitimate theatre and that the re "t is beauti-
ful and clear. Againé I think [we] will discov-
er this in rehearsal.®

This difference of opinion regarding the text never erupt-
ed into open animosity between Nargo and Bergman, although
the disagreement on this issue nay well have continued
into production (and no evidence suggests that it digd
not). It is possible that, subconsciously, Bergman re-

sisted } -go's soft touch (and strong will), perhaps never

'55," Theatre Ar*~ 29 (July 1955): 79. Larsen also
referred to Jones-' belief in directorial autocracy (123).

8Margo had met with Bergman in September 1946 to
discuss the script. Margo made copious notes of these
conversations, including Bergman's suggestions for textual
changes. These handwritten notes can be found in the Joan

) " folder in the Margo Jones Collection at the
vairias rupiic Library. Unfor inately, the pages are not
numbered and the corresponding script from which the women
worked is not in the file. Therefore, while the notations
are available, their context is not, making analysis
difficult.

®Margo Jo s to Ingrid Bergman, 29 September 1946,
Typed carbon copy, Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.
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realizing herself that this may have been the source of

her inability to follow Margo's direction.
Margo also encountered difficulties with Bergman's

co-star, Sam Wanamaker. Wanamaker's dissatisfaction with

the production most likely grew less out of ¢ rsonal
inability to work with Margo and more in response to the
tensions surrounding him.® Bergman increasingly relied
on him during rehearsals, perhaps drawn to the character
he played, "the tough, decisive director in the play
within the play."®® Maxwell Anderson's diary implies
that Wanamaker initiated the move to dismiss Margo: mgap

Wanamaker came to the hotel. We decided—after Sam

left—to do something about the direction."8 The npext

day Margo was fired. In an ironic twist, Wanamaker was

named Margo's successor and the young actor, with no
directing experience whatsoever, took over the show.

Wanamaker recently stated that the move to fire Margo

8These tensions emanated not only from Bergman but
from the playwright as well. For a discussion of Ander-
son's anxieties surrounding the production, see Ch. 4,

pp. 93-101.

85gheehy, 120.

8Maxwell Anderson personal diary, 8 November 1946
entry, handwritten, Maxwell Anderson Collection, Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of 7 :  at

Austin.
144



surprised him.¥ He said he called Margo and asked if

his taking over the show would offend her. "What's the
difference?" she answered. "They've f' :d me. I think

it's wonderful that you should dc it."®® Significantly,

the rest of the cast was never tcld t 1 & . Mar-

go's o '« Anc rson "talked tc the cast, told them

Margot [sic) had been called away by an illness in the

family."®

Although Margo's i1 Hility to e« iLca cl ter-
ization to actors was most fully documented in the Joan of

Lorraine case, other examples ex:sted. During the produc-

tion of The , for instance, playwright Eugene

Raskin recalled an incident in which an actor had diffi-

culty conveying jealousy on the stage.

Margo asked, "Haven't you ever been
jealous?"

"No," he (the actor] said.

He happened to be married to an actress who
was also in the company. "{ou mean to tell me,"
Margo said, "that you haven't ever been jealous
of that pretty wife of yours?"

8Interview with Sam Wanamaker; cited in Sheehy, 120.
Bergman, in her autobiography, also expressed surprise at
Margo's dismissal; see Ch. 4, n. 42. However, both ac-
tors' memory of events some forty years earlier may be
unreliable and colored by Margo's premature death.

88Tbid. Wanamaker went on to become a respected
actor and stage and film director. His experience with
Joan of Torraine was pivotal in ’>lishing h. y -
quent directing career.

8Anderson diary, 10 November 1946 entry. Anderson
often misspelled Margo's name ir his diary.
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"No, never," he replied. . . . Margo decid-
ed to give him a linereading. Then Raskin
tried. They both failed.®

Significantly, Raskin's impression of Margo was that "when

she watched a play she did as many performances as there

were actors in the play . ."."" Just as she produced

plays in her imagination, she acted roles there also.
Unfortunately for some of the actors on the stage, these

idealistic characterizations were inaccessible.

Margo's techniques for fostering a creative environ-

ment for actors to explore their characters imaginatively

were not clear to some of her actors. For them, Margo

appeared to do little more than offer encouragement during

rehearsals. This assessment contrasted sharply with her

own belief that she worked very hard to obtain decent

performances from her casts. Margo prided herself on

being able to get results out of actors who were less than

right for the part. If she ever considered herself to be

the cause of some actors' inabilities to "feel" the part,

she never let on.

I have no Solness [in The Master Builder] that
is right—finally had to cast Wilson Brooks and

fInterview with Eugene Raskin; quoted in Sheehy,
234-235.

M1bid.
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am killing myself tﬁying to inject the [right]

qualities into him.

] 1d to cast him [Wilson Brooks] but believe

I if id 7 of 1 19 a quy play a
part, 1 aia tnis time. And, L am g. 3 to re
that it worked out and I don't believe you'd

recognize him.
During The Glass Menagerie, Margo encountered Prob-

with her two leading actors—problems that she worked
hard to erase. Laurette Taylor's false Southern accent

ca 1 M/ jo numerous headaches during rehearsals. Her

production notes were rife with comments about Taylor's

voice: "sStill too 1 southern accent" and "she needs to

little shrill—

lighten up—voice lighter—sometimes a

certainly dainty."%® Taylor also had a tendency, along

with Eddie Dowling, to ad-lib much of the dialogue. Margo
rently put a stop to this, proudly writing that "Eddie

?Margo Jones to Joanna Albus, n.d., Typed carbon
copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Library,

Dallas, TX.

PMargo Jones to Joanna Albus, 10 November 1947,
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public

Library, Dallas, TX.

9%These handwritten production notes were found in an
undated stenographer's notebook and on index cargs in the
Margo Jones Collection, Harry Ransom Humanities Research
Center, University of Texas at Austin. These notesg were
obviously written during a runthrough of the play since
technical comments about sound and lights were contained
within them. Very little commentary was made about char-
acterization; most notes dealt with blocking anqg technical

problems.
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is playing the show 100% better now as the result of my

insisting on not so much hoak . %

Margo's work with actors was consistent and support-

ive. Many of her techniques were designed to foster the

actor's own creativity and, as a result, were rarely

apparent to the actors themselves. Furthermore, as far asg

the evidence indicates, she did not deviate in her methods

from one space to the other. She did, however, believe

that theatre-in-the-round afforded some advantages to the

actor that proscenium staging did not.

To the actor, theatre-in-the-round offers excel-
lent training in honesty and concentration, for
here no faking is possible; but I believe that a
good actor on the proscenium stage is a good
actor in any medium, and all he [sic] needs to
do is adapt himself to a few different require-

ments.?
Circular staging required the actor to act with the whole

body, not just the front. Margo believed that "an actor's

back can be as effective and dramatic as his [sic] facen

and insisted that "good actors are well aware of that on

“Margo Jones to Audrey Wood, 2 January 1945, Typeq
carbon copy, Margo Jones.Collgctlon, Harry Ransom Humani-
ties Research Center, University of Texas at Austin.

%Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 127. John Beaufort
disagreed with Margo on this point. 1In his article on her
theatre, he stated that "more than Qrdlnary demands
are made on the actors [in theatre-lntthe—round], since it
is the performance [of the actors]—without the aid of the
usual elaborate scenery— which must_flre the spectator's
imagination"; "Theater in the Round in Dallas Style,"

Christian Science Monitor, 29 May 1954.
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the proscenium stage, too."¥” gshe emphasized this point

with an example from her production of The Importance of

Being Earnest: "Lady Bracknell's 1 tion to Jack Wor-

thing was expressed by a false smile; since only a portion
of the audience witnessed this smile, the actress accompa-
nied it with a bounce of her bustle . . .".%8

For Margo, the actor was the most important element
in arena staging after the playwright because a major
virtue of central staging lay in the ' itimacy that sprang
up between actor and audience. However, she cautioned
that the director

must remind actors . . . that they must not tone

down their performances merely because this is

an intimate theatre. They must project their

voices because there is always a portion of the

audience to whom their back is turned, and yet

they must not be too loud for those whom they

are facing.%
Nevertheless, Margo believed that "intimacy does not take
the theatrics out of the theatre."'?? Instead, it creat-
ed a bond between actor and audience that resulted in such

megical moments as critic George Freedley experienced

while sitting in her theatre:

97Ibid., 123-124.
9BIbid.

“Margo Jones, "Theatre-in-the-Round Over America,"
1" Theatre 1 (1951): 23.

'%30ones, Theat :—in-the-Round, 127.
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I saw an actor's cigarette lighter fail to work
and a member of the audience in the first row
upthinkingly put up his own lighter for the
cigarette. The actor murmured "Thank you," and

proceeded with the play. No one thought any-
thing of it, [neither] actor nor audience. " When

sgch contact is established we have achieved the
kind of theatre for which we all search.'

Theatre~in-the-round's benefits for the actor yere best
summed up for Margo in an article by one of her actors

7
George Mitchell, which she quoted extensively in her book:

. . . [Tlhere is a great freedom of movement
[for the actor], a complete and final break from
the classic face-front technique; you learn to
act with your back, your sides, your obliques.
You can neither upstage nor be upstaged. Ang

far better try lying to your own mother than
attempt to give a false performance before the

searching eyes of such a proximate audience.
. And the actor, as though seeing himself
pe, improves his technique

[sic] under a microsco
with many refinements.

To Margo, the actor was the conduit through which she

communicated the playwright's words and ideas to the audj

ence. As such, she took great care in choosing her actors

so that they worked well together as an ensemble. The
atmosphere she strived to create during rehearsals con~

sisted of a three-fold effort to instill self-confidence
in their abilities, enthusiasm for the script, and a

willingness to work hard toward the common goal. ghe

101 1 vCcentral 1 -
George Freedley, al Staging," Th :ire Arts

(March 1949): 61.

02ceorge Mitchell, "Actor-in-the-Round,"
Times, 28 March 1948, sec. 2, P. 2; quoted in Luies
4

Theatre-in~the-Round, 128-129.

150



fundamentally believed that such an atmosphere would allow

her actors the freedom to create their characters to the

best of their abilities. She enhanced this freedom to

explore and create with encouragement, rituals, and closed

rehearsals.
But her methods did not work for all actors. Margo's

refusal to provide detailed line readings and character-

izations often impeded some actors' progress and resulted

in misunderstandings and confused acting. Nevertheless,

she firmly stood by her insistance that acting was the
actor's job, not the director's.
For Margo, theatre-in-the-~round constituted the ideal

venue for the actor. Its intimacy forced the actor to act

honestly and allowed the greatest interaction with the
audience. Although her methods did not alter from one
medium to the other, there can be little doubt that May-

go's stage of choice, especially for the actor, was the

circular stage.
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CHAPTER 6

A PICTURE'S WORTH A THOUSAND WORDS:

MARGO AND THE DESIGNERS
I have a great " al of v e for visual
beauty, and I beiieve that theatre-in-the-round
offers a new territory for the imagination of
our designers, not in terms of actual scenery,
but of color, design, ornament. The theatre
consists of the script, plus the visual element,
and this does not mean that the latter has to be
overburdened with great structures.

- Margo Jones

We now turn our attention to the more technical
aspects of Margo's directing. A well-documented prompt-
book provides the only accurate record of a production's
visual presentation. Determining the meaning of that
promptbook's often cryptic annotations proves difficult,
however. Nevertheless, patt often establish them-
selves through careful, methodical examination: patterns
of lighting, sound, property plac 1ent; patterns of move-
ment, entrances, exits. Although one can never be sure
that any given interpretation of a promptbook s correct,
the attempt to describe and define a director's methods
must encompass some aspect of promptbook research, if for

no other reason than to conclude that no patterns (ist.
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Promptbooks have been helpful in determining some of
the design techniques employed by Margo and her design-

ers.!” These promptbooks have been equally helpful in

defining blocking strategies. However, their usefulness
has been hampered by several problens.
First, very few production promptbooks exist in

accessible archives,? and, disappointingly, promptbooks

from some of Margo's more important productions were
unavailable. Therefore, although enough promptbooks were
studied to draw certain conclusions about Margo's direct-

ing techniques, the examination was by no means comprehen-

sive.
Second, in some cases it was difficult to determine

exactly whose promptbooks were housed in the archives.
And not knowing whose records were being examined compli-
cated the evaluation of staging techniques, characteriza-
tion notes, technical cues, and so on contained within.

For example, three promptbooks were discover 1 for Margo's

production of You To 1°" L in Cleveland. One of tj e

was most likely an actor's copy. The other two, hOWeVer,

'For a complete listing of promptbooks examined,
please see Appendix A. Any references to promptbooks ipn

this study are taken from these sources.

2Most prominantly: the Margo Jones Collection,
Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX; the Margo Jones Collec-
tion, 1 1nessee Williams Collection, William Inge cCc- - ec—
tion, and Maxwell Anderson Col}ectlon, Harry Ransom Human-
ities Research Center, University of Texas at Austin; ang

the Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.
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were fully annotated, although the blocking and technical

notes did not agree. It is possible that one promptbook

was prepared while Margo was directing the play and the
other after Frederick McConnell took over the production

from her. Alternatively, both promptbooks may have re-

flected her direction at different stages of the rehearsal

process. Or possibly an altogether different explanation

exists. There is no way to determine which theory is cor-

rect. In another example, two promptbc " s were located

for Summer and Smoke's production in New York. The first
contained only lighting and sound cues; the second was the
official production promptbook as prepared by the stage
manager and also contained lighting and sound cues, put

> ones.

not necessarily the s.._.2
Moreover, Margo's Dallas promptbooks clearly indicat-

ed the work of at least three different stage managers,

with varying levels of detail. Stage Manager #1 was

obviously the most diligent and concise; his promptbooks

were clearly annotated and complete. Stage Manager #2 was

also fairly comprehensive, although not nearly as fastidqi-

ous in his notations. Stage Manager #3's promptbooks

contained few technical or blocking notes; whether their
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rarity indicated few cues in the production or merely the
stage manager's failure to record details was unclear.?

Only three promptbooks obviously appeared to be

Margo's personal working scripts.® These three contained

notes in her handwriting suggesting dialogue changes,
textual questions, character motivations, possible light-~
ing and sound cues, and possible movement patterns. What
role, if any, Margo's promptbooks played in her final
productions is unknown because, in all three cases, pro-
duction promptbooks could not be located.

Third, and perhaps most difficult of all, the arena

and proscenium promptbooks for the nine productions Margo

directed in both venues were unavailable.’ Thus, the

3rhe stage managers in question most likely were
Freddie Hoskins (Stage Manager #1, 1951/1952 - Margo's
death), Robert Scott (Stage Manager #2, 1950/1951), and
Jonathan Seymour (Stage Manager #3, 1947/1948 - 1949/
1950). The years listed signify their tenures as stage
manager at Margo's theatre. I have not named them in this
study because I cannot verify that these three men actual-

ly prepared the promptbooks I examined.

“on whitman Avenue, Joan of Ilorraine, and An 014

Beat-Up Woman.
SMargo directed each of these plays at least twice
once in-the-round and once in-the-flat either in Housto%

and Dallas, or Dallas and New York: [p~-7- ~-° Le
Importance of Being Earnest, The Lear: =
Taming of the ~ rew, As You Like It, 1

An 0l1d Beat-Up Womar !

£ mer and Smoke, _ .
For further information abc

kxposure. C :
tions, see Appendix C for a detailed c rgo's

directing career.
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opportunity to compare her work in one space directly with
that in the other was lost.

Although these problems hindered the investigation of
Margo's directing techniques, the available promptbooks
did aid the understanding of Margo's methods of direction.
For example, promptbooks from both arena and pProscenium
productions were available and so allowed some comparison
of Margo's directing methods in the two theatrical spaces.
Also, promptbooks from both early and late in her career
provided a basis for comparing changes in her directing
techniques that occurred during her twenty years as a
director. Promptbooks from both New York and Dallas
productions allowed a study of any differences that exist-
ed between her commercial and repertory productions.
Finally, promptbooks from both classical and original
productions allowed comparative examination of her treat-
ment of these two types of scripts.

Having summarized the importance of the promptbooks
to a study of this sort and stated their advantages ang
disadvantages, let us now turn our attention to the infor-
mation gleaned from these sources, as well as others, in
determining Margo's theories and techniques in the area of

design.
Margo Jones recognized the necessity of the

sc 1 within the production scheme. As a result, she

followed the tenets of most ! sic directing texts, repeat-
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ing the standard steps a director follows in consulting
designers before a production:

Before rehearsals start, the director confers
with the technical director and the costume
designer about the production scheme, which
includes the floor plan, the lighting, sound and
musical effects, furniture, costumes and

props.

In Margo's theatre-in-the-round, the technical director
was also the lighting designer and

work[ed] with the director and costume director
on the over-all visual production, which in-
clude[d] obtaining furniture and building or su-
pervising the building of anything needed in the
way of scenery.’

By inference, one concludes that little in the way of
actual scenery was designed. Instead, Margo's concern
centered around the selection and placement of furniture
and properties in order to use most economically the floor
space available to her.

In arranging the floor plan [in theatre-in-the-
round] for each play, the director distributes
the furniture so that there will be as many
playing areas as possible. The most obvious way
to do this is to have an area in each of the
four corners. . . . It is important to plan very
carefully the direction in which each piece of
furniture is going to face and obtain a maximum
of variety.®

®Margo Jones, Theatre-in-th
hart and Co., 1951), 121.

d (New York: Rine-

.oid., 79.
81bid., 110.
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That Margo's priorities did not lie in the areas of

design is vividly illustrated by an incident involving Jim

Pringle, a designer who worked with her.? Pringle

learned, through experience, to “pare down his design

ideas."'® For one production, he placed fake flowers in

boxes separating the acting area from the audience. He

discovered Margo removing them. Upset that his floral

display was being destroyed, Pringle challenged her decj-

sion to remove the flowers. "Look, angel," she replied,

"I'm interested in the script and the actors, I don't want

to see anything else."' This remark provides the es-

sence of Margo's relationship to the area of design.

She [Margo] found that many staging problems
could be solved by simplifying the settings, ang
that if the dialogue or the actor could suggest
a piece of scenery or property, the audience
would believe it was there. She felt that the
lack of theatrical illusion was compensated for
by the intensified audience participation ang
the demand on the imagination created by the

intimacy of the theatre.

’pringle, originally h;red as an assistant designer
was promoted to technical dlrec?oy for the Theatre '52 '
season and remained in that position until Margo's death.

0gelen Sheehy, Margo: The Lifg and Theatre of Marqo
Jones (Dallas, TX: Southern Methodist University Press,

1989), 253.
"Interview with Jim Pringle; quoted in Sheehy, 253-

254,

'2pon Burton Wilmeth, "A History of the Margo Jones
Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois, 1964), 268.
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Because Margo's priorities lay with the "script and
the actors," she generally allowed her designers a free

rein. Designer Jed Mace reported that "Margo rarely gave

specific instructions or particular concepts that she

wanted him to achieve. Instead she trusted Mace's ability

and rarely disputed his design decisions."'® This atti-

tude often proved frustrating for Mace, who "sometir s
wanted to talk aesthetics with her, but Margo had little

time for theory."'"

That Margo allowed her designers to act with limitegq

guidance was also clearly demonstrated during Summer and

Smoke's New York production. In clear contrast to her

Dallas premiere, where the settings were "suggested with a

minimum of furniture, and the action shifted from one area

to another with the use of light and music,"'® the Broag-

BInterview with Jed Mace; cited in Sheehy, 150.

Y%1bid.

“Jones, “he ound, 144-145, Margo wrote
that she believeu cunav punmer and Smoke's production in
Dallas "contains more light, sounq, and music cues than
any play I know of, and we found it possible to handle
them all . . ." (145). The Broadway promptbook for Summer
and Smoke verifies this assessment with fifty-six light
cues and eighty-two music and sound cues; Tennessee Wil-

ummer and Smoke (#2) (Rome version, March 1948),

liams, S nd Smoke
production promptbook, typed carbon copy, Margo Jones

Collection, Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX. Assuming
her Dallas production at le§st gqualled her Broadway
production in this area, th}s high number of technical
cues exceeds those of the sixteen other promptbooks exam-

ined.
Another promptbook for the Broadway production con-
tains only lighting and sound cues. This book documents
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way set was "so dazzling—with cloud effects and star ef-
fects and sky effects and fountains splashing—that you
found yourself concentrating on the set more than on what

the actors were saying or doing."'¢
The visual image that most distinctly defined the

difference between the physical settings of the two pro-

ductions, however, was the fountain's angel. 1In Dallas,

the angel was small and low to the ground; in New York,
the angel dominated the set, towering over scenery and

actors alike.'” In an article describing the Dallas pro-

duction, Brooks Atkinson, in a prescient moment, warned,

the specific sound effects, recorded music, and original
music used in the production; Tennessee Williams, - :
and Smoke #1 (Rome Version, n.d.), production prompuuuok,
typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public

Library, Dallas, TX.

6prank Harting, Interview by Carole Cohen, 13 March
1974, interview #24, transcript, Southern Methodist Uni-
versity Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,
Dallas, TX. Harting's assessment of the special effects
was accurate. Typewritten production notes found with
Summer and Smoke's promptbook #1 detailed how these ef-
fects were achieved: "The skyrocket effect, at the end of

. was done with six motor-driven

Scene 1, Act 1, . . :
stereopticons with objector lens - « uslng assorted
colored discs. Six star effect lamps, with objective

lens, projected on sky cyclgrama . . . for sFar effect,
Three cloud effect lamps, with cut~outs, projected on sky
cyclorama . for cloud effect." See Appendix A for

detailed information about this promptbook.

7George Freedley's review of the New York production
noted that Mielziner's "f@gure of the angel, Eternity,
always dominates the setting"; "Tennessee Williams at His
Best in 'Summer and Smoke,'" The Morning T - -

8 October 1948.
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. « . [Tlhere's a calculated risk [in giving
Summer and Smoke spectacular settings] . . . Its
buoyant loveliness might disappear into the fly
loft. For the magic of the informal setting [in
Dallas] . . has completely unpacked the heart
of Williams' poignant narrative.8 The Broadway

style is seldom that sensitive.

Although designer Jo Mielziner's stated objective for the

Broadway production was "to aid and abet the actors, "'

he clearly failed.

Mielziner's setting and lighting are again so
expert, constructive and effective that it has
struck some it might be a lot more auspicious jif
he wrote Williams' plays for him and let Wil-
liams take a chance with the lights and scen-

ery.?
When reading Tennessee Williams' description of the

ideal set for this play and then looking at Mielziner's
renderings, one clearly sees that Mielziner followed wi]-

liams' directions to the letter.?' And by so doing cre-

ated a spectacular set that, in some people's opinion,

overshadowed this sensitive play so much so that it

8Brooks Atkinson, "Times Critic Hails 'Summer ang
Smoke, '" D/ 'ly T imes Herald{ 10 August 1947, pp. 1, 3,
This same articie appeared in the New York Times, 10 Aug-

ust 1947.
970 Mielziner; quoted in Sheehy, 174.

2George Jean Nathan, "The Menagerie Still Rides op
New York Journal-American, 18 October

the Streetcar,"
l1948.
Arennessee Williams, "Author's Production Notes to
Summer and Smoke" in Tenne: : Williams: Four Plays (New
York: New American Library, 1976), 9-10. Mielziner's
original renderings and blueprints for the Summe> -ng
Smoke set in New York can be found in the Margo Jones
Collection, Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX.
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"forced the action toward the wings and failed to center

the heroine on the stage.“22 Geraldine Page saw the

original Broadway production of Sumr--- and Sr-~“e and

agreed that

In Jo Mielziner's setting, which followed the

playwright's [Tennessee Williams'] explicit in-

structions, the stone statue of the angel, which
ids symbolism to the opening and closing of

tne play, took on too obtrusive a p [em-

phasis mine].
Mielziner's tendency towards overdesign should have

be tempered by Margo's tendency towards simplifica-

tion.?* she should have recognized the pitfalls of clut-

tering the stage with giant angels and brilliant lighting

effects.? That she did not, and so allowed her designer

and playwright to dictate the play's visual accoutrements

to the detriment of story and character alike, illustrates

her hesitancy to interfere with conceptual design decj-

sions.

27ohn Gassner, Dire~+ions in Modern Theatre ang

Drama (New York: Holt, ~unehart, and Winston, 1967), 53,

BInterview with Geraldine Page; cited in Stuart w,
Little, Off-Broadway: The Prophetic Theater (New York:

Dell Publishing Co., 1972), 19.

%gee pp. 158, 167-168, 171-172, and 181-182 for
discussions of Margo's preference for simple, rather than

elaborate, scenic techniques.

5The spectacular fireworks scene that emblazoneq the

Broadway production "was managed effectively [in Dallas]
. . . simply by using pop sounds over the loudspeaker

system and lighting the actors' faces, as the up,
with intermittent red lights"; Jones, Theatre
Round, 145.
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Margo should have followed the lead of lL.ee Simonson
who had designed Joan of ILorraine with such simplicity two
years earlier in which the play, "bereft of the illusory
quality of elaborate investiture and costuming, . . .

[became] exclusively one for the ear and the mind rather

than the eye."? she should also have heeded the words

of Brooks Atkinson who, at that same time, had praised the

e

simple set she had employed in = ;- .

. . « [S]incere and earnest plays which do not
depend upon the physical illusion of scenery and
costumes can be remarkably exhllaratlng When
the occasion is sufficiently genuine, theatre as
make-believe is infinitely more evocative than
theatre as realism. Shakespeare . . . did not
imprison [his audiences'] . . . minds within
gaudy walls of scenery. Since his time the
mechanical versatility of the modern worid . .
has developed the technique of stage illusion té
the point where the scene de51gner usually does
a better job than the playwright.?

Despite Margo's reluctance to involve herself in the

development of design concepts for any given play, she

knew a good designer from a poor one. An early experience

at the University of Texas emphasized the importance of
surrounding herself with designers upon whom she could

depend for artistically sound decisions.

In this experience [directing Noah] I've been
forced to work with a complete washout of a de-
signer who's hired as our technical man—Every

2%Nelson Bell, "Mr. Anderson Affords a Thoughtful
Evening," Washington Post, 30 October 1946, sec. B, p. 10

27grooks Atkinson, "Bergman of Lorraine," * - :
24 November 1946, sec. 2, p. 1. x
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body [sic] knows that he just can't design, cos-
tume or light a stage. . . . The show is one of
the best directing jobs I've ever done—the sets
were simply horrible—the costumes I got someone
else to do and they were o.k. and I had to take
over the lighting because said man ¢“ In‘t know a
spot frame from a flood or a beam from a cyc
[sic] light so I nearly killed myself . . .
getting a really fine light job done on it.?28

Although Margo spent little time in actual conference
with her designers and apparently delegated design deci-

sions to these colleagues, she nonetheless held definite

ideas about what should appear on her stage, and she
demanded perfection and authenticity in these areas.

. . . [T]he furniture must be [a]esthetically
effective as well as functional. The actual
beauty of a piece is of considerable importance,
and so is its semblance to reality. . . . Au-
thenticity of furniture and props is observed
according to the requirements of each play.?

The costume must be beautifully designed and
perfectly executed. It has to be thoroughly
authentic as to style, materials and the minut-
est detail because the proximity of the spec-

#Margo Jones to Tennessee Williams, n.d. [c. Apri]
1944], Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at
Austin. This letter is also significant for its indica-
tion that Margo possessed some technical knowledge of

lighting design and instrumentation.

2Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 111-112. How strongly
Margo enforced this point was indicated by her description
of the set for The Coast of Illyria: "The Lambs' flat
furnished in the Empire period, was probably the most
naturalistic setting we have ever had in our theatre. our
intention was to make the audience f¢ at once that this
was a room in which Charles and Mary lived, studied, reaq
wrote[,] and had gatherings with the outstanding * tel-
lects of their time. Low bookcases lined the imaginary
walls, and every book, pen stand and figurine was authen-

tic" (174).
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tators enables them to examine it very closely.
. « . In a play calling for richness and a lush
quality . the exuberance of the costume is
as important as the performance of the actor.
The costume reflects the emotional impact of the
play as well as its locale and its time.

. [T]he use of make-up is very limited in

theatre-in-the-round. . . . the make-up design
and application have to be much more subtle than

they are in the picture-frame theatre.
In fact, Margo often used the authenticity required by

theatre-in~the-round as a defense against the charge that

this type of staging was economical or "cheap."

I don't think you should do theater-in-the-~round

because it's the cheap thing to do. . . . As far
as furniture and costumes are concerned, you
have to be fifty times more careful than in pro-

scenium stage production.

Even though Margo's involvement in the design Process

seemed minimal, the results were almost always gratify-

301pid., 114.

311bid., 115. In another discussion about make-up's
use in arena staging, Margo wrote: "Very little make~-up
can be utilized, and the motto is that the audience nust
never be aware of it. If an actor has to be aged, it isg
possible to do it, but the make-up has to be very subtly
designed and applied"; Margo Jones, "Theatre—in-the_ROund
Oover America," World Theatre 1 (1951): 24. In fact, much
of Margo's make-up design was confined to hair Style’or

color rather than facial make-up: "The passing of twenty-
eight years [in The Golden Porcupine] . . . requires
Subtle changes in facial make-up were

changes in make-up. :
effected, but the emphasis was placed on modifying the

women's hair-dos; when the change had to be made between
scenes, mock [hair] pieces were added or eliminated";

Theatre-in-the-Rot"~-, 184.

Jones,

32John Beaufort, "Theater in the Round in Dallas
Style," Christian Science Monitor, 29 May 1954,
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ing—for she unerringly chose the right people to design

for her.

The choice of Mace as designer was a shrewd

. . . artistic decision. . . With the imagina-
tive and talented Mace as designer, the produc-—~
tions would have a finished, polished look,
essential in intimate theatre-in-~the-round where
the closeness of the audience dem%nds subtlety,

precision, and authenticity . . .

Mace's forte, and one of which Margo apparently approved
4
was a total coordination of all scenic and costume ele-

ments with what was occurring on stage.

The set, the costumes, and the action all were
stylized together . . Coordinated might be a
better word, in that the wallpaper on a screen
here would be the pattern of the [men's] pants

. . . ; the upholstery on the chais longue [sic]
would appear yet again in the material of the
blouse the ingenue had on.?

Bsheehy, 149. Sheehy's opinion is reinforced by
John Rosenfield's commentary on Margo's designers: "Frop
1947 to 1949 [Jed Mace's tenure as scenic and costume
designer] Margo made effort to create atmosphere with
costumes and settings for her arena stage. Then she went
thrifty and for years both the properties and costumesg
were commonplace. Since 1953 she has given more attenti
to decor with improved results, although she never has on
regained the imaginative level of her first seasons": g h
Rosenfield, "After Seven Years a Tenth Season," Souté"‘gtn

Review 40 (Winter 1955): 81.

3%Betty Winn, Interview by Carole Cohen, 23 March
1974, interview #33, transcript, Southern Methodist Unj-
versity Oral History Program on the Performing Arts
Dallas, TX. Winn was a prominent civic leader in Dalla
during Margo's years there and eventually was elected s
secretary of the Dallas Civic Theatre, the Board of Trust
ees selected to oversee Margo's theatre. As a Boarg B
member, Winn actively supported Margo's efforts and At

tended most of her productions.
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Her production of The Learned lLadies employed this design

approach to stunning effect. "The color scheme revolved

around pinks, blues and other soft pastel shades in the

costumes, while the furniture . . . was upholstered in

white quilted chintz."*® In that same production,

To unify the set we hung a papier-mache balloon
in the center of the acting area and from it a

basket full of flowers . . .; this was an added
colorful touch which rounded out the physical
production and helped to recreate the period of

the play.¥
Another production that illustrated this unified approach

to sets, costumes, and action was Margo's Twelf'" Night in

which she and Mace

. . . used a minimum of furniture and emphasizedq
the color and wit of the costumes. 1In searching
for a style in costuming, we arrived at a design
resembling a spirit of Mardi Gras, which went
beautifully with the comic action of the

play.”
Because of the difficulties inherent in designing for

the arena stage and Margo's preference for simplified set

designs, her productions frequently used a design tech-

nique she called camouflage. When scenic requirements
called for a total change of setting, rather than move an
entire roomful of furniture off and onto the stage, Margo

and her designers covered certain set pieces with appro-

Bjones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 164.

3%Tpid., 164-165.

37Tpid., 167.
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priate fabrics and thus transformed one location into

another. For example, in Throng O'Scarlet

Both scenes of the first act take place in the
Qrawing room, which was done with complete real-
ism and struck during the intermission. For the

first scene of the second act the Je was set
for the pub: two tables, with four chairs
around each, and a low bar. . . . To turn this

pub into the saddle room for the second scene
. . . we struck the bar, placed several saddles
in the room for atmosphere, and covered the
tables with tablecloths since the room was to be
used for a pi 11ic. . . the next change . .
took us to the s’ wghterhouse. We used our )
"camouflage" method and covered every piece of
furniture with burlap, struck the saddles, set g3
cot near the center of the area and hit thisg
center with a spotlight, leaving the rest of the

stage in semidarkness.

Another production in which burlap played a primary scenic

role was Skaal, in which "the clearing was suggested by

camouflaging the kitchen set with burlap . . . The mill-
house was also created with camouflage plus the introduc

i isti i 3
tion of a few characteristic pieces . S, 30 Velvet and

burlap were similarly used in The Golden Porcupine:

The furniture in the royal study was covered

with velvet [fabric] - - In order to shift to

the prison cell [from the royal study], a few

pieces were struck and the others were covered
40

with burlap instead of velvet

Margo and her designers sometimes used the architec

tural attributes of her theatre to solve problems of

381bid., 152-153.
¥1pid., 168.

401pbid., 183.
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design ingeniously. When requiring a jail cell for Malvo-

lio in Twelfth Night, for example, the production staff

seized upon the idea of using the lighting booth above the

audience's heads. Thus Malvolio was elevated, most of the

audience could see him, the rest could hear him, and

Feste, on stage, could provide a clearly visible visual

reaction to Malvolio's plight.#

Malvolio's cell or prison, when Feste torments
him, created a problem of locating a suitable
place to give a realistic effect that he was
locked away. In our theatre . . . there is a
walled off control booth . . . [with] windows

. . . One of these became a tiny prison window
for the scene, as Malvolio stuck his head out
the window to plead with Feste, who called back
to him from the stage below . . . On stage Feste
kept the scene from becoming static by his an-
tics all over the central playing area, hopping
over benches and b& also running up and down

[the aisle] steps.

In another production, the control booth represented the

protagonist's house in Cock-a-Doodle Dandy, and when the

411pid., 167. Margo's ability to find creative solu-
tions to scenic problems qeveloped early in her career as
did her penchant for realism. While in Houston, she !
talked Judge Allen B. Hannay into allowing her to stage

her production of Jud.ment Day in his 113th District
courtroom, thus creating a totally realistic atmosphere

for her play and causing a sensation with playgc rs ang
media alike; June.B. Largen, "Margo'Jones: A Life in the
Theatre" (Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1982),

65-66.
“2Margo Jones, "Shakespeare in the Round," W--'g

Theatre 3 (1954): 32.
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house was supposed to shake in the play, Margo and her

technicians "shook the entire control booth. "43
The design elements that figured most centrally in

her production concepts were lights and sound. (Costumes

played an important role primarily in classical or histor-

ical dramas.) Margo recognized that on the basically bare

stages that she requested and her designers gave her, the
lighting would establish the mood, pinpoint the locations,
and focus the audience's attention on the action. "[T)he
audience . . . finds the idea of being in the same roon
with the actors one of the chief attractions of the medjiunm
[theatre~in-the-round], and the only seperation [sic)

needed can be created with lighting.m4

Lighting is important in any theatre, but it has
several added functions in arena staging. Tt
becomes the curtain which opens and closes a
scene; it helps [to] suggest the physical set-
ting of the play and to create the mood; it high
lights [sic] and emphasizes the playing area as

a focus.

43yones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 181-182.

4T1pid., 100.

45Tpid., 103. Theatre '47 board member Betty Winn
described Margo's use of lighting in almost the same
terms: "She did it [separated the scenes] mainly . .
lighting. . . she handled it mainly by blocking out
[darkening] three-fourths [of the stage area] and havin a
spot settle down Then the light would focus thereg
and the action would take place'"; Winn interview, 23 March

1974.

. by
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The major use to which Margo put light was in separating
scenes; that is, she used lighting in the same way a
curtain might be used in a proscenium theatre.

A perusal of seventeen production promptbooks re-
vealed that the majority of lighting cues in Margo's

productions occurred during scene or act breaks.* Tp-

Summer and Smoke (Broadway) ,

deed, with the exception of
*“isper to Me, and vV~ _Touched Me! (Cleveland), lighting

changes were confined to scene breaks. Margo rarely

depended on blackouts to define these s ne changes, but

rather on a subtle shifting of light and color fronm one

area of the stage to another. Surprisingly, however, the

evidence suggests that, other than those exceptions al-

ready noted, few lighting changes actually occurred within

scenes.
Margo also relied heavily on the lighting design to

define the playing areas for the actors and the audience,

thereby establishing the various locales required by the

script.

I have found that simplification of a problem is
always the best way out and sometimes it becomes
both creative and beautiful. . . If a play
asks for simultaneous sets, the different play-
ing areas can be established with lighting),
perhaps even better than on a proscenium stage.
. . . It doesn't matter how many scene changes
the play needs. . . . For a iange within an

. “promptbooks consulted can bg found in Appendix A,
All references to technical notations are {1 :en “rom these

sources.
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act, more rapidity and ingeniousness are re-
quired, but the illusion need not be broken.4

As if to emphasize this point, Margo described the use of

this lighting technique in a letter to her family:

. « . [W)e have figured out a rather cute idea
of how to manage these two scenes [in The Day's
Mischief] without the long stage wait it would
take to change the complete set. What we do is

to have half of the set [on one side of the
stage] and the other half [on the other]

.- . and only light the portion where the ac-
tion is taking place.*

However, the us of 1light to separate scenes was not

entirely successful, at least for some members of her

audience.

One of the discoveries that Margo has made is
that more than one scene cannot be set on the
stage simultaneously unless the playwright has

deliberately conceived his [sic] piece in terms
of a multiple set. The reason is that the whole

stage area so picks up light, even when the
lighting is concentrated on one spot, that the
setting not in use insists perversely upon in-

truding into the other scene.
Margo and her designers also recognized the innova-

tive use of lighting projection as a scenic device in her

theatre, although here, too, reality often fell short of

the ideal. "We have tried to use projections in order to

4’Margo Jones, "Central Staging," New_ York Times,

16 July 1950, sec. 2, p. 1.

“8Margo Jones to Mother, Charles, and Aunt Stella,
28 March 1953, Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection,

Dallas Public Library, Dallas, TX.

497onn William Rogers, "Unique Theatre Supy :ted in
Dallas," Daily Times Herald, undated pamphlet.
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suggest atmosphere or an offstage locale, but have found
that it only detracts from the focus."® Nevertheless
r

on at least two occasions, Margo approved projected images

to solve design problens:

Now and then the script calls for some
very unusual object which the audience must look
at because it is related to the plot. Such an
instance came in . . . "Summer and Smoke" [the
Dallas production] when the hero points to an
anatomy chart . . . A small chart might have
been left on the table, but Margo felt that the
full eff 't of the speech could only be achieved
if the actor pc’ ed in plain view of the audi-
ence to the various parts of the chart as he
spoke his lines. Should a large transparent
chart be hung up so the audience on both s ' les
could see it? Margo finally decided a less
strained device would be to project a chart from
a side by one of the exits. This could be made
to stand out sharply . . and could be dimmed

. . when attention was needed for other
things. If everyone in the theatre could not
face the chart directly, as many people could
see it as frequently is the case with objects on

a picture-frame stage.

Another use of projection occurred in This Propert Is

Condemned:

We are doing Property on a completely blank
stage with a strange shadow of an old water tank

cast on the wall near exit 3. ([There is] Anoth-
er shadow of a house with a sign "Thiszproperty
is condemned" on the wall near exit 1.5

507ones, Theatre-in-th- ™ound, 126.

S'Rogers, "Unique Theatre . n,

52Margo Jones to Joanna Albus, 10 Novemk 47
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, D F’"lic
Library, Dallas, TX.
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Even so, Margo believed that the full potential of

lighting as a design element in theatre-in-the~-round had

not yet been fully explored. She envisioned a time when

lighting would be so sophisticated as to "show the audi-

ence nothing but the face . . . and . . . hand, . . . the

restless tapping of . . . [a] foot and the . . . expres-

sion on . . . [a] face."?

As with her set designers, Margo rarely interfered

with her lighting designer's decisions once she had ap-

proved their designs. One exception occurred during J

of Lorraine. Designer Lee Simonson's lighting plan dig

not accomplish its original purpose of distinguishing

between the two levels of reality ("rehearsal" scenes and

"Joan" scenes) that occurred during the play. of this

problem, Margo said,

Lee Simonson has done an extraordinary job of
painting the production inllights. He has
dressed the "Joan" scenes in soft, warm tones
and the "between scenes" discussions in the
cold, hard glares of brilliant white. It was
thought that the contrast would sufficiently
emphasize the change of moods, but that was not
quite enough. Now . we black out complete~
ly, give the house a moment of relaxation—which
I am happy to say they devote largely to ap-
plause—and then resume in the modern mood and
tempo with greatly enhanced effect.%

53Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 126.

S¢Nelson Bell, "Margo Shoots at Miracles—Paying

Ones," Washington Post, 10 November 1946, sec. 6, p.
174
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A further problem ensued when the illumination of the

leading lady in certain scenes seemed inadequate. Simon-

son's solution squarely placed the responsibility on the

staging of the scene, rather than on hi ~ "ghting.
. . I hope even if the entrance [lighting]

. . . 1ls muted that there will be no dim
with Ingrid in a single spot[light]. The light-~
ing that we have now struck me as some of the
best in the show, also the subtlest. There is
enough light now for Ingrid by shifting her
position a bit to get into "' 2 centre [sic] of
several spots. . . . The tone and mood of the
lighting strikes me as right. Having just
played the saint scene in a concentrated
spot—an effect which is motivated—I'm af ig
anything like it [in the next scene] will seem
repetitive, unmotiv[at]ed, mechanical, and an
obvious curtain effect—perhaps the least bit

phoney .
Simonson also wished to change some of the lighting ef-

fects for the New York opening. He wrote Margo that he

planned to add [more] lamps . . [and] By keep-
ing these in a warmer color and focusing them on

the important spots in the discussion scenes, I
expect to give these [scenes] enough added
warmth without upsetting the color contrast of

the general scheme of lighting.

Margo's reply was brief and to the point: "No changes are

necessary. The lighting is beautiful."?” Her response

may indicate either a disinclination to fix that which is

®Lee Simonson to Margo Jones, 3 November 1946, hang-
written, Jones Fam'"y Archives, Houston, TX.

Lee Simonson to Margo Jones, 8 November 1946, hand-
written, Jones Family Archives, Houston, TX.

’’Margo Jones to Lee Simonson! n.d., handwritten,
Western Union Telegram, Jones Family Archives, Houston,

TX.
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not broken or an inability to understand the reasoning

behind Simonson's changes. The result, however, demon-

strated her unwillingness to discuss his ideas, and her
ability to dismiss them with a salve to his ego.

In conjunction with lighting, Margo used music and

sound extensively in her productions. Her thoughts on

this subject were best expressed in a long letter she

wrote defending the use of music in her Broadway produc-

tion of Summer and Smc-~°

As a professional director of plays I resort to
the use of many media to obtain and sustain a
theatrical mood. Music belongs in "' 2 legiti-~
mate theatre and it should be encouraged to

remain there.
Margo strongly believed that music served a multitude

of purposes, some utilitarian, others aesthetic. Almost
all of her productions contained some musical elements.

In fact, integrating sound and light in creative ways came

58Margo Jones to Leo Cleusmann, 30 November 1948,

Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public
Cleusmann was the secretary of the

Library, Dallas, TX. Sme
American Federation of Musiclans. Margo's letter respond-

ed to Local 802's ruling that Sumr and ~; - g music was
an "integral part" of the play anq, thererore, was subject
to the fees for a "drama with music.” Margo argued that
while the music contributed to the drama, it was incideni
tal at best and, as a result, Summer and Smc- should be
reclassified as a "straight dramatic play.n margo's
argument was supported by her assertion that a Streetcar
Named Desire underwent a'51m11ar misclassification ang the
union reversed its decision (even though Streetcar con-
tained more music than Summer and Smoke). Margo's motiva-
tion for writing this four-page, single-spaced letter was
most likely economic, however: the "drama with musjicn
classification required a higher pay scale for *- musi-

cians.
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to be one of the trademarks of her theatre, one that she

justified by looking to the past—

Shakespeare wrote plays with multiple scenes but
never intended that there should be stage waits
or frequent intermissions for change of scenery
A theatre-in-the-round production can
achieve a similar flow with ease. lights
and music tie the scene[s] together in an ex-

tremely effective way.

—and to the present—"Theatre-in-the-round . . . calls

for all the experimentation the director can give it.

This applies to [ "yh’ ' 1g, sound and music as well as to

directorial approaches. "

In . . . our productions the lights go up and
down at the beginning and end of a scene with
the accompaniment of music. The actual coordi-
nation of the two elements depends largely upon
the play . Music can also be played during a
scene for atmospheric effect if the tone of the
play permits it. The movies have been aware of
the emotional power of music in the background
and there is no reason why the theatre cannot

use it too.
Some examples of musical accompaniment that Margo chose

for her productions include "Symphonie Fantastique" for

The Apollo of Bellac, "Young People's Guide to the Orches-

tra," "Scherzo a La Russe," and "Greensleeves" for The

Merchant of Venice, and "Dancing Nites [sic) Waltz, "

"London Bridge March," "Cinderella Ballet," and "Kiss Me

59Jones, "Shakespeare in the Round," 30.

Theatre~in-the-Round, 122.

0Jones,
611bid., 126-127.
177



Again" for Lady Windermere's Fan, to name but a few.%?

That Margo believed these elements were used effectively

is supported by numerous descriptions of her productions

in her book:

In order to avoid long waits from one area to

another [in Leaf and Bough], we used mood music
which would begin playing before the end of a
scene. As the music started, the players ap-

pearing in the following scene made their en-
trance very quietly into a dimly 1it area . . .
and took their positions. The lights went down
on the first scene and up on the next scene with
the mood music continuing and gradually fading

out as the scene got underway.
Furthermore, Margo sometimes relied on live music to

smooth the transitions from scene to scene—or even to

open the play:

The fluidity of the production [Twelfth Night]
was achieved in the same way as in Shrew, and
again a great deal of music was played. We
opened . . . with Feste singing as he does at
the conclusion. A small spot lighted him as he
started singing; then the light spread and Feste
continued his song, moving around and addressing

it directly to the audience.

625ee Appendix B for allisting of musical accompa-
niments employed by Margo in her productions.

63Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 161. This play proved
particularly challenging to.Margo and her designers since
the scenes needed to be "knit . . together without
throwing the audience out of the mood." This was accom-
plished by "making our stage completely fluid with the aid
of light and music. It was such a complicated production
that it led a play aggnt . . to say that, if theatre—in-
the-round could put [it] on it had no limi' *“:ions

whatsoever" (161-162).

641pid., 168.
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In Summ¢ _and Smoke's production in Dallas, Margo covered

a scene change very simply—with an actor whistling:

For the fourth set—the Casino scene—we . . .
lighted this empty spot. As the lights went up,
a waiter appeared whistling as he carried a

small table onto the stage. In a second he
returned with a couple of chairs and walked off

again, still whistling.®

Along with lights and sound, costumes constituted the

major visual design element in Margo's theatre; she be-

lieved that "costumes . . take on an added importance

in-the-round."% Furthermore, Margo insisted on lavish

costuming, especially for her period pieces.®’ Sometimes
the costuming defined the play's historical period.

The costuming [for The ~ “den Porcupine] was
largely responsible for creating the physical

atmosphere of the play. We preserved period au-
thent%gity and used a great deal of variety
3

determined the historical

Occasionally, the costume design

period in which the play would be set:

The period of the play [The Learned I¢ *‘es] is
approximately when it was written (1e6vz), . . .

$I1bid., 144-145. Live, as well as recorded, music
was also used during her Broadway production of Summer and
summer and

Smoke; see n. 58.
%Jones, "Shakespeare in the Round," 31.

¢’Betty Winn described Margo's costumes as follows:

"The costuming was absolutely superb . . . It had to pe
completely and totally reallsFlc, because we were too
close, we were so close that it had to be absolutely

accurate"; Winn interview, 23 March 1974.

%8Jones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 183. The 1 Por-
cupine was set at the court of Louis XI of Framce. —  —
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but we felt that we could achieve a higher de-
gree of stylization, especially in our costumes,
if we moved the time to 1780. It was around
this period that a pastoral craze came over the
wealthy classes of France and induced them to
dress as shepherds and shepherdesses. Our cos-~
tume designer delved into history and discovered
that while brocades and damasks were typical of
the late eighteenth century, wealthy French
families preferred fine cotton fabrics which
were imported and therefore more attractive to
them. The costumes for our product%pn were made

of glazed chintz, organdie and net.

Costumes were even used to i°° ' ate changes in geograph-

ical location:

. . . A Midsummer Night's Dream is most often

thought of as a spectacle . . . We decided to

create the feeling of change f£: Palace to
Oberon, Titania,

forest through costumes alone.
and all the fairies, had leaves, birds and even

bits of trees as part of their costumes. This
attire immediately set the feeling and mood of

the forest.”®
In addition to requiring accuracy and authenticity in

the costuming, Margo also demanded that the costumes be
acceptable to the actors wearing them—she was sensitive
to the effects the costumes had on her actors. For exam-
ple, Margo's instructions regarding Ingrid Bergman's

battle armor in Joan of Lorraine were quite specific in

this regard:

6971 4 -
Ibid., 163-164. In a letter to her parents
elaborated slightly, revealing that "the costumes’o?éazg

17th century are very large hoop skirts. . . . We are
having them made out of very colorful chintz and organd
[sic]"; Margo Jones to Parents, 27 October 1948 Tygeg Yy
carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Pubiic Ei—

brary, Dallas, TX.
yones, "Shakespeare in the Round," 32.
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The important thing is that Ingrid feel comfort-
able in it [body armor] and that she will find
it easy to play in, and that she will be happy

about the way it looks.”

During this same production, Margo had objected to

designer Lee Simonson's choice of dress for Bergman to

wear in the play. Simonson's reply justified his choice

and, in essence, nullified Margo's objections.

As to another dress for Ingrid to replace the
present red one . . . the color of the present
one is good, it makes her a singing dominant
color note in the early scenes against the dark
back [drop] and connotes the red dress to which
she later refers. Also its lack of obvious
style sophlstlcatlon, its unpre' 1tiousness
keeps her in character. This would . . . be
lost, by something obviously smart and up to

In any case the color should be simi-

mlnute
Blue or grey which I heard mentioned would
72

lar.
lose the emphasis that I found so good . .

To conclude, unifying the elements of theatre into
one visually pleasing whole was central to Margo's design
philosophy. She surrounded herself with adept artists and

artisans who could produce acceptable sets, costumes, and

lights. Although she herself apparently contributed
little to the aesthetic concepts upon which the designs
were based, she nevertheless actively participated in
their implementation.

Because of Margo's emphasis on authenticity in cos-

tuming and stage furnishings, coupled with her straight~

"Margo Jones to Joseph H. Steele, 23 Sept - »r 1946
Typed carbon copy, Jones Family Archives, Houston, Tx '

2gimonson to Jones, 3 November 1946.
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forward or non-conceptual approach to design problems, we

can safely conclude that she was a realist. Since true

scenic realism was impossible in an arena setting, she, of

necessity, opted for minimal or no sets. Thus were two of

her primary theatrical philosophies served: her belief

that text was central to theatre and that simplicity in
certain design elements best served the text. Lighting,
sound, costumes, and properties enhanced the PlaYWright's

words; the settings she left up to the audience's imagina-

tion: . . [Tlhe director must make use of the audj-

ence's imagination when he [sic] is working in theatre-in-
the-~-round. . it is up to the director to stimulate
[their imagination]."73 And a bare stage illumi-

nated by a pool of light within which stood an actor,

handsomely costumed, speaking beautiful words was al]l she

required to accomplish this goal.

Perhaps her attitude towards design is best summed up
in a letter she wrote to Tennessee Williams in the early

1940s. Again, Margo's priorities are clearly stateq:
. . . [Y]ou feel as I do that a beautiful play
must be given the best of imagi[najtive minds.

I certainly agree that it [the script] should pe
done simply but it must have heart and soul

design, direction and acting.

ZJones, Theatre-in-th~ Round, 116-117.

"Jones to Williams, n.d.
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CHAPTER 7

WTREAT THE STAGE AS A CIRCLE":
MARGO AND THE STAGING PROCESS

Theatre is theatre, whether it has three walls
or four or none, and a good play well done looks

wonderful from all directions.
- Margo Jones

I have found in going from one medium to the
other—and I have done this—that the basic
principles and problems are the same: the ap-
proach to the play, the relationship to the
actors([,] and even the actual staging.

- Margo Jones

Margo started her directing cai :r as a proscenium
director in Houston and worked in that venue quite suc-
cessfully for several years. Houston was also the site of
Margo's first arena productions. She directed plays in-
the-round there during the summers as a means of keeping
the Houston Community Players a year-round venture,
However, Margo never seriously considered abandoning the
Players' proscenium playhouse during the regular theatri-
cal season for the air-conditioned comfort of the hotel
ballrooms' circular stages.

During these years with the Houston Community Play-

ers, Margo's directing methods differed significantly from
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those she was to employ later during her Dallas years.

For example, "she often stayed up all night . ., . moving

tiny toy figures across a diagram of the set. Or some-~

times she would block the actors' movements with the

[kitchen] matches."' Virginia King Mayo, one of Margo's
actors in Houston, recalled that this pre-arranged block-
ing "of course . . would all be cI ged" once the play

went into rehearsals.? She also reported that Margo

often "procrastinated" in blocking the plays "unti] the
cast insisted that she direct their movements. Then “le
would give them basic movements and tell them to do what-
ever they were comfortable doing."?

The implication of these actions is that Margo dig
not enjoy blocking the plays she directed. Whether she

felt uncomfortable with this aspect of directing or simply

found it boring cannot be known. However, one can deduce
from this behavior that Margo apparently was, even at this
early stage, torn between two methods of operation:
blocking her plays in advance, using the technique de-~

scribed by most theatrical texts of the day (the way she

"Interview with Virginia King Mayo; cited in Helen

Sheehy, Margo: The Life and Theatr‘_gi_ﬂgggg_l22§§ (Dal-
las, TX: Southern Methodist University Press, 1989), 37
’ S

King Mayo was an actor with the Hot :on Communit
during Margo's tenure there. Y Players

2Tbid.

31bid.
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was most likely trained); and relying on her own instinc-~
tual sense that the movement should develop out of the
script's internal rhythm and the actors' Creativity. Ray
Walston recalled that, during this period, "she didn't
have any particular style or knack or one way of direct-
ing,"* a comment that might indicate that Margo was in-
deed searching for the directing techniques that woulg
best serve her ideal of what theatre should be.

This tension between her desire to block in advance,
on the one hand, and her inclination to let the movement
develop organically, on the other, continued well into her
career. For example, Margo's inability—or refusal—to
direct by the book caused friction between her ang the
acting chair of the drama department, Lawrence Carra,

during her employment at the University of Texas. Carra,

protege of the Alexander Dean who wrote — ndamentals of

Play Directing, advocated Dean's theory that directing's

purpose was primarily to create stage pictures that told
the play's story. To accomplish these stage pictures, the
director consistently employed strong or weak movements,
emphasized more or less important areas on the stage, and

used certain positions for romantic or confrontational

scenes. Caught up in this directing philosophy to which

he rigidly adhered, Carra saw directing as a : ries of

‘Interview with Ray Walston; quoted in Sheehy, 37.
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"rules, diagrams, and fundamental principles" from which

the true director did not deviate.’ As a result, when
Carra

attended Margo's rehearsals and observed her
talking to actors, listening to their sugges-

tions, and at times relying on trial and error
to plan a scene . . he often interrupted her

. . saying, "This isn't staged right."é
Margo, a far more experienced and successful director than
Carra, was t a loss to understand his objections.

Margo's directing style, based on a developing belief
that director and actors must explore the inner workings
of the play creatively and, perhaps, instinctively, ang
thus arrive at movement patterns and characterizations

organic to the script, also came under attack when she was

directing You Touched "":! at the Cleveland Playhouse.

There, as at Texas, Margo again found herself in fundamen-~

tal disagreement with the person employing her. Playhouse

Director Frederick McConnell

was appalled at her loose directorial style.
. Finally, at the end of the second week of

rehearsals, after continuous arguments with

Margo over cuts . . . , an upset McConnell said,
"T can't stand this any longer, Miss Jones.
. I'm taking this play over." Worried about

: : . Margo's seeming failure to move the actors
around the stage 1n snappy patterns, McConnell

Ssheehy, 50.

SInterview with Ted Apstein; cited in St shy, 50,
Apstein was a graduate student at the University of Texas
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took charge , telling the actors where,
when, and how to move.

That Margo should have back-to-back confrontations
about her directing techniques proves significant and sig~
nals a possible transition in her own directing philoso-
phy.

Both episodes occurred while she was teaching at

Texas, the latter during a leave of absence she took to

direct in Cleveland and Pasadena. It would seem, there-

fore, that by the time Margo reached Austin, s! had begun
developing her own approach to staging the play, an ap-
proach very different from that which she employed during

her early years in Houston. Evidently Margo was concerned
originally with creating pictures on the stage, hence her
preoccupation with toy figures and matchsticks. But
through the years, she seems to have realized that block-
ing her productions in advance of rehearsals proved fruit-
less in terms of the collaborative process she desired
among director, script, and actor. As a result, when
confronted with the rigid directorial theorijes of Carra
and McConnell, Margo was either unable—or unwilling—to
adapt her developing techniques to their expectations.

Whether this conflict between the planned and the intu-

itive process of stage direction followed her throughout

"Interview with Anne Pitoniak; cited in Wy, 60
1y, )

Pitoniak was an actor in the You Touched |
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her career cannot be documented, although promptbook

evidence suggests that it did. That the intuitive process

of directing served Margo's ideas of theatre more fully

cannot be disputed.
An analysis of two promptbooks graphically illus-
trates the difference in approach that Margo employed

before and after her own theatre was founded. Her person-

al script of ¢ ) le (1946) revealed numerous

notations by Margo commenting on characterization, light-

ing, properties, and movement.® The script contained no

formal blocking or technical cues, suggesting its use as a

preparatory tool within which Margo jotted down her ideas

about the play and its production. The text was filleq

with such notations as "start up steps," "Toni at gates,"
"up to stoop," "Kate plants herself and stares," ang

"Johnny X [cross] out porch."® Because this script also
contained subtextual interpretations of lines, it seems
clear that Margo used this promptbook to Prepare for
rehearsals and, consequently, blocked the play in advance.
Since the actual record of this production, the promptbook

prepared by the stage manager, could not be located, it is

impossible to determine whether Margo's planned blocking

was actually implemented.

8see Appendix A. Any references to this script are
taken from this source.

on Whitman Avenue, pp. 1-29, 1-31, 2~1-3.
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A similar promptbook was located for An 0ld Beat-Up

Like On Whitman Avenue, this script was

Woman (1949)."
obviously Margo's personal copy, but unlike the previous

one, Margo's notations consisted of comments to the au-
thor, Sari Scott, and characterization notes. For exam-

ple, Margo frequently addressed questions to Scott or sug~

gested line or character interpretations: "Sari—good

chance—of why she [Utah (main female character))] went and

why she me b k"; "Sari explain—what e learned in

Denver—Actually—she decided she couldn't live without
him and she gives it one more try . -"."  Perhaps more

significant about this script was the lack of notations

for movement contained within it. A likely conclusion ig

that Margo apparently blocked in advance of rehearsal as

late as her 1946 production of On W ' “:man r but by

the time she started her own theatre in 1947, she no
longer did so, preferring to use her preparation time in
developing her interpretation of the text.'?

A single piece of evidence disputes thig claim,

however. One of the Dallas newspapers printed a work

%see Appendix A for promptbook reference. Any ref-
erences to this script are taken from this source.

"An 01d Beat-Up Wor , pp. . 5, I-7.

22An argument can be made here that Margo blocked
only her proscenium (or Br¢ 1lway) productions ° 1i¢  nce
Indeed, she might have taken more care in prej -ion fof
her commercial ventures; surely her time constraints were
less severe when she worked in New York.
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sheet from Margo's production of She Stoops * - _r--guer

(1949) . The work sheet displayed diagrams of the

play's set on the left side of the page, with blocking
notations inserted to illustrate the actors' movements.

On the right side of the sheet appeared the corresponding

dialogue. The illustration indicated an enormous amount

of work on someone's part since the set diagram was re-

drawn for every mover it that occurred in the play.

Furthermore, the script was retyped to accommodate the

diagrams. The caption under the work sh " suggested that

this diagrammatic script was prepared in advance of pro-

duction. However, given the time constraints under which

Margo and her company worked, it appears unlikely that

such care would be given to work sheets while the same

diligence was not taken with her production prompt-

books. ™

13 4 ; found in the She St - -
This picture was L L€ _otoops t- “onquer
file, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Library,
TX. However, the publication from which it was

Dallas . .
taken is unknown, althgugh it most likely appeared in
either the Dallas Mornindg News or the Daily Times Herald.

%A thorough examination of the numerous files in the
Margo Jones Collection in Dallas turned UP no such work
sheets. Nor did any promptbooks that were locateq contain
such detailed documentation. Although it isg possible that
these work sheets were destroyed or retained by a starff
member after Margo's death, I think this is highly unlike—
ly. I find it suspect thgt not one such work st ¢t was
found during my research in Dallas, Austin, or Houston.
Furthermore, no refgrence to such work sheets W made in
either Margo's writings or anyone else's. My own conoly.
sion is that Ma o prepa?ed, or had her staff Prepare, a
few work sheets to graphically illustrate her production
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By the time she wrote her book in 1951, Margo's theo-

ries of production were clearly defined. Although she

firmly believed that directors should understand the play

thoroughly and provide a definite interpretation for the

production,

everything cannot be taken care of in advance
planning. There is a need for more experimenta-
tion in directing if we are to get away from the
obvious, and the preparation of a detailed blue-~
print has a tendency to enslave you with its
limitations. A director has to remain flexible,
so that if the script acquires new aspects when
put on its feet, he [sic] can take advantage of
them and even investigate them further.'

Nevertheless, Margo was pragmatic and in her forma-
tive years as a director learned that common sense often
solved many of her directing problems. She discovered a
similar pragmatic approach to directing in George Bernard

Shaw's The Art of Reh--<sal.'® Essentially a handbook op

methods and used these illustrations as a means of publi-
cizing her work and theatre.

Further evidence to support this conclusion appears
in the production promgtbook of She Stoops to_Conquer held
by the Dallas Public Library. This promptbook contains
few blocking notations beyond Goldsmith's third act (Mar-
go's second). However, the dialogue in question does
appear in the section of the promptbook that is blocked
and no similarity exists between the promptbook and the
work sheet except the following handwritten blocking note:
ngervants running as if frightened—different ways" WhiCh.
is almost identical to the work sheet's "Exeunt SERVANTS

14

running about as if fric  d, different ways."

SMargo Jones, Thea e-P~ind (New York: Rine-
hart and Co., 1951), 12¢.

'“George Bernard Shaw, The Art of Re“---- " (New
York: Samuel French, 1928). :
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the mechanics of staging plays, it offers little infor-
mation about the theoretical or artistic aspects of di-

recting. However, Margo considered this tome, which she

had discovered while still in college, to be "no doubt

a great, practical help 17

Every director should know all these rules [of
directing] set down by Mr. Shaw, whether he
[sic] uses them or not. They are practical
rules and they are based on time saving methods.
If a director's aim is to get a play on as

quickly and smoothly as possible, they are a
good set of rules. If a director is concerned

with the theatre as a fine art, then some of the
comments in this article cannot be accepted,
such as "In selecting the cast, no regard should
be given to whether the actor understands the
play or not." Certainly all of the remarks
concerning the necessity on the part of the
director for tact, judgment, "infinite patience,
intense vigilence [sic], consideration for oth-
ers and imperturbably good manners" should be
affirmatively underlined many times.

Margo's usual process of production began with a
readthrough during which she and the cast familiarizeg
themselves with the script and her interpretation of it.
She wrote that "certain scripts should be read by the
actors a number of times before being blocked out; others
should be placed on their feet as soon as humanly possij-

ble."" 1Lilian Bayless recalled that "usually you hag

"Margo Jones to Lill}an Masters, n.d., Typed carbon
copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Library,

Dallas, TX.

Brbid.
YJones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 121.
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maybe three readings before she started blocking, "2°

while for Harry Granick's The Guilty, "the actors, . .
Margo and I [Granick] spent a day reading and discussing

the play together."?' Louise Latham reme “ered the first

reading as a time when the actors "got a general outline
of the style [of the play], the direction of it[,] and the
thought behind it."?#

Once the play was introduced and the interpretation
it, Margo generally be¢ 1 " “ocking the

explained to the

lay very rapidly. She believed that "with a short re-

hearsal schedule, it is wise to tart blocking *° , play
early, memorizing the lines and working out fine points of
characterization and stage business later."? Botph Bay-
less and Latham agreed that Margo's technique for setting
the movement patterns for the play was quickly accom-

plished—perhaps too quickly for the production to find

its own sense of rhythm within the movement:

201,i1ian Bayless, Interview by Carole Cohen, 12 March
1974, interview #32, transcript, Southern Methodlst Uni-
versity Oral History Program on the Performing Arts,

Dallas, TX.
2'Harry Granick, "Staging Problems Solved in Arena, "
Dz 'ns g News, [24 November 1953].

21ouise Latham, Interview by Carole Cohen, 19 March

1974, interview #34, transcript, Southern Methodlst Uni-
ver51ty Oral History Program on the Performing Arts
7

Dallas, TX.
B3ones, Theatre-in ind, 121.
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. + . [W]e always blocked very quickl ot i

on ips feet quickly . . . I wonder ifyﬁagbz ;Ee

saw it [the production] from too many points of

view . . . the playwright's view, . . . herself

. . . the actor's [and thus perhaps tried to ’
4

accomplish too many things at o1 ].

Margo tended not to dictate the flow of movement;

instead she suggested that the actors discover the block-

ing for themselves. She facilitated their own instinctual

sense of where and when to move by working "improvisa-

tionally with the actors to find staging patterns that

pleased her":%

Margo didn't direct that way [by explicitly say-
ing, "on this line go right, turn, sit," etc.]
She would say . . . "Try it down center and )
turn, no, no, no don't do it that way," . .

and you would almost do it with her. 1t was

almost as though you were one. It really was
in working with Margo, I would

wonderful . . .
almost intuit what she was thinking. Now I

don't know whether she had ESP or the actors
did, but I mean . . . it [the blocking] was more

of an intuiting.
This tendency on Margo's part to remain open to the

ideas both the script and her actors might inspire quri
ng
rehearsal——and her consequent refusal to block her prod
uc-~
tions in advance—resulted in her direction often bein
g

labeled "intuitive."

. . [Directing] was almost an intuitive .
with her. And you [the actor] would feel E:lng
[the characterization and movement] and she

21 atham interview, 19 March 1974.

5gheehy, 141.

%payless interview, 12 March 1974,
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wogld say "That's right." But I really don't
tplnk she had it prepared that much in her
mind's eye when she came to rehearsals.,?

Louise Latham recognized that Margo's decision not to

blueprint her productions in advance may have been the

source for such accusations.

< .. [T]he important thing in directing is the
individual point of view and style, and you [the
director] impose that [on the production], . .
but it [this imposition of style] takes a more )
powerful successful kind of directing [than
Margo employed], . . . that might account for
some of that fragmented kind of direction, which
people have faulted her for.

Furthermore, Margo's refusal to plan every detail of the

production found favor with at least one of the play-

wrights with whom she worked.

ordinarily, a director comes to the first re-
hearsal with a working draft of how the actors
should move from point to point of space ang
time. It is complete witness to her artistic
honesty that Margo did not attempt to apply thi
method . . . The result of Margo's shrewdness iﬁ
veking the style ¢” t"~ play in the playing =
1tself rather thar .wposing on it - brec-aceived
pattern, is that iu [the play] has grown rrom
i?s true roots upward; it is organic, material
[its] form and sgyle are amazingly indivisible’

[emphasis mine].

Nevertheless, Margo never escaped the charge that she gj
1—

rected intuitively and the resulting implication that h
er

directing suffered as a result.

27Tpid.

287 atham interview, 19 March 1974.

¥Granick, "Staging Problems Solved . ., .n
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Although Margo encouraged her actors to discover the

movement patterns organic to the play's action, she seldom

advocated any kind of move or gesture that was not totally

in keeping with the script, characterization, or mood of

the play. She stated that "emphatic focus can be given to

an actor by putting him [sic] on his feet, but such move-

ment must have its proper motivation in the action of the

play."® Furthermore,

Actors shc"d never be moved merely to vary
their position in relation to the aud’' ice. A
movement has to have as much motivation [in
arena staging) as it does in any other type of
theatre. On the other hand, it is good to know
that theatre-in~the-round can take more movement
than the picture-frame style because it does not
detract from the focus, which is your entire
playing area. The audience must never feel
that an actor is moving around for their bene-~
fit, or the believability of the performance ig

destroyed.
Motivated movement played a basic role in Margo's direct-

ing creed. She firmly believed that the director should

not fall into the trap of movement for movement's sake.

If two people [actors] are seated and have a
long conversation scene, it is handled [in-the-~
round] in the same way as on the proscenium
stage except that every section of the house is
getting a different view. The director must
never feel that it is imperative to break up the
scene, for the focus is divided between the
actor who is talking and the actor who is react-
ing to the words; and a portion of the audience,

30yones, Theatre-in-the-Round, 125.

31pid., 124.
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which sees the profiles of both actors, will
receive an added impact from the scene.3?

Interestingly, despite Margo's claim that she direct-
ed only movement motivated by the script, frequency of
movement in her productions very obviously hinged on the
type of play she was directing. For example, promptbooks
revealed that post-nineteenth-century plays (original or
classical) contained less movement than pre-nineteenth-

33

century ones. For example, the promptbook for George

Bernard Shaw's Heartbreak House averaged approximately

five character moves per page of dialogue, with many pages

containing three or fewer moves. Sean O'Casey's Coc¢" a-

Doodle Dandy, although hardly redalistic, neverthelessg
averaged fewer than four character movements per page.
Conversely, Shakespearean play such as The t of

Venice and As You Like ™" contained between eight and

fourteen moves per page of dialogue, a substantial in-

crease. Likewise, Moliere's The Learned ladies averaged

about ten character moves per page.
Such evidence suggests that Margo sought more move-—

ment in plays that were presentational than in plays that

327pid., 125.

¥For a list of promptb¢ s examined, please see
Appendix A. These findings r¢ based on an examination
of seventeen promptbooks and, although not conclusive, are
highly suc stive that sh patterns existed within Mér—
go's blocking. Any references to promptbooks in this
study are taken from these sourceg.
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were representational. Such patterns also indicate that

Margo moved characters more frequently in plays where the

language was less accessible, such as in plays by Shake-

speare or Moliere. She also appeared more tolerant of

less movement during long exchanges of dialogue in realis-

tic dramas than in classical ones.

Another complaint leveled at Margo's staging practic-~
es revolved around her perceived emphasis during rehears-

als on the first act of any play she was directing,3

Martha Bumpas Gaylord recalled hearing Margo state "“that

she [Margo] felt that the impetus of the first act some-

times would carry [a play] through [the entire

performance]."® Bumpas Gaylord elaborated:

I wasn't absolutely comfortable working with
Margo. . . . She was confusing to me. . . .
Margo had a theory that if you put a 1t deal
of effort into the first act, and . . . [some]
effort into the second act, that the third act
would take care of itself. And we would find
ourselves in the third act sometimes unblocked

34p1though the promptbooks examined rev | no indica-
tion that Margo left her third acts unblocked, there isg no
way of definitely establishing wh  third act not -
were placed in the script. At least two promptbooks “h“e
Stoops * 7 _Cont :r and Heartbreak House reveal fewer éloéﬂ—
ing notations in tl final acts than in earlier ones,
This evidence might imply, although it does not conclu-

sively prove, that Margo did not block the final 5
until the last minute before opening.

¥Martha Bumpas Gaylord, Interview by Carole Cohen
11 April 1974, int :view #35, transcript, Southern Metﬂod—

ist University Oral History Program on the P« .ng
Arts, Dallas, TX.
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till two days before opening, and that constant-
ly concerned me.

If Margo indeed tended to leave the last act to the last

minute, it might explain her increasing tension as opening

night approached.

Another thing that bothered me about Margo as a
director, is that . . she was a keyed-up per-
son, she was very vital, very nervous, and some-
times I would feel as 1f a great volcano with a
cap on it would explode at any moment. . ., I
would sor :imes feel a llttle hampered by the

tense quality she had.?

Playwright Jerome Lawrence agreed that "Margo was very

emotional and sometimes disorganized [in her rehearsalsj,
14

but that she nevertheless "brought a great deal to a

play."3® Lilian Bayless remembered that

. . . about midway [through rehearsals] she
[Margo] would say, "Do you think I did the rlght

thing [with the blocking]? Do you think .
this is really a good show[?] I think it'sg
going fine, don't you?" And yet you always had

the feeling, "Oh, goodness, maybe it's not as
great as we all thought 39

A different perspective on Margo's increasing tension,

however, was posited by playwright Joseph Hayes. Recall-~

ing the production of his play, Leaf and Bou h, Hayes

361bid.

37Tpid.

38yerome Lawrence, Interview by Carole c l, 6 Janu-
transcript, Southern Methodist

ary 1975, interview #173,
Un1vers1ty Oral History Program on the Performing Arts
4

Dallas, TX.
3Bayless interview, 12 March 1974,
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remembered that, "as we got closer to opening, . . .

[Margo's] direction tightened down and her instructions

became more and more specific,"® implying that Margo's

concentration and effort focused in on the production's

deficiencies as the opening approached. Hayes' view seenms

to be a minority opinion, however.

Margo's increasing concern about the progress of her

plays during rehearsals only occasionally resulted in last

minute 2cond- sing. On one such recorded occasion,

Margo allowed her anxieties to affect the production—tj

night before the opening.*!

She [Margo] had been repearsing a new script
[Harry Granick's The Guilty] . . . for ten days.
. . . This particular Sunday night they did the
run-through part of the opening schedule . ., .

and when it came time to get notes . . . she
said, "Children, we have done our pla, _ight a
disservice, I have interpreted this play wrong;
we're going to stay up a;l night and reblock and
get some new ideas on this." And the actors
were just stunned and exhausted, and she said,
"But children, this is this man's life work, we
must help him. Do you want to betray this man's

talent?" . . . About 7 hours later . . . the
leading actress simply'lald down on her back and
closed her eyes and said "I cannot get up." And

Margo knelt beside her and said, "But darling,
we are doing what we love."

“1nterview with Joseph Hayes; quoted in Sheehy, 160

41according to Sheehy, 241. Sheehy is most likely
correct in her time sequence. Al'’" b>ugh no direct evidence
could be found to confirm Sheehy's dates, The Gu‘’y qiq
open on a Monday. Thu; Latham's report of the Sunaay-
night restaging could imply that this event occurreq the

night before the play's opening.

421 atham interview, 19 March 1974.
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This was the same production about which playwright Harry

Granick wrote that, on the second day of rehearsal,

beginning at a spot where Margo experimentally
set them [the act 5] off, they began to find
the first act for us. It was a "y of 1 rela-
tion to us all.

We discovered that the rorm of
the play had such immediacy, such directness and

force of reality, such power of audience in-
volvement .

. . But most important, we learned
that the play had a rhythm of inner movement,
almost a choreography of movement,

as the actors
went in and out and into scenes 43

Apparently Margo lost her vision of the play during the
cours of 1 sals. Granick's optimistic ct on the
play's production was most likely written before the all-
night restaging of the play.

What " worrisome,

however, was his glowing report of Margo's ability to

discover the play's "rhythm of inner movement." His
perception of the play's progress obv!

1sly did not coin-
cide with Margo's, who,

at the last minute, ¢ :ided she
and her cast had done the play ight a great "disservice."

Unfortunately, her last minute efforts may have been for

naught; at least one critic reported that the play was

"too often staged .

as if it were an <(perime :al
classroom project.n4

That Margo's concerns about a production would cause

her to attempt a total restaging of a play, giving her

“Granick, "Staging Problems Solved

4yirgil Miers, "'~ : cuilty' Given a World Pre-
miere," Daily T' ¢ H .4, 24 November 1953.
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play she directed, Margo may have felt compelled to renew

that creative process as often as possible. She hinted at

this driving force in her life in a letter to Tennessee

Williams:

I would give my soul if I could express [the]
beauty I feel—I think I do in my dii :tion—and
that is good—perhaps its fleeting quality ler " ;
it enchantment—but surely its only permanence
is in the mind of the audience.

For Margo, the expression of beauty was central to her

} ing—and for her, that expression existed only in the

process of creating fine theatre.
In summary, Margo's early efforts as a director

encompassed both proscenium and arena staging. In both

venues, she encountered the problem faced by many direc-

tors: whether to block her productions in advance or not,
Initially, she did so, but evidently her sense of theatre
compelled her to find a more organic process for staging
her plays, a process that developed the play's movement
patterns through exploration of the text by the actors
rather than by using stage pictures preconceived by the
director. This tendency on Margo's part often brought her

into conflict with those who preferred the approach to

staging that advocated planning actors' movements in

advance.

“Margo Jones to Tennessee Williams, Jan y 1948
Typed carbon copy, Margo Jones Collection, Harry Ran ’
Humanities Research Center, University of Texas at Aigﬂ'

in.
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lost sight of the vi ion that motivated her work—the

! 1 t 1t she was doing what she loved.
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CHAPTER 8

THE PHOTOGRAPHER AND THE SCULPTOR:
MARGO AND HER TWO STAGES

I believe that ideally we should have flexible
theatres, and I have as much love and admiration

for the proscenium stage as for the open-air
theatre or theatre-in-the-round.
- Margo Jones

In the proscenium theatre the audience sees the
Play from one direction only:; the play is

Observed as a picture.
- Margo Jones

Every detail of expression and bodily movement
The

is significant in theatre~in-the-round.
flicker of an eyelash, the removal of a glove,
the slightest motion of a foot produce as strong

an effect as a bigger movement.
- Margo Jones

Techniques for staging plays in-the-flat necessarily

differ in some respects from those employed when working

in‘the—round. This chapter examines those differences in
terms of Margo and her directing methods.
Margo's years in Houston, as well as those in Austin,

found her working in both proscenium and arena settings.
She apparently moved back and forth between the two stages

€asily, working in the latter more from expediency than
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from any strong desire for experimentation or innova-

tion.! Indeed, she viewed these two theatrical spaces as

Very similar. Margo believed that "a good director in a

picture—frame theatre is also a good director in theatre~

. any director with experience and common

in-the-rounq . .
n 2

Sense can adjust to a different type of staging . .
Whenever discussing her staging techniques for both pro-
SCenium ang arena, Margo enjoyed quoting Arthur Hopkins'

Reference Point, in which he wrote, "Treat the stage

work,
A well-staged play

4% a circle, not as a parallelogram.

will look as convincing from the backstage wall as from
the orchestra pit."3 Even though Margo discerned no

difference between the two spaces within which she worked,

She nevertheless succeeded in one and not the other.

Margo's long-time advocacy of arena staging overshad-
Her choice of an

OWed her work on the proscenium stage.

arena setting for her own theatre implies that she pre-
As a

ferred theatre-in-the-round to theatre-in-the-flat.

Tesult, ljittle has been written about Margo's proscenium

broductions, other than to note that her efforts in this

Medium after The Glass Menagerie were less successful than

\ » [}
"This point is explained more fully later in this

Chapter,
qwargo Jones, Theatre—in—the-Round (New York: Rine-
hart and co., 1951), 116.
Samuel

. point (New York:
3SArthur Hopkins, Bgiézgngg—iﬁggire-in-the—Round, 116.

French, 1948); quoted in Jones,
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her arena productions. Perhaps these failures were the

result of Margo's direction, but poor script choice,
inappropriate set design, and audience insensitivity may
have contributed as well.

Margo's proscenium productions in Houston were gener-

ally received well and her staging often was singled out

Her directorial approach to The Importance of

t, for example, was described by one review-—
the

for praise.

Being Earn

er's comments:
actors have a smart stage movement; for each epigram they

"For each smart saying of Wilde's,

have hilarious gestures."4 Hubert Roussel, drama critic
for the Houston Post, wrote that Margo's direction of

Eugene Justus Mayer's world premiere, ‘se My pock-

et, was distinctive, especially since she was constrained

by "a stage arrangement that limit[ed] action severely, w3

Margo's initial foray into professional proscenjup
staging occurred when she was hired to direct Tennessee

Williams' and Donald Windham's You Touched Me! at the

Cleveland Playhouse. She was relieved of her duties asg
director after she refused to make cuts in the script as

4nclever Staging Given Comedy," undated article;
"Margo Jones: The Life in the

oted in June B. larsen, . :
%Eeatreu (Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1982),

64.
SHubert Roussel, "Players Treat 'Sunrise' to Neat
Premiere," Houston P October 1941; quoted in Larsen,

Roussel was alluading to the small stage with 1. s |

88.
wing space upon which the Players performed.
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lght times.® In addition,

Standing a combined total of
in light of Margo's limited use of movement in realistic

Plays, this production seems consistent with earlier
findings averaging about five character movements per
4

The theory that Margo believed that proscenium

Page.
Stages offered less opportunity for movement is not dis-~

buted by evidence from this production.

Margo's first national exposure on the proscenium
When asked to co-

stage proved to be her most successful.

direct The Glass Menagerie, Margo was still an unknown in

the commercial theatre and, therefore, a surprising choice
Her friendship with Tennes-~

for such a major undertaking.
See Williams certainly gained her the position and, per-

haps, proved a disservice to her by implying that her
function during rehearsals was solely to protect his play.
Although Eddie Dowling, Margo's co-director as well as
producer and leading man in the venture, is usually given

the directing credit, the theatrical world of the time, by

and large, acknowledged Margo's contribution to the pro-

duction. "Eddie didn't give a damn [about the production]
Everybody on the street

i rmance.
except about his own perfo

10
knew that he hadn't directed.”

. 81~-82.
%You Touched Me! #2, PP
i hols; quoted in Sheehy, g3,
Wrnterview with Randyi;E; 18 quote )
Echols stage managed The G
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Initially, Dowling and Margo split the rehears-
als, wi"® Margo staging the gentleman caller
scene . . while Dowling rehearsed his scenes
with Laurette Taylor. Margo was also responsi-
ble for most of the blocking, it was her

idea to play much of the gentleman-caller scene

on the floor.

Margo's co-direction did not stop after the play
"She

Opened in Chicago for its pre-New York try-out.

stayed with The Glass Menagerie in Chicago for three weeks
1nl12 She found

after it opened, 'working on it everyday.
herself even more involved in the production now that

Dowling was occupied fully in the role of Tom.

I have worked every day since the show opened.
. . . I've spent hours with tpe notes taken
during the show ironing out light cues, music

cu changes, costume changes, checking
oL Dooh ges. . Eddie can't do a thing

interpretations . i
about knowing how it's going out front as long
as he's playing it. . . . [The production needs)
some one to mother it until it gets on in New
York."

"Interview with Willie Gould; cited in Sheehy, 76.
Gould was assistant stage manager for the production.

That Margo was primarily responsible for the gentleman

by a letter from D
caller scene was suggested as well . 1 Donald
Windham to Sandy Campbell, 13 December 1944, in which
Jones worked with Anthony Rosg
"Laura"] in my Madison Avenue

Windham wrote that "Mafgo 3
and . on ["Jim" an . .
iy Haggnalé Windham, ed., Tennessee Willijams'
1940-1965 (New York: Penguin

apartment?; A
Letters to Donald Windhan,

Books, 1976), 154.

to David Gregory, n.d. [1945], Margo

pallas Public Library, Dallas, TX;
"a History of the Margo

?’Margo Jones
University of Illinois,

Jones Collection, _ s
quoted in Don Burton Wilmeth,

Jones Theatre" (Ph.D. diss.,

1964), 25.
13 to Audrey WOOd! 2 January 1945, Typed
Margo Joneip.fones collection, Harry Ransom Humanj-
jiversity of Texas at Austin. Most

carbon copy, Marg
ties Research Center, Un
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self-serving, nonetheless

This short statement, although
of herself as a hands-on

illustrates Margo's perception

director. ™
in all aspects of the pro-

That she immersed herself
own rehearsal notes, kept

duction is corroborated by her
"Fix a hand

during Menagerie's trial period in Chicago:

for Eddie on curtain," "Too much organ in tango," "Don't

lit [sic] bombardments," "Eddie try growing more [intense]

over the first [conversation]," "Let's cut last [love
bit],v wcandle light much too soon," "Start down on

'That's something your father had plenty of,'" and so

Margo commented on the lighting and music, charac-

on."
terization, and blocking problems, indicating that she

took her role as co-director quite seriously and was,
indeed, instrumental in providing critical feedback on the
Production. To imply that Margo's role as co-director for

The Glass Menagerie merely served to protect Tennessee
In fact, Williams, in

Williams' interests appears naive.

—

interesting in this 1
Oover family, is Margo
nal figure for the produ
further credence to the o
those artists involved 1n

etter, given Margo's choice of career
1s perception of herself as a mater-
ction. Such an allusion gives
bservation that she regarded
her productions as her "family.

1 ed this letter would convince Audrey Wood
to retgfxfg?aﬁ;ppay) Margo as co-director until the play

Opened in New York.
15 ‘+ten production notes were found in an
These handwrlt.s nglebook and on index cards in the

Harry Ransom Humanities Research

Undated stenographsy
Margo Jones Collection, :
Center, University of Texas at Austin.
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Controversy may have played a role in its failure, but the
direction may have contributed to its problems as wel].
Martyn Coleman, a playwright who was soon to be produced

in Margo's Theatre '47, wrote his critique of the produc-

tion:
. I thought it dragged in the first act and
I felt

seemed rather lacking in situation. . . .
there could have been more of a shock when Kate
The

discovered the coloured [sic] tenants.
. « « The

fault seemed to be in the writing.
second act, and the third were exciting but 1
see what you meant about melodrama . . . either
[in] the writing or the playing . . . it was too
pompous for me. . . . I didn't really care for
he seemed to be always a

Canada Lee at all .
maltreated intellectual rather than a maltreated

young man.
Assuming the accuracy of Coleman's reaction, we cap

infer several problems with the production. Coleman
implied that the writing in some instances was flawed,
resulting in a weak first act that seemed poorly paceq.

If this was the case, we might conclude that Margo either

could not or would not persuade Maxine Wood, the play-
wright, to tighten the writing, a conclusion that seems

reasonable given Margo's propensity to honor the play-~
coleman also suggested that the acting,

wright's words.
especially in the last two acts, was overdone, particular-

Again, if true, Margo

ly in the case of the leading man.
Certainly should have recognized this problem (and Coleman

Margo Jones, n.d. [1946], Margo
pPublic Library, Dallas, TX.

"Martyn coleman to

Jones Collection, Dallas
215



implies that she did) and done something about it. That

this overacting involved the leading man (and her boss)
hints at a side of Margo as director '"at we have rarely
€ncountered. She may have been intimidated by Lee's
importance or awed by his experience and artistry and, as

a result, may have been unwilling to interfere with his
irly have

Characterization, although the script may cl

Furthermore, Margo, a white

demanded such interference.
female director, might have been hesitant about criticiz-

ing Lee, a black male actor, and thereby inviting accusa-

tions of racism—a situation ironically similar to the
play's subject. Whatever the reason, Lee's performance

apparently proceeded unchecked.
Elgin williams, a critic with Dallas' Daily Times
“rald and a hometown advocate of Margo's work, disagreedq

nt of the acting, stating that he

with Coleman's assessme
thought the cast "acted without preaching, and . . .
direction 'smart' and 'careful, !'n20

called Miss Jones'
Lewis Nichols of the New York Times held the dissenting

that Margo had been unable "to weld
He further

view, however, writing
into a natural shape."

'On Whitman Avenue'
the play's ideals were honest ang

stated that, although

nMargo Jones MoralitY.play is Good
1d, 9 May 1946; cited in wWil-

Wp1gin williams,
Theater," Daily Times Hera.c

meth, 47.
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her direction, similarly effective pictures may have been
produced, for it was with her methods they disagreed, not
necessarily her results.

Although Margo's next venture on the proscenium

stage, Joan of lorraine, brought her difficulties with

both playwright and actors (see Chapters 4 and 5), her
direction was eventually vindicated by at least one re-

viewer:

Under Margo Jones's direction, the performai
makes fascinating use of the form of the play—
the tone varying from casual to portentous and
grand, the transition being artfully accom-

plished.?

Another reviewer, noting Margo's dismissal as director of
the production, gave her (and her direction) a somewhat
backhanded compliment, reporting that "the staging of the
two acts has been adroit, whether accomplished by Margo
Jones, or [Sam] Wanamaker who took over for her."®

Brooks Atkinson wrote that Margo shrewdly used "a minimum
of scenery and costumes, which was not carried to an

extreme but seemed to be just right."?® Margo appeared

2%Brooks Atkinson, "The Play in Review—Joan of Lor-
New_York Times, 19 November 1946, p. 40.

raine,"

SHoward Barnes, "Joan of Lorraine." Nr-- v, )
Tribune, 19 November 1946. Louis Kror a1 " z
tioned Wanamaker's contribution to the proauction: wrhe
show has been well st:¢ =2d by Margo Jones (wit st

.": "Re an Retur:1 to B; 7 As

to Mr. Wanamaker) .
a Glowing Joan of Arc," PM, 20 November 194¢.

2%6grooks Atkinson, " nan of Lorraine," |
Times, 24 November 1946, 11, p. 1.



















element."¥ The production promptbook confirms Gassner's

assessment.’® Of the twelve scenes and a prologue that

comprised the play, only the prologue, the first scene in

Act I, the short fourth scene in Act II, and the final

scene used the central steps. All other scenes were

played either on the stage left or stage right settings,

except for Act I, scene 6, which was located down Center,

but did not use the steps. By having the locations of the

Winemiller's house and the Doctor's house specifically

defined on stage, Margo lost the ability to use the entire

stage for any one scene. As a result, she was forced to

minimize her movement patterns and concentrate them into

comparatively small stage areas.

To complicate her staging schematic, however, Margo
did not remain consistent with her usual practice of
limiting character movement in realistic plays. Instead,

she increased the movement, even though more moves were

occurring in less space. For example, in Act I, scene 2

(the Winemiller's home), as many as six! :n separate

crosses, seatings, and risings occurred during one page of

dialogue.*® In the next scene, again at the Winemiller

PR -

37I1pbid., 195a (comment printed under illustration of

summer_and Smoke's set).

385ee Appendix A.
Smoke promptbook are taken from Summer and

Any references to tF- - and

—_—t

39summer and Smoke #2, p. 2-28.
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lntimacy of the circular stage favored her strengths as a

dlreCtOr, whereas the proscenium's more impersonal nature

€Xploiteq her weaknesses. Whatever the reason, the fact

remaing that Margo's later years were clouded by her

failures on the proscenium stage, with the result that,

when Opportunity once again knocked in the form of Inherit

o ", her most popular and critically-acclaimed arena
York.

pr°dUCtion, Margo declined to direct the play in New
from

Perhaps she realized that the intimacy she so craved

her arena productions would be lost on the cavernous
And in many ways she was

Proscenium stages of Broadway.

Correct,
a loss of the sense of audience

] i 1 In-
ar i i the Broadway production of
herit ~oe windi . some of the feeling of a cock-

herit +“he Wind]. i
I e I las production because of
Pit, natural to the Dal P . [even though

lost . . .
the small arena [was lost], some of this feeling

Herman] Shumlin [recaptured
i : i the crowd. On the
With his] adroit use of pelieved their play

Whole, however, the authors
was at its best in arena.

Margo Jones emerged as one of the first legitimate
Through the process of directing

dirGCtors in-the-round.
she gained the experience and knowl-

for the arena stage,
edge not only to create a new pody of language for the

director but also to experiment with staging techniques
that proved effective in her new venue. Perhat she =~ ;t

\
, quames Lawrence and Rob-ertdEj:n L;flrfgtl??nl'?gfton
Wilmeth, 23 pecember 1963; cite
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S i 1 :
Ummeq Up the main advantages of circular over proscenium

Staging when she wrote:

1943
Publ

Th? uniqueness of arena playing immediately in-
trigues audiences. The intimacy makes audiences
f?EI much more participation [in the produc-
tion). fThis same intimacy demands honesty in
acting. Sight lines and hearing are perfect
from any seat. The smallest flicker of an eye
lash can be seen by an audience [member], thus
making it possible for an actor to get over a
Meaning in a much more realistic way_thap is
Possible on a large stage. Imagination is put
to use much more, since there are no four

wallg, ®

inn curtiss, 3 February
Jones Collection, Dallas

WMargo Jones to Thomas Qu
+ Typed carbon copy, Margo
ic Library, Dallas, TX.
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CHAPTER 9

BUT WORDS WILL NEVER HURT ME":

MARGO AND THE CRITICS

[Margo] looked at the critic as another kind of
talent in theatre work.
- Virgil Miers

She [Margo] is a good director and occasionally
AN inspired one, especially with Shakespeare, of

all playwrights. John Rosenfield

Examining the critical reactions to a director's work
as a Means of studying that director's methods may seem a
QUestionable undertaking. But these reviews contain
eyewitness reports of Margo's productions, reports usually

Written within hours of the play's performance. As a

result, even though these reviews reflect only the review-

erig VieWpoint, they do provide valuable information about
What Occurred on Margo's stages. BY looking at Margo's
direction through the eyes of critics, moreover, we can
identify certain trends in her directing and, indeed,
Feactiong to her play direction that may, in some way,

have influenced how she worked. For these reasons, cri-

ticge responses probably do offer some additional data on
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Margo's directing methods and how those methods developed,

and matured during her career.

changed,
Examination of the numerous articles written about

Margo's productions reveals certain patterns of response
Nowhere are such patterns

towards Margo and her work.
clearer than in the reviews of her productions with the
Houston Community Players. The Houston critics always

took into consideration that Margo was working with ama-
react favorably to

teurs and always seemed disposed to
their inspection.

what she and her crew displayed for
by Community Players

Headlines such as "First Production
Excellent Performance

Applauded," "Community Players Give
- - .," "Community Players Do Selves Proud .," and
"Community Players chalk Up Success . . ."" were typical

of the reception that greeted Margo every morning after

one of her plays opened.

"First Production by Community

'pat NcNealy Barnes,
Players Applauded, " newspaper unknown, 4 December 1936; Cora
McRae "Community Players Open Season With Creditable Staging
of Satire Play," newspaper unknown, [12 October 1937]; Cora
McRae, "Community Players Give Excellent Performance 1in
'Nude With Pineapple'," newspaper unknown, [28 December
1937]; Paul Hochuli, "Community Players Do Selves Proud in
'The Learned Ladies'," newspaper unknown, 15 March 1938.
All reviews of Margo's productions in Houston were found in
several scrapbooks, dated 1936 through 1941, which are held

Dallas Public Library,

by the Margo Jones Collection,
Dallas, TX. These scrapbooks contain numerous articles and
the majority of which are undated and do not

reviews,
provide the name of the publication in which they appeared,
although many of these reviews most likely were printed in

either the Houston Chronicle or the Houston Press.
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The critics' 1 iction to Margo's direction was also
favorable in almost every instance. One reviewer wrote
that Margo's production of Merrily We Roll i~ g "revealed
. . . a young director with force and originality."?
Hubert Roussel of ttr ' - ' stated that "the play
[Nv“- ***) Pineapple] has been staged in the best manner
by Margo Jones, whe " wer di1 :tion is the mainstay of
the amateur organization . . .".3 Another Houston critic
declared that "once more a cast of Director Margo Jones
demonstrated that, in acting excellence and clever stag-
ing, the Community players are second to no amateur group
in Houston."%

From these early reviews, we « 1 also trace the roots
of some of Margo's design, lighting, and staging strate-
gies, as well as her theories of play selection. H =2in,
too, reside the beginnings of subsequent difficulties and
anxieties she occasionally encountered while directing.

The Houston critics provide us with strong evidence
for Margo's early interest in lighting as a design tool, a
tool she used throughout her directing career. Margo's

preference for simple scenic devices, which would re-

’McRae, "Community Players Open Season With Ci1 3iitable
Staging . . .w,

*Hubert Roussel, "Lively Comedy at Community Play-
house," Houston Post, 28 December 1937.

3.R., "Moliere satire Given Smooth Production, "
newspaper unknown, 15 March 1938.
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emerge ten years later in her Dallas theatre, was also
reported in these reviews. We discover Margo's reliance
on imagination rather than money to supply sets for her
productions, another pattern that repeated itself continu-
ally in her plays.

Margo's proscenium stage in Houston was small, with
little wing or backstage space. Her reliance on lighting
and simple scenery, based on necessity, was applauded time
and time again by the critics: "The success of the first

night's performance [of Bury the Dead] may be attributed

in a large measure to the lighting effects, devised and

executed by Margo Jones . . . and her assistants . . .v >

Hubert Roussel commented on Margo's approach to scene

design:

Staged by the clever Margo Jones with little
more than the use of packing cases, some black
cotton to drape them, a few ordinary lights and
a valiant collection of union suits, the show
[Macbeth] comes off with surprisingly dramatic
effect. . . . the Maurice Evans system of organ
music has been adopted to link up the swift

John W. Yeats, "Actor-Reviewer Says Plays, Like
Peanuts, Depend on Customers,® newspaper unknown,
[16 November 1937]. As a forerunner to her scenic technique
in Dallas, this production foreshadowed Margo's work in
Dallas: "No curtain falls to denote the passage of time in
'Bury the Dead,' . . . The play runs uninterruptedly for 80
minutes. The changes of time and scene are achieved by
spotlighting events of the play. . . . These events .
are brought out by throwing strong lights on portions of the
set, with the remainder of the scene in darkness"; "Communi-

ty Play To Show Novel Use of Lights," newspaper unknown,
(15 November 1937].
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The critics showered her work in Dallas with superlatives
and, in some cases, inanities: "Seemingly, the wonderful

Margo Jones could make the reading of a dictionary good

These plaudits continued throughout her ten

drama."?

Even her last product!’

<

¢ isons in Dallas.
Me, which opened less than a month before she died, was
lavished on

cited for her direction: "Margo Jones

it some beautiful staging tricks and treats with all the

heart she would have given to those heroes of her theater,
Williams and Inge."?® And this praise despite the fact
that the leading lady dropped out two days before the

--ening and her replacement performed the third act with

script in hand.
unlike their Houston counter-

But the Dallas critics,
parts, were not reticent about bluntly criticizing Margo's

direction when she failed to provide the excellence they
expected (and demanded) of her. John Rosenfield of the

Dallas Morning News proved to be not only her staunchest
1. In one

supporter but also her most critical pat.

he called her the "heroine" of the

review, for example,

"Margo Jones Offers Digestible Corn,"

$yirgil Miers,
o sec. 1, p. 12.

Daily Time "7, 10 February 1948,

2°John Rosenfield, "Widder Women Addle Arcady," Dallas
28 June 1955, sec. 1, p. 16.

4

Morning News,
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Margo Jones' direction of the play is open to
debate. We thought she let the first two acts
drag too much but she may have been deliberately
building to a climax. She did have her actors
living their parts by the third act. Still, we
felt the production could have been handled more
competently.®

And, in a more ironic vein, Clay Bailey of the ™~ ily Times

Herald noted that "by nature . . . [The Sea Gull] is some-

what slow-paced and Margo Jones' group let nature take its
course too often."3

The critics also reacted against Margo's tendency to
allow overstylized acting. They questioned her tolerance
of overdone gestures and movements. Rosenfield wrote that
~-e I« " Ladies was "annoying only now and then with
its mannerisms":

Directed 1like the rest of the cast for certain

choreographic sweeps of hands and arms, he [Har-

old Webster] alone lost control. His %estures

were wild, continual[,] and pointless.

In a similar vein, while commenting on The Coast of Illy-

ria, Rosenfield noted that

the play needs . . . considerable application of
nuance, which probably was beyond the range of
the rehearsal period. The jug-heads and dope-
fiends . . . behaved in the raw and simple style

3Burt Lieberstein, "Suspense Aplenty in 'Day's Mis-
chief,'" Daily Times H ~~ "1, 31 March 1953, sec. 4, p. 4.

34clay Bailey, "Chekhov's Characters TI' ht Losing
Battle," Daily Times Herald, 22 February 1949, sec. 2, p. 8.

3John Rosenfield, "Much Beauty, Some Humor, Modicum of
Style in Theater '48's Moliere," Dallas Morning News,
9 November 1948, sec. 2, p. 4.
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of "Ten Nights in a Bar Room." It was difficult
to tell them drunk from sober.

Even her technique of "pulling down the girdle" was beyond
the comprehension of a least one critic when he wrote:
"Just why Miss Jones let the actor give the joke away with
a doub]l] set of gestures was not clear to this specta-
tor."¥

Margo's inclination towards excessively stylized cos-

tuming also came under attack:

In one respect Miss Jones went a bit too far [in

The Importance of = ' g st]. The absurd
jacket and cap . . . in tne second act and the
equally preposterous dressing gown . . . were

over-stylization. The stylization was legiti-
mate and it was hard, no doubt, to tell where it
should end. Our gues 1is that it sl ald have
ended a shade near - contv 1tionalization as did
the furnishings, which had st} but didn't
shriek it.38

The costumes for A Midsummer Night's Dream also garnered
some criticism: "The costumes set a gaudy pace, and in

the earlier episodes are far too detailed for such close

n39

viewing. The reviewer obviously thought that the
363c 1 1field, "Parker-Eva: Play About the Lambs
Best New Script of 3 r for | rgo," T "7~ *lorning News,

5 April 1949, sec. 1, p. 18.

3’John Rosenfield, "Maybe Thar's Gold in MacLane
Diggin's," Dallas Morning News, 10 February 1948, sec. 2,

p. 4.

38John Rosenfield, "Oscar Wilde and Vivian Connell in
Repertory," Dallas Morning "~~~ , 9 March 1948, sec. 2, p. 4.

¥Fairfax Nisbet, "Bard's 'Dream' a Fortunate Choice for
Holiday Season," Dallas Morning News, 2 December 1951.
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costumes, replete with the flora and fauna of Shake-
speare's fanciful forest, took focus away from the action

as the audience tried to examine all the fine detail

contained on them.

Int 1gly, where some critics occasionally de-
manded less in costuming, others often requested more in

scenery. Regarding Th for ple, set

during Louis XI's reign in France, one reviewer noted that

. « . F ipine might gain by performance on a
full-size stage, where the illusion of regal
splendor can be better captured. Margo Jones'
living-room-sized arena brings an audience close
enough to the actors to make the fillings in the
king's teeth plainly visible and this does not

make for royal stature.

Margo's A Midsummer Night's D having already been

cited for too much costuming, was also criticized for too

little scenery:

Fashioning the "Dream" for arena staging takes a
bit of doing as the audience must bring every
bit of imagination at hand to fill in [the scen-
ery] . . . And Tony Herds' settings give no
help. You're strictly on your own. . .

There's not a sprig of foliage or a massive
throne chair to clutter the imagination or de-
tract from the flow of Shakespearean rhetoric.
If the audience is on its own, so is the cast
which has the task of setting the mood and atmo-
sphere by sheer projection.1

Although the critics generally agreed that the simplified

staging Margo employed in her theatre suited her produc-

“Thad Ricks, "The Golden Porcupine," The Bi’"" ard,
1 April 1950, p. 57.

“'Nisbet, "Bard's 'Dream' a Fortunate Choice . . .".
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tions well, they occasionally yearned for "more detailed
and imaginative settings"*? and "creative illusion."%
Sometimes the critics even lost patience with Margo's

demands upon the audience's imagination.

An audience is asked to imagine places and cos-
tumes, and to the author's and Director Margo
Jones' credit, there is practically no confusion
as action moves from this place to that. It is
handled as neatly as "Our Town." . . . Miss
Jones has had success in the past with all kinds
of imaginary items from windows and portraits to
the railroad track of . . . "This F__p: =y Is
Condemned." But here [in The Guilty], a dress
not only has to be thought up, but the orchid
that goes on it as well. Long live economy and
theatrical experimentation, but it is not exact-
ly what the long-rewarding Miss Jone[s] has
trained her audience to expect.%

The technical aspects of Margo's productions, that
is, the lighting, properties, and scene changes, were
usually singled out for praise. Rarely did the critics
have problems with the execution of the more practical
side of production. On only one occasion was Margo's
command of her backstage crew questioned and, in the
process of the gquestioning, commended. On opening night

of Lady Winderr-re's Fan,

“John Rosenfield, "Characters That Are Characters
Paraded in New Comedy by Gurian," Dallas Morning News,
30 December 1947, sec. 2, p. 4.

“*clay Bailey, "Hayes Drama Scans Sordid Rural Life,"
Daily Times Herald, 27 January 1948, sec. 2, p. 10,

“virgil Miers, "'The Guilty' Given a World Premiere,"
Daily Times Herald, 24 November 1953, sec. 4, p. 4.
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which Margo and Company struggled to make glib
and precise, [the production] ran almost into
the disaster of the century. For all too long
during the first act it was "Lady Windermere's

Fan" without the fan.

A good theater is organized not for routine but
for catastrophe. Margo's is a good theater.
The directrix made a hasty exit from her perch
on the stairs and darted backstage.

In the midst of the now confused colloquy be-
tween Lady Windermere and Lord Darlington the

maid entered . . . "This just came for you,
milady," she said, bearing the fan. "Place it
on the table," . . . Thereafter, by quick think-

ing and rearrangement of lines, the play pro-
ceeded as Wilde wrote it.

. + « Wilde never lets his audience forget Lady
Windermere's fan for a moment. It is surprising
thatsMargo's prop department could have forgot-

ten.*?

Only rarely did the reviewers find fault with Margo's
interpretation of a given script. However, when they dis-

agreed with her concept, they quickly let her know.

Rosenfield, in writing about Southern Exposure, stated his
disagreement with Margo's interpretation of the play.

We had the idea that "Southern Exposure," de-
spite its popularity in Dallas, was misdirected
by Margo. She placed tasteless reliance on a
sexy episode between her romantic leads and next
on the atmospheric comedy of two aged Daughters
of the Confederacy.*

John Rosenfield, "Her Ladyship's Fan As an Article of
Utmost Importance,"™ Dallas Morning News, 12 November 1950.

“John Rosenfield, "Broadway's Snatch of Best Dallas

Play," Dallas Morning News, 29 January 1955, sec. 1, p. 6.
This article concerned Inherit the Wind's imminent opening

in New York.
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Brooks Atkinson voiced similar misgivings about Margo's

direction of T-- 7 1.

[If the part of the Heel were cast and played
correctly,] "The Heel" might have a certain
sinister plausibility and look like a sharp
comment on the life of our times, in which heels
are quite successful. But the performance Miss
Jones staged is elementary farce without subtle-
ties in inflection—all noise and attitudes on
the surface, and nothing inside.*

Rosenfield echoed Atkinson's statements, writing that
The production [and, therefore, Margo] . . .

does not quite make up its mind whether it is
high farce, low comedy[,] or a sour domestic

problem. . . . The big disclosure scene, which
[is drenched] . . . with tears of goodness and
self-sacrifice, patently calls for mockery, not
sorrow. We wish Margo . . . would try it this

way just for one matinee and invite us.“

The single greatest criticism directed at Margo,
however, centered around her unwillingness to demand
scriptual changes from her playwrights. Brooks Atkinson
noted that "Miss Jones' devotion to new scripts is an
enterprising one, with some overtones of missionary
zeal."*® Rosenfield was not as diplomatic when he
charged Margo with misplacing her "blue pencil."®

The most useful time for the critical attitude
is not during a first night but during the weeks

of rehearsal. From either lack of time or ----
cessive deference to at '’ , this application
“’Brooks Atkinson, "Margo Jones Presents Week of

Repertory," New York Times, 27 May 1954.

“John Rosenfield, "Portrait of a Blackguard," Dallas
Morning News, 26 January 1955, sec. 1, p. 10.

“Atkinson, "Margo Jones Presents Week of Repertory."
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of tough criticism is missing when Theater '48
prepares its new plays or its old.

Margo Jones' direction [of Leaf and Bough] is
i1 jyinative and r sourceful. But, as usual, she
had mislaid her blue pencil.

We stipulated at the head of this treatise that
Margo may not have the time to give a custom-fit
to a new play. We must argue that the time must
be found or, in default of time, the sv” -t
stroke of enterprise must be applied. If Thea-
ter '48 cr -isk ; the notion that it should
present plays as freshly minted to dis .

their faults and foibles, it should cease and
desist. No audience anywhere is exactly a dog
on whom something should k ti1° :d.

Theater '48 derives its sustenance from the pa-
tronage of a public that wants the best dramatic
entertainment circumstances afford and have
[sic] been taught by Margo to find entertainment
in plays that never before have seen the light
of a baby spot. The shaping of these plays for
the immediate favor of the Dallas audience would
be the short end toward shaping them for icc
anywhere.

That Margo's policy of new plays and classical
revivals has intrigued an adequate public also
can be proved. That this policy . . . demands
more thorough and more knowing revision of new
scripts in advance of production, is now equally
apparent [emphasis mine].>°

That Rosenfield recognized Margo's primary loyalty in

theatrical production rested with the playwright rather

than with the audience proved insightful. That he lam-

basted her for this focus so forcefully (and barely a year

into her tenure in Dallas) indicated that Leaf a-- ®~-~h

was not her first transgression in this area. Margo

'rosenfield, "Gift for Theater '48 . . .".
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apparently did not heed Rosenfield's warning for three
years later he was still writing the same commentary.
The purpose of repertory, as we construe it, is
to tinker and tighten script and performance for
optimum results. But, somehow, a play at Thea-
ter '51 never changes significantly after open-
ing nlght
This comment is revealing for it clearly suggests that,
once a play opened, Margo was finished with it. Rather
than fine-tuning the piece, she let it stand on its own
merits. Such behavior implies that she preferred to go on
to her next project, beginning the creative process anew,
rather than spend time with the current production.5?
Critics had difficulty determining whether any par-
ticular play's problems were script- or director-related.

The consensus appeared to be both. But in almost every

case, the conclusion reached was that the playwright

°'1John Rosenfield, "'Beloved Rogues' Need Virtuosity Not
Virtuousness," Dallas Morning News, 11 November 1951.

2This tendency on Margo's part may appear contradictory
in light of her work on The Glass Menagerie, on which she
lavished much attention after its Chicago opening. However,
Menagerie was scheduled to open in New York and, as such,
demanded further fine~-tuning. Menagerie occurred early 1n
her professional career as a director and was also her first
Broadway venture, thus possibly requiring a more conscien-
tious attitude on her part. Furthermore, her continuing
improvement of the production justified her employment to
the producers. Finally, Margo had no pressing theatrical
activities awaiting her. It seems highly probable, there-
fore, that, while Margo was willing to polish productions
earlier in her career, by the time she was directing in
Dallas, such attention after opening the play no longer
seemed necessary.
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should have been encouraged to cut, rewrite, and revise
—and that that encouragement should have come from Margo.

. . . Evelyn Bettis overcame creditably a role
handicapped either by direction or by the au-
thor. . . . Had Mr. Nash resorted more to sound
editing and less on arch funning, he would have
come up with a tighter product and much better
theater.??

In another c: of critical helpfulness, Clifford Sage of
the Daily Time~ "2 ~ 1 presented
some asides for the playwright and the director
that we trust are constructive. First, we sug-
gest that the Act 1, and Act 3 curtains could do
with a bit of legitimate, unhokumized strength-
ening.”*

Oof Margo's The Coast of Illyria, Rosenfield wrote that,

"with authors and director still laboring over the script,

the first act moved hectically and in too many direc-

nb55

tions. Margo, responding to similar comments by Brooks

Atkinson, wrote:
I agree with you that there was much lacking in

the ILLYRIA production and script and your com-
ments were terrifically constructive to me.>¢

>>Rual Askew, "Lively Performances Keep New Script Under
Control," Dallas Morning News, 6 November 1951.

**clifford M. Sage, "'One Bright Day' Has Bright
Future," Daily T*—=2s Herald, 20 February 1951, sec. 4, p. 4.

>John Rosenfield, "'Coast of Illyria' Offered in
Dallas," New York Times, 6 April 1949.

56Margo Jones to Brooks Atkinson, 7 May 1949; response
to Atkinson review, New York Times, 13 April 1949; quoted in
Arthur F. Kinney, "Introduction" to The Coast of Tllyria,
Dorothy Parker and Ross Evans (Iowa City: University of
Iowa Press, 1990), 64.
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Likewise, the critics believed that Lemple's 0l1d Man

"seemed hastily assembled and needed several more drafts
and some 'hard-boiled editing.'"”’ what these critics,

and others, continually emphasized and encouraged in their
reviews was an honest evaluation of a script's stage-
worthiness. The critics begged, suggested, even demanded
that Margo amend her loyalty to the playwright's words in
favor of a more objective approach to the script. In only

one recorded instance did she take that advice. Comment-

ing on the audience's indifferent reaction to I Am Laugh-

ing, Clifford Sage revealed that

as the play stood eight nights ago (and we learn
through the grapevine that it has been cut "7
~*-1tes) no one we have talked to who attenaed
1t, felt either happy or sad [about anything
that happened on stage] [emphasis mine].>®

Overall, however, the Dallas critics were very pro-
tective of their theatre and its director. They were
understandably upset when plays that had been favorably
received by Dallas audiences were rejected by New York
critics. As a result, whenever Margo proposed sending a
production to New York, the Dallas critics became appre-
hensive. This attitude was best exemplified by Rosen-

field's unwarranted anxiety over Inherit the Wind's im-

pending opening in New York.

*'Rosenfield, "Characters That Are Characters . . .".

*8cl1ifford M. Sage, "Still No Laughing Matter," Daily
Times Herald, 7 April 1952.
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Our reservation [about taking the play to New
York], and we simply must have one, is that "In-
herit the Wind" gains from its compression in
the tiny local arena stage and may suffer behind
footlights.

A moment of overwhelming impact here [in Dallas]
is the country prayer-meeting, staged in the
midst of Margo's surrounding audience. The
spectator . . . is unavoidably in the middle of
it and subject to the contagion of mob fervor.
Margo has handled this shrewdly, making it less
a spectacle than an experience 1s 1f you had
found a Holy Roller meeting somewhere.

As "Inherit the Wind" moves to a framed stage,
these rare moments will become something only to

see [and not experience]. . . . Similarly, dur-
ing the trial . . . [the] audience sits as
courtroom spectators and not as a theater audi-
ence.>

The Dallas critics had learned the lessons of Summer and

Smoke and Southern Exposure well. They feared the effects

the impersonal picture-frame stage would have upon their
intimate circular dramas. Even more so, they dreaded the
damage the New York critics would inflict upon one of
their own.

These fears were, for the most part, justified. Mar-
go's reception by the New York critics, though sometimes
favorable, was more often dismissive. That Margo was af-
fected by the New York critics' opinion of her work on
Broadway was clearly voiced in an interview she gave the
New Yor lmes after Summer and Smoke's opening:

. « . Miss Jones has felt a special responsibil-
ity to show Broadway skeptics she is better than

*Rosenfield, "Broadway's Snatch . . .
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her 1 cord here, which—before "Summer and
Smoke'"—had not been too impressive. She came
to town as assistant director to Eddie Dowling
in "Glass Menagerie," as director of "On Whitman
Avenue," a flop, and as director of "Joan of
Lorraine," where she was replaced before the
opening. A great deal more than the success of
the single play hung on the reception of "Summer
and Smoke." A failure at this point would have
meant ammunition for those New Yorkers who sneer
at enthusiasm in any form without a Broadway
label. It would give them a cue to repeat their
contention that Miss Jones is strictly for the
backwoods . °°

Interestingly, these East Coast critics were more
tolerant of Margo's work on her home ground. As Murray
Schumach reported, ". . . [L]eading New York critics have
gone to Texas with cynicism and returned with admira-

tion. ¢!

This reaction most likely occurred s ply be-
cause her Dallas productions contained at least two ele-
ments that her New York productions did not: (1) an
intimate, novel facility, and (2) Margo's total control
over all aspects of production. As a result, when several
critics journeyed to Dallas to observe her innovative
theatre, they were pleasantly surprised by her success and
the quality of her productions. Brooks Atkinson, in
particular, traveled to Dallas regularly and reported on

the state of theatre in the hinterlands.

The ideal of acting has always been "a plank and
a passion." But until you have seen a play well

60Murray Schumach, "A Texas Tornado Hits Broadway," New
York Times Sunday Magazine, 17 October 1948, p. 19.

81Thid.
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broduced without scenery and frankly as make-be-~
lieve, you can hardly realize that acting is as

Normal as any other social expression .
Since there is no sense to throwing out the baby

with the bath, Broadway need not start disman-
tling its theatres nor retiring its scene de-
Signers to the farm. But "theatre~in-the-round"
. . has one very practical advantage. It
makes silly plays more bearable in the

theatre, 62
Atkinson's conclusion that poor plays worked better
‘"2 distant prosce-~

-

1N the intimate arena setting than on
Nium stage may have had greater validity during the 1940s
and 1950s when circular stages were still fairly novel.

Atkinson's opinion, nevertheless, provides a significant

Clue to Margo's success in Dallas. Even the worst produc-

tion stig) established a link with its audience through
its Proximity to them; no audience could dismiss its

“Onnection to the actors moving within an arm's length of
it. as a result, the Dallas audiences may have been more
likely to accept what Margo presented to them. That per-

SOnal connection with the actors, no matter how effective-

ly bortrayed, was lost on the picture-frame stages of New

York unless the play itself was also compelling enough to
establish that link. On Broadway, poor plays and produc-

tions had little chance for survival.
perhaps before she herself

Atkinson also recognized,
did, that Margo's venture into circular staging was the

Prodquct of expediency rather than preference and that her

. n
62Atkinson, nPheatre in Dallas.
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needs could more readily be met with a flexible theatrical

facility.

Some day Dallas will probably have to build Miss
Jones a normal theatre with a conventional
stage. . . . But it would be a pity if "theatre-
in-the-round" . . . were ever abandoned com-
pletely. For it is much less cumbersome and
complicated than the conventional stage, which
is a negative virtue.®

He also commended Margo's selection of plays, stating that
"the fare Miss Jones serves in Dallas is no insipid imita-
tion of Broadway but original, nourishing[,] and uncc ~on-
ly well-balanced."® But occasionally she miscalculated,
and when she brought a "silly," "insipid" play to Broad-

way, Atkinson was one of the first to condemn her produc-

tion.

"Southern Exposure" looks like a stock job .
none too expertly put on the stage. 1In her
stage direction, the cyclonic Margo has con-
spired with [author Owen Crump] . . . to make
"Southern Exposure" look like a stock company
work. The performance is frantically humorous
in all styles . . . Nearly everyone in the cast

. is constanth breathless from excitement
or confusion . >

The tenor of Atkinson's remarks about Southern Expo-

su~~ was echoed by other New York critics when they re-

viewed the plays Margo directed on Broadway. Much of

S1bid.
%Atkinson, "our Wandering Critic . . .".

$Brooks Atkinson, "Owen Crump's 'Southern Exposure'
Transplanted from Dallas to a Broadway Playhouse," New vV~~k
Tir-~ 27 September 1950.
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their criticism was aimed at the playwrights, although
Margo was often caught in the backlash of these comments.
For example, Howard Barnes wrote in his review of On

Whitman Aver~ that "Margo Jones has afforded adequate

direction when the script is moving somewhere, little of
any when it bogs down."®® 1In a similar vein, Irving
Hoffman wrote of Joan of Lorraine that the play was "lop-
sided, undramatic, haphazardly directed, [and] lacking in
thorough character study."%’ But the critical comments
focusing on Margo's productions in New York reveal a
singular uniformity of opinion regarding her pacing,
staging, and interpretive abilities.

Margo's nemesis, the slow-moving pace of the produc-
tions, became a frequent target of the New York reviewers.
During pre-Broadway try-outs of Summer and Smoke, Rollin

Palmer wrote that

In spite of all this loving care bestowed upon
it [by Margo in her direction), there were indi-
cations that many of its first night audience
were beginning to think that [the] symbolic
statue [Eternity] had come to be a reality be-
fore the final curtain descended.®

%Howard Barnes, "On Whitman Avenue," New Yor' ""-—<ald-
Tribune, 9 May 1946.

¢’Irving Hoffman, "Joan of Arch [sic]," ™ ~ " wood
Reporter, 19 November 1946, p. 3.

68Rol11in Palmer, "Summer and Smoke Opens Run at Erlanger
Theater," [Buffalo ?], [September 1948].
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Although the New York critics generally disapproved
of Margo's work on Broadway, occasionally a few reviewers
found her direction commendable. W. Ward Marsh, writing
about Summer and ~ =~ :'s pre-Broadway trial in Cleveland,
provided an interesting clue to the play's subsequent
failure in New York when he wrote that

Margo Jones' direction is brilliant. I do not

think that she always has the best [script? ac-

tors?] with which to work, but in the main her
players have responded accurately and their
interpretations of the characters . . . are
strong.®
Commenting on the same production in Cleveland, another
reviewer stated that

Margo Jones has directed the large cast . . .

through Mr. Mielziner's handsome maze with a

nice eye for the dangers of its traffic prob-

lems, has cued offstage music to heighten the

mood and, I suspect, exacted all there was to be

had from her favorite playwright's script and

characters.®

Why should these critics come to such a radically
different conclusion about a production that was generally
condemned when it opened in New York a week later? One
explanation certainly rested in the location of the re-

viewers—a Midwestern city only occasionally treated to

professional theatrical fare. Adjunct to this reason lay

8W. ward Marsh, "'Summer and Smoke' Rated Most Unusu-
al," Cleveland Plain Dealer, 28 September 1948, p. 18.

84arthur Spaeth, "Show Time: Purity and Sin Battle to
Draw at Hanna—Each is Winner in Latest Williams' Play,"
Cleveland News, 28 September 1948.

278



the fact that these reviewers had little with which to
compare this production; in other words, there existed a
small base of comparison with other professional theatri-
cal ventures. Finally, there can be little doubt that the
Cleveland critics were just more disposed to look upon
this production kindly than their New York counterparts.
In fact, only two New York critics generally agreed with
the Ohioans' ass sment: Brooks Atkinson and George
Freedley, both of whom were regular visitors to Dallas and
enthusiastic supporters of Margo's work there. Further-

more, Freedley's review of Summer and Smoke veered so far

afield from the general New York consensus of the play as
to appear blatantly biased in Margo's favor.

Though there are moments when the producer-di-
rector, Margo Jones, holds her scenes a shade
too long for complete comfort, it is an expertly
staged piece. She has arranged her scenes su-
perbly so as to give the play every pictorial
possibility without ever sacrificing character
or disturbing the seeming reality of the play.
It is the most assured piece of direction which
Margo_ Jones has yet shown to Broadway audiences.
This is mature work. The theater has every rea-
son to be proud of Tennessee Williams and Margo
Jones. God bless them! [emphasis mine]

Margo's lack of success with the New York critics can
be attributed to many factors—poor script choice, inap-
propriate set design, audience insensitivity, and ill-

advised interpretation and staging, to name a few. Howev-

®George Freedley, "Tennessee Williams at His Best in
'Summer and Smoke,'" The Morning Telegraph, 8 October 1948.
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tainted water—how could it be otherwise with
the cesspools of commercialism pouring into it
each day.%8

Margo's antagonism towards the commercial theatre
never diminished. The commercial theatre's demands for
glitz and visual enhancements warred with her own prefer-
ence for simplicity in production style. The intimacy
between performer and audience that she valued so highly
was diminished by the proscenium theatre's invisible
fourth wall. She would easily have agreed with Brooks
Atkinson's assessment of Broadway:

. . [Ilt is possible that dramas of a more

poetic stature would be written if there were a

single stage on Broadway free enough for poetic

acting; . . . All stages on Broadway are built

on the assumption that playwrights have limited

imaginations and actors are cultivated ladies

and gentlemen with good manners and no force of

character. Our stages are perfect for dramas of

low vitality.®
The profitability factor that motivated all commercial
ventures directly contradicted Margo's belief that theat-
rical art was a necessary part of life, not just a busi-
ness. Her desire for experimentation in theatrical pro-
duction was devalued by New York's status quo. Her antip-

athy against the commercial theatre could have been summed

up in these words:

8Margo Jones to June Moll, n.d. [1946], Typed carbon
copy, Margo Jones Collection, Dallas Public Library, Dallas,

TX.

8Brooks Atkinson, "Encircled Actors," New York Times,
10 June 1951, sec. 2, p. 1.
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Also contains ' ramatic ]

Cuts made in text.
names and phone numbers.

handwritten actors'!

On_Whitman avenue

Maxine Wood

Playwrignt:
assification: Origi
: ginal
gﬁ:e Opened: 5/8/46
atre: Cort Theatre (proscenium)

Margo Jones

Prepareq
by:
Typed carbon copy

Type of Script:
0 . . .

ngtthe facing pages of this script, Margo wrot
t1 €s, character motivations, lighting and sot
Ons, and questions for Wood. The script :

;nnotated from beginning to end in this manner
lso includes cast list with actors' name

0ok
Sf' and telephone numbers; staff list with sam
w 9t' broken down by scene, detailing what eac
€7 3; and a Property Plot, also broken down b
Ca £
PlaYWright: oliver Gc™ismith
Daasslfication: Classic
TheS, Op~~ed: 3/14/49
p €atre: Theatre '49 (arena)
Trepared by: Stage Manager #3 (Jonat £ n¢
YPe of Script: Typeset
Jandwritten blocking notations scattered thr
:Cts7 no blocking noted after Act III. No 1
ound cues noted. Curtain warnings 1D 1
znd.II- Bracketted dialogue throughout
© indicate cuts
§9@&§£_Agg_§z xe #1 and #2
Playwright Tennesse Williams
D;ESSification: original
€ Opened: 10/6/48
Theatre: Music BoX Theat! New
proscenium)

Prepar : caubisens
ed by: Henril
Type of Script: Typed carbon CcCOpPY
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