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Rush' and consequent westward expansion, and increased
immigration. A discussion of the nineteenth-century
view of women's role in society and the prescriptive
ideal of '"belle femme'" wife and mother demonstrates that
the American actress, successfully employed, constituted
a contradiction of society's ideal.

Two indicators o professional equity are dis-
cussed: career opportunities and salaries. A descrip-
tion of the careers of four actresses, Mrs. W. G. Jones,
Maggie Mitchell, Kate Reignolds, and Mrs. J. R. Vincent,
illustrart four Ce lated c:¢ 2er atter s en to
women in mid-century theatre. The management careers of
Mrs. John Drew, Laura Ke¢ 2, and Mrs. John Wood are
described to exemplify opportunities open to women as
theatre managers. Additional information on twenty-two
other actresses active on the American stage from 1850
to 1870 is also presented. Rese rch on wages paid to
men and won 1 in mid-century theatre demonstrates the
degree to which women's salaries were comparable to
men's salaries.

The study concludes that from 185C to 1870, the
American theatre offered women opportunities for stable
employment, lor and varied care s, success as theatr
managers, and a degree of economic equity with _ile
counterparts which exceeded economic equity pos: "Hle in

other occupations.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE _.IE/ _RICAL AND SOCI'™ CONTEXT

In order to understand the mid-nineteenth-century
theatre and the significance of the careers managed in
that theatre by women, a general description of the
theatre and its social environment is necessary. In
t is chapter I will first provide I 13 desci " rtic
of the stock theatre context in America as it dev _oped
between 1825 and 1850. Then I will discuss the major
theatre developments in New York City theatre during
mid-century, 1850-1870, identify other cities with
significant mid-century theatre activity, and discuss
the major influences on mid-century theatre: the star
system, combir :ion co any, and mid-c itury audience.

The second section of this chapter will discuss
the social context of mid-century America. I will
summarize the major historical events of the time: the
beginning of the Women's Rights Movement, the "Gold
Rush" and westward tpansion, increased immigrat ">n. In
order to clarify the social attitudes which surrounded
issues about women's employment, I will discuss the

impact of the ''cult of true womanhood," a term which I

18












September to begin a thirty-year reign as New York's
most consistently fine theatre. The decade of the 1850s
began with flourishing theatre activity in New York, and
the population of the city and the number of theatres
was to continue to grow.

By 1860 1e Broadw 7 Theati he' closed and the
building was torn down. Laura Keene's Theatre had been
built and opened in 1856; later it was to be re-named
the Olympic. Burton's Theatre had been remodeled and
ope 1 as the Winter Garden, and the New Bowery Theatre
had o 1. In 1861 Wallack moved his ct¢ pany > a new
and v Ll-equipped theatre, and during the 1860s his old
theatre was successively managed by Mary Provost and
George Wood. The Worrell sisters managed another
playhouse, and there were theatres for Ge in and French
drama. The Academy of Mt ic also began to “2ature

plays. 1 1868 the Pike's Opera House opened, followed

in 1869 by Booth's deatre.26

Thus, between 1850 and 1870, the New York theatre
became firmly established. Growing stock companies in
New York, as well as in ott - cities, offered consider-

able opportunity for the talented and theatrically

26Hewitt, pp. 161-217; Hughes, pp. 169-205;
Wilson, pp. 144-180.












populace of the new nation. A strong preference for the

"imported' star deve10ped.33

The wvisiting stars typically played several
performances in New York, Philadelphia, Boston and other
ci 5. In ich city tl resident stock acting company

played supporting roles to the repertoire of leading

roles each visitor brought with him or her. This had

three obvious effects: it reduced the prestige of the

resident stock actor and actress to a supporting posi.-

tion, the v ry large salaries demanded by stars affected

resident ¢ % g 3 adversely, and the sy:

required that the plays presented t those which the

prepared to perform. -2 most cases the

plays were classics, often those by Shakespeare.34 The

visitor was

aura of superiority surrounding the visiting foreigners

may have reduced the possibility for w y talented

American performers to achieve equal degrees of pres-

tige. In : :t, the nineteenth century, most of

those Americans who did achieve major celebrity in the

theatre did so only after performing in London, where,

if they were well-received, their right to stardom was

authenticated for American audiences.

33Wilson‘, p. 60.

3[“Hughes, pp. 97-139.
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The two major native-borm American stars to emerge
prior to 1850 were Edwin Forrest and Charlctte Cushman.
Other stars such as Junius Brutus Booth, Mary Ann Duff,
and Thomas Abthorpe Cooper were born in England.
William B. Wood we¢ born in Canada. Jar s H. Hackett, a
contemporary of Forrest, was born in the United States,
but his popularity was eclipsed by Forrest.35

Forrest first achieved success in England between
1836 and 1845, and perhaps his experience set the
precedent for later Americans who found the need to
obtain approval rom London audiences and critic
Forrest was known mostly for his Shakespearean roles,
and during the prime of his popularity a feud ¢ reloped
between himself and English actor Charles Macready.

Followers of the two actors disputed the respective

merits of each man, and eventually the debate had tragic

35The career of Junius Brutus Booth is summarized

in Hewitt, pp. 98-103. Cooper's work is described in
Wilson, pp. 32-33, and in Hewitt, pp. 42-43 and pp.
72-76. Mary Ann Duff's success as a tragic actress is

discussed in Wilson, pp. 93-94; see also Johnson,
American A-~tress and Garff B. Wilson, A History of
American Accang. William B. Wood's career as actor and

manager is mentioned in Wilson, Trr~~ Hundred Ye-=vs ~f
American Drama and The , P. 92. oJawes H. Hacke.t, a

comic actor best know.. ..r portrayals of Falstaff and
native yankee characters, is described in Hewitt, pp.
123-124, and in Wilson, ~f Amerjcer
Drama and Theatre, pp. 9.-... )
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performers.  In these towns with established stock com-
panies, the star performer arrived and played with the
resident stock actors and actresses. During the 1860s
stars began to travel with other performers who played
some of the supporting roles while resident stock
company members filled the remaining parts. Gradually
this arrangement gave way to the 'combination company,”
the term which identified a single production touring
from city to city with the same cast.38 Production
cc ts for the ¢ bit :ion company were less than for
maintaining a resident repe Ty« 1y, and the
manager who booked a combination company could count on
higher prcofits owing to the public's eagerness for
visiting performers. This trend encouraged many per-
formers to tour in plays which provided a starring

vehicle for their talents, and a number of actors and

38Poggi, Jack. Theatre in Ameri~~- The Impact of
Economic Forces, 1870-1867 (Ithaca, J.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1966), pp. 4-8. Poggi summarizes the
evolution from visiting star to combination company.
See also Alfred L. Berheim, The Businece ~f *k~ Theatre:
An Economic History of the A~~rican ...€ac.c .,00-1
(New York: First published in .wenty consecutive issues
of ¥rui+ty Maga~-i~~, July 1930-February 1932. Reissued
1964 oy venjamiu v.om, Inc.), pp. 26-27.
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Emplcyment for women was another contvadiction of
the ideal, and during the 1850s and 1860s, and in the
later decades of the last century, many women worked for
a living. As mentioned earlier, domestic service was a
traditional type of employment available feor lower-class
women . Service in home was regarded as acceptable
within the vision of the ideal since the employed woman

directly supported the mission of the '"lady" who managed

the household. 1In reality, domestic service was simply
the only ans for earning money open to many unskilled
: uneducated women, and homewc 1 1nc , cooki

and child care provided many young immigrants a way to

make a living.

In urban areas, other limited forms of employment
were available to women. Seamstrest 3 were in demand,
along with milliners and other garment workers. Many
women worked in their homes, and others sewed in mid-

centt y SRS of 3. ~Mhe -~vow = of tbI cotton

industry in the south expanded the milling industries in
the north, and factory girls grew in numbers in New
and Atlantic states where textiles were

51

England

produced.

51A ¢ od discussion of working-class women's

occupational opportunities is in Barbara  Mayer
(Footnote Continued)
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A very small number of talented women became
artists, but this avenue was usually open only to the

fortunate who could obtain training through connections

. . . =
provided by a male relative in the arts.”-

In the success of mid-nineteenth-century actresses
1li s a dual illust ition of the tension between the
cultural ideal and reality. First, the actress then, as
now, carried with her the onus of social suspicion which
dates back to medieval Europe and the vagabond troupes
of p: titutes and thieves who performed in feudal
cast: 3 and townships. Prohibit 1 . .2rfor ng «
the English stage wup to and through the reign of
Elizabeth I, women first appeared in the English theatre
after 560 when theatres reopened after the Puritan

suppression. A dichotomy of attitude attended the

success of Restoration actresses in England. Some

people believed that the introduction of women to the

(Footnote Continued)
"Besides, America is now wholly given over to a d----d

mob of scribbling women, and I should have no chance of
success while the public taste is occupied with their

trash - and should be ashamed of myself if I did
succeed.'" The letter in which this statement appears is
in Caroline Ticknor, Hawtk--ne erd Hi~ D-h1i-L-— (Port
Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat .ress, iNco., ..o.. vusiginal

copyright 1913 by Caroline Ticknor), p. 141.

55Nochlin, Linda, '"Whv Have There Been No Great
Women: Artists?', Art N~-rs  3nuary 1971, p. 23; see also

Clinton, pp. 46-50.
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to men, for there was no comparable trend to have men

play women's roles.
The wish of the American audience to see women

playing women's roles insured the second contradiction

—~

of the 1ideal. ~--1e actress had to be employed by a
tl aitre in order to play the women's roles, and there-

fore the employment of women 1 the theatre was both

demanded and accepted by the public.

The nature of the contradiction of the ideal is
mor ¢ oplex in v 2w of the fact that a stage career by

its very nature provides ¢ lf control for a wom: |,

rather than dependence on a male. The decision to act

on a stage is a decision to publicly display self, which

was contrary to the '"belle femme" ideal's insistence on

reticence and modesty. Furthermore, the woman onstage

controls that self-disj” ty. The work of a performer is

work that is largely self-reliant. One's performance is

inescapably ¢ 1 tly « > upon or 's self.

The women who worked in mid-nineteenth-centt |

theatre did not have the services of casting agents or

personal managers, a category of ‘occupations which

developed after 1870. Therefore, in order to conduct a

career 1in mid-nineteentl :entury American theatre, a

woman had to be assertive, self-reliant, and ambitious,

characteristics which were quite opposite from the

ideal.









nineteenth century.6o Certainly the attitudes of the

church affected the attitudes of many Americans, yet the
theatre prospered. Unquestionably, both men and women
who worked in the theatre met with social ostracization
by some whose social choices were governed by clerical
dictum. On the other hand, since most persons who
worked in theatres were not born to middle-class fam-
ilies, much less to the country's social aristocracy, I
think it is doubtful that these people would have been
absort 1 into "society' no matter what their occupationm.
In a time when all employ 1 won 21w :e 1" ved as soci 1-
ly inferior to the "belle femme'" wife, the disdain shown
to the actress may or may not have differed in degree
from the social contempt directed at seamstresses,
domestic servants, milliners, or sales clerl . Because
an actress was publicly visible, whatever disapproval

may have existed could be more visible Lso.

There S " 3 in the nine-

teenth-century American theatre were mnot unifc__ly
excluded from society. Some women, like Mrs. John Hoey
and Kate Reignolds, married men from prominent families.
Jean Davenport became the wife of a renowned Army

General, and after her retirement she occupied a

60Johnson, pp. 3-35.









Fame , celebrity, "transcendent talents," all
contributed to the social success of some performers.
Joseph Jefferson noted that Charlotte Cushman was
socially sought after, and that ''the most cultivated

>ciety of England and America delighted to entertain

n65 Anna Cora Mowatt observed in 1853 that:

her.
The stage, at this moment, is graced by members
of the profession who have been the honored
guests of nobles, and whom the magnates of more
than one land have been proud to welcome at
their firesides. The odium which has attached
itself to some whose talents were as a brilliant
setting which lacked the centre gem of paramount
value can ca: no mo1 lemish upon those
who have nc merited the reprc :h than tt
despotism of ope king can aarken the 1 'gn of
his successors.

Kate Ryan recalls in her memoirs of her career as
an actress with the Boston Museum that the acting
company chose not to mingle with the public. Ryan
states:

Familiarity between players and the public was

not tolerated... Our actors avoided publicity.
Tt ] g T el of ° ere con-
scious or having won a deg. > n * . the

life of the city, and realizea tnat m 1 of
their magnetism depended on maintaining a
certain glamour around their personality, which
would fade with intimacy. They never attempted

to gain any social prominence. They Dbore
65Jefferson, Joseph, '""Rip Ver Wipkle'": The
Autobi~granhy of Joseph Ji (Lowuuu: Reinhardt &
Evans, .l 1949 original.y puviished 1890), p. 316.
66

Mowatt, p. 447.



themselves with dignity and were nog7indifferent
in their bearing toward the public.

Another consideration when attempting to speculate
over the degree to which performers may or may not have
experienced social ostracism is the working schedule of
the actor. F cformers in the nineteenth century, as
now, work 1 at night during the hours other workers
reserved for leisure and socializing. Certainly the
work schedule of performers has always interfered with
usual social mingling which constitutes the social Llife
C most o the population. Therefore any attempt to
define the causes of an observed social 1iso. tion ¢~
women and men of the theatre from the mass society of
women and men is difficult. Lack of evidence forces
speculation over whether the social stigma attached to
performers was primarily a cause or a result of the
occasions of social detachment of theatre personnel from
the larger society. TUnanswerable questions emerge in
any attempt to 2termine < "> wh’:h social
censure created operational problems for performers, the
degree to which theatre persons perceived the stigma,
and whether the censure was perceived as damaging.

While ample documentation of hostile attitudes toward

67Ryan, Kate. OTA; Ros+ton Ma~~1m  Days (Boston:
Little Brown and Co., 1,.%, . Z4%.
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the theatre and its personnel exist, especially in

68 I found no evidence other than that

clergical attacks,
cited earlier in this chapter to enlighten us about the
nineteenth-century performer's perception of and re-
spon: to such negative attitudes.

The third ¢t [ :r of this study will provide
information on the careers of several actresses and the
esteem with which they were held. These women, who are
examples of working actresses in the mid-nineteenth
century, were respected by their peers, and in most
« o3 mduct 1 ttF ir private 1liv s above reproach.
There is no evidence that they suffered any meaningful
loss o0of social position because they were actresses.
Those actresses who wrote their memoirs do not comment
on suffering as outcasts because of their profession.
Rather, the truth is evident in the material which
follows that the mid-nineteenth-century actress was

financially profess “onal y capable of ¢ 2at success,

68Johnson discusses the <censure directed at
theatre by American clergy during the nineteenth
century, pp. 5-10. A publication which is an example of
negative attitudes toward the theatre is William Everts,
"The Theatre," in Prolr'-~—s of *»~ City (Chicago: Church
and Goodman Publishers, .066. ..dmples of statements by
clergy include Phineas D. Gurley, Th~ YVoice ~f the Rod
(Washington, D.C.: W. Ballantyne, 18v.,, anc nobert H.
Hatfield, The Tb~atr~ (Chicago: The Methodist Book
Depository, 1866).




and she apparently enjoyed self-esteem to a much larger

degree than has been commonly acknowledged.






In order to provide a means of comparison between
women's salaries and men's salaries, samples representa-
tive of the typical weekly payrolls are averaged,
comparing the combined women's average wage with the
combined 1p 1's average wage. The results are not
entirely accurate, since at least one theatre paid
married couples one wage with no indication of proration
between husband and wife. Possibly other theatres
followed this practice but did not indicate this in
payroll records.

Also, the pauci' of data mear that ; informa-
tion is at best & basis for speculation. However, the
similarity of relative average wages paid to women and
to men at different times in different settings supports
the inference that women in the theatre fared well
economically compared to women in other occupations.

As stated in Chapter One, this study acknowledges
that tl t1 , gov by the dramatic literature it
produces, has generally provided more ¢ >loyment
male performers than for female performers because the
majority of plays provide more roles for men than for
women. Also, dramatic literature provides more princi-
pal roles for men than for women, so opportunities for
women to be hired in major roles is mot jual to oppor-
tunities for men to be hired in major roles. Therefore,

this study does mnot assume that equal employment
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opportunity existed in nineteenth-century theatre in the
sense of equal number of jobs for men and women or equal
number of principal roles for men and women. The
argument advanced here is based on the observation of
wages as tied to degree of job responsibility, or
it _ortanc ¢ the | rfor 2r, as reflected in lines of
business. The use of the mode to compare the number of
men versus the number of women at the upper and lower
ends of the wage scales would indicate whether equal
number of men and women were hired for the most impor-
tant lir s of busir ss and .or t e least important 1 ies
of busir ss. However, as already acknowledged above,
the numbers of women and men hired for the various lines
of business depends wupon script requirewments, and
generally plays require more men than women in the major

lines of business, which are generally the better-paid

positions. 1e mode would shed little light on whether
or not w 1 el paid comparably to men in the same
lines of business. Therefore, in the o L wt :h

follows, the mean will be used as the measure of central
tendency in order to compare average women's wages with
average men's wages.

I am indebted to Professor John J. McCusker of the
History Department, University of Maryland, for provid-
ing me with a formula for converting dollar figures

representing mid-nineteenth-century salaries into the















oh

teachers seldom earned over $600.00 (1985 = $4,320.00)
per year.

Woodbury's study indicates that women were paid
far less than men in the areas of bookkeeping and
accounting, and as telegraph operators. For instance, a
woman bookkeeper in New York was paid $500.00 per year,
while the male who preceded t ¢ had been paid $1,800.00
per annum. Wages for women bookkeepers in New York by

1870 were $16.00 (1985 = $131.20) to $20.00 (1985 =

$164.00) r - we <, wh: men similarly employed received
$25.00 (1985 =$205.00) to $40.00 (19¢" = $328.00) per

.79 In the late 1860s, women were hired as tele-

v ok
graph operators with salaries ranging from $30.00 to
$50.00 per month; men telegraph operators at the time
earned $75.00 per month on the avere 2, with some males
earning over $100.00 per month.80

Clearly the general trend during the 1850s and
1860s we tt £ v 1 in most trades earned very low

salaries, and their wages were much lower than the wag ;

paid to men in similar jobs.

78"A Working Women's ~:zatement,'" Tre Nation, 21
February 1867, p. 155. Quot in Johnson, p. 55.
79

Woodbury, pp. 240-241.

8OId°m. Using 1868 as representative of the late

T (Footnote Continued)
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calculated a portion of the gross receipts to be paid to
the visiting star. In many cases, benefits and shares
were part of the contract between men and women playing
leading roles as regular members of a stock company.81
The fc¢ »>wing «xamples provide evidence that wages
in the western, mid-western and southern stock companies
were lower for both men and women than wages in the New
York and Boston stock companies. Mrs. Gilbert recalls
in her memoirs that she and her husband each earned
$8.00 (1985 - $109.60) per week in Milwaukee in 1850.%2
Trav lLing stock ctor Che A. K1 e t
wages of $10.00 (1985 = $1. .40) and S$12.00 (1985 =
$151.68) per week in 1857-58 at tl itre in Dubuque,
Peoria, St. Louis and New Orleans. By 1863, Krone
earned $20.00 per week (1985 = $170.00) at Ben De Bar's

theatre in St. Louis as a supporting player.83

81Penny, Virginia. .
Women Can Make Money, etc., 18.., . ..
82

Gilbert, p. 18. 1In Autobiographical Sketch of
Mrs. John Drew (New York: Scribner's Sons, 1899), Mrs.
Drew recalls that in 1833 she and her mother together
earned $16.00 per week at the Warren Theatre, Boston.
By 1839, as leading lady at the Walnut Street Theatre,
Philadelphia, Mrs. Drew (as Louisa Lane) received $20.00
per week, which she recalls as the highest salary known
there at the time. Ludlow and Smith paid her $35.00 per
week in New Orleans in the mid-1840s.

83

Krone, Charles. "I collections of an 0ld
(Footnote Continued)



atre,

provides specific wages paid to both men and women.

The following

Boston, for

the week

salary list for

ending

the National

January 5,

The-
1850,
Two

of the men and their wives were paid a joint salary.

The 1985 equivalents appear in parentheses.

Men

Vincent &
B. Booth,
Barry

Johnson
B. Wright

Zacil

. Munroe

. A, Murran
. Lanford

F.
. F

Stone
cod

(SR =ol o N oo lie, N SR EY ol SR ol an S P

Wife
Mr.

. D. Johnson

Rir~ & Wife

B. Williams

Total

Women

Miss
Miss
Miss
Mis

Miss
Miss
Miss

Wes -
Mac
Mack
Prott
Miller

1

Mestayer
Woodward

Total

$ 30.00 (S 411.00)
20.00 ( 247.00)
40.00 (  548.00)
20.00 (  274.00)
18.00 ( 246.60)
15.00 ( 205.50)
13.00 ( 178.10)
13.00 ( 178.10)

9.00 ( 123.30)
9.00 ( 123.30)
8.00 ( 109.60)
8.00 ( 109.60)
7.00 ( 95.90)
5.00 ( 68.50)
$215.00 ($2,945.50)
$25.00 (8$342.50)
16.00 ( 219.20)
9.00 ( 123.50)
8.00 ( 109.60)
4.00 ( 54.70)
4.00 ( 54.80)
3.00 ( 41.10)
$69.00 ($943.30)

In order to compare women's earnings with men's earnings

as shown in the records above for January 4,

(Footnote Continued)

Actor,

4:212.

Missemiivs

U< storical

f~llec*ions,

3:172,

1850, and

276;
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Men
T. Barry S 40.00 (1985 = $548.00)
J. Prior 30.00 (1985 = 411.00)
G. Spear 25.00 (1985 = 342.50)
J.B. Booth, Jr. 20.00 (1985 = 274.00)
S.D. Johnson 20.00 (1985 = 274.00)
J.B. Wright 15.00 (1985 = 205.50)
J. Ring & Wif 14.00 (1985 = 191.80)
Joseph Pawlin 14.00 (1985 191.80)
L. Lake & Wife 14.00 (1985 = 191.80)
G.L. Lee 12.00 (1985 = 164.40)
E.B. Williams 10.00 (1985 = 137.00)
J. Munroe 10.00 (1985 = 137.00)
F.A. Munroe 9.00 (1985 = 123.30)
E. Lanford 9.00 (1985 = 123.30)
R. Mune 7.00 (1985 = 95.90)
J. Flood 6.00 (1985 = 82.20)
W. Foster 2 N0 (1985 = 41.10)
Total $258.00 (1985 3,534.60)
Wo n
Miss C. Pope $ 30.00 (1 35 $411.00)
Mrs. Cruise 25.00 (1y85 = 342.50)
Mrs. Reed 16.00 (1985 = 219.20)
Mrs. Vincent 14.00 (1985 = 191.80)
Mrs. Howland 8.00 (1985 = 109.60)
Miss Parker 8.00 (1985 = 109.60)
Miss Mack 4.00 (1985 = 54.80)
Miss Howard 4,00 r1oes —  54.80)
Total $109.00 (1985=51,493.30)
These figures provide the fol 1ing cc pari: as (exclud-
ing marr: 1 couples Ring and Lake):
Total Men's Wages: $§230.00 (1985 = $3,151.00)
Average Men's Wages: 15.33 (1985 = 210.02)
Total Women's Wages: $109.00 (1985 = $1,493,30)
Average Women's Wages: 13.62 (1985 = 186.59)

At this time t! women's average wz 2 was 89 percent of
the men's average wage.

In early 1851 some members of the National Theatre
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for fifty-five persons, for an average of $10.52 (1985 =
$147.28). The total payroll on April 28, 1851, was
$631.82 (1985 = $8,845.48) for fifty-eight persons, for
an average of $10.89 (1985 = $152.46).85

Some information on wages paid to women and men in
Baltimore theatres is found in the correspondence of
John Thompson Ford, who managed the Holliday Street
Theatre and other theatres during the 1850s and 1860s.
In his letters to John B. Wright, who apparently func-
tioned as an ¢ ent a: inging contracts between Thompson
and performers, alaries for actors and actr are

86

mentioned. In an undated letter, Thompson asks Wright

to verify whether Mrs. Bowe ; will accept "two thousand

dollars for ten weeks [work] in Baltimore and Washing-

ton. He adds that he plans to invest in advertising to

promote Mrs. Bow s, and he hopes that she will become

"a favorite'" wh¢ 't  can } 7 more. In letter dated

June 6, 1859, Thompson writes, :cur Miss Skerritt

85The Daily Cash Book for Barnum's Museun,
Philadelphia, is in the Manuscripts Collection, Harvard
Theatre Collection of the Houghton Library, Harvard
University.

86C< cesponc 1cC f John Thompson Ford is in the
Research Library of ..c< N * York Hi :o1 :al Society,
77th Street and Central Park ® st, New York City. Ten
letters are in the file, apparently written from 1858 to
1867.
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by all means ev 1 at her terms but first endeavor to dc
so for $200 [1985 = $2,576.00] and one one-third bene-
fit." On April 11, 1867, Thompscn asked Wright to offer
the Worrell sisters'" 20 percent + one-half benefit

which will pay them from 5 to 700 dollars {1985 = $3,600
to $5,040] per week." The letter continues indicating

that Thompson can pay the Worrell's more if they demand

it, and he also says, '"... I can take them with or
without Mr. Donnelly - rather have them withou him if
¢ reeable."

In contrast to these off rs to Mrs. Bowers, Miss
Skerritt, and the Worrell sisters, averaging $20( 3250
per person per week, Thompson's mention in this corre-
spondence of s:¢ iries for men indicates that men were
not necessarily earning as much as some women in the
theatre. In a letter dated July 21, 1858, Thompson

states that he will pay Mr. Davidge "... fifty (1985 =

$65.05] and =~ benefit" for four weeks work. A letter

dated July 15, no year indic ‘ Bl hiring Mr.
Clark, "... an excell 1t utility man," for eight dollars
a week. In the same letter is a reference to consider-

ing hiring Mr. Harrison and his wife, Miss Parrington,
for $35 per week for both. The letter also discussed
the drinking problem of an actor named Perry, whom
Thompson v s considering for $25 per week with a one-

third clear benefit.
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The Thompson correspondence supports the conten-
tion that Jlines of business determined salaries, and
tt = oT women in major lines of business earmned
substantial salaries.

Odell's chronicles provide bits of information on

alaries paid to n Ters of New York stock companies
¢ 1ing the 1850s and 1860s. For instance, the salary
record for the 1857-58 season at Wallack's was:87
Lester Wallack - $100.00 (1985 = 81,267.00) +
two benefits, one clear half
i one third
Blake - $80.00 (1985 = 81,011 "7) +
o-third benefits
George Holland - $40.00 (1985 = $505.60) +
two-third benefits
H.B. Phillips - $25.00 (1985 = $316.00) +
one-third benefit
Mrs. Hc 7 - $§55.00 (1985 $695.20) + two
clear t ird ber fits
Mary Gannon - $35.00 (1985 = $434.00) + one

c. ir third benefit

87Odell George. A-—-1~ ~Ff +tho Narr Vool Sta{“
(New York: Columbia Univ._ . _. : s
Odell cites his source as the salary book of Wallack's
Theatre, which had been "in possession of Charles
Burnham."



The remaining members of the company, who were support-

ing players, earned the following salaries:

2 men - $30.00 (1985 = $379.20)
1 woman - $30.00 (1985 = $379.20)
2 men - $25.00 (1985 = $316.00)
1 woman - $20.00 (1985 = $252.80)
1 man - $10.00 (1985 = $126.40)
3 women - $10.00 (1985 = $126.40)
3 men - $ 8.00 (1985 = $101.12)
1 woman - S 8.00 (1985 = $101.12)
1 mn - $ 7.00 (1985 = $§ 88.48)
2 women - $ 6.00 (1985 = $§ 75.84)

Lester Wallack's salary includes remuneration for
management duties, which accounts for the high figure in
comparison with the rest of the company. Blake, the
leading man, was paid much more than Mrs. Hoey, the
leading lady. However, when the salaries of the entire
company, 1 Lester Wallack's, are averaged, the
resulting weekly average for 3 y..1 (1985
$299.69) per week and the average for women is $18.10
(1985 = $228.78) per week. The women in this company
were earning approximately 76 percent of the amount
earned by men.

The account book of Werner Shipley, property man

at the Holliday St: 2t Theatre in Baltimore, lists



88 These records

salary information from 1865 to 1868.
indicate that throughout the period there were more men

than women employed at the Holliday Theatre as regular

members of the stock company. The women's salaries
avere »:d fr¢ 74 percent to 88 percent of the men's
salaries. Visiting st :s, whether male or female, were

paid more than the highest aid resident actors and
actresses. However, the wages of male and female
resident members of this stock company who played major
1 1es of usiness were comparable. For instance, the
payroll >r the week ending March 11, 1865, shows
visiting star Mr. McCol >m received $75.00 (1985

$492.75) for the week, while the highest wage paid to a
woman (Miss Alice Grey) was $45.00 (1985 = $295.65).
The second-highest wages that week were $40.00 (1985 =
$262.80) to Mr. Bishop and $35.00 (1985 = $229.95) to
Miss Thompson. During the week ending March 25, 1865,
McCollc v paid $87.50 (1985 $§574.87) and the next
two ighest salaries of $50.00 (1¢ ) 3..J) each
were paid to Mrs. Wilkens and Mr. T. A. Hale. By April
8, 1865, McCollom had left the company, and Mrs. Wilkens
and Mr. Hale were each paid $50.00 (1985 = $328.50), the

88Shipley's Account Book 1is 1in the Manuscript
Division of the Maryland Historical Society, Baltimore,
Maryland.
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the .rst, very successful, makes about $1,500 a
week; Lotta, the next most success 11l actress, a
spritely little bit of "quicksilver,' who has
risen into celebrity only within the last two
years, makes about $900 a week; J. S. Clarke,
about the same, or possibly about $1,000; Mrs.
D. P. Bowers, $500; E. L. Davenport, $§500; J. W.
Wallack, $500; Mr. F. S. Chanfrau, $500; Edwin
Ac , $500; J. H. Hackett, $500; Miss Lugalle
Western, $500; Mr. and Mrs. Florenc . $500.

Using the conversion formula to compute the 1985

equivalent to the salary figures above, the following

results are obtained:

$3,000 = $22,590.

2,000 = 15,060.
$1,500 11,295.
$1,000 = 7,530.
$ 900 = 6,777.
$ 800 = 6,024.
$ 500 = 3,765.

Salary records for the early years of Daly's
Theatre in I} ¢ York reveal an interesting increase in
the relativ wages of wor 1 >mj to m -
aries. The payroll book housed in Manuscripts Collec-
tion at Columbia University shows the following salaries

paid to members of Daly's company on August 21, 1869

(1985 equivalents appear in parentheses):

90
Brooklyn Daily .agle, Fet 1ary , 1868, p. 4.




Men

W. Davenport $200.00 ($1,570.00)
Clarke 100.00 ( 785.00)
I ckins 60.00 ( 471.00)
rolk 55.00 ( 431.75)
Davidge 70.00 ( 549.50)
Lewis 75.00 ( 588.75)
Hollarnd £5.00 ( 353.25)
Rynar 30.00 ( 235.50)
Jordan 20.00 ( 157.00)
I :kman 15.00 ( “17.75)
Chapman ~..00 ( 117.75)
I'bert 25.00 ( 196.25)
Stewart 18.00 ( 141.30)
Peck 12.00 { 94.20)
Pierce _8.00 ( 62.80)
Total $748.00 ($5,871.80)

Wom 1
Mrs. Jennings $100.00 ($ 785.00)
Gilbert 55.00 ( 431.75)
Wilkins 30.00 ( 235.50)
Kiehle 20.00 ( 157.00)
Andrews 10.00 ( 78.50)
Norwood & child 10.00 ( 78.50)
iss Ethel 50.00 ( 362.50)
Davenport 50.00 ( 392.50)
Longmore 50.00 ( 392.50)
Ames 20.00 ( 157.00)
Lewis 15.00 ( 117.75)
Tyson & sister 15.00 ( 117.75)
Finche 10.00 ( 78.50)
L. Edwin ~7.00 ( 157.00)
Alury 8.00 ( €°.80)
Rowland 8.00 ( 62.80)
Page 6.00 ( 47.10)
Mehan 6.00 ( 47.10)
Donaldson A/ 00 (47 ™™
Total $499.00 ($3,917.15)

The average men  salary was $49.87 (1985 = $391.47),
and the average women's salary we §24.,95 (1985 =
$195.85), or 50 percent of the men's average wage. The

above recc d is unusual because it shows more women than
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men employed at Daly's at that particular time. No play

titles or other information appears to explain thig
departure from the usual employment of more men than
women 1in acting companies, During the following months
W 1ed in salary at Daly's Theatre. From the week
ending November 27, 1869, through the week ending
January 1, 1870, guest star Mrs. Chanfrau was paid
$150.00 (1985 = $1,177.25) per week. By June, 1870,
both Agnes Ethel and Miss Davenport were receiving
$65.00 (1985 = $533.00) each. At the beginning of
Daly's secor ¢ son, Mi . Gilbe t's salary was in-
creased to $65.00 (1985 $533.00) per week, Agnes Ethel
was paid $125.00 (1985 $§1,025.00) per week, and James
Lewis was the highest-pai man at $100.00 (1985 =
$820.00) per v :2k.

The payroll at Daly's .aeatre for the week ending

September 19, 1870, records these salaries (1985 equiva-

ler apj I tl 3)
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Actress Olive Logan wrote about her experiences in
the mid-nineteenth century theatre, and she included
many observations about other performers and their
careers. The following statement by Logan supports the
contention that men and women in similar lines of
business were paid within the same wage range:

The salary of a leading actor or actress ranges
from $40.00 to $60.00 a week. But I know one
leading actress in New York who gets $100.00 a
week, and two who get $75.00 each. These,

however, are peculiar cases; all three being
actresses specially attractive for youth, beauty

and talent. '"'Walking gentlemen'" or lady will
2t 777 to 87 a week; "old in" or "old woman"
trom $25 to $40; while other play 3 of lov

grade of talent than thﬁfe will get all the v
from $25 to $10 a week.

Logan does not state in what year she knew these sal-
aries to be paid. However, assuming that the figures

sl quotes may have been accurate for 1870, the 1985

equivalents to the figures Logan mentions appear below:

(Footnote Continued)

equivalent figures for these wages, the 1985 equivalent
for the 1870 average wage is approximately 227 percent
more than the 1985 equivalent for the 1850 average wage.

92Quoted from The Mimic World, and Public
Exhikirions. Their Yig+t~+-  _,neir Morals, and Effects

(P[il..l_auc]:p[iia: wew  wOrG . uUIiShing Company, 1871) sy P
87.
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Avonia Jones, a young new star, earned $953.75 for
two
weeks in January, 1859 (1985 = 3512,284.30).
The salary figures for male stars appearing at the same
eatre during the same years is comparable:
Peter Richings arned $289.42 for one week in
December, 1854 (1985 $3,690.11)
James E Murdoch was paid $1,124.37 for two weeks

in February, 1855 (1985 = $13,919.72)

Edv "1 Boot™ , then a very young actor, received
710.62 for ten c " oork in 1856 (1985
$8,953.81)

Henry Placide was paid $1,000 for a two-week

engagement in 1857 (1985 = $12,270.00).

Stars on tour in western states also earned high
salaries. Olive Logan stated that she made $1000 per
week touring prior to 1871.94 An article about Adah
Isaacs M +« 1 in tt , November 30, 1890,
describes Menken's career and incluc 5 that stater 1t
that Menken netted $30,000.00 (1985 = $255,000.00)
touring in Mazeppa in California coal mining camps in
1863. Accordir  to this article, Menken earned an

average of $500.00 (1985 = $4,250.00) per performance.

94Logan, p. 88.
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agreement between Cutler and Garretson. A letter from
Cutler to her attorney in November, 1865, mentions a
collection of funds made by the lawyer on Cutler's
behalf. So apparently Cutler won her lawsuit,

Although the information on salaries paid to men
and women in the theatre from 1850 to 1870 is scant, the
available data are consistent. Women in mid-nineteenth
century theatre in the United States enjoyed consider-
ably more economic equity with men than their female
cour :rparts in ter occupations. In some cases, as
discussed earlier, when a woman achiev 1 star status,

:r ec nir s 21 comparable to male stars' earnings.
Therefore, all matters of talent and opportun: ; t ng
equal, women 1in the theatre had better chances for
economic equity as actresses than were possible in other
emp loyment.

Salary scales in contewmporary theatre vary consid-
erably due to many factors, includir the number of
audience se¢ ts available, whether a theatre has not-for-

rofit status or not, and special considerations such as
Off-Broadway location, dinner theatre format, or resi-
dent theatre designation. Therefore it is difficult to
make accurate comparisons between Nineteenth Century
performers' salaries and the wages earned by today's
actors and actresses. However, some general comparabil-

ity exists between the salary scales during the 1850's
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and 1860's as demonstrated by the foregoing information
in this chapter and the current salaries paid to per-
formers in Le¢_1e of Resident Theatres (LORT ._ontract
with Actors' Equity Association) which are the contempo-
rary tl atres which most closely resemble nineteenth-
century ¢ ock theatres in size and method of operation,
-a1e current LORT cont: czt whi ° ¢pires in September,
1988, requires base pay to actors ranging from $321.00

96 The range depends on

per week to $401.00 per week.
tt siz of the & ““enc seating. This base pay figure
can be compared with information previously d: cus: 1 in
this chapter for the National Thea in Boston in 1850
where the leading actress, Miss Mestayer, received a
salary equivalent to $342.50 in 1985 dollars, and
leading actor J.B. Booth's salary equaled $548.00 in
1985 dollars. The remainder of that company earned
salaries which fell somewhat below the 1985 equivalent
o current LORT scales.

By the end of the two-decade period unc - :udy,

1850-1870, performers salaries had risen, according to

information presented earlier in this chapter. Compar-

ing the salary records for Daly's Theatre in 1869, there

I¢ his information was mailed to me by Actors'
Equity Association and appears on a photocopy sheet with
no title.






CHAPTER FOUR

CAREER OPPORTUNITIES FOR WOMEN

IN THEATRE, 1850-1870

Occupational opportunity in the theatre has always
differed from opportunity in many other kinds of employ-
ment sinc tl skills r :ess¢ y for performance cannot
necessarily be taught to or learr 1 j Ly v by all
aspirants, regar .ess of effort. Clearly, the success-
ful performer must possess, to some degree, the innate
talent essential for performance. Therefore, the chance
for employment in 1 =2 theatre cannot be exactly compared
to the chance for employment as an unskilled laborer, or
as a sales clerk, do ‘:stic servant, or sewing person.
Biographical information re 1 T this study
indicates that many of those who entered the theatre to
earn a living during the first half of the nineteenth
century, both in England and in the United States, were
persons whose parents were actors. Often these perform-
ers began their ste : careers as children, learning
their craft on the job with little formal instruction or

other trair "ag.

90
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Theatre ir Philadelphia after the Civil War, and William
Warren, Jr., conducted a thirty-six year residence at
the Boston Museum. Many men followed the third pattern,
traveling from one stock company to another for varying
periods of residency; examples include Frank E. Aiken,
Frank C. Bangs, George C. Boniface, E.L. Davenport, Owen
Fawcett, Frank Mayo, William J. LeMoyne, F.F. Mackay,
I 1jamin T. Ringgold, Stuart Robson, and John B. Stud-
ley. The fourth pattern of the touring performer
a]j, ¢ rir in partic lar starring roles is evident in the
career of Denman Thompson who repe¢ tedly per osrn |

Joshua Whitcomb during mid-century decades. After 1865,
Joseph Jefferson toured successfully as Rip van Winkle,
and throughout the 1850s and 1860s Barney Williams

toured in favorite roles with his equally popular wife,

98

Maria Pray Williams. Another career category was that

98Biographical informatic_. about the careers of

Frank E. Aiken, Frank C. Bangs, George C. Boniface, Owen
Fawcett, Lewis Morrison, Stuart Robson and Barney
Williams is in John Bouve Clapp and Edwin Francis
Edgett, Players of the Present (New York: Burt Franklin,
Lenox Hill Publishing and Distributing Company.
Originally published 1901. Reprinted 1970), and in T.
Allston Brown, History of the American Stage (New
York-London: Benjamin Blom, Inc. Fuirsc. published 1870.
Reissued 1969). Clapp and Edgett also describe the
careers of James H. Stoddart, William J. LeMoyne, F.F.
Mackay, Benjamin T. Ringgold, and Denman Thompson.
Brief career summaries appear in Brown for F.S.
Chanfrau, Edward Eddy, George Holland, Henry Placide,
(Footnote Continued)
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Stage Career

According to George Odell's Anpalsg of the New York
Annals r

St-~~~ and T. Allston Brown's é_EiEEQEX_Of the New York
= the New Yor

Stage, Mrs. W. G. Jones performed more thap 330 roles on

the New York stage between 1852 and 1901, Other source
S

indicate that 1! 3. Jones continued to perform from 190]

until a few months prior to her death in 1907. A review
of the roles played by Mrs. Jones and the nature of the

theatres in which she performed reveal four phases in

t - career:

1289 IRIK. Mrs. Jones was a regular m of
resident stock companies at the National Theatre (1852-
1859), the New Bowery Theatre (1859-1866), and the 01d
Bowery Theatre (1867-1875). These East Side theatres in
New York specialized in presenting popular melodramas,
often short plays which were presented on a double or
triple-bill with a frequent change of bill each week.
1879-1282: ! 3. Jomes was 1in residence for
signific 1tly shorter periods of time and appeared in

fewer productions at the Olympic Theatre (September and

October 1879), Aberle's Theatre (December 1879, to April

(Footnote Continued)

1907, 13:3; The New York Times, June 14, 1907, 7:5;
Joseph Patrick Roppolo, A History of the English
Language Theatre in New Orleans, 1845-1861" (Ph.D.
dissertation, Tulane University, 1950), p. 943.







the New Bowery she played Fair Star. Mrs. Jones' stage
bistory is also notable for her severzl appearances in
various productions of Uncle Tom'~ r~bin. She first
performed the role of Crazy Mag in the 1852 production
of the play at the National. Subsequently, from July to
Octol : of 1853, she played Eliza in the successful
long-run production, also at the National. In June
1854, Mrs. Jones played Topsy in a revival of Uncle
Tom's C=kin at the National, and she later repeated the
role of Eliza in both 1859 and 1865 at the New Bowery.
In some cases, Mrs. Jones did repeat same role
in many productions of the same play. She portrayed

Lady Macbeth in eight productions between 1847 and 1870,

she repeated the role of Ada McAlpine in Stella Delcrme

in 1859 ¢ d 1860, and she played Zoe in productions of

The Octoroon in 1860 and 1965.102

10204011, 6: 238; 7: 142, 238-239, 241, 312-313,
406; 3: 41. Allston Brown records a performance of Lady
Macbeth at the Park Theatre in 1847, 1: 67. Alvin F.
Harlow in Old Bowery Days: The Chronicles of g Fomnm- '
Street (New York and London: D. Appleton and Compauy,
1931), p. 323, states that Mrs. Jones played Lady
Macbeth to the Macbeth of Macready at the season opening
of the Astor Place Op -ra House, September 4, 1848. The
remaining six portrayals are 1 :orded by Odell as
follows: 1860 at the New Bowery, 7: 245; 1866 at the
New Bowery, 8: 43; 1866 at the 0ld Bowery in May, 38:
173; at the 0ld Bowery in July 1866, 8: 174; in 1869 at
the 0l1ld Bowery, 8: 466; and 187C at the Cld Bowery, 9:
46 .
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production in the East Side theatres was published.
However, theatre chroniclers of the time indicate that
Mrs. Jones' work was admired and respected. For in-
stance, Mrs. Jones' career is described by T. Allston
Brown as follows:

For eight years she was the leading lady - 1867
to 1875 - of the 0ld Bowery Theatre, and was
considered one of the most reliable and consci-
entious actresses ever seen in New York .
Mrs. Jones is gifted with a commanding person, a
voice powerful and melodious, and with all the
charms, both of mind and body, that are calcu-

lated to make an impression on mankind. Her
g 2at natural t le s I re 1! =:n perfected by
diligent study, and 1e not only knows but
comprehends all the parts she undertakes. A
more versqﬁﬁ}e actress has never been seen on
the stage.

Another admirer of Mrs. Jones' work was George
Odell, who included a number of statements of praise for

Mrs. Jones in his A > of the New York Stage. For

example, in his discussion of the season of 1859-1860 at
the New Bowery Theatre, 0dell stated, '"Mrs. W. G. Jones
had been enticed from the 0l1d Bov :y; 1t aceforth she
graced the new stage through the season, a pleasing
presence and an excellent actress."105 In a later

volume of his work, Odell refers to Mrs. Jones' return

to the 0ld Bowery and her long and successful residence

104Brown, p. 309.

10504e11, 7: 239.
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there with this observation: "Perhaps Mrs. Jones
retained her place for so many years because she never
had physical beauty to lose; her chief hold therefore
was in tt excellence of art, v ich one usually does not
lose.”106

Additional evidence of Mrs. Jomes' contribution to
the professional theatre by the end of the nineteenth

century 1is provided by John Bouve Clapp and Edwin

Francis Edgett in their essay concerning Mrs. Jones

whic is  t of the’ - yllection of biographical
sketches of well-known theatrical personages, E ’s
the Present. Clapp and Edgett express admiration for

the large number of roles played by Mrs. Jones, the many
principal parts she played, and her continuing energy
and vitality.107

Confirmation of Mrs. Jones' longevity as an
actress is evic 1t in newspaper reviews and critical
commentary about New York productiotr : tb late 300s.
In 1899, Mrs. Jones received excellent notices in both

New York and Boston for her portrayal of the Nurse in

Romeo and Juliat starring Maude Adams. One of the most

10604011, 9. 567.

107¢1app and Edgett, pp. 190-191.
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te pertorm in childhood, apparently to supplement family
income, Mrs. W. G. Jones' career of move than sixty
vears 1s an example of the longevity on the American
stoge achieved by some women. Other examples follow in

this study.

MAGGIE MITCHELL

Brief Biography

A native American citizen, Margaret Julia Mitchell
was borm > S¢ tch-English immig int parents in New York
in 1832. Little is recorded of Miss Mitchell's child~
lrood, other than that she attended New York public
schools in her early years. She grew up with two
half-sisters, both of whom were actresses. Emma
Mitchell performed as a child actress and then retired
into private life, and Mary Mitchell pursued an active
stage career for a number of year and was married to
actor-manager John Albaugh. Some sov :es indicate that
young Maggie performed children's roles at the Bowery
theatre under the management of Hamblin, while others
contend that her acting career began with a debut in

1851 at age nineteen.116

116Holden, Luther, "Maggie Mitchell" in Famous
Actors of Ted~y, edited by Frederic E. McKay and Charles
(Footnote Continued)
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she was interviewed by the Boston Sunday Herald, which

published her comments on March 3, 1889. In that
interview, Mitchell revealed that Paddock had claimed
$25,000.00 from ' : in order to permit an uncontested
divorce. Mitchell commented that she regarded this sum
as too large, and she intended to negotiate with
Paddock. Despite the fact that she had grounds for
divorce based on Paddock's infidelity, to which Mitchell

had roof in the form of a lover's letter to Paddock

ich di :2ut¢ ed Tieir adult > io T T, Mit nell
was making no financial claim against Paddc <. Tt
family wealth was hers. The same newspaper interview

mentions that Mitchell had recently concluded the sale
of a tract of land on One Hundred Twenty-Fourth Street
near Seventh Avenue for more than $100,000.00. The
article contimt 3 to discuss Mitchell's wealth, citing
her holding of stocks and bonds '"to the tune of five
figures, and additional real est: , 121

Miss Mitchell was a hard worker. Her professional

record of years of touring at a time when travel was

difficult and uncomfortable attests to her endurance and

121The Sunday Herald (Boston), March 3, 1889,
10: 4.
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mid-west in 1855, appearing in February at Rice's

Chicago Theatre.124

In the late 1850s, Maggie Mitchell continued her
touring caree , playing Providence in January 1856, and
then New Orleans at the St. Charles Theatre in December
1856. An appearance at Rice's Theatre in Chicago is
recorded during February 1857. Later in 1857, returning
from Cleveland (where she had cared for one of her
sisters who was ill) Mitchell again appeared at Burton's
Tt 1 in New York div ir A . Again "1 Chicago,
Mitchell performed at North's National Theatre from
September 28 to October 10, 1857. An appearance in 1859
at McVicker's Theatre in Chicago 1is recorded, and in
1860 Mitchell performed again at McVicker's Theatre in
August.125 At various times during these years Mitchell
returned to other cities in the East, for Leavitt notes

that she w s a favorite with Providence audiences for

forty years. 1In his History « b

George Willard states that Mitchell made more appear-

. . 126
ances in Providence than any other star.

124Sherman, Robert L., Q+n~me- Trs Records

and Achievements, p. ., 1. )

125Git1ard, p. 154; see also Odell, 6: 529,
Roppolo, p. 947; Sherman, p. 312, pp. 433-434, p. 465,

126

Leavitt, p. 165; Willard, p. 154.















begin, the day on which I am going to play it is
often a painful one. I feel sometimes as; if I
would give anything to escape the ordeal. 0

Throughout the years of her active stage
career, Maggie Mitchell was held in high esteem
by her public. Luther Holden said of her:

Her vivid portrayal of childhood's sorrows and
joys, of its bitter trials and noble triumphs,
was the very perfection of dramatic art, ard yet
something beyond the mere achievements c. the
clever actress. It was the art which made a
pure and ennobling stage creation all the more
impressive by reason of the soul behind it all.
Good actors there are, and always will be;
but there can never be one who will exert a
purer and better influence upon the American
the genial and winsome comedienne
1es Vo1 . Lo ¢« no-

racve.

Another example of the praise typically accorded
to Mitchell is this statement:
No actress on the American stage is more widely
known than Maggie Mitchell, and none on any
stage 1s more deservedly respected. An artist
of rare power and a woman of irreproachable
character and noble womanly traits, she does
honor ¢" ike to the art she hﬁkﬁﬁ render illus-
trious and tk sex she adorns.
In . 89, when Mitchell (" 1« i E y T "lock, newspaper
accounts of the proceedings and charges focused «

Paddock's alleged infidelity and financial irrespon-

sibility. Miss Mitchell was portrayed as the ''wounded

13OInterview with Maggie Mitchell in The New York
Daily T-ibure, April 1, 1888, 13:5.

131

Holden, p. 320.

132Trumble, p. 54.
























the two actresses were to maintain their friendship for

several decades.140

At this time, in 1860, Reignolds refused an offer
from I' :ry “ullivan to be the leading lady in a tour of
"The English-speaking world." Instead, she moved to
Boston and joined the Boston Museum company, where she
remained for five years. When she joined the Boston
Museum, Kate Reignolds was regarded as the youngest
leading lady on the lerican stage. The Boston Museum
Con iny rivaled the pr 3t 1s ¥ llack company °~ . New
York, and Wallack himself traveled to Boston to see a
performance of Rosedale at the Boston Museum, a play
then showing at his own New York theatre. He reportedly
stated that his male actors surpassed the Museum men,
but that nowhere had he seen a more superior group of

women, 141

I s 3 contain many anecdotes about

her experiences at the Boston Museum and 1e >ple th

whom gshe worked. In Players of the Present, the follow-

ing roles are listed as performed by Kate Reignolds at

the Boston Museum: Desdemona, Juliet, Lydia Languish,

140Reignolds—Winslow, pp. 64-67.

141
10:1,

, July 19, 1911,

~ -
lq -

The New York Dram:
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Laetirti .
1a Hardy in The Belle's Strategem, Lady Gay

Spanke ;
T, Fmile Lesparre in The Corsican Brother, Peg

Critic Henry Austin Clapp

Woffington, Eily O'Connor.

des ; .
Cribed Kate Reignolds as "a very brilliant player" in
hi .
1s memories of the Boston Museum.142

Visiting performers joined the Boston Museum

com .
bPany for some productions, and while Kate Reignolds

was ..
there she performed with a memorable visitor, John

notorious Booth years

Wi
ilkes Booth. Recalling the

later, Reignolds chai =t .es him as uncontrol: 1 ad
violent on stage, frightening her on Desdemona's death-
She

be
d, and leaving her as Juliet in a torn costume.

also reports that some of her hair was tangled on the
43

buttons of his jacket and torn out of her scalp.

made her farewell

In June 1865, Kate Reignolds
g the event

perfofmance at the Boston Museum. Announcin
in 1 r —:~+ gtated, 'As
ic have
tar as labor goes, very few servants v« _.e , iblic
deServed better at its hands. Any person acqualnted
: i d the
with dramatjc affairs knows that she has fille
_—_\-ﬁ D — —
£
.. a
Dr 142Clapp, Henry Austin, Remlnlscegggiﬂﬂ{;LLjﬁ
EﬁgngEE Aritic (Boston and New YOT¥: Houg ’
omp ., , l§02), p. 52.
‘ays with Actors. PP

143
140-14; Reignolds-Winslow, Yeste
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1800s
- By 186
0, the Boston Museum was among tl more

than fj
ift <
y resident stock companies in the United

States
. B 1
y 1880, only a few of these companies re-

I ined. i
, 1ir :
. r
» Boston Museum, which continued its

After ]
860, the rapid increase in the number of

road ¢
Ompanie i
s touring with a production of a single

Play  diming
compani::lnls ed the success of the resident stock
varioys '. élSO the emergence of stars who toured to
citi 5 and performed major roles with the
pact on

had a negative im

Suppo
rt

of resident actors
jeum survived,

stoc
chan:e:oif es. Although t! ston b
reflect t: the production schedules oOvVer the 3y 12
visits e influence of touring companies and Star
. The number of plays produced each season
to 1875 as long-Tun

declin
ed consideragbly from 1850
one hundred forty

shows
gr i
ew in popularity. In 1851-52,
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different plays were produced at the Boston Museum. By
1876, a season of forty to sixty plays was typical.164

During her thirty-five years with the Boston
Mus 1m, Mrs. Vinc 1t appeare ~ "1 at least four hundred

forty-four plays. After her death, an obituary notice

in the Breton Herald included the following table

13 ting the number of roles Mrs. Vincent had played each

season at the Boston Museum.165

e

164Wilson, p. 147.
1654 ¢ vagran I' cald, September 5, 1887, 5:6-7.
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Season of- Parts Season of- Parts
1851-52 21 1870-71 5
1852-53 54 1871-72 10
1850 34 32 1872-73 5
1854-55 40 1873-74 3
1855-56 27 1874-75 4
1856-57 26 1875-76 7
1857-58 23 1876-77 9

858-59 10 1877-78 4
185¢ 30 - 3
1860-61 33 1879-80
1861-62 0 1880-81 2
1862-63 18 1881-82 2
1863-64 8 1882-83 6
1864 -65 12 1883-84 2
1865-66 8 1¢ 4-85 2
1 56-67 8 18¢7-86 7
1867-68 3 1886-87 5
1868-69 13
1869-70 8

The large number of roles played by Mrs. Vincent

t tween 1850 ad 1870 demanded both ~ 'sat]_lity and an

ability to memorize a large amount of material. On the

3 ] . _—— .
oCcasion of Mrs. Vincent's fi :ieth anniversary as an

aCtress, the PBoston Sundady Herald, April 19, 1885,
y ——__-//’4——’_—

Publigheq 4 list of the new roles she played each season










































of many years, and each appears to have sgselected a
preferred career path. Mrs. Jone remained in New York
throughout most of her long career, maintaining twenty-
three consecutiv years in residence at three New York
stock theatres, followed by twenty-five active years in
shorver residences at New York theatres and touring
experiences. Mrs. Vincent performed for thirty-five
years as a key figure in the famous Boston Museum
company. Maggie Mitchell elected to focus her forty-
year ¢ ar pr a1 "y on succ .sful tourir along with
periodic appearances in New York. Kate I Lds
combined touring with periods of residence in St. Louis,
New Orleans, Boston and New York during her fifteen
most-active years. T! records of these women exemplify
the opportunities actresses found available in the
American theatre at mid-century. There is no indication
that 1y ¢ tt n was denied work opportunity because of
tt ir sex, or that their car C were lir ~:ed by
their sex. The careers of these four women support my
contention that the American theatre from 1850 to 1870
offered many talented women opportunities for stable
employment, and that actresses of that time had options
to pursue differentiated career patterns comparable to
those available to men in the theatre. The fact that

women worked with men in t! theatre is obvious proof



-
N
i~

that women and men shared 1like work conditions as
performers.

The careers of Mrs. W. G. Jones, Maggie Mitchell,
F - Reignolds and Mrs. J. R. Vincent also illustrate
the uniqu economic opportunities available to actresses
as compared to economic gains possible for women in
other employments. In the previous chapter on theatre
salaries, I discussed the considerable difference in
economic rewards obtained by women in the theatre as
cor 1 wo n'  we in ot : occupations. That
information supports the conclusion the tl fo
actresses discussed here must have earned salaries
substantially larger than was possible for women in
other kinds of employment. Mrs. Jones, Mrs. Vincent and
Kate Reignolds all began to perform as adolescents to
contribut to family finances, and these three c z2arly
achieved a degre of economic  1ccess which exceeded
their childhood circumstances. Maggie Mitchell bece
wealthy through her success as an actress., Therefore,
the careers of these four women support my contention
that the American theatre at mid-century offered women
economic opportunit es that exceeded the chances for
financial gain avai. »>le in other occupations open to
women.

Along with the chance for success as an actress,

some women chose to explore opportunities for management
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Ssful in American and English theatre. Anna

(:Qrd I
yi
OWatt ang Jean Lander achieved stardom in New York

nd gy
( 3 - td - I3 .
$ful y maintained a place in polite society
T . , .
ety Wy-two women described in this section

Maggie Mitchell, Kate

alop )
& with Mrs. W, ¢, Jones,
Mrs. John Drew, Laura

Rei y 3
Enolds, Mrs. J. R. Vincent,

Keen
e
»and Mrg, >hn Wood, are examples of the many

Wome
n w .
ho foung econ ic security, career opportunities
1
I - i succ¢ ss-

N thrc )y their var:

i

ac .
Compllshments in the American theatre.




























































































































































272

Account Books and Salary Records:

Account Book for Daly's Theatre. Manuscripts Collec-
tion, Columbia University, New York.
Daily Cash Book for Barnum's Museum, Philadelphia, 1851.

Manuscripts Collection, Harvard Theatre Collection

of the Houghton Library, Harvard University,

Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Shipley, Werner. Account Book of Werner Shipley, prop-
erty man at the Holliday St. Theatre, Baltimore.
One volume, 1858-1868. Manuscripts Division,

Maryl: 1 1istorical Sc¢ i :y, Baltimore, Maryland.

O0rher:
Untitled information provided by Actors' Equity Associa-

tion, New York, on current (1986) LORT contract

salaries to performers.

McCusker, John J. An Hictnrical Price Indev for Vise as

> rhe Frrnomy ~F Ear'~






	1181501
	part2



