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CHAPTER I 

EARLY LIFE, BEGINNING AS A DRAMATIST, 

AND POLITICAL CAREER 

Richard Brinsley Sheridan v/as born October 30, 1751, in Dublin, 

Ireland, His father, Thomas—actor, manager of the Dublin Theatre, and 

sometime-teacher of oratory—having lost his older son Thomas in infancy 

and in an attempt to have one of his sons bear his name, had the child 

christened Thomas Brinsley, but nicknamed Dick for his uncle. Later he 

permanently became Richard Brinsley Sheridan, The mother, Frances Gham-

berlaine, was the daughter of a Dublin archdeacon. 

At the age of seven years, Richard was placed in a school under 

a distant kinsman, Mr. Samuel VyTiyte, in Dublin, He proved to be some

thing less than a scholar: 

The dawn of Sheridan's intellect was as dull and unpromising as 
its meridian day was bright, , . , In the year 1759> he vdio in less 
than thirty years afterwards, held senates enchained by his eloquence 
and audiences fascinated by his wit, was, by common consent of both 
parent and preceptor, pronounced to be a most impenetrable wit.*̂  

Thomas felt one of his sons should attend a school of recognized 

merit. The Sheridans, with a change in fortune from a life which had bor

dered on poverty, chose Harrow, Their affluence came about as a result 

^Kenelm Foss, Here Lies Richard Brinsley Sheridan (New York: S, P, 
Dutton & Co,, Inc., 1940), p, 32, 

2Thoma3 Moore, Memoirs of the Life of the Ri^ht Honourable Richai-d 
Brinsley Sheridan (Philadelphia: H. C. Carey & I, Lea, 1824), pp. 10-11. 



of Thomas Sheridan's being granted a state pension while he compiled a 

dictionary of the English language. 

Enrolling at Harrow at the age of eleven, Richard was 

, • , remarkable only as a very idle, careless, but at the same time, 
engaging boy, v/ho contrived to m n the affection, and even admira
tion of the whole school, both masters and pupils, by the mere chairo 
of his frank and genial manners, and by the occasional gleams of su
perior intellect, which broke through all the indolence and indiffer
ence of his character,-̂  

Richard was not happy at Harrow, He ", , , had to put up with 

sLlghts there as the son of a poor player, . , ,"'•' and he seemed to indi

cate in his conversations that he had, as a result of these gibes, formed 

a strong dislike for the theatre and all people v/ho were engaged in it. 

He still had not formed the habits of the scholar, never completely satis

fying the criteria set up by Harrow for those of her alumni who v/ere sat

isfactorily turned out as gentlemen. His letter to his uncle Chamberlaine 

upon the death of his mother in 1766 leaves much to be desired so far as 

both spelling and grammar are concerned. He stated, "I have vo'ote to 

Riley, , ," and concerned himself with his need for "black stokins." 

Two years after his mother's death, Richard left Harrow and re

joined his family in London. Richard and his older brother Charles be

gan to study with a Mr, Le\d.s Kerr, Richard was still not greatly inter

ested in his studies and diverted himself with the study of fencing, pay

ing for the lessons by instructing his teacher's son in rhetoric. 

3Ibid,, p. 11. 

^̂ •Lewis Gibbs, Sheridan—His Life and His Theatre (New York: V/il-
liam Morrow & Company, 194877 P» 24. 

^Alice Glasgow, Sheridan of Dî ury Lajie (New York: Frederick A, 
Stokes Co., 1940), p. 44. 

^ibbs, p, 35. 



In 1771 the Sheridan family, for economic reasons, moved to Bath. 

Not only was living less expensive there, but there was a theatre v;here 

Thomas Sheridan hoped to get employment. Among their nearby neighbors in 

the new city was the beautiful and talented family of Thomas Linley, the 

musician. The young Sheridans lost no time in becoming acquainted with 

this family. The results of this acquaintance were to influence Richard 

Sheridan for the rest of his life. 

The most important member of the Linley family, insofar as this 

study is concerned, is Elizabeth, the oldest daughter, who had been widely 

famed for her beauty and her singing voice for some years before the Sher

idans met her. There are many accounts of lovesick young men who were in

terested only in Elizabeth Linley,7 The events in her life up to this 

point interest this study only insofar as they effect a change in the life 

of the man who was to become her husband. 

She had been^engaged, with the help of her very enterprising moth

er, to Walter Long of V/iltshire. He v/as a man of some wealth and a great 

deal older than she. She had also been involved (none of the historians 

seem to agree to what extent) with a Captain Matthews—^married, vaguely-

connected vdth the army, and even more vaguely connected vdth his wife. 

Upon pleas from Elizabeth, her father managed to break off the en

gagement to Long, He, seeming to bear no ill feelings in the matter, left 

her a substantial sum in his will when he died some few months after the 

end of his and Elizabeth's romance. As one might expect, 

, . . the gossip-writers seized upon the storyl The breath of scandal 
had never before blown across Elizabeth's path; now she was surrounded 
by a miasma of the foulest and most lurid lies, . , . 1/orst of all, 
the playwright Foote grasped the opportunity afforded by the moment 
and produced a comedy called The Maid of Bath.° 

7Glasgow, p, 71. ^Ibid. 



In addition to the gossip, Elizabeth was being subjected to an 

almost constant harrassment by Captain Matthews. He demanded she see no 

one but himself and threatened to kill both himself and her. The double 

strain became too much for her, and she resolved to kill herself, "She 

would say her prayers and commend her unquiet soul to God."'̂  

She was discovered in her attempt by Richard Sheridan, who had 

become a regular visitor in the Linley household. He prevented her sui

cide and after much persuasion was able to make her relate the story which 

haunted her. The most threatening figure in the tale v/as that of Captain 

Matthews, In an effort to protect Elizabeth, it was determined by the pair 

of young people that they must run away. This they did, Richard being very 

careful to protect Elizabeth's name by providing a chaperone for her and 

even going through a marriage ceremony vdLth her near Calais. This marriage, 

", , , like much else in the adventure, , , , raises difficulties. It v/as 

invalid in any case. Both parties were under age; it was not consiammated, 

and the qualifications of the priest are open to doubt,"^^ 

Until both families objected, Richard's motives in the affair had 

appeared to be of the most lofty. Soon after learning that their fathers 

each opposed their union, the couple decided that they were in love and 

would at all costs be legally joined. The families contrived to have them 

brought home, and this further complicated an already complex situation by 

forcing Richard into a duel \d.th Captain Matthews. 

Richard came off rather well in the duel, but Matthev/s denied that 

he had won. Thus Richard v/as placed in the position of having to defend 

for the second time his honor and that of the girl he loved. He was se

riously wounded in the second duel, but Matthews was completely dishonored 

9lbid,, p, 78. lOoibbs, p, 35. 



because it was discovered that he was wearing armor. The two fathers now 

took a hand in the romance and required that their children not see or 

communicate with each other. This was given as a promise by both young 

people, but it is very doubtful that either had any intention of keeping 

the vow. 

Eventually the girl's father gave in to the importunings of his 

offspring and of various intermediaries who spoke for her; on April 13, 

1774, Elizabeth and Richard were married for the second time, Thomas Sher

idan, in Ireland at the time of his son's v/edding, heard the news "in an 

apoplectic fury,"ll It was to be three years before Richard spoke to his 

father again. 

The early years of the marriage were marked by social correctness, 

gala parties, and debts: 

The never-ending game between Sheridan and his creditors had started. 
The young people gave parties, to which an increasing number of the 
Great VJorld came. Bills came, too, and these Richard tore across, or 
tucked out of sight somewhere in his crowded desk; sometimes he used 
their backs to scribble verses, "Godlike in giving," Tom Moore wrote 
of him after his death, "But the devil to pay,"12 

In spite of the game v/hich he played with his creditors, Richard Sheridan 

vi/as embarking on a life which vf&s to result in fame for himself, but in 

very little fortune, 

Sheridan's father had him trained for the bar, and for a few months 

before his marriage he had worked seriously v/ith a London law firm because 

. . , v/hen he married . , , he needed ready money and turned to jour
nalism and playwrighting. Journalism seemed a quicker step towards 
politics than the struggle at the Bar, but the success of his plays 
took him half-•^^dttingly into his father's footsteps in the theatre. 

llGlasgow, p, 105. 12lbid,, p, 107. 

13Elizabeth Sheridan LeFanu, Betsy Sheridan's Journal, ed, by V/il-
liam LeFanu (Nev/ Brunsvdck, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, I960), 
p. 3. 



On Tuesday, January 17, 1775, his play The Rivals opened at Covent 

Garden. It was a failure which played only two performances before being 

closed, Sheridan hastily rewrote the play and ten days later 

, , . the sputtering footlights aroimd the stage at Covent Garden lit 
up Act I, Scene i, A Street in Bath, V/hen the curtain descended the 
audience was wild v/ith delight. The Rivals v/as a sensation; its au
thor was a success.1^ 

As he was writing plays and essays for publication and profit, 

Sheridan was making friends among the great and the near-great in London. 

Included in the lists of his guests were Dr, Samuel Johnson, Charles Fox, 

Lord John Tovmshend, and Richard Burke, His association with and admira

tion for Fox and Burke was to influence his later entrance into politics. 

Sheridan 

, , , had, as is evident from the scattered fragments which Moore 
has been careful to gather up, a fancy for politics and discussion 
of public matters at an early period, and intended to have collected 
and published various essays on such subjects shortly after his mar
riage,!^ 

Nothing appears to have come of this ambition, but shortly thereafter, he 

did begin to make strides toward his political career: 

He had shown no particular inclinations toward public life in his ear
lier days: no resort to debating clubs , , , is recorded of him, , , , 
And it is a little difficult to make out how it was that, just as he 
achieved brilliant success in one career he should have so abruptly 
turned to another, and set his heart and hopes on that in preference 
to every other path to distinction,16 

Before he was elected to Parliament, Sheridan had gained full con

trol of the Drury Lane Theatre, His tenure there, which is the basic pur

pose of this study, will be discussed in another section of this work. 

l^^lasgow, p, 114, 

l^John Morley, ed , , En;7iish Men of Let ters (London: Macmillan and 
Co,, 1889), p . 121. 

16 I b i d . , p . 126, 



On October 31, 1780, Richard Brinsley Sheridan took his seat as a 

new member of the British Parliament, He was styled a V/hig, This party, 

under the guidance of Charles James Fox, had changed from V/hig to Liberal, 

Sheridan had fallen under the spell of his own oratorical power earlier in 

the year at a meeting held to demand an annual meeting of Parliament and 

universal suffrage. "The meeting accomplished nothing, but it gave the 

young man a pleasant feeling to hear himself speak and to witness his ef

fect upon an audience. He was, in other v/ords, ripe for an oratorical 

..17 

career." 

During the years of his political ascendancy, Sheridan began to 

neglect his duties as manager of the Drury Lane, His theatre and his act

ing company suffered sharaefully as a result of this. But the drive to be

come a political figure v/as an all-possessing one, and Sheridan used every 

means at his disposal to insure his place in the sun of British politics. 

His friendship vrith Burke and Fox placed him in the position of being ac

ceptable to most circles who favored politicians. His witty thrusts in 

opposing Pitt made him a favorite with many members of Parliament. His 

twitting nickname for Pitt, "The Angry Boy," was to frustrate that gentle

man for years to come. 

The tales of Richard's exploits in oratory dioring his years in 

Parliament could fill several volumes. The most striking of his speeches 

was his denunciation of Warren Hasting as the rapist of India: 
It was midnight on February 1, Yl^, that he rose in the House more 
than five hundred members being present. He spoke nearly six hours, 
and v/ith electrifying effect. . . . Upon his conclusion "the house 
v/as worked up into such a paroxysm of passionate enthusiasm on the 
subject . . . and of admiration for him, that the moment he sat do;m 
there was a universal shout, . , ," So excited was everybody that 

17Glasgow, pp. 139-140, 
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the debate was adjourned being adjudged unfavorable for cool discus
sion.-^ 

The actual trial for the impeachment of Hastings did not take 

place until June, 1788, At this trial, Sheridan spoke for four days at 

the end of which the following scene is described: "Throvdng out his hands, 

he proclaimed, 'My Lords, I have done!' and, stumbling, nearly fell."!^ \le 

are told in the following passage that 

In Macauley's somewhat caustic description, he "contrived with a knowl
edge of stage effect which his father might have envied, to sink back 
as if exhausted into the arms of Burke, v/ho hugged him vdth the energy 
of generous enthusiasm,"20 

As a result of these tv/o spectacular orations "There was nobody in society, 

much less in political circles, v/ho could not visualize in the orator of 

Westminster Hall a potential Prime Minister of England."^! But this was 

not to be. The reasons must be drawn from the evidence, and the evidence 

seems to indicate that, though ambitious, Sheridan simply did not have the 

power to concentrate his abilities in any one direction for long enough to 

gain the end he had in mind. 

During his political career, Sheridan had let his family ties de

teriorate to a shameful degree. He barely knew his son Thomas, and both 

he and Elizabeth had drifted into casual love affairs v/ith others. The 

breath of scandal v/as again to touch "The Maid of Bath" before her death. 

She became associated with Ijord Edv/ard Fitzgerald, To v/hat extent their 

affair grew is a matter of speculation among the biographers, but Eliza

beth's best friend, a Mrs. Canning, believed and stated that they were 

lovers. At any rate, in 1791 Elizabeth gave birth to her second child. 

l^oss, p, 212, l̂ Ibid., p, 218, 

^^Ibid, 21ibid,, p, 220, 



a daughter named Mary, Gossips held that the child v/as the product of her 

alliance with Lord Fitzgerald, Certainly she had started seeking solace 

for Richard's neglect of her, Betsy Sheridan, who had been her friend and 

staunch defender, wrote to her sister, "I see by the Herald Mrs, S is 

gi-ving great parties and making up for last year's moderation." 

At any rate, the Herald had its last opportunity at reporting on 

or criticizing Elizabeth during this last year of her life. Shortly after 

the birth of her daughter she began to realize that she was dying, Richard 

became very solicitous of her during the last weeks of her illness and went 

everywhere vd.th her. He protested her innocence in the affair with Lord 

Fitzgerald—even to his mistress! Elizabeth died very quietly June 29, 

1792, at the age of thirty-eight years. 

Though seemingly inconsolable at the death of his vdfe, Richard be

gan to go out, and three years after her death he married a Miss Jane Ogle, 

a woman just months older than his nineteen-year-old son Thomas. 

In the years which follov/ed, the middle-aged Sheridan became an al

most forgotten figure in both the theatre and politics. He had started to 

drink rather heavily early in his life, and this was nov/ taking its toll of 

his health. He suffered from gout, had persistent headaches, and v/as rest

less and unable to face the problems which seemed to descend upon him from 

all sides,̂ -̂  His political career was in its descendancy and he had many 

problems at Drury Lane which he had neither money nor inclination to try 

to solve. 

He spent all his remaining years in Parliament, but never reached 

the stature v/hich had been promised in his early years there. He was in

volved with the management of the Drury Lane until his death but was just 

^^LeFanu, p, 195. ^^Glasgow, p. 200, 
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as equally unsuccessful there. His extravagance in productions and his 

subsequent failure to pay the creditors and the acting company v/ere cease

less cares to him. Early in 1809 disaster struck for Sheridan once more. 

On February 24 of that year he was "on the floor of the House of Commons 

taking part in a debate • • , v/hen a messenger brought the news that the 

Theatre Royal was in flames. The adjournment of the debate v̂/as moved 

, , , but Sheridan insisted that his personal misfortune should not inter

fere vflLth the business of the country."*^ 

The loss of the Drury Lane seriously affected Sheridan's personal 

v/ell-being. He increased his alcohol consumption and did nothing to de

crease his debts. 

He died on July 7th, 1816, and v/as buried in V/estminster Abbey, It 
is said that just before he was put into his coffin a stranger rushed 
into the apartment in which he was lying in state, and fonnally ar
rested the dead man on behalf of a money-lender for a debt of five 
hundred pounds. Lord Sidmouth and George Canning paid the money be-
tv/een them, 25 

^^Donald Brooks, The Romance of the English Theatre (London: Rock-
liff, 1945), p. 98. 

25ibid. 



CHAPTER II 

DRURY LANE AND OTHER PATENT THEATRICS OF THE PERIOD 

In order to study Richard Sheridan in relation to the Drury Lane 

Theatre, it appears necessary to ê qjlore the state of the theatre in En

gland at the time of his tenure as manager of the Drury Lane. This can 

be begun by noting that the Drury Lane was a patent theatre and by brief

ly pointing out the history of that particular term. The patent houses 

were organized as a result of several factors. The rather shaky state of 

the theatre had at last been clearly defined as early as September 2, 

1642, when the theatres were closed by order of Parliament as being ", , , 

spectacles of, too commonly expressing lacivious I'lirth and Le-vitie." 

The general sentiment against plays that had arisen early in England 
on grounds quite apart from moral considerations—the dangers of the 
plague, the waste of money, the interruption of labor, and the gen
eral disorder—never had an opportunity of abating. All these ob
jections continued until I642, bringing many people into the ranks 
of Puritan opposition who on purely moral grounds v/ould never have 
seriously condemned the stage. 

Sufficient to say, the public playhouses v/ere closed and the theatre, as 

such, v/as driven underground. Open playing was severely piinished, but 

theatre people being an obviously tenacious lot, continued some activity. 

It is true that drama 

iDonald Brooks, The Romance of the Enp;lish Theatre (London: Rock-
liff, 1945), pp. 36-37. •' 

^Elbert N, S, Thompson, The Controversy Betv/een the Puritans and 
the Stage (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 190377p, 109. 

11 
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. , • activities were illegal; players were once more branded rogues 
and vagabonds, as v/ell as suffering the much more serious charge of 
infamy. But incarcerations, floggings, and brandings had no lasting 
effects. There were always those of the King's party to be played 
for, always a sizable segment of the population willing to risk in
convenience and prosecution to enjoy the theatre.^ 

It must be remembered that this period of strict legislation of 

theatrical activity followed closely on the heels of the great age of the

atre in England under Queen Elizabeth I, which possibly accounts for the 

strong desire on the part of some citizens to risk much for the joy of at

tending a theatrical performance. 

With the triumph of the Coramonv/ealth, Charles II was exiled from 

England to France. There he expressed his love of the theatre by attending 

many public performances of plays and by maintaining an English acting com

pany with him while he was in exile. Upon his return to England and the 

throne, the theatre began to breathe once more in the open,^ In Restoration 

England the theatre 

, , . was but distantly related to its great predecessor even though 
one of its most prominent operators . . . , Sir William Davenant, had 
been a theatre figure prior to the days of the Comir.onwealth, , . , He 
effectively killed off the competition and with the courtier Thomas 
Killigrev/ established a complete monopoly of London theatre activity,^ 

Through a series of events and conversations, Davenant v/as able to 

convince King Charles II that theatre in London could best flourish under 

a system of royal control which could be accomplished by the issuing of 

patents before a theatre was allowed to exist legally, "Warrants were is

sued to prepare for grants of monopoly in theatrical affairs to Thomas 

^Vera Mowry Roberts, On Stage (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), 
p, 228. 

^Ibid., p, 231. 

5lbid. 
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Killegrew and Sir V/illiam Davenant, These patents were finally issued in 

August, 1660."^ 

V/ith the issuing of the patents, the groundv/ork was laid for the 

major companies which were to exist in London for the next one hundred 

years. Two major companies and two theatres were to vie for favor and to 

influence the work of the theatre for long times to come. 

Exactly how the financial intricacies of the patent houses worked 

is a matter of conjecture. We know that stocks were sold in the houses, 

but we do not know for how much. The manager of the individual house—or 

in the initial case, the holder of the patent—seems to have had full fi

nancial charge of the house, as well as the power of censorship over the 

productions.' 

As the power of the monopoly became more and more demanding so 

far as actors, authors, and all artists v/ho were v/ont to make their liv

ing in the theatre were concerned, the rise of minor houses, some with 

legal patents for specific times of performance, prompted a struggle vdth-

in the theatrical framework, Sadler's Wells, the Royal Grove, and other 

minor theatres were limited to the production of pantomime and musical 

shov/s; but the success of the ventures in these minor theatres was such 

that many plays, Constantino for example, were reduced to failure. This 

struggle betv/een the two aspects of the theatre continued through the time 

6Raymond Mander and Joe Mitchenson, A Picture History of the Brit
ish Theatre (New York: The Macmillan Co,, 1957), p. 19. 

7Leslie Hotson, The Commonv/ealth and Restoration Stage (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1928), pp, 197-241. 

^Allardyce NicoU, A History of English Drama, Vol. Ill: Late 
Eighteenth Century Drama—1750-1800 (Cambridge: University Press, 1952), 
p, 208. 
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of Sheridan.' 

Under the licensing Act of 1737 magistrates of any city or tovm-

ship were able to permit public entertainments v/ithin a radius of twenty 

miles of the metropolis. This further complicated an already complex sit

uation. At the time Sheridan took over management of the Drury Lane, the 

effects of the granting of patents by Charles II were still clinging to 

the theatres of London. The two major houses were still the Drury Lane, 

which had been established under Killigrew's patent and which first housed 

his company, and Covent Garden, which had been designed and built by Dav

enant, There had been many minor companies which had sprung up at one 

time or another, but for the most part London attended the theatre and had 

its taste dictated to by Drury Lane and Covent Garden, whose "monopoly 

rights , , , were based upon a clearly defined patent privilege. And the 

two great theatres regarded this law as a bulwark of defense."!^ 

^•/atson Nicholson, The Struf̂ .̂̂ le for a Free Sta^e in London (Bos
ton: Houghton, Mifflin & Co,, 190^),^ pp. 174-243. 

l^rnest Bradlee Watson, Sheridan to Robertson (New York: Benja
min Blom, Inc., 1963), pp. 23-24. 



CHAPTER III 

SHERIDAN'S ACQUISITION OF THE DRURY LANE THEATRE 

In late 1775, David Garrick decided that he would sell his share 

of the Drury Lane, and with it the managership thereof. He first made 

the offer to George CoLnan, v/ho was agreeable to the proposition, but 

Willoughby Lacy, the heir of Garrick's former partner, refused to sell 

his share; thus Colman was unable to have full control. Because of this 

he refused to purchase, and Garrick had to look elsewhere for a buyer.1 

His next choice of a successor was Richard Sheridan, who had be

come something of a theatrical figure in that year because of his plays, 

and it is easy to assume that Garrick was interested in finding a succes

sor who v/ould follov/ in his footsteps. It is more difficult to surmise 

why Sheridan would risk his fame and fortune in a new enterprise, "In 

that year Sheridan had already had three successes as a dramatist, and 

it seems amazing , , , that he should have entertained for a moment the 

idea of side-tracking his career by turning theatre-manager," It is 

possible that he remembered the time of his childhood when his father 

v/as respected in a similar position. Regardless of any psychological 

reasons v/hich might have influenced him, Sheridan was flattered by being 

iKenelm Foss, Here Lies Richard Brinsley Sheridan (Nev/ York: E, 
P, Dutton & Co., Inc.," 1940)", p. 120, 

2lbid. 

15 
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approached by Garrick, and he set about arranging the details of the pur

chase of Drury Lane. 

Exactly a fortnight after Garrick's retirement, Sheridan signs the 
contract which makes him part proprietor and chief controller of the 
historical theatre. Much mystery is made of hov/ a young author of 
twenty-five could raise the funds for so large a purchase. Sheri
dan's contribution is EI3OO in ready money, one twenty-seventh of 
Garrick's half-share in the property, totally valued at £70,000,3 

The purchase of the Drury Lane from Garrick was actually accom

plished by a syndicate which was made up of Sheridan, a Dr. John Ford, 

and Thomas Linley, Sheridan's father-in-law. Dr. Ford was a court physi

cian, and he already ovmed some interest in the theatre: 

Dr. Ford , , . contributed E15,000 to the purchase of Garrick's half-
share. Linley gave E10,000, v/hich he borrowed in the City at four 
percent. As for Richard, he raised his E10,000 by offering a mort
gage to Ford, and by mortgaging two annuities he held to Garrick's 
solicitors, V/allis and Troward.**" 

V/illoughby Lacy still refused to sell his half of the theatre, 

v/hich may have been fortunate for the syndicate, as each of them, with 

the exception of Dr, Ford, had used up much or all of his credit in the 

purchase from Garrick, "Drury Lane was now Sheridan's responsibility, 

and it was his business to see that the anticipated profits were made; he 

had to settle, among other tilings, his ov/n liabilities out of them."-^ 

Sheridan's first year as manager of the Drury Lane was not marked 

with brilliant success. He v/as deeply in debt, and still oi-/ned but half 

of the theatre. He tried to capitalize upon his own success as a play-

3oscar Sherwin, Uncorking Old Sherry (New York: Tv/ayne Publish
ers, Inc., I960), p, 123. 

'̂ Alice Glasgow, Sheridan of Drury Lane (New York: Frederick A, 
Stokes Co., 1940), p, 126. 

/' 

^Lewis Gibbs, Sheridan—His Life and His Theatre (Nev/ York: V/il-
liam Morrow & Company, 1948), ip. 55. 
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wright by doing a revival of The Rivals, which had been a great favorite 

at Covent Garden only tv/o years before. This v/as a failure, for the only 

new thing he had to offer his audience was the fact that the play had not 

been performed at Drury Lane before. This novelty x-zas not enough to pro

cure the vast nurabers necessary in terras of audience if the Drury Lane 

was to be considered a success. 

There followed a succession of failures and near-failures which 

placed Sheridan and the other investors on the brink of financial ruin. 

As a result of these mismanagements and errors in judgement on the part 

of Sheridan, Lacy began to feel he must interfere in the management of 

the theatre. Because 

. . . he v̂ as the oxvner of half the patent he had a manifest right to 
interfere in the management if he thought fit. He now shov/ed an in
clination to do so, and to bring in two new partners. The prospect 
alarmed Linley, but Sheridan remained confident and optimistic. He 
was determined not to allov/ the intrusion. He himself ov/ned no more 
than one-seventh of the property, but he and no one else was to man
age it. . . , He ̂ ac23 had no ability or experience, and would do, it 
v/as supposed, whatever Garrick advised. Unless Sheridan could have 
the management in his ov/n hands, his investment and Linley's would 
take on a very different complexion," 

Sheridan reacted to Lacy's interference in a characteristic, if 

somewhat underhanded, fashion. The actresses and actors of his company 

were "suddenly unable to appear; a mysterious illness seemed to afflict 

them whenever they were wanted, . . ,"7 After some time of dealing \>rith 

this brand of chicanery. Lacy gave up the struggle for power vath Sheri

dan and aULov/ed him to go his own way. 

As the season progressed, Sheridan kept searching for a success 

through which he could bring about a coup to his fortunes and purchase 

the remaining one-half of the theatre from Lacy. His revision of Van-

6lhid., p. 56. 7lbid. 
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brugh's The Relapse, which he only faintly rewrote and re-titled as A Trip 

to Scarborou/^h. seems to have been roundly resented by his audiences. "In 

plain English, they hissed so loudly that Berinthia (Mrs. Yates) fled the 

stage, leaving the hapless Amanda to brave the storm alone."^ 

Shortly after this unfortunate incident, Sheridan opened the orig

inal play upon which he had been working for some time: The School for 

Scandal. This regained for him all the prestige and much of the money he 

had lost in his clumsy efforts at revision. The play opened on I-Iay 8, 

1777, and was an instant success: 

Night after night the theatre overflov/s, and for a space even the 
American V/ar of Independence is forgotten in the sensation of the 
moment. It runs twenty nights in its first season and sixty-five 
in its second, , , , It realizes nearly £15,000,9 

Lacy shortly thereafter agreed to sell his interest in the Drury 

Lane to Sheridan, being prompted no doubt by the fact that he v/as heavily 

indebted to Garrick who obviously wished his judgement to be vindicated 

in Sheridan, and wanted very badly for Sheridan to have complete control 

of the Drury Lane. A study of the intricacies of the legal proceedings 

which were involved in the transactions which ultimately resulted in Sher

idan's complete ox^mership of the theatre is unnecessary insofar as this 

study is concerned. It is only necessary to say that he did become the 

owner vdth the help of Garrick and his father-in-law. Eventually, v/ith 

Linley's aid, he managed to buy out Dr. Ford's portion of the syndicate. 

Both Linley and Ford had obligated themselves to share the responsibility 

v/ith Garrick for the mortgage v/hich had of necessity been dravm up in or

der to purchase Lacy's share from him, and each of them suffered long 

years under the burxien of this obligation. The important thing, hov/ever. 

^Ibid., p. 58. 9sherwin, p. 132, 
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was the fact that Sheridan now was in full control of the Drury Lane, even 

though the purchase had been made 

, , , vd.th borrowed money, and the interest on that money had to be 
paid. There was nothing unusual in such a proceeding: Garrick him
self had borrowed money in similar circumstances. . . , But in Sher
idan's case there v/ere two significant features. In the first place 
he had borrowed, not part of the money, but the whole of it; and in 
the second, instead of treating the transaction as one to be cleared 
up by steadily setting aside part of the profits for the repayment of 
the borrowed capital, he spent the profits and relied on his ability 
and good fortune , , , for the rest,!^ 

Thus the stage of the Drury Lane was set for the management, or the mis

management, of Richard Brinsley Sheridan, 

lOcibbs, pp, 63-64. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE DRURY LANE FROM 1777 TO 1794 

This portion of the study, the actual tenure of Sheridan as mana

ger, has been divided into two sections: the period when the physical 

theatre was exactly as it had been under the managership of Garrick, and 

the second period encompassing that time after the construction of the 

New Drury Lane in 1794. Sheridan's 

, , , first commencement as a manager was not of that brilliant kind 
to give any promise of great improvement in the conduct of the the
atre. An alteration of Vanbrugh's play The Relapse was the first 
production, under the name of A Trip to Scarborough; it was brought 
out February 24th, 1777.-̂  

This play was an unfortunate choice on Sheridan's part for it was liked 

by neither the audiences nor the actors, "The Tempest was also brought 

forward; parts of Dryden's version v/ere given, which, together v/ith some 

songs by Thomas Linley, served for a short time to fill up the night; but 

still there v/as a general feeling that the public had lost by the ex-

change of managers,"'^ 

Sheridan's rather shaky beginning as manager was greatly strength

ened in May of 1777 when his comedy The School for Scandal was produced 

at the Drury Lane. This work has been hailed as brilliant and captivat-

lOeorge G, Sigmond, The Dramatic Works of the Right Honourable 
Richard Brinsley Sheridan (London^ Bell & ̂ aldy, 1864), pp. 51-52. 

2lbid. 
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ing from the first performance on the stage at Drury Lane. In spite of 

its brilliance and popularity The School for Scandal was but a single 

play, one thread upon which Sheridan hoped to hang the future fortunes of 

the Drury Lane, There v/ere several reasons why this play could not be 

expected to save the Drury Lane from financial ruin. The first of these 

was the hea-vy mortgage under V'/hich Sheridan began his career as manager; 

the second was the popular custom of giving benefit performances for ac

tors, which could not avoid taking money from the house. The third and 

most accurate reason for the insecurity of the Drury Lane was the care

lessness and extravagance of Sheridan himself. He seemed ", . , altogeth

er careless; invited into society by those v/ho were delighted vdth his 

gaiety and his talent, he plunged into expenses for entertaining others, 

which very rapidly absorbed large sums of money. , . ."3 

In addition to Sheridan's extravagance, he v/as very nonchalant in 

regards to his correspondence, both personal and business: 

He neglected to open his letters; they were collected into an indis
criminate heap, and oftentimes, ;̂dlen their accumulation alarmed the 
manager, they were consigned to the flames, and frequently communi
cations of considerable importance were thus sacrificed,** 

David Garrick, who had inextricably tied his fortune up vdth that 

of Drury Lane and thus with Sheridan, was kept informed of the progress, 

or lack of it, that was being made at his theatre. As early as July, 

1777, he expressed his anxiety over the fortunes of the theatre in a let

ter addressed to a Mr, T, King: "Poor old Drury! It vdll be, I fear, 

very soon in the hands of the Philistines,"^ V/hen the Drury did fall into 

3Ibid,, p, 90, Vlbid,, p. 82, 

^David Garrick, The Private Correspondence of David Garrick with 
the Most Celebrated Persons of His Time (London: Henry Colburn and Rich
ard Bentley, I83I), p. 237. 
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"the hands of the Philistines," Garrick was to feel the impact. In March 

of 1778, he wrote to Lacy, Sheridan, Ford, and Linley concerning Lacy's 

mortgage to him: 

Mr. Bateman, of Maiden-Lane, sent to Mr. Wallis of Norfolk-street, 
the 14th of November last, to desire an account of Mr, Lacy's mort
gage to me, as me, Mr. Bateman, had authority to pay Mr. Lacy's 
debts. Mr. V/allis complied vdth his desire; but I have not yet had 
notice when I was to receive my money,6 

This was to be the first of many such polite notices to the partnership, 

most of which they ignored. Lacy at first tried to speak with Garrick 

and arrange some sort of postponement for payment of the mortgage, but 

eventually the partners had a letter written to Garrick by a Mr, B, Vic

tor which eliminated all doubt as to the immediate intention of the part

nership: "I am directed by the proprietors to inform you that it id.ll 

not be in their pov/er for the future to pay the interest of Mr. Lacy's 

mortgage until the debts and expenses of the theatre are discharged,"7 

Garrick replied rather hotly that he considered his mortgage to 

be a just debt of the theatre and therefore expected payment as agreed up

on. In response to this. Lacy informed Garrick of his lack of knowledge 

of the letter which Garrick had received; he further stated that he v/ould 

never given his consent to the interest's being paid in any fashion other 

than the original agreement. Garrick noted, "To this I sent ansv/er , . . 

that he might depend upon my not distressing him. Before George sa\f him, 

Mr, Lacy had bargained to sell his share to Mr. Sheridan at an enormous 

price,"^ This is dated May 15, 1778, "By what spell all these thousands 

v/ere conjured up, it v/ould be difficult to ascertain. That happy art of 

^Ibid., p. 291. '^Mlo ?. 303. 

Îbid., p. 237. 

http://id.ll
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putting the future in pawn for the present, must have been the chief re

source of Mr. Sheridan in all these later purchases,"9 

Not only in regard to the theatre was Sheridan completely im

practical. He appears to have been unaware of the necessity for pru

dence anywhere. He drew heavily upon the treasury of the theatre during 

this early period and lived far beyond the means of a heavily indebted 

theatre manager: -

His improvidence in everything connected vrith money was most remark
able. He would frequently be obliged to stop on his joumies, for 
want of the means of getting on, and to remain expensively at an inn, 
till a reiaittance could reach him. His letters to the treasurer on 
these occasions v/ere generally headed vdth the words "Money Bound,"1^ 

Shortly after his decision to buy Lacy's share in the Drury Lane, 

Sheridan placed his father in the position of manager of the theatre. 

This was a favor he v/as to grant to several friends and relatives before 

his ownership v/as terminated. In each case he kept an eye on things at 

the theatre and took credit for most of the activity there. He shoul

dered as little of the responsibility as possible. The elder Sheridan 

proved to be somewhat less than successful as the acting manager of the 

Drury Lane. He managed to estrange many of the theatre's staunchest sup

porters, including even Garrick, v/ho referred to him as "Tom 0' Bedlam" 

or "Old Surlyboots." In a letter to Sheridan, Garrick asked that he 

please 

. . . assure your father that I meant not to interfere in his depart
ment: I imagined (foolishly indeed) my attending Bannister's rehear
sal in a part I once played . . , might have assisted the cause . . . . 
Upon no consideration will I ever interfere again . . . nor be liable 

9Thomas Moore, Memoirs of the Life of the Right Honourable Rich
ard Brinsley Sheridan (Philadelphia: H, C. Carey & I. Lea, 182Ji7, p. 172, 

l^Ibid,, p, 600. 1̂ -Garrick, p, 262. 
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to receive such another message as was brought me this evening. . . . 

Added to the burdens of the youthful Sheridan was the ever present 

task of satisfying the insatiable appetites of the public. The School for 

Scandal and The Tempest seemed only to whet these, and Sheridan v/as in a 

constant search for entertainments which v/ould please the public palate 

in a lucrative fashion. Many of the entertainments which were presented 

were obviously selected for just the purpose of popularity. He seemed not 

much interested in furthering the art of the theatre; at any rate this was 

certainly secondary. "One of the novelties of the year was a musical en

tertainment called The Camp. This unworthy trifle . , , v/as a sort of a 

'martyrdom of fame' which fev/ but himself could afford." ^ 

Upon the death of David Garrick, Sheridan wrote a monody to his 

memory. This v/as recited at the Drury Lane by Mrs. Yates in March of 1781, 

but "The Monody does not seem to have kept the stage for more than five or 

six nights:—nor is this surprising. The recitation of a long, serious 

address must always be, to a degree, ineffective on the stage. . . ."-'̂  

Other problems presented themselves to Sheridan during these first 

uneasy years as manager. As the members of the acting company at Drury 

Lane became increasingly av/are of the v/eaknesses in the hand on the man

agerial reins, they began to react in the form of personal and profession

al revolts against Sheridan and his careless handling of business affairs. 

As early as August of 1777 there is noted that all is not v/ell with Drury 

Lane and the leadership that Sheridan was giving it: "But what is to be

come of him and of Drury Lane itself, if this civil v/ar is to continue?— 

12lbid., p, 357. 13lIoore, p. 173-

14lbid,, p. 176, 
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I do not mean in America, but behind the curtain. Will these perturbed 

spirits never rest?"^ 

Later, in 1779, not long before the death of Garrick, he received 

a letter from W, Hopkins, the prompter at Drury Lane. Mr. Hopkins ex

pressed his concern over the fact that nothing was ready for the stage 

but the "common, hacknied plays." Then he launched into a rather lengthy 

explanation of the problems faced by the management of the theatre. In

cluded in this was a long list of actors and actresses who were "unable 

to play," Most of these infirmities v/ere caused by a lack of money, Sher

idan had either forgotten or neglected to pay the salaries of the company, 

Mr, Hopkins concluded his report by saying, "V/e had a very bad house. "1^ 

Only two days before Hopkins' letter arrived Garrick had been informed by 

T. Becket, "I am told Covent Garden is very full;—Diniry Lane but so-so."17 

It is learned from Mr. Hopkins' letter that the theatre was presenting Much 

Ado About Nothing and The School for Scandal, 

Most of the original or new plays presented during this period 

were accompanied by a prologue written by one of the current men of the • 

theatre and spoken by one of the more distinguished mem.bers of the com

pany, Sheridan and Garrick, as v/ell as many others, lent their aid to 

18 

otherwise mediocre v/orks by v«*iting the prologue,-^^ Other types of en

tertainment which added bulk, if little else, to the program at Drury Lane 

were pantomimes. They did aid in attracting audiences, for pantomime had 

steadily become more popular since 1750. "In addition to garnering fare 

for these 'harlequinades' from previous and present theatre, the producers 

15Garrick, p, 261. l^Ibil-> PP- 328-329. 

17lbid., p, 328. l^Ibid. 
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of the increasingly popular pantomimes often made up their presentations 

from the whole cloth. . . . The pantomimes v/ere primarily spectacle, and 

only secondarily literary drama."19 

In addition to these types, Sheridan produced one of the genre 

which is called "ballad-opera," He wrote The Duenna in 1777, vdth the 

music supplied by his musically talented father-in-law, Thomas Linley, 

"The ballad-opera, in which the text of a burlesque farce was interspersed 

with songs written to popular tunes, was an eighteenth century English 

growth."^^ 

In October, 1779, Sheridan produced the last of his plays. The 

Critic was a satire which drew barbs from the satirized press, but it was 

well received by the public. 

Upon the death of the elder Sheridan in 1788, Thomas King replaced 

him as the acting manager of the Drury Lane, Mr. King had formerly been 

an actor and later manager of the Sadler's V/ells theatre. He had been ap

proached to sign a contract as an actor at Drury Lane as early as 1776, 

Very little is v/ritten concerning King's tenure as acting manager 22£. ^» 

VJe do know that he continued to act with the company; he played Puff in 

The Critic, One may assume that things continued much as they had, for 

there was no great change in the financial status of the Drury Lane, 

There seems to have been a bit less unrest among the members of the com

pany than there had been under Thomas Sheridan; at ajiy rate, there appears 

to have been nothing ivritten concerning internal troubles vdthin the com

pany. 

19Vera Mowry Roberts, On Stage (New York: Harper & Rov/, 1962), p. 
265. 

^Qlbid, 2lG3̂ j,j.ick, pp. 116-117. 
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In 1788 King resigned his position, describing it, with some jus

tice, as intolerable. He had no pov/er, although he was expected to shoul

der the responsibility. He could not venture to command so much as the 

cleaning of a coat or buy a yard of copper lace. He v/as not allowed to 

consider new plays which were submitted to the theatre or to treat with 

actors about their salaries. If anyone asked him, "If you are not the 

manager, who is?" he had to reply, "I can't tell." He v/as succeeded by 

Kemble who was given more authority, but Sheridan still kept the reins in 

22 
his own hands. '̂  In the meantime, 

. , , Sir Christopher V/ren's theatre had fallen into such decay that 
in 1791 it v/as found necessary to pull it down. And on June the 4th 
the grand old house that had stood in six reigns, which had witnessed 
the triumphs of Hart, Mohun, Betterton, Booth, Garrick, of Mrs. Sid-
dons, Mrs. Porter, Mrs. Barry, Mrs. Pritchard, I'Irs. Bracegirdle, Mrs, 
Oldfield, Mrs, V/olfington, Mrs. Abington, and many other peerless 
actors and actresses, closed its doors for ever, and the next day was 
handed over to pickaxe and shovel,23 

Needless to say, the compary of the Drury Lane was not disbanded; 

it moved to new quarters for the duration of the construction of the new 

Drury Lane, The first of these temporary quarters was the Opera House; 

later they moved to the Haymarket Theatre, playing "at an enormous ex-

n24 
pense."^ 

It was determined to erect an entirely new house upon the same site; 
for the accomplishment of which purpose a proposal was made, by Mr, 
Sheridan and Mr, Linley, to raise the sum of one hundred and fifty 
thousand pounds, by the means of three hundred debentures, of five 
hxindred pounds each,25 

The scheme succeeded at once, but various negotiations and obstacles pre-

22Levds Gibbs, Sheridan—His Life and His Theatre (New York: V/il-
liam Morrow & Company, 1948),' p. 124^ 

^3H, B. Baker, History of the London Stage and Its Famous Players 
(1576-1903) (London: George Rout ledge and Sons, Ltd., I904), pp. 83-84*. 

24Moore, p. 409. ^^Ml« 
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vented the hurried building of the theatre. The company continued to 

operate at a loss in other theatres v/hile "Mr. Sheridan and Mr, Linley 

were paying interest for the first installment of the loan,"^" 

The actual productions which were performed while the company was 

thus displaced seem to have been much in the nature of those which had 

been done prior to the destruction of the Old Drury Lane. Sheridan, cer

tainly, had not changed his habits relative to finance. Thus it would 

appear that the chances for success in the new theatre v/ere dim from the 

outset. The manager worked under the double burden of debt left over 

from his initial purchase of the patent, and the new debt which was in

curred with the building of the new, very grand Drury Lane. 

26ibid, 



CHAPTER V 

THE NEIV DRURY LANE, 1794-1806 

It might be well at this point to examine the physical aspects of 

the theatre in which Sheridan and his company had worked until it was dis

mantled in 1791: 

This Drury Lane Theatre, v/hich stood for a hundred years in constant 
use, was an intimate playhouse with three galleries opposite the 
stage, the lower two of which had been converted from boxes, and 
three rows of boxes along the sides. In this old house, as one of 
the critics of the New drury Lane remarked, "The mo-d-ng brov/ and pen
etrating eye of that matchless actor Iparrick) came home to the specta
tor. As passions shifted, and were by turns reflected from the mir
ror of his expressive countenance, nothing was lost."l 

But the old house vdth all its intimacy 

, , , was replaced in 1794 with the largest theatre in all of Europe, 
It had a capacity of over thirty-six hundred seated in an almost semi
circular auditorium, \dth five rows of boxes along the sides and two 
opposite the stage, topped by tv/o galleries, in addition to the pit,2 

The stage area was also impressive in size—so much so that none 

of the scenery from the old house could be used. All nev/ scenery had to 

be constructed. This doubtless was an expense upon which Sheridan had 

not counted, and most likely he v/ent into debt for the new construction, 

Garrick had engaged Philippe Jacques de Loutherbourg as the scenic 

artist for the Drury Lane in 1771. He had been of particuLar impor*tance 

Ivera Mowiy Roberts, On Stage (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), p, 
266. 

^Ibid. 
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because he first introduced the use of illusionistic, realistic scenery 

to England,3 

V/ith William Capon, who came to Drury Lane v/hen it moved into its new 
and greatly enlai^ged house in 1794, the old vdng and border systems 
for the standard plays were almost completely discarded, and new 
sets, obviously intended to become standard, were designed. Capon 
v/as a Romanticist imbued with the artistic possibilities of the new 
Gothic style. His work m.arked the end of the temples and palaces 
which had dressed the theatre for so long, and ushered in a new era,^ 

Costuming, too, was being changed. There was a concentrated ef

fort to dress the actors in something resembling the period which they 

v/ere portraying. Most of the actresses v/ore the current fashion. Al

though most of the actors dressed themselves out of their oivn pockets, it 

became a custom for the theatre to allow a certain amount in the salary 

for this purpose, 

V/hen one considers the above changes which were met by the mana

ger of the Drury Lane upon its opening, it is easy to believe that he 

might have been a bit oven/helmed at the thought of so much added ex

pense. Nonetheless, Sheridan entered the new era in the Drury Lane id.th 

as much energy and self-assurance as he had entered the old. "The new 

theatre began its chequered career on the First Friday in Lent, 12th 

March 1794, with a sacred oratorio; and on the 21st March opened 'for the 

representation of drajnas,' The play ivas Macbeth in Davenant's version, 

with some additional lines by Garrick, The scenery and the costumes v/ere 

5 
new."^ 

A special epilogue was written by George CoLnan to allay the fear 

of theatre fire. This was spoken by Miss Farren, then the curtain was 

3][bid. ' ' 2 ^ -

^Donald Brooks, The Romance of the En^,lish Theatre (London: Rock-

liff, 1945), p. 159. 
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raised ", , , disclosing a large lake of real water on the stage, with a 

man rowing a boat on it while a small waterfall was cascading down at the 

rear. Yet \idthin fifteen years the theatre was again burnt to the ground,"^ 

Another innovation was the use of an iron curtain to contain stage fires, 

much in the same fashion as the asbestos curtain has been used in modern 

times. 

It vdll be remembered that Kemble had taken over the job as act

ing manager in 1788, He had seen the company through the years of tran

sience while the new theatre was being constructed. He v/as 

. . . an excellent manager, strict, thorough, and regarded by the 
compary vdth respect. But Sheridan, in all matters of money, had 
the last word, and nothing could be done without him. He depended 
on the theatre: it was his only source of income and his only means 
of raising money. , , , This v/ould have mattered less if he had 
made the prosperity of the theatre his chief concern, but in fact it 
was only too often treated as the means of supplying his immediate 
and pressing needs. The results v/ere unpaid bills, salaries in ar
rears, and desperate parsimony over expenses. . , .7 

Even the strong Kemble began to feel the burden of this seemingly 

never-ending problem, and in 1796 he left the Drury Lane compary, after 

having been arrested for one of Sheridan's debts.° Follo;d.ng Kemble's 

departure, a Mr. V/roughton took over his former position. In order to 

accomplish this, Sheridan promised him a share in the profits. "Sheridan, 

however, did not keep his v/ord, and utterly disgusted, Kemble left Drury 

Q 

Lane in 1802 and began negotiations for a share in Covent Garden."^ 

Sheridan's affairs had been steadily declining since the opening 

of the New Drury Lane, In 1796 he v/as forced to turn his theatrical 

^evds Gibbs, Sheridan—His Life and His Theatre (New York: Iftlil-
liara Morrow & Company, 1948), p. 96. 

7Gibbs, pp. 124-125, ^Brooks, p, 96, 

9lbid,, p, 97. 

file:///idthin
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properties over to a board of trustees. This seems to have done little 

to thwart his free-wheeling hand at Drury Lane. 

He was the victim of a literary hoax which was to prove quite costly. 
V/illiam Ireland, a boy of nineteen, appeared one day with a m.anu-
script under his arm. It was, he announced calmly, an undiscovered 
tragedy by Shakespeare. His imperturbable plausibility convinced not 
only Sheridan, who immediately undertook to produce the play, and 
"Glorious" John Kemble, who was to play the leading role; he deluded 
Shakespearean scholars like Malone and Richard Person. The drama was 
entitled Vortigern and Rowena, and even before its production at 
Drury Lane it was the sensation of London.1^ 

The play opened April 2, 1796, before a very enthusiastic audi

ence. As the evening v/ore on the audience began to become restless and 

idthin the space of three hours had made clear what the experts had been 

unable to perceive; the play was a forgery,H 

The next night Vortigern and Rov/ena vdth all its magnificent scenery 
and costumes was recalled. Sheridan found himself searching fever
ishly for a play v/hich v.ould recoup the losses he had sustained on 
Ireland's tragedy and would still the laughter all London was enjoy
ing at his expense,12 

It took him two years to find the play he was looking for, but 

find it he did in a translation of Kotzebue's Menschenhass and Reue, 

which he produced under the title of The Stranger. This also served to 

introduce Sarah Siddons to London. The combination of Kotzebue and Sid-

dons was to serve Sheridan well for a time, and he used the same combi

nation once more in 1799 when he produced Pizarro. "The thousand pounds 

which Sheridan realized on Pizarro v/ere soon spent; success was once more 

eluding him. In 1800 he approached Kemble and offered to sell out to 

13 
him; but nothing came of long and tedious negot ia t ions ," -̂  

l % i b b s , p . 219. '^^Tuid. 

l^Alice Glasgow, Sheridan of Drury Lane (New York: Frederick A, 
Stokes Co,, 1940), pp. 219-220. 

13Ibid,, p. 221, 
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At the end of the season in 1800 both Kemble and Mrs, Siddons 

left Drury Lane forever. Too, Sheridan had allowed other obligations 

to interfere with his theatre: 

Players were obliged to ask over and over again for their salary; 
the tradespeople grew indignant because of their unpaid bills; the 
wardrobe was utterly neglected, the scenery was shabby, and the 
theatre's coffers were drained by his boundless personal extrava
gance,-'^ 

In 1802 a suit in Chancery appeared against Sheridan. He pleaded 

his own case and won. Also in 1802 

, , . he pleaded and won the case of the actors against the bankers 
who claimed prior lien on the Drury Lane salaries. Sheridan waited 
for months to hear from his solicitors; at last he wrote, roundly 
cursing the delay, and was told that his request had been granted 
the year before. . . . A search revealed their letter, unopened, at 
the bottom of a pile of other letters, the seals of which were still 
unbroken, 

Sheridan's struggles with his theatre dragged on until at last he 
was forced to admit himself defeated, . . . In 1806 Richard Sheri
dan surrendered the directorship of his theatre to his son Tom.l'^ 

Thus ended Sheridan's directorship, but he still owned a great 

interest in the theatre, which was to drain him more and more as the 

years vi/ent on, V/hen the third Drury Lane burned on February 24, 1809, 

Sheridan calmly watched its destruction as if he did not depend upon it 

for his livelihood. He persuaded Samuel V/hitbread to rebuild the the

atre, and sold his share for twenty-eight thousand pounds, V/hitbread 

refused him any part in the management of the new theatre, and he con

tinued his wasteful mode of living on the money he had made from the 

sale of the theatre until his death in 1816, 

l^Ibid. l^Ibid, 

l%rooks, p, 96, 
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