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  Extract
  In her recent book on celebrity pregnancy, legal scholar Renée Ann Cramer writes, “in the years from 1970 to 2000, popular culture became more open to performances of pregnancy; once kept secret and articulated as private, pregnancy became ‘public.’” This is not wholly true. In the English-speaking world, “celebrity pregnancy,” with its overt performances of femininity and maternity, bodily monitoring, and careful dance between the concealment and revelation of private information, had its first public moment in the long eighteenth century. That century's professional theatre was a site for the intersection of two forms of women's labor: the maternal labor of pregnancy and birth, which affected women of all classes throughout a century with rapidly rising birth rates, and the theatrical labor of professional actresses. Although the latter has been the subject of much-needed study in recent decades, the impact of maternal labor on the professional theatre of the time is only beginning to be explored. Between 1700 and 1800, birth rates for middle- and upper-class British woman rose significantly. Among the aristocracy, rates doubled from four to eight children, and middle-class women averaged seven births by the end of the century. At the same time, women in the professional theatre were inventing and modeling new forms of public womanhood, capitalizing on a burgeoning culture of female celebrity, and, in some cases, wielding exceptional economic and artistic power. Though not all actresses had children, many did, and at rates that were not unlike those of their nontheatrical counterparts. For these women, the successful balancing of maternal and theatrical labor could be vital to their careers and, in many cases, their family's survival. The need to balance personal and professional demands was all the more imperative within the hectic and extremely competitive repertory system. The day-to-day repertory of a London company was of necessity a malleable thing, accommodating short runs of popular pieces, audience requests, illnesses and absences of company members, and the perpetual state of competition between the patent houses of Covent Garden and Drury Lane. To compete profitably, managers needed competent and popular performers (bodies) and performance vehicles (texts) in which to feature them. As the available bodies changed, then, so too did the available plays for performance.
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68

 68. Elmy's entry in the BDA notes that, from about 1749 onward, Elmy seems to have risen in the public estimation, particularly in a few select roles such as Lavinia in The Fair Penitent and Desdemona in Othello, which she played during Cibber's 1749–50 absence. The next year, she left Drury Lane for Covent Garden with Cibber and Barry, but when Cibber returned to Drury Lane in 1753, Elmy remained and once again played Desdemona opposite Barry.



 
 
69

 69. Woffington now had a host of tragic roles, among them Desdemona in Othello, Andromache in The Distressed Mother, and Arpasia in Tamerlane, all Cibber roles. Even so, only five of her sixty-one appearances during Bellamy's absence overlapped Cibber's tragic repertoire.
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74
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 77. The Roman Father, with pregnant Hannah Pritchard in the leading role of Horatia.
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 78. Benjamin Victor, The History of the Theatres of London and Dublin from the year 1730 to the present time, 2 vols. (London: Printed for T. Davies et al., 1761), 1: 92–3, quote on 93. It is unclear which script Covent Garden was using: the original, Theophilus Cibber's of 1744, a version by Sheridan for the 1746 production, David Garrick's of 1748, or a new version are all possibilities. As Bellamy had been in Sheridan's production in 1746, it may be reasonable to assume it was this version—it seems highly unlikely to have been Garrick's given the status of the competition between the houses, but technically, if it were in print, there would have been no barrier to its use and Garrick's 1748 script was used by Covent Garden in the fall 1750 contest.
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 80. Garrick, 1: 144. Garrick's letters this summer reveal the ways in which the managers attempted to monitor activity at the other house, particularly if it at all influenced their company. Garrick requests “reports, hints, facts, &c.” from Somerset Draper on 2 June (ibid.), and is exasperated by the failure of Lacy's “spies, deep researches, and anonymous letters” on 22 June (ibid., 1: 146). It seems clear that they anticipated some kind of impending crisis; whereas Garrick urged preemptive moves, including the hiring of Bellamy, Lacy preferred to wait.
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