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Frank Norris's Training in Composition
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There is one word of counsel I would give to young authors,

which is that they should be humbly obedient to the truth

proclaimed by their own souls, and haughtily indifferent to

the remonstrances of critics founded solely on the departure
from the truths expressed by others.

George Henry Lewes,

The Principles of Success in Literature

Anyone interested in the formative influences on Frank
Norris as a prose stylist sooner or later learns that he
attended the University of California from 1890 to 1894
and, two years later, commented quite negatively on the
way writing was taught there in an essay that appeared as
an editorial in the San Francisco weekly, The Wave.
Neither “The ‘English Courses’ at the University of
California” nor the scholarship on Norris's life and works,
however, provides much detail about the exact nature of
tﬁm mmﬁm at Berkeley.' Lmle spemf-

analysis and ““ Classification,”” “counting the ‘metaphors’

in a given passage, . . . tabulating them, separating them
from . . . ‘similes,” comparing the results,” and studying
“sentence structure.” He appears to have encountered
such emphases in the writing program throughout his un-
dergraduate years. As Robert A. Morace observes, “al-
though the article presents the hypothetical case of ‘a
young sophomore,’ Norris's remarks clearly indicate that
he found the four-year English program cast in the same
mold [as] the Freshman course.” Support for Morace’s
inference was provided by Charles Mills Gayley. He
headed the English Department, and shortly after Norris
left the school he gave an account of the department and
its curriculum.® His article identified the courses offered,

differentiated lower level studies from upper, and mch-
cated the actual work students did. V

Gayley described the "prescribed pre’hmmary courses"
for freshmen and sophomores at length WO |
courses were “prerequisites to all adv i
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as time will permit, the acquaintance of the stu-
dent with the Hellenic, Teutonic, or Romance
Epics, or others classics in translation. It serves
as an introduction to common and traditional
store of literary reference, allusion, and imagery,
and as a basis for paragraph-writing. . . . These
courses . . . in general serve to stimulate con-
structive effort and practical skill in writing pari
passu [at an equal pace] with analytical effort
and the acquisition of information. They accord-
ingly include first the weekly exercise in para-
graph-writing, written in the class-room upon
some topic not previously announced but in-
volving acquaintance with the Supplementary
Reading assigned for the week; and, secondly, a
carefully supervised series of composition.
Three themes have been required each term. The
supervision, which is personal, extends to meth-
ods of using the Library, of securing material and
taking notes in scholarly fashion, to limitation
and definition of subject; to construction of a
scheme of presentation in advance of the writing,
as well as to careful criticism of the finished
work.*

Although Norris's Berkeley essays have not survived,
evaluations of his themes have-in the grade sheets of his
instructor for his “Preliminary™ classes, William Dallam
Armes. An article on Norris’s “Freshman Themes™ by
James D. Hart reports that, from October of 1890 through

 June of 1892, Norris wrote eleven essays and “A Story.”
- As Hart cxplams, the essays addressed these subjects:
\ ard; Huold’, Thamas&Beeket,Bnmpeanf?g.
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comments continued to be generally negative, as in thos:
on one of Norris's best papers, his April 1891 pl“esce bc; r
Jongleurs and Trouveres of Mediaeval France: ~S0 3
and restrained in style and well introducing occasion

picturesque concrete touches; but not well arranged, ped-

»9
antic and careless in spelling.

Details of Norris’s studies in English as an upperclass-
man are less well known than those of his freshman and
sophomore work since Gayley wrote more abou’t “the pre-
scribed preliminary courses” than the “Higher” ones. As
has been noted by Allys Palladino-Craig, the advanced
courses that Norris took consisted of “English Literature
to the Restoration, as well as English Literature from the
Restoration, Poets of the 14th and 15th Centuries,
Themes, Drama, Essays and Debates, Linguistics, Milton,
Literary Criticism, and . . . coursework designated both
English and English Literature in his senior year.'°
While these courses may have been relatively more en-
joyable than the study of composition, they may also have
been the cause of Norris’s less-than-admiring, or derisive,
comments about “the ‘co-eds’ [who] take to the ‘classifi-
cation’ method” and “after graduation . . . ‘read papers’
to literary ‘circles.”"! Describing the approach in the
“Higher” classes in his article, Gayley comments that
“the method has been described by a former student.”'2
According to Isabella M. Andrews, the “class met :
a week, once for an hour's lecture on the philosc

basis of literary criticism, and again i
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of English Prose Literature.'* Both books took a rational
approach to writing, but they diverged radically in the
methods they prescribed. Principles, first published in
1865 in the Fortnightly Review, was the older work, but
the Manual, which appeared in its first edition in 1872,
evidently served as the main text for the required under-
graduate writing classes. The differences between them
and the effects they appear to have had on Norris add to
what may be inferred about the budding author's training
and development.

Minto's Manual emphasized the analytic method that
Norris abhorred. In the 1889 printing of the third "Auth-
orized American Edition" of the Manual-probably the
same edition that Norris used-Minto, a “Professor of
Logic and Literature in the University of Aberdeen,” in-
troduced his subject with a short discussion of “elements
of style,” “qualities of style,” and “kinds of composi-
tion.”"* He based his approach on the ideas of authorities
such as George Campbell and Hugh Blair, eighteenth cen-
tury rhetoricians who emphasized the importance of
appealing to readers from a practical, “philosophical”
perspective, stressed locally correct grammar, and made
no distinction between rhetorical and belletristic excel-
lence. Minto referred most frequently to the authority of
Alexander Bain, a nineteenth-century psychologist and
author of English Composition and Rhetoric: A Manual,
who devised “a psychological approach to composition,”

formulated “the modes of discourse—description, narra-

.non, emsxmg, and persuas*on, ”and developed “the no-
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three in essays published in the Occident during the
spring of his freshman year: “‘Stepterfetchet,” by Dick
Wincey”; ““Stepterfetchet,” by Karl Aisle”; and “‘Step-
terfetchet,” by ‘Mick’ Aulay.”"’

After Norris's death, his college friend Harry M. Wright
wrote that “Minto and the prose composition of the fresh-
man course in English were an abomination” to Norris.”
Norris was not alone in his feelings toward Minto’s ap-
proach. Walker notes that Norris's classmates ritually
burned the Manual during an end-of-year street festival
and that in the young author’s “freshman year, he was ap-
pointed to be one of the orators” at the event.”' That is,
Norris could assume when he wrote the parodies that the
entire student body would recognize the distinctive prose
styles that all were encouraged—or forced—to imitate.

(4
Norris had a more positive encounter, on the other
hand, with George Henry Lewes's Principles of Success
in Literature. With good reason, Morace comments that
it was “perhaps the most important influence . . . [on him
of anything he] read while a Freshman at the University
of California.” In it, Lewes expounds upon three ideas:
“the Principle of Vision, . . . the Principle of Sincerity,
..and the Principle of Beauty 3 His long essay M or-
1gmally appeared six years after the p&bh, ation of
win's Onxhe Or:gm af@m' -




For Lewes, insight was the foundation for “the principle
of vision.” “All good Literature,” he wrote in opposition
to those like Minto who fixated on models worthy of em-
ulation, “rests primarily on insight. All bad Literature
rests upon imperfect insight, or upon imitation, which
may be defined as seeing at second-hand.”?* He believed
that the ability to see clearly, which enabled a painter to
create masterpieces or an actor to move audiences, em-
powered an author to write successfully. From this prin-
ciple, he reasoned that “personal experience is the basis
of all real Literature. The author must have thought the
thoughts, seen the objects (with bodily or mental vision),
and felt the feelings; otherwise he can have no power o-
ver us [the readers]. Importance does not depend on rari-
ty so much as on authenticity.”® Or, put negatively, in
“Literature we see a few original writers, and a crowd of
imitators: men of special aptitudes, and men who mistake
their power of repeating with slight variation what others
have done, for a power of creating anew.””’

Lewes's second principle, "Sincerity," expanded on the
idea of writing from experience. He interpreted sincerity
as plain candor and embraced the “maxim of honesty [is]
the best policy.”® “It is not enough to have the eye to
see; there must also be the courage to express what the
eye has seen, and the steadfastness of a trust in truth,”?
he wrote. In his view, honesty gave art strength, and he
urged writers to be true to their vision: “In all sincere
speech there is power, not necessarily great power, but as
much as the speaker iscapable of. Speak for yourself and
from yourself, or be silent. It can be of no good that you

should tell in your ‘clever’ feeble way what another has
already told us with the dynamic energy of conviction. If
you can tell us something that your own eyes have seen,

Zolaas “models” for
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seizing unapparent relations of things is not always
conjoined with the power of selecting the fittest verbal
symbols by which they can be made apparent to others:
the one is the power of the thinker, the other the power of
the writer.”® And, as with Vision and Sincerity, so with
the Beautiful. Imitation is the stumbling block to be
avoided in all of the arts: :
if the purpose of Literature be the sincere ex-
pression of the individual’s own ideas and feel-
ings it is obvious that the cant about the “best
models” tends to pervert and obstruct that ex-
pression. Unless a man thinks and feels precisely
after the manner of Cicero and Titian it is mani-
festly wrong for him to express himself in their
way. He may study in them the principles of ef-
fect, and try to surprise some of their secrets, but
he should resolutely shun all imitation of them.
They ought to be illustrations not authorities,
studies not models.**

That such notions directly informed Norris's criticisms
in“The ‘English Courses’ at the University of California”
can not be known for a fact. Norris never mentioned
Lewes’s name-nor, for a more self-apparent reason,
Minto’s. On the other hand, Norris’s dislike of the imita-
tion method of studying writing was at least as strong as
Lewes’s. Also, Lewes’s emphases on both sincerity and
the need to write from one’s own experience resonate ful-
ly with Norris’s 1901 “True Reward of the Novelist” es-
say and his 1902 “Salt and Sincerity” series of artic
And while it is a commonplace in the schola
Rudyard Kipling, Robert Louis Stevensos
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predominance of unessential details. There are
other truths besides coats and waistcoats, pots
and pans, drawing rooms and suburban villas.
Life has other aims besides those which occupy
the conversation of “Society.” And the painter
who devotes years to a work representing modern
life, yet calls for even more attention to a waist-
coat than to the face of a philosopher, may ex-
hibit truth of detail which will delight the tailor-
mind, but he is defective in artistic truth, because
he ought to be representing something higher
than waistcoats, and because our thoughts on
modern life fall very casually and without em-
phasis on waistcoats.*

His point of view is, indeed, similar to Norris’s in the
1896 essay “Zola as a Romantic” writer, in which a like
censure is administered to William Dean Howells; more-
over, the character of Zolaesque art that Norris finds
compelling, and superior to Howellsian realism, comes to
mind when later in Principles Lewes returns to realism in
his discussion of Beauty and holds forth on the noblest

achievements of which art is capable:
It is a higher difficulty, and implies nobler art to
represent the movement and complexity of life
and emotion than to catch the fixed lineaments of
outward aspect. To paint a policeman idly loun-
ging at the street corner with such verisimilitude
that we are pleased with the representation, ad-
miring the solidity of the figure, the texture of
the clothes, and the human aspect of the features,
is so difficult that we loudly applaud the skill
which enables an artist to imitate what in itself is
uninteresting; and if the imitation be carried to a
certain degree of verisimilitude the picture may
be of immense value. But no excellence of rep-
entation can make this high art. To carry it in-

students like Norris, who at He
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treatments of great emotion and mental agitation. Norris
himself described just the opposite qualities when exalt-
ing Zola in 1896. And yet the essential point is the same:
the artist must rise above realism—or superficial fidelity
to nature—to the fuller “truthfulness” characteristic of

great art.
(]
~Lewes would, very likely, have been pleased to find
that, when Norris left Berkeley for Harvard in 1894, it
was possible to enter a writing course in which the Min-
tonian hegemony was not in evidence and his own orien-
tation largely prevailed. This was in the two-semester
English 22 course for sophomores that Norris took there.
Noteworthy in the closing paragraph of “The ‘English
Courses’” is Norris’s echoing of Lewes’s “principle of
vision” and insistence on the value of writing from “per-
sonal experience” as he celebrates the fact that “at Har-
vard the literary student has little to do with lectures, al-
most nothing at all with text books. He is sent away from
the lecture room and told to look about him and think a
little. Each day he writes a theme, a page if necessary, a
single line of a dozen words if he likes; anything, so it is
original, something he has seen or thought, not read of
not picked up at second hand [italics added].”” Ten
months later in “Fiction Is Selection,” Norris repeats and
expands the same point, adding his thoughts on the mech-
anics of fictional creation. The essential, he declares, is
“the matter of selection of details” and their arrangement
_an apparent reprise of Lewes’s dictum concerning how
Beauty (“another name for Style”) is achieved.* .
That the writing program at Berkeley was 1

inglish 22 as a
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writing that he preferred was amore than fortunate devel-
opment. Franklin Walker has related that Norris knew of
“courses in creative writing for which Harvard had be-
come famous thorough the work of Barrett Wendell and
his assistants.”*® But neither Walker, nor Norris when
later lauding Harvard for conducting writing courses the
way they should be, registered what it was really like to
be an undergraduate in Cambridge, Massachusetts in
1894-95. Barrett Wendell himself in “English at Har-
vard”-an article in the same series to which Gayley con-
tributed-made it clear that “English Composition” could
be as dreadful there as at Berkeley.*' Wrote Wendell,
In the course prescribed for Freshmen, Professor
A.S. Hill's “Principles of Rhetoric” is used as a
text-book. Lectures based thereon are given and
also lectures dealing with some aspects of Eng-
lish Literature. Of these lectures students are re-
quired to write summaries. Besides this written
work, every member of the class writes a compo-
sition in the class-room once a week; and these
compositions are carefully criticized by the
teachers. In the half-course prescribed for Soph-
omores, lectures are given on Exposition, Argu-
ment, Description, and Narration; and during the
year the students write twelve themes, of from
five hundred to a thousand words. These are
carefully criticized by teachers, and generally re-
written by the students, with this criticism in
~ mind.*

That is, both Berkeley and Harvard taught freshman
composition according to what has been called the
“Eighteenth-Century” school of rhetoric*® which evolved

- intowhatis the “current-traditional meth-
Lindl aracterized as preoccupied with “with
and single-minded devotion to

and Textual Study of Frank Norris's W:

the use of traditional “forms of

|

Frank Norris Studies

natural result is such a wide divergence of method in de-
tail that no valuable generalization concerning such detail
can be made.” Thus also the record of his stroke of luck
that Norris provided as he celebrated his experience in
English 22-Sophomore Composition under Lewis E.
Gates. Characterized as having an “enthusiasm .
founded on thorough scholarship and tempered by a criti-
cal sense which came near to genius in the faculty of ap-
preciation,” Gates was flexible enough “to encourage
Norris in the method to which he seemed best fitted.”*’
A philosophy that made sense to Norris may have derived
from Lewes, but the method that worked best for him
came from Gates. The philosophy and method may have
been related to the “Romantic” school of rhetoric that de-
veloped in the nineteenth century as an alternative to the
Eighteenth-Century school. Certainly Lewes's and Nor-
ris's ideas on composition would support the modern "ex-
pressivist" school of composition which has been de-
scribed as evolved from Romantic rhetoric.*®

Norris was not likely to have been aware of these al-
ternative schools of composition and rhetoric. But his re-
actions to them can help scholars understand the schools’
effects, negative and positive, on bright students who are
eager to learn to write.
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patched: it forecasts an important
future, that is, his training in and life-

Norris’s Parents
Not a “Marriage of True Minds

Jesse S. Crisler
Brigham Young University

”»”

May 15 [1870] Benjamin Franklin[,]
Benj. F. & Gertrude G. Norris

So reads the entry in the Parish Register of Trinity
Episcopal Church in Chicago of future novelist Frank
Norris’s baptism." Although the devastating fire that rav-
aged Chicago on the night of 9 October 1871 destroyed
not only much of the city and masses of irreplaceable
government and historical records but also the church
building itself-then located on the south side of Jackson
between Michigan Street and Wabash Avenues-the reg-
ister, a heavy buckram-bound folio volume fortunately
kept not in the church office, where it, like many other
priceless chronicles of the city’s past, would likely have
been burned in the night’s conflagration, miraculously
survived, safely ensconced in the home of Reverend Ed-
ward Sullivan who had ministered at Trinity for a little
over two years. Sullivan himself baptized the ten-week-
old Norris, just as he had previously baptized Norris’s
older sister, Grace Colton on 4 April 1869, not a quite a
year after commencing his ministry in Chicago.?
Besides its interest to students of Noms’shfg ﬁ%

earliestavailable written document pertaining to h
entry in the parish register is significant for two
terrelated reasons, of which the first can be q
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residence by the city’s elite or those aspiring to become
so, had beckoned B.F. for several years; indeed, a mutual
desire to join what novelist Henry Blake Fuller twenty
years later would term “the procession” composed of
wealthy Chicago business magnates such as George M.
Pullman, Marshall Field, and Philip D. Armour was prob-
ably the major bond between the senior Norrises, for cer-
tainly thirty-year-old, beautiful, strong-willed, pre-
tentiously aristocratic Gertrude would have assumed her-
self eminently qualified to dwell among Chicago’s finan-
cial and social creme de la créme, while her nouveau
riche husband doubtless hoped his steadily multiplying
assets as a self-made wholesale jeweler with offices in
two states certified his being similarly suited.

Notwithstanding this parallel lust for recognition by
people they yearned to call their peers, B.F. and Gertrude
exhibited few other similarities. In the first place, their
family backgrounds differed markedly. The disparity be-
tween genealogy and family history is one of degree:
where the former tabulates dates and tracks places, the
latter unfolds stories of living people that in turn reveal
traits and characteristics common to their descendants.
Thus, an awareness that many of Norris’s ancestors emi-
grated to New England almost at the beginning of Amer-
ica’s history may be interesting, but knowing the tales,
the stories, the legacy left by those progenitors and their
effects on their authorial descendant makes Norris’s own
story much richer.

Y
As a Doggett, Gertrude could claim an illustrious past
not just in America but also across the AtlanticAn Eng-
land and even on the continent. While the first Doggett
to coms to Amenca, Noms s sucth great-grandfather
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and the Reverend John Forbes, a distinguished divine in
the Church of Scotland who was expelled by James I be-
cause of the growing influence of Scottish Presbyterian-
ism, thence moving in 1611 to Middleburg, Holland, near
the English Separatists then living in Leiden before they
took passage to Plymouth in the New World. .

Family traditions established thus early continued.
Successive generations added measurably to the farming
lands that that first Thomas luckily acquired through the
inheritance of the second of his three wives, Elizabeth
Humphrey; beyond a flourishing farm, his grandson, also
named Thomas, by his death in 1736 had discovered a
new avenue for the family’s financial well-being in
shipping interests on the North River in Marshfield,
Massachusetts, where the original Thomas Doggett had
eventually settled, about thirty-five miles southwest of
Boston. Though the next Thomas continued the family’s
interest in shipping, he seems to have realized, like his
immigrant ancestor, that farming held the most promise
for what was becoming a clan to be reckoned with in
Bristol County. Why he then sold his property in Marsh-
field cannot now be determined; quite possibly, he simply
took advantage of an opportunity to multiply his real
estate holdings by moving to Middleboro, certainly a
wise step given his three sons, each of whom would right-
ly expect an inheritance. The youngest of these, Simeon,
made the most of his share by learning carpentry and e-
recting a substantial house in Middleboro, marrying a de-
vout Episcopalian, Abigail Pratt, from North Camlm&m—
maining a staunch Tory during the Revolution, yet man-
aging to die a respectable cmzen agt age 2 ,' in
1823. : 3 ;

, Wlth Slmeon the
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denomination in 1793. Further theological examination
prompted him to espouse Unitarianism, his second but
permanent change of creed; indeed, while laboring as a
minister in Rhode Island in the mid-1790s Samuel de-
livered a sermon subsequently published as one of the
first to defend Unitarian doctrine openly. Like many
ministers of the period, Simeon augmented his income by
teaching. When the good townsmen of Bristol decided to
establish an academy in Taunton in 1796, they engaged
Simeon as its first preceptor, a position he held until he
retired from education in 1813. The liberal religious bent
of the founders of Bristol Academy permitted Simeon
free indulgence of his own spiritual beliefs unencum-
bered by conservative restrictions. Upon his retirement
he moved with his wife and eight children to Mendon,
Massachusetts, where at last his Unitarian principles fully
flowered when he accepted the offer of the church there
to be its preacher but only after it altered completely a
Congregational “creed and covenant, which he neither be-
lieved nor understood.” After over a quarter century in
Mendon he took his final ministerial post in the small
town of Raynham where he labored from 1831 to 1845,
dying there in 1852, the last survivor of his college class,
the second oldest living graduate of Brown, the oldest
teacher of any Massachusetts public school, and the old-
est Unitarian minister in the country.

As Simeon’s father’s success in farming culminated the
pattern begun by his emigrant forbear of physically tying
his progeny’s fortune and position to property, so Sim-
eon’s own career reached the pinnacle of another family
tradition. The ministry as a vocation had skipped several
generations of the descendants of John Forbes who was
graduated from St. Andrews University in 1583, ordained

9

great-grandfather, Perez was also graduated from a re-
nowned institution of higher learning, in his case Harvard
in 1762; and, like Bishop John Forbes, the Reverend Per-
ez Fobes, while he never lost his spiritual fervor, did
manifest it in various forms, serving successively as a
Unitarian preacher, a Congregational minister, an Army
chaplain during the Revolution, a professqr of Natt{ral
Philosophy at Brown (and later vice-president, acting
president, and College Fellow there), and a pastor: at the
small church in Raynham, succeeding his father-in-law,
the Reverend John Wales, himself Raynham’s first min-
ister. When Simeon Doggett married Anonima Warner
“Naney” Fobes, daughter of Perez and his wife Prudence
Wales Fobes (daughter of the Reverend John Wales and
a member of another Massachusetts family of conse-
quence, Hazadiah Leonard), in an important way he was
merely extending a commitment to ministerial life begun
generations earlier by Bishop John Forbes in Scotland.
When he accepted the post of minister in Raynham, he
became the last of three generations of clergy there
—Wales, Fobes, and Doggett—allied not just by spiritual
occupation but by marriage as well. Thus, when Norris’s
younger brother Charles, long the only source for in-
formation on Norris’s ancestry, affirmed that a “long line
of Doggetts—probably Unitarians—[were] buried in
Taunton,” and when Charles Caldwell Dobie, whose own
source was doubtless Charles, surmised that, if available,
the Doggett “family Bible” would disclose
“long line of Unitarian ministers in the lists of bir

deaths” therein, they are both partially e Tl
seen, at least one of Norris’s progenitors
Unitarianism and another flirtec ‘
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commitment to community service. Beginning with
Humphrey Atherton who had been a legislator in the
fledgling colony of Massachusetts Bay and Thomas Dog-
gett who regularly discharged town appointments in
Marshfield as juryman, constable, and surveyor, official
colonial records enumerate the names of many Doggetts,
Athertons, Waleses, Fobeses, Fullers, and Leonards, all
performing useful services in their communities. A case
in point is the family of Gertrude’s grandparents Simeon
and Nancy Fobes Doggett. Of their five sons who lived
to maturity, one co-founded Jacksonville, Florida, which
he named for the U.S. President who had appointed him
a territorial judge, another was a representative of the
Massachusetts General Court and served on various town
committees in Mendon, a third became a medical doctor
well-known for his professional commitment, a fourth en-
tered the ministry, serving for many years in Bridgewater,
Massachusetts, and the last had embarked on an auspi-
cious legal career before dying at 22.

A final family tradition traceable to Gertrude’s ances-
tors has previously been intimated: a devotion to both ed-
ucation and knowledge. Again, Norris’s great-grand-
father, the Reverend Simeon Doggett, serves well as
model. Although he was not the first college graduate a-
mong Norris’s progenitors—both the Reverend John
Wales and the Reverend Perez Fobes were graduated
from Harvard—in combining his own love of classical
learning with his wife’s inheritance of university training,
he bequeathed to his sons a desire to acquire as much ed-
ucation as possible. Perhaps the life of his second son,
Gertrude’s father, most convincingly illustrates this de-
sire. Like his older brother, Judge John Locke Doggett,

Samuel Wales Doggett (born in 1800), studied law and
migrated south from | Vassach 5. s&tﬂ& Yest

first in
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Having imbibed a taste for education from hif; f.athe.r,
Samuel in turn engendered a predilection for xt' in his
sons. In 1838 when a cholera epidemic forced him aqd
his family to flee the seemingly unhealthfully humid
Southern climate and return to Mendon where he bought
his father’s holdings, his oldest son, Samuel Wales Df)g—
gett, Jr. (born in 1824 in Charleston), accompani'ed him,
but the younger Samuel returned to Charleston in 1844
after teaching school in Raynham and Bridgewater, use.ful
preparation for the seminary he opened in Jacksonville
the next year. During the next few years he worked as a
teacher in New Orleans and then as secretary of the board
of education of San Francisco where he had moved by
1858 after a stint of mining in California’s Eldorado
County. Simeon Locke Doggett (born in 1829 in Charles-
ton), having become a lawyer like his uncle the judge,
was admitted to the Massachusetts bar in 1856. Moving
the next year to Dubuque, Iowa, he followed family
precedent by opening a “Select High School” at which his
wife Mary Ann White taught English and piano, while
Simeon took up what slack remained by teaching Ger-
man, French, Latin, and Greek. Although the school
closed after only six years in 1864, it left an indelible
mark on the small community’s educational life.* The-
ophilus Melancthon Doggett (born in 1833 in Charles-
ton), like his two older brothers, also left the family farm
at a relatively youthful age. By 1858 he had traveled tc
Chicago where he worked as an attorney with va
firms during the next few years.® How Th
have become involved in education, beyor
own law degree, can only be a matter of s
‘he was killed at the Battle
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career, first in clocks and jewelry in Chicago by 1868,
and later in Lincoln, Nebraska, in sewing machines by
1880.'2 As for Samuel’s three daughters older than Ger-
trude, Julia Harriet Doggett Wheeler (born 1827), Mal-
vina Campbell Doggett Hale (born 1831), and Narcissa
Newton Doggett Carleton (born 1836) married, re-
spectively, a farm laborer, a house painter, and a boot fac-
tory worker—suggesting that Samuel, despite his own ex-
perience in the instruction of girls in South Carolina, was
not as keen that his own daughters, apart from Gertrude
as will be seen, benefit from the effects of education as he
was for his sons to employ their training well.

Through his mother, then, Norris fell heir to many an-
cestral conventions. His was a family that firmly recog-
nized its real estate as indispensable in grounding its
roots, periodically reviewed and renewed its religious af-
filiations as necessary for maintaining proper spiritual
conviction, responsibly performed public service as ob-
ligatory for discharging inevitable civic duties, and, per-
haps most telling, consistently enshrined education as
requisite for creating an altogether fulfilling life. The
Doggetts and families with whom they intermarried, prin-
cipally in New England but also in the South, represented
the pride of what their literary descendant would term
“the Anglo-Saxon.”"* Presumably, when Norris wrote his
essay, “The Frontier Gone at Last,” he little realized that
in casting the “Friesland swamps™ as the ultimate home
of such Anglo-Saxons, he was actually referring to his
own distant progenitors, some of whom, like Bishop John
Forbes, the Scottish émigré, had dwelt not far away from
that Dutch province during their religious exile from Eng-

land and Scotland." Nor would Norris probably have
 known that the Anglo-Saxons he de

Anglo-Saxons h
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Gertrude’s. George Colton, Norris’s fifth great-grand-
father, like Thomas Doggett, also appeared in Massachu-
setts, antecedents unknown, with little more to recom-
mend him than gritty determination.'”” That determin-
ation, however, was enough, for he settled in Lopg—
meadow where his progeny remained for two centuries,
slowly adding to both their salience there and' their prop-
erty. Inevitably, of course, family lands, contmua.lly sub-
divided, cannot support all descendants, a situation fo'r-
cing B.F.’s grandfather Henry Colton (born in 1771 in
Longmeadow), oldest of three sons of Ebenezer Colton
and Deborah Chandler, to try his fortune first in upstate
New York and then in eastern Michigan as a farmer. And
herein, of course, lies the major difference between Ger-
trude’s and B.F.’s families. Where the Doggetts re-
mained in, or in the case of Gertrude’s father returned to,
Massachusetts until her own generation, B.F.’s family be-
gan its western migration two generations earlier; where
the Doggetts surrounded themselves with extended fami-
ly, all, like themselves, deeply entrenched in native soil,
the Coltons exchanged the relative security represented
by a familiar past for the potential hazards augured by an
unknown future; and where the Doggetts continued to
farm family lands, producing an income adequate to edu-
cating children for a variety of other careers, the Coltons
left Massachusetts in the fond hope of finding conditions
more amenable to any existence. Sl
Apparently, they succeeded in Michigan—to a point.
Henry Colton and his wife Lydia Booth ( VR
Enfield, Connecticut) t R T ok g

e

where they
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family farm at his father’s death in 1865, Henry, as he
preferred to be called, sold it four years later and moved
to Grand Haven in Muskegon County where he became
an engineer in a sawmill owned by a relative of his wife.
In 1900 he died tragically from burns he sustained in an
explosion at the Grand Rapids Vapor Steam Co., where
he had worked as a night watchman after his retirement.'
Of Sarah M., B.F.’s sole sister, nothing more is known.?
Realizing their probable fates as younger sons, both B.F.
and younger brother Josiah B. eventually left the farm for
greener pastures. For Josiah the first place he grazed was
the Civil War during which he served in the Sixth Michi-
gan Cavalry as a wagoner from September 1862 to March
1863, later re-enlisting and serving until his honorable
discharge in April 1864, After the war, Josiah may have
returned to Michigan, but by 1866 he had moved to Chi-
cago. Associated in business with B.F. until 1872, Josiah
described himself as a “traveling agent” in his military
pension application in 1882. He continued to reside in
Chicago until his death in 1922.*'

Within less than forty years of Henry Colton’s death in
1831, his daughter Lydia and her husband had also died;
furthermore, their son Henry had sold their farm out of
the family, none of their descendants remained in Kent
County, and only Henry and his family had even stayed
in Michigan. Yet, as he did from his mother’s forbears,
Norris also inherited family traits on his father’s side.
Great-grandfather Henry and other Colton ancestors be-
queathed their persistence to him: when family holdings
could no longer sustain Henry in Longmeadow, he moved
elsewhere; similarly, his daughter and her husband Josiah
fearlessly made their way on their own farm across the
state from her father, just 1 '

Just as their younger, landless sons

Frank Norris Studies
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Aside from dissimilarities in family ba.ckgrounds,
Gertrude and B.F. also differed dramatically in ho»Y they
emerged from the cocoon of a comforting family to
confront the rigors of young adulthood. Gertrude was
born on 20 May 1841 in Mendon, the last daugh'ter‘ and
penultimate child of her parents; unlike her older sxbll{)gs,
Gertrude knew none of the delights and ease of arelative-
ly languid existence in the South wheré even h?r staid
New England father acquired pro-slavery sympathies dur-
ing his years there.” On the other hand, life in Mendon
was probably not particularly burdensome: in 1870 her
father estimated his personal and real estate together at
$50,000.2 As her brothers and sisters steadily left their
father’s farm, so, too, did Gertrude herself, answering a
call from brother Simeon in Dubuque, lowa, to teach in
his newly opened school.” What she taught remains un-
known, but that Simeon considered her accomplished
enough to utilize her talents at all suggests that she had
received an education suitable to a young woman of the
period. Indeed, when Gertrude left Iowa to relocate in
Chicago in 1861, her experience in teaching at her
brother’s high school obviously helped her gain em-
ployment at the Kinzie School, located at the corner of
Ohio and La Salle Streets.”® According to Kinzie School
records published in various Annual Reporis of the Chi
cago Department of Public Instruction, beginning in 1
Gertrude taught there for four academic years, |

which period she climbed the school’s
with astonishing celerity, even

.

ily trunc; ed length
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“Principal” instructor, she taught approximately eighty-
two students in both ninth and tenth grades; her name,
again at the end of the faculty list, suggests that she had
been the school’s most recently hired instructor. For ser-
vices rendered during her fourth year at Kinzie Gertrude
earned $625, representing nearly a twenty percent raise;
again, one other teacher earned a similar amount, though
two assistants at $700 made more, as did the principal.
This year, Gertrude taught some seventy-five eighth- and
ninth-grade students.

Despite her clear success as a public school employee
after four years on the job, Gertrude determined that
education as a vocation lacked continuing charm for her,
as confirmed by a Kinzie faculty list, dated 1 October
1866, which does not include her name. Instead, she fo-
cused her considerable youthful energies on more overtly
cultural activities, electing to prepare herself for an acting
career. As Richard Allan Davison has documented,
throughout her married life and after, Gertrude carefully
nursed a flair for the dramatic, frequently performing fav-
orite roles in full costume and reading aloud from be-
loved authors such as Browning and Meredith just as her
counterpart in The Pit, Laura, periodically reads to her
husband Curtis Jadwin and surprised him one evening by
donning costumes and acting out scenes from Victorien
Sardou’s Théodora (1884), Racine’s Athalie (1691), and
Bizet’s Carmen (1875).27 But Gertrude’s interest in the
theatre began much earlier than her post-marriage years,
as her nephew, Laurence Locke Doggett, Simeon’s son,
avers in his autobiography: “Father took a great deal of

pains to train [Aunt Gertrude] in elocution and literature,
especially the plays of Shakespeare.** Accordingly, her
lesire to try he ing is perhaps less surprising

13

cember 1866, to ecstatically positive reviews in major
Chicago newspapers. Starring as Elvira in August von
Kotzebue’s repertory standard Pizarro (English trans-
lation, 1799), in which her mentor played the subordinate
role of Cora, Gertrude in her “first appearance” on stage
exhibited
sufficient. .. prepossessi[on] to inspire favorable
feelings in all hearts. She is youthful, fine-look-
ing, and graceful in her movements; absolutely
perfection in her part, and much more self-
possessed before the footlights than is often the
case in “first appearances.” Something too
mechanical, perhaps, in her gestures, but not
more than was to be expected from a lady anx-
ious to perfect herself in the “business” of the
stage. As she gains experience, and learns to rely
upon her own resources rather than the instruc-
tion of the teacher, this mechanical action will
become easy and natural, and, of course, all the
more perfect because of the long and careful
drilling she has received in the minutia of stage
attitudes and expression. Miss Doggett certainly
has reason, and her friends also, to be satisfied
with her first appearance. She has many of the
elements of success, and we have reason to know
that they are backed with a determination to rise
in her profession that would win laurels under far
: less favorable auspices®
Heady over such unqualified praise, G
her conquest of Chicago theatre, ac
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student taking the role of Emilia, “read[ing] the part well,
and act[ing] creditably,” according to the Republican’s
columnist.*
And then, as abruptly as the Chicago theatre world ap-
plauded her talent, following her acting ascent with un-
paralleled newspaper coverage, Gertrude’s career as rap-
idly terminated: if she appeared in any more plays in Chi-
cago during the winter of 1867, no newspapers recorded
such a continuation of her dramatic work—which would
be more than passing strange given their previous enthus-
iasm. Although Charles told Walker that after her intoxi-
cating two weeks of success in Chicago his mother joined
aroad company which traveled to Cincinnati, and Dobie
stated that “an engagement in St. Louis follow[ed]” her
Chicago debut, surviving evidence does not support either
contention.* No, triumphant as Gertrude may have been
as a dramatic neophyte, that triumph was as spectacularly
short-lived as it was remarkably unanticipated, relegating
Gertrude to an equally unexpected limbo.

Y
Unlike his wife-to-be, B.F. knew little contentment as
a youngster. Born on 10 January 1836 on his father’s
place in Pittsfield, a small town near Ann Arbor, he was
the third son and fourth child in the family. After he
turned fourteen, the Norrises moved across the state to
Austerlitz, another rural community in close proximity to
another modestly sized town, Grand Rapids. The eighty-
acre farm his father purchased just north of the Grand
River northeast of the village provided at best a scanty,
“hardscrabble existence

Frank Norris Studies

attracted by the wares displayed in the window of a watch
and jewelry store, entered it with all thf: pl'uck of t}?at
exemplar of American self-reliance, Benjamin Franklin,
offered himself as an apprentice to its owner, :cmd was ac-
cepted forthwith. While no documentary evxd.ence con-
firms this story, one Aaron Dikeman, the first jeweler in
Michigan west of Ann Arbor, did own a jewelry store on
Monroe, Grand Rapids’ main street, just north of the
Michigan Central Railroad line bringing goods to be
shipped on the Grand River to Lake Michigan at Grand
Haven; B.F. probably learned the intricacies of watch-
making and the trade of jeweler under Dikeman.”

The next period of B.F.’s life, a time of several clearly
eventful years, is by far the murkiest, customarily passed
through quickly and with sparse commentary, if any, by
Norris biographers. Charles contended that after two
years as an apprentice his father, armed with both a
knowledge of and stock in his trade, became a traveling
salesman fora New York jewelry firm; Walker elaborates
this point by noting that the unnamed New York house
dispatched young B.F. to Chicago as its “representa-
tive.”** Both of these statements lack authority, however.
What can be stated unequivocally is that B.F. considered
Grand Rapids his home in 1853, when he was seventeen,
corroborated by his signature thus dated in his personal
bible; that four years later, he married Ruth A. Rossiter
on 9 May 1857, when she was seventeen, in Lc
Illinois, a small town southwest of Chicay ;
couple had one daughter, Florence,
1859; and that in 1860 the yo

~ inLockport where history was repe

5




4

y

New Series, Volume 2, 2002

hundred miles southwest of Lockport, presumably B.F.,
if not his entire family, moved there while he operated his
business in north central Illinois. The newspaper account
further observes that the author of the write-up had “lost
sight of [B.F.]” for several years but had recently met him
again at his New York office, which “rank[ed] in every
respect with the best and most successful in America.”
Even B.F.’s peers remarked on his enviable success: a
trade journal, The Watchmaker and Jeweler, at this time
advised that those visiting either New York or Chicago
should “call” on B.F. Norris & Co., “and to those who do
not we would suggest that they write to the firm for one
of their catalogues, which is one of the most complete is-
sued by any in the trade”; certainly, the extent of tasteful
goods offered in the catalogue for 1872 confirms this pro-
nouncement. If B.F. ever lived in New York, city direc-
tories from the 1860s and 1870s do not list him; most
likely, he commuted between his two stores, preferring to
make Chicago his principal base. Though he continued
to live in Lockport until 1867, his name first appears in a
Chicago city directory in 1865, by which date he had evi-
dently taken on as a partner Henry D. Rossiter—probably
a relative of his wife—to manage the New York house.
He had also hired as clerk and bookkeeper William M.
Alister, a young Scot who had recently arrived in the city,
and who would become a partner himself within two
years. In 1866, B.F. replaced Rossiter with his brother
Josiah, who boarded at the Matteson House at the corner
of Randolph and Dearborn. The next year saw B.F. him-
self boarding alone at Revere House, located at the_cofnqr
of Clark and Kinzie, having previously divorced Ruth and

thaebyffeemg himself of familial encumbrance.”
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pursuits, concentrating his entrepreneurial vigor instead
on building a respectable business, the profit from which
he expected to sustain him and his dependents in a fash-
ion quite removed from that of his childhood on a poor
farm. For her part Gertrude appreciated the value of a
liberal education well buttressed by classic literature such
as Shakespeare’s plays and English novels (her mother
had given her a two-volume edition of Bulwer-Lytton’s
Devereux [1829] in 1854), while B.F.’s apprenticeship
ended his formal education, rudimentary at best, entire-
ly.”® The young Gertrude also seems to have been more
interested in her family than her soon-to-be husband was.
She came west to lowa because her brother Simeon ex-
pressed a need for her abilities in his school; she aban-
doned that school in favor of greater independence in
Chicago where a second brother Theophilus had estab-
lished his law practice; still a third brother, William, had
also come to Chicago by 1868, remaining there for at
least four years. Nor did this pattern cease after Gertrude
married: her aging parents lived with the Norrises for al-
most three years until 1872, when Samuel returned to
Mendon to die; Harriet continued to make Chicago her
home until the Norrises moved to San Francisco perman-
ently in the summer of 1885. While visiting her aunt :
grandmother, Gertrude’s niece, Ella S. Carleton, fortui
tou;ly met her uncle’s partner, Alister, an encounter
which led to their subsequent marriage
1873; and Ella’s mother, Narcissa C
her relatives by 1880, w g
tavia with three s

city in
Josiah and his

in touch with
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and married, closed one store and opened two others, and
moved several times in that same decade.*

The marriage of the two highlights a last crucial differ-
ence between them. Notice of that marriage on 27 May
1867 was printed in the Chicago Tribune two days later:
“At 295 Chicago av. by Rev. Robert Collyer, Mr.
Benjamin F. Norris and Miss Gertrude J. /sic] Doggett,
both of Chicago.”” Born in Keighly, England, in Bronté
country near Haworth parsonage, Collyer had originally
been a blacksmith befcre entering the ministry full-time
as a Methodist and emigrating to America. In 1859 he
converted to Unitarianism, preaching the inaugural ser-
mon in May of that year of the newly organized Unity
Church in Chicago, which he founded and for which he
served as first pastor for twenty years.** Why he elected
to perform the Norrises’ marriage ceremony at his home
rather than his church at the corner of Chicago and
Dearborn Streets is uncertain. Far more important is the
couple’s choice of minister. Charles asserted that his
father was “a good Presbyterian,” a memory substantiated
by B.F.’s uniting himself with Chicago’s Second Presby-
terian Church on 5 May 1876;* opposed to this is Ger-
trude’s religious heritage stemming most recently from
her grandfather, the Reverend Simeon Doggett, whose de-
nominational career had been peripatetic until he ulti-
mately selected the Unitarianism he found more to his

ﬁber'al tastaes t’ha’n the stricter Puritanism—infused cOn-‘
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Harities between them. The first blow to their happiness

came when their baby daughter, Grace Colton, died on 20

April 1869, less than four months after her birth on 31
December 1868, and only two weeks after her christen-

ing.*' The birth of their first son, Frank, nearly a year

later on 5 March 1870 partially eased their pain, as it
would again at the death of a second daughter, Florence
Colton, over two years later in September 1872.% Not in-
creased wealth nor rising social prominénce could com-
pensate the suffering couple in their grief. In some ways,
perhaps, B.F. endured greater pain, for this was the third

child he had lost, but for Gertrude, younger than her
husband, less experienced in the world, and acclimating
herself not to her second but to her first marriage, the
deaths of both her daughters must have caused almost un-
endurable anguish. Yet go on the couple must. Con-
triving to repress the effects of the present, concrete cares

they had experienced and the sublimated, abstract oppo-
sitions they harbored, Gertrude and B.F. together chan-
neled their energies toward improving their family’s lot

and status in Chicago, naturally lavishing attentis ‘,@
their surviving child whom his father ardemiy
the scion of his ever prospering company, a c
force to be reckoned with in a city known for its p
mercantile tycoons, while Gertmde S
fulﬁklm‘ént of her thwarted
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address for B.F. before city directories locate him on Wabash Avenue
(John C. W. Bailey's Chicago City Directory, 1867-68 [Chicago: John
W.C. Bailey, 1867], 724).

“The entry for the Norris family in the 1870 Illinois Census for Cook
Co., Chicago, Fourth Ward, taken 1 July 1870, incorrectly lists all
three Norrises as Doggetts, the census taker assuming that Gertrude’s
father was the head of the household.

*Information on Gertrude’s ancestry derives from Samuel Bradlee
Doggett, A History of the Doggett-Daggett Family (Boston: Rockwell
and Churchill, 1844); www.familysearch.com, Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints; sml.simplenet.com/smlawson/wales.htm; and
Lawrence Fobes, The Fobes Family in America ([Atlantic Highlands,
NJJ: n.p., 1976).

“Charles H. Brigham, Biographical Sketch of Rev. Simeon Doggett
(Boston: Crosby, Michaels, 1852), 6.

"Interview of Charles G. Norris, 8 July 1931, Franklin D. Walker
Papers, Bancroft Library; Charles Caldwell Dobie, “Frank Norris, or,
Up from Culture,” American Mercury, 13 (April 1928), 415.

fLawrence K. Hall, Doggett of Springfield (Springfield, Mass.:

Springfield College, 1964), 10.

°D.B. Cooke & Co.’s Directory of Chicago for the Year 1858

(Chicago: D.B. Cooke, 1858), 73.

1°Dobie’s declaration that Theophilus “establish[ed] a private school
just outside of Chicago™ (415) where his younger sister Gertrude
began teaching at age sixteen has been endlessly repeated in Norris
biography. Even so, no evidence survives to support this supposition,
nor is it likely that a young lawyer in Chicago had any spare time to

- devote to such an enterprise.
""Most Union states have published multi-volume sets of official
- records documenting the military record of their own soldiers serving
in the Civil War. , :

- 2See Bailey & Edwards’ Chicago Directory (Chicago: Edwards &
Co., 1868), 246; Edwards ' Official Directory for 1869, 242; Edwards’
Thirteenth Annual Directory, 224; Edwards’ Fourteenth Annual
Directory . . . of the City of Chicago (Chicago: Richard Edwards,

- 1871), 265; 1870 Illinois Census for Cook Co.; and 1880 Nebraska
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""Josiah’s farm, consisting of eighty acres or one-cighth section, can
be seen in /llustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Kent, Michigan
{Chicago: H. Belden, 1876), 31.

The 1840 Michigan Census Index, volume 5, 125, suggests that
there may also have been an older sister, name unknown, who would
have been at least ten at the time the census was recorded but not more
than fifteen; if the “female 10-15” on the census is indeed a daughter
rather than a hired girl living with the family, by 1850 she had either
married or died, since no such daughter was enumerated with the
family in that year’s census. Richard A. Reinhardt of Carmel, Calif.,
supplied much of the information herein on ‘the family of Josiah
Norris, his great-great-grandfather through Josiah’s second son, James
Henry Norris; see also the 1840-1880 Michigan Censuses for
Washtenaw, Kent, and Ottawa Counties and the 1870-80 Illinois
Censuses for Cook Co.

9See “Night Watchman Hurt by Explosion in Vapor Stove Works,”
Grand Rapids Herald, 14 September 1900, and “Died from his
Burns,” Grand Rapids Herald, 6 October 1900.

2Charles Norris told Franklin Walker in a 1 November 1930 letter
that Curtis Jadwin in The Pit was “the best portrait my brother ever

drew. He is my father to the life” (Franklin D. Walker Papers, Ban-
croft Library). Noteworthy then is the scene in which Curtis recalls to
his friend Sam Gretry his childhood memories of his “little sister”
Sadie (The Pit [New York: Doubleday, Page, 1903], 200). Of course,
Sarah was in fact B.F.’s older, rather than younger, sister, but the facts
that Sadie is a diminutive of Sarah, the real sister’s name, and that B.F.
and Sarah were less than two years apart in age seem more than
coincidental. If so, then Jadwin’s lament of his own sister’s un-
expected death from consumption when she was eighteen perhaps
provides an explanation for why B.F.’s sister does notappm gm the
1860 Michigan Census rolls. g o
*Edwards' Annual Directory (Chicago: Edw

e
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often been guilty of “explor[ing his] ancestral history on both sides for
the origin of [his) traits, and there [are] times when [they have]
reduced them in formulato mere congeries of inherited characteristics”
([New York: Library of America, 1989], 585).

M85ee the 1870 1linois Census for Cook Co.

“Hall, 10.

“While Halpin & Bailey's Chicago City Directory for the Year
1861-62 (Chicago: Halpin & Bailey, 1861), 100, lists Gertrude as
living at 130 North Carpenter Street and employed in a “school,”
published statistics of the Kinzie School do not include her as a
teacher there until the tenth annual report for the calendar year 1863,
meaning that she probably secured a job at Kinzie at the beginning of
the 1862-63 academic year, though she could certainly have taught
somewhere else the previous winter, thereby certifying her occupation
in the 186162 city directory (Department of Public Instruction, City
of Chicago, Tenth Annual Report of the Board of Education for the
Year Ending December 31, 1863 [Chicago: Chicago Times Book and
Job Printing House, 1864], 60).

“Statistics on Gertrude's teaching career appear in the tenth through
twelfth annual reports of Chicago’s public schools covering 1 January
1863 through 1 October 1866 (Department of Public Instruction, City
of Chicago, Eleventh Annual Report of the Board of Education from
January 1, 1864 to August 31, 1865 [Chicago: Jameson & Morse,
1865], 56 and 88, Department of Public Instruction, City of Chicago,

Twelfth Annual Report of the Board of Education, from September I,
1865 to August 31, 1866 [Chicago: Rounds & James, 1866], 118 and
145).

“Richard Allan Davison, “Gertrude Doggett Norris: Professional
Actress, Dramatic reader, and Mother of Novelists,” Quarterly News-
Letter (Book Club of California), 56 (Winter 1990), 8-9, quotes a letter
from Alice Norris, Gertrude’s granddaughter-in-law, concerning
family “memories” of Gertrude’s dramatic penchant. Charles wrote
Walker on 1 November 1930 that “there is no question that my brother
had my mother in mind for the character of Laura Dearborn”; see, for
example, The Pit, 215-16, 309-11. In San Francisco Gertrude later
helped organize the Browning Society for which she served as reader
and program chair for years. Kathleen Norris, her daughter-in-law,

recalled that on her honeymoon with Charles, Gertrude read nightly for
two weeks to them from his brother’s works (all of McTeague [1899)
and The Pir), Kipling, Noyes, Francis Thompson, and, naturally,
: Ring and The Book (manuscript, “Family Gathering,”

= sements,” 1 January :
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rendition . . . evinced, besides a natural adaptedness to the part, much
careful study and a correct conception of the cha.ractcr ey sh? has
asserted herself as an artiste of no ordinary promise, of no ordinary
talent” (“Amusements,” 25 December 1866, 4); and the Times termed
her debut “a flattering success” (qtd. in Davison, “dee Doggett
Norris,” 10). All four papers had in several previous issues been
monitoring Gertrude’s forthcoming performance, the Times and
Tribune beginning their coverage as early as 16 December 1866 to be
joined by the Evening Journal and the Republican on 24 December in
their respective “Amusements” columns. :

3For the review, see “Amusements,” Chicago Times, 1 January
1867, 4. See also the “Amusements” columns in the Chicago Evening
Journal, 31 December 1866, 4; Chicago Republican, 31 December
1866, 3 and 8, January 1867, 8, and 3 January 1867, 7; and Chicago
Tribune, 30 and 31 December 1866, 4.

2See “Amusements” in Chicago Evening Journal, 31 December
1866, 4; Chicago Republican, 31 December 1866, 3; and Chicago
Tribune, 30 and 31 December 1866, 4.

3« Amusements,” 7 January 1867, 3.

3Dobie, 417. Later commentators, notably Walker, Kathleen Nor-
ris, and Donna Danielewski have also attempted to extend Gertrude’s
acting career either in terms of time or plays she performed in .
Walker, 7, assigns her roles in Ticket-of-Leave-Man (1864) by Tom
Taylor, author of the more famous Our American Cousin (1858), and
Bulwer-Lytton’s The Lady of Lyons (1838); to the latter Kathleen
(“Family Gathering,” 39) adds Planché’s comedy, Diplomacy (1838),
Charles L. Young’s Jim the Penman, and an English adaptation of
Alexandre-Louis de Villeterque's Enquermond sire de Rosemont
(1793), asserting that in all four she played opposite Lester Wallack
after whom she named her third son; Danielewski (“A Biography of
Frank Norris,” Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State University, 1997, 8)
augments the list with H.T. Craven’s Miriam’s Crime (1863). But
contemporary newspaper accounts in Chicago mention no per-
formances of any of the plays Walker and Kathleen note, one of which,
Jim the Penman, was most likely not ever performed until 1887,
twenty years after Gertrude’s Chicago debut; Norris’s younger brother
was named Albert Lester, rather than Lester W. (Wallack) as Kathleen
maintained; and Danielewski misreads a theatre advertisement in the
Chicago Tribune which states the John Dillon will play in
Crime to be followed at night only by-  F
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Butler and Henry Brinsmaid, precludes their candidacy as B.F.’s
patron. Thus, Dikeman logically seems the most likely possibility.
“The Jewelers of Grand Rapids,” Jewelers' Weekly, 4 (32 August
}887), 1612, 1615-16, and 1619-20, notes the dates when various
Jjewelers came to Grand Rapids; Ernest B. Fisher, ed., Grand Rapids
and Kent County, Michigan, 2 vols. (Chicago: Robert O. Law, 1918),
vol. 2, 96, 206, and 808, covers Dikeman’s career in detail.

#walker, 9.

*B.F.’s bible is now part of the Frank Norris Collection, Bancroft
(see Crisler, “Norris’s Library,” Frank Norris Studies, No. 5 [Spring
1988], 2). His first marriage is recorded in “Illinois Statewide
Marriage Index, 1763-1900”; see the 1860 Illinois Census for Will Co.
for information on the names, ages, occupations, and financial worth
of members of B.F.’s household.

““The only known copy of this unpaginated 1872 catalogue, located
by Danielewski (11-12), is now part of the Chicago Historical
Society’s collections; no catalogues for either previous or subsequent
years for the firm have surfaced. Fortunately, this one appeared at a
strategic moment—after the great Chicago fire—and reprinted several
useful items form various periodicals in New York and Illinois,
referred to hereafter, which help track B.F.’s career. Attempts to find
originals of the promotional news items B.F. included in his catalogue
have largely proved fruitless.

“IChicago city directories from 1865 chronicle vicissitudes in the
location of B.F. Norris & Co. in Chicago and among its various
partners as well as changes of address for B.F., his partners, and his
own and Gertrude’s relations. Those drawn on for information here
include J.C.W. Bailey & Co.’s Chicago City Directory, For the Year
1865-6 (Chicago: John C.W. Bailey, 1865); Halpin's Eighth Annual
Edition Chicago City Directory 1865-6 (Chicago: T.M. Halpin, 1865);
Edwards' Annual Directory (Chicago: Edwards’1866); John C. W.
Bailey's Chicago City Directory(Chicago: John C. W. Bailey, 1866);
Edwards' New Chicago Directory (Chicago: Edwards’, 1867); and
John C. W. Bailey’s Chicago City Directory, 1867-68 (Chicago: John
C.W. Bailey, 1867). The probate records of B.F.’s estate, filed in the
Cook County courthouse and extensively investigated by James
Stronks (“B.F. Norris [Senior] in Probate Court, with New Light on
Frank Norris as Son,” Frank Norris Studies, No. 12 [Autumn 1991],
*s divorce “must have been in 1867,” but

preceded him death, i.e., before 28
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[Chicago: Richard Edwards, 1870}, 224; and Edwards’ Fourteenth
Annual Directory [Chicago: Richard Edwards, 1871}, 224). See also
the 1870 Illinois Census for Cook Co. In a letter to her son Samuel in
San Francisco, dated 1 February 1883, Harriet Doggett Norris
introduced B.F. as a son-in-law “with whom I have lived for the last
thirteen years” and reminded him that his “own father . . . lived with
Mr. Norris for the three years preceding his death” (Frank Norris
Collection, Bancroft Library). Alister’s marriage is recorded under
Cook County Marriages in Volume 85 of the “Illinois Statewide
Marriage Index, 1763-1900.” For information on Narcissa Doggett’s
family, see the 1880 Iilinois Census for Kane Co.

“Following the death of his wife Julia Wamer Norris on 28 June
1873, Josiah quickly married a second time to Leomara Jewett West,
doubtless to help him care for his infant daughter, Jennie Blanche
Norris, then less than a year old. Interestingly, William Alister was
living with Josiah’s family in Chicago when the 1870 census was taken
that summer.

4Spe the 1870 Illinois Census for Cook Co.

4“Married,” 4. The “Illinois Statewide Marriage Index, 1763-1900”
also records this marriage, as does the Chicago Republican. The latter
is remarkable for its multiple errors: “Harris-Daggett—May 27, 21 295
Chicago avenue, by Rev. Robert Collyer, Mr. Benjamin F. Harris to
Miss Gertrude S. Daggett, both of this city” (“Married,” 29 May 1867,
8).

“Information on Collyer derives from Historical Sketch of Unity
Church, Chicago (Chicago: Press of Ingersoll Bros., 1880), 1-3, and
Robert Collyer: A Memorial ([Chicago]: n.p., [1912]), 7.

“Church Register Years 1842 thru 1942, archives, Second Pres-
byterian Church, Chicago, 40. ~
: When Gertrude was baptized at Trinity Church by the Reverend
Sullivan, who also baptized at least three of her children, B.F. acted as
one of her sponsors, an office her own parents filled for her first two
children (Records of Parishioners . . . of Trinity Church). »

$'In noting her death the Chicago Tribune (“Died,” 21 Ap
[4]) “friends of the family” were invited to attend her fus
April “from the residence of her parents.” Included was *
poem: “She s not dead, the child of our 2
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is debatable, of course, since she performed publicly for less than two
weeks at the turn of 1867.

Joseph Leiter: Frank Norris's Model

for Curtis Jadwin in The Pit
Joseph R. McElrath, Jr.
Florida State University

Douglas K. Burgess
University of Central Florida

Readers of The Pit, even after closely attending to the
details of Curtis Jadwin’s rise and fall, may find them-
selves as perplexed by what takes place at the Chicago
Board of Trade as Frank Norris was when he began his
research for that novel-or as Laura Jadwin remains at the
end of the work. Most welcome for many, then, will be
the clarification provided by an unnamed author who, at
some time before the fall of 1899, focused on the real-life
counterpart of Curtis, Joseph Leiter, and chronicled his
adventures as the “Napoleon” of LaSalle Street. His ex-
planation of what transpired in 1897-98 made its first
known appearance in 1911 in The Ticker and Investment
Digest (8 [August 1911], 155-60). An editorial headnote
relates that the author was “intimately connected” with
Leiter's deals in wheat and that he “got much of his in-
formation at first hand.” g

The Story of the World's Greatest Corner

It has often been said that some one who knows it thor-
oughly ought to write an impartial history of the Leiter
deal. It was the greatest commercial undertaking ever at-

~ tempted by a single individual, was carried out with won-
- derful boldness, and was powerfully influenced by na-
- tional policies at home and abroad. The author h
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f the year—that the world
han it had raised. But the

speculators had been deceivc?d. $O ofte;lc :y esu:i:
prophecies that they were not willing to back these p
dictions with their money. Leiter began as an ordinary
speculator, buying “options,” or contracts fox: the futL'tre
delivery of wheat, holding his purchases. until the.prlce
had been advanced sharply, and then selling them in f’he
open market at a profit. At one time he was “sh(')rt a
heavy line—that is, he entered into contracts to delixver a
large amount of wheat in September which he dld‘ not
have on hand at the time—but most of his transactions
were on the “long” or buying side.

The more he studied the wheat situation the more he be-
came convinced that “this was the one year when it would
pay a man to buy wheat and hold it.” He was new to the
business and had not been, like most of the older oper-
ators, severely punished on sundry occasions for placing
confidence in statistical calculations as to the size of the
world’s wheat crop. He investigated the matter carefully
and made up his mind that wheat must sell much higher.

As he had plenty of money at his command, he began
to accumulate the September option. No one except
Leiter himself can tell whether or not he thought he could
“corner” this option—that is, buy up so many contracts
for the delivery of wheat in September that the other
parties to these contracts could not possibly secure
sufficient wheat to fill them, and could thus be forced to
pay any penalty he might elect for the privilege of
canceling their obligations. Certainly the “September
shorts,” or those who had contracted to deliver wheat in
September, thought a corner was intended, and all those
who did not have the wheat at their command for delivers
made haste to “cover,” or buy back the contracts they had
sold. On this demand the price of S &g
was rushed up from 63-7sc. June 22 to'

consumptive necessities 0
needed more wheat to eat t
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SFptember contracts and most of them thought $1 was
hggh engugh to follow this young Napoleon of the wheat
pit on his meteoric career. On the morning of August 22,
M began to dump their holdings on the market. The
price dropped from $1 t0 95¢. in a few minutes, recovered
to 99-Yzc., and finally closed at 96c. There were also
enormous offerings of new “short™ contracts for Decem-
ber delivery.

By the following day Leiter had made up his mind that
it was desirable to reduce his holdings, and under his and
others’ sales the price shot down to 91c. But he retained
a considerable line, and on August 26 September sold at
$1.03-% on the demand from those who were trying to
buy back short contracts. The trade in this option was
then very light and practically nothing was for sale except
what Leiter chose to let go.

During the month of September all the contracts Leiter
had bought were fulfilled to the letter, involving the de-
livery to him of several millions of cash wheat. The
corner, if such was intended, had proved a failure, as the
entire short interest had either canceled their contracts by
“covering” in the pit or had delivered the wheat. It was
about this time that Leiter began to talk about “mer-
chandising” and wanting the cash wheat. This marked an
entirely new phase of his deal. Thereafter his principal
object was to accumulate cash wheat and hold it, rather
than to make money by trading in options. What specu-
lating he did in the options was strictly supplementary to
his cash wheat deal. This in itself shows the absurdity of
the claim that Leiter was defeated by unlimited offerings
of “wind,” or short contracts. There is no way of selling
cash wheat short. No one can sell cash wheat unless he
first buys it. & ‘

~ Leiter now began to accumulate

this Pt entber ogiion
s
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use.

It is the general opinion of the trade that, whatever
Leiter may have intended in his September deal, he
thought he had the December option cornered. Contracts
for some 9,000,000 or 10,000,000 bushels of wheat for
December delivery had been made with him, and there is
little doubt that he believed the wheat could not be se-
cured for delivery. But most of these contracts had been
made by the two largest local elevator companies,
Armour and Weare. They had every facility for getting
wheat if there was any in the country. They scraped the
Northwest and kept the Duluth straits open with ice-
crushing boats until they got it all to Chicago. Un-
questionably they lost a great deal of money by the oper-
ation, but Leiter’s contracts were again filled on time, and
he was the owner of 12,000,000 or 15,000,000 bushels of
highgrade cash wheat. He had proclaimed his desire to
be a merchandiser of wheat, and he now had ample
opportunity.

His theory was that there was to be a great scarcity of
cash wheat during the spring months, and the more of it
he could buy now the more money he would make. But
it was necessary to support prices in the meantime so as
to start from an advantageous position when the pinch be-
gan to be felt. Therefore he took all the cash wheat that
was offered him at $1 or a little above and supported the
May (1898) option at 90c. To do this he was obliged to
buy an enormous amount of contracts for May delivery,
as a great many speculators believed the deal would ¢
lapse before May, and were therefore willing to enter into
contracts for delivery at that time. Some of them pe
much as $1.85 a bushel for these contract:
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Leiter would be forced to let go. But he took all they
offered, and they were compelled to buy back their
contracts at a loss again and again. It seems as though
Leiter must have made some profit from these
fluctuations, but it is not definitely known whether he did
or not. Meanwhile more and more of the active trade was
going over into the July option.

By the middle of February the May shorts gave it up
and began to make serious efforts to buy back their
contracts. They were stimulated somewhat by the pros-
pect, then considered remote, of war between the United
States and Spain. On February 19 May sold at $1.09 and
at the same time a concerted buying movement by about
a dozen Leiter brokers advanced the July option violently
from 88-¥ic. to 94-Yic. The amount of July contracts ac-
tually purchased by him at this time was small compared
with his holdings of May, and it does not appear that he
had then any serious notion of trying to support the July
option. The bidding up of the price was done simply to
give the shorts a scare, and was thought by experienced
traders to be a good move. As the new crops were all
looking well and would be available to fill July contracts,
it was not considered possible that he would attempt to
support this option.

He apparently gave it no further attention at that time
and the price sagged off to 88c. He then gave out a “tip”
to buy July and pit traders followed his advice, having
learned by experience that it did not pay to “buck” a-
gainst him. The price of July advanced to 92¢. without
any particular effort on Leiter’s part, but within ten days
it began to topple again. Speculators could not get rid of
the idea that enormous crops would be available by July,
and everyone was afraid to buy. Leiter made moderate
purchases from time to time, but seemed to be making no
effort to do more than retard the decline. March 25 the
price touched 81-Yc.

Then came another of those kaleidoscopic changes that
made the Leiter deal such an exciting experience for
Board of Trade men. The war was now beginning to be
taken seriously and prices began to stiffen on that ac-
count. At first the advance was gradual, then rapid. On
April 14 the price went above 89c., and local longs most-
ly took their profits, being afraid to follow the advance
further in the face of the good crop prospect. Whether or
not Leiter sold any on that day is not certain, but on the
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following day he astonished everybody by selling con-
tracts for over 6,000,000 bushels for July delivery,
depressing the price to 84-%c. This lefthim short several
millions of July contracts, and was esteemed by the
traders a shrewd move. It was assumed that he was
selling out his cash wheat on the war bulge as fas.t as pos-
sible and was further protecting himself by making con-
tracts for July delivery.

From this point the story becomes a tale of national des-
tinies, and not the history of the Leiter deal. Up to that
time Leiter had practically controlled the market; there-
after he was merely a chip upon the stream, and it was his
failure to recognize this that was his final undoing. The
short interest in the July option had been large to start
with; then Leiter sold 6,000,000 bushels; then the trade in
general, thinking that Leiter’s conversion to the bear side
made it a safe and sure thing to work for lower prices,
sold also. The resulting sales of short contracts were e-
normous, but prices did not go down. For ten days they
remained practically steady, fluctuating within a few
cents range.

The firm of Dreyfus & Co., the largest grain dealers of
France, had been familiar with Leiter’s plans all along.
They were also on good terms with the French minister of
agriculture. They now received definite information that
the French duty on wheat, amounting of 36.8c. per bush-
el, would be removed. They determined to profit by this
information, and accordingly began buying July contracts
at Chicago-the most active option of the largest specula-
tive market in the world. It is probable that other foreign
houses also got wind of the matter and bought, and a con-
siderable number of courageous American speculators,
outside the professional class, were also buying in expec-
tation of a further war scare. On April 23 the volcano
began to be active and in three days prices leaped 10c. to
98c. Shorts were thoroughly alarmed and the trading was
so excited that it was difficult to execute large orders.
There was a moderate reaction, but on May 3 prices again
pl}xnged upward on wild trading, and continued rising
without an important interruption till $1.25 was reached
on May 10. The advance resulted in the failure of the
well-known house of Robert Lindblom & Co., and nearly
all large Chicago speculators suffered enormous losses
before they were able to cover their contracts. Some-
where on this wild advance Leiter bought back the large
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amount of contracts he had sold around 85¢. Traders
thought he paid from $1.15 to $1.20. At any rate this
transaction on the short side of the July option was very
expensive to him. On the 9th calls were sold as high as
$1.60, showing plainly what speculators feared for the
morrow. Much further advance would have probably
resulted in widespread disaster to commission houses.
Meanwhile the cash situation was not less remarkable.
Foreigners were taking all wheat offered, no matter what
the price. As much as $1.60 was paid, and perhaps even
more in some cases. The May option touched $1.85 on
bidding by shorts, and would have gone higher had not
Leiter supplied the demand at that price. The war scare
was on with a vengeance.

Here was Leiter’s opportunity, and had he seized it by
the forelock, sold out all his wheat and quit the business,
he would have been to-day considered the greatest com-
mercial prodigy in the history of the world and would
have achieved fame—not merely notoriety. But he made
the fatal mistake of supposing that these wild prices were
the result of actual famine for cash wheat which he alone
could relieve. Instead of selling out at once he attempted
to support prices at the absurd level which they had
reached, while he peddled out his enormous accumulation
of cash wheat at the very top notch. To hold the price up,
he was obliged to buy all the cash wheat offered him.
The farmers scraped their bins all over the country and
sold the wheat to Leiter at $1.50 a bushel or over. His
cash holdings piled up with great rapidity at Chicago,
Minneapolis and Duluth. His sales abroad went on
slowly. In order to be sure to get “all there was in it,” he
had made arrangements with foreign dealers to sell wheat
for him for a share of the profits. No provision seems to
have been made as to losses.

Returning to the story of the July option, on the same

~ day that it sold at $1.25 it subsequently broke 20c. a
- bushel, bounding downward a cent at a time, with abs
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made on the buying back of short contracts, and that the
break of 20c. in a single session was due entirely to the
absence of a short interest. In point of fact, the July op-
tion never manifested any further important rallying
power after touching $1.25, but went out ignominiously
at 66c¢. a bushel.

The highest point touched by the September option, the
last delivery in which Leiter dealt, was 95c¢., at about the
time July was selling for $1.25. Of course everyone
knew there would be plenty of wheat by the next Sep-
tember, as crops all over the world were promising an a-
bundant yield. The price dropped immediately to 87-"&,
but one of Leiter’s “tips,” with some purchases by him,
and the general fear that May would be marked up to $2
or over late in the month, rallied it to 92c. on a small
trade. Shorts had been punished so severely and so re-
peatedly that they were afraid of their shadows. No one
dared to sell the September option, though everyone
knew it was certain to decline, and that any efforts on the
part of Leiter to sustain it would have but temporary ef-
fect. It is a curious fact that the short interest in Sep-
tember remained insignificant until it got under 80c. a
bushel. Then traders began to pluck up courage, and the
short interest was increased.

Leiter made another blunder by trying to retard the de-
cline in the price of September contracts. He seems by
this time to have gotten the idea that supply and demand
were of no particular importance in making prices—what
was needed was “suppprt.” He kept gradually buying
September on the decline, but the more he bought the
more he found for sale. Meantime he was getting more
and more cash wheat all thé time at ridiculously high

prices, was buying options at Minneapolis and Duluth at
- above $1 a bushel, and was accum )i :

options at Liverpool. There was only a
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June” when Leiter gave orders to sell contracts for the
September delivery of 8,000,000 bushels of wheat “at the
market,” owing to his failure. The opening price was 71-
%c., and the closing price was 71c. That a speculative
market should be able to absorb such an enormous
amount of offerings and still close only % cent under the
opening would appear a paradox to an Englishman,
accustomed to the narrow trade of the Liverpool market.
Last summer (1898) the entire official visible supply of
wheat in the United States was at one time less than the
amount of September contracts thrown over by Leiter in
that single session. Yet the market took it easily enough.
The novice will naturally inquire who bought the
contracts. The answer is, the shorts. On May 10 the
price of the July option broke 20c. on sales of a few
hundred thousand bushels. On June 13 the September
option broke only ¥c. on sales of 8,000,000 bushels. To
those unfamiliar with the grain trade this indicates to
some extent the value and functions of the short interest.
Nor was Leiter forced out at bottom prices. Except for an
uncertain recovery of 2-Yc. immediately following his
failure, prices continued declining until 60c. was touched
by the December option, and did not again sell as high as
T1e.

Leiter’s failure was due to his apparent belief that he
could set aside the law of supply and demand. He failed
to recognize the difference between a fictitious price of
his own creating, at which but little wheat could be sold,
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and the natural price, dependent on legitimate conditions,
wheat which eventually fell of its own weight, burying
him in its ruins. Circumstances favored him wonderfully,
at which any reasonable quantity of wheat would be
easily absorbed. He raised a top-heavy structure of cash
but he failed to take advantage of them. He showed
himself to be a thorough gentleman, generous, courte-
ous and talented. His campaign cost Board of Trade
members an enormous sum, not only in their own losses
to him and his followers during the winter, which were
very heavy, but in the almost complete breaking up of
their commission business. The average commission
trader dared not trifle with such a wild manipulated
market.

Leiter’s deal benefited the farmers, but not to such an
extent as sometimes stated by imaginative newspaper
reporters. The farmers got what Leiter lost, because he
lost it in paying excessively high prices for their cash
wheat. They were also benefitted by the higher prices
that foreigners were compelled to pay for all the wheat
purchased at that time; but off against this must be placed
the fact that subsequent prices to the farmers were a good
deal lower than they would have been if foreigners had
not been overloaded with the Leiter wheat. Farmers were
also injured by the total absence of speculation from the
Chicago market, and, in fact, from all the wheat markets
of the world for a long time after the Leiter deal, as
speculation nearly always tends to raise prices.




