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the photographs should bear, told them distinctly that
they had not been taken by himself, but were his pro-
perty. He suggested for the inscription, “Drawn from
a photograph belonging to E. Pierotti,” which would have
applied equally to those which he borrowed from Robert-
son and to those which were executed for himself, and
have been equivalent to Mr Fergusson’s “from a photo-
graph;” whereas, the form of inscription adopted by
Messrs Day under these instructions was warranted in the
case of the latter but not of the former.

Now, when to these considerations is added another
which is contained in a Letter of Mrs Finn to Lady
Strangford, I cannot doubt that all who can carry them-
selves indifferently in this controversy will feel with me
that the involuntary error of Dr Pierotti has been very
needlessly exaggerated by Mr Grove.

It seems that the proprietorship in the photographs,
taken at Jerusalem by the three artists named by Mrs Finn,
was not very accurately defined; and it is very possible
that in the interchange of professional services between
Messrs Robertson, Graham, and Diness, the last-named
may really have claimed a title to those of the two
former, and so have passed them off on Dr Pierotti among
those which he had taken by his order.

Charges 3 and 4. Vaults and Section of El-Aksa.
The two charges, relating to the Vaults of El-Aksa, will
be considered when I come to speak of Mr Tipping’s
counts in this bill of indictment against Dr Pierotti; but
this is the proper place to notice Mr Grove’s charge of
inaccuracy, in “the double range of clerestory windows in
the west wall” of the Mosk, as shewn in Dr Pierotti’s
Section, Plate xx1v. He says, “none such exist there,
and none are shewn in the [exterior] view of the Mosque,
Plate xx1.”

The error here is wholly Mr Grove’s. For, in the first
place, the arches in the lower range are not windows at
all, but simply openings into the side aisle; and, in the
next place, the arches of the upper range, which were
really the clerestory windows, have been blocked without,
for some cause which I cannot explain; but it is a satis-
faction to be able to point to the corresponding windows
on the opposite, i.e. the east, side—which are still open,
and may be seen in any photograph of the building taken
from the Mount of Olives—in evidence of the existence
of those on the west side; which is further attested in the
rough section of Ali Bey (Vol. 11 p. 216), as also in the
extremely accurate one given by the Count de Vogiié, in
his magnificent work on the Haram esh-Sherif now in the
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course of publication (Temple de Jérusalem, Part 1. Plate
xxX1.), both of which shew the same side of the Mosk
as is seen in Dr Pierotti’s Section.

Charges 5 and 6. Section of the Kubbet es-Sakharah ;
-and Entablature. These are identical with Mr Fergusson's
Charges 1 and 2, which have been fully considered above,
and need not therefore detain us.

Charge 7. Capital of a Column. Dr Plerottl has
copied one capital (B) of the three in Plate xx1v. from
Mr Fergusson’s book (p. 109). Jerusalem Explored con-
tains upwards of 20 capitals never before published to
my knowledge ; the originality of which is not questioned.
One, easily accessible and perfectly well known, which
moreover the author had in his own. collection, he pre-
ferred taking from Mr Fergusson, in order to simplify
his labour. Is this a very heinous offence?

Charge 8. Tombs of Absalom and Zacharias. These
I believe to be, as Mr Grove says, copied by Dr
Pierotti (Plate LX1) from the Atlas of M. de Saulcy’s
Voyage (Planches XXXVIIL, XL.,, XLIIL), and this unques-
tionably ought not to have been done without permission
or without acknowledgment: although M. de Saulcy him-
self, while with characteristic generosity he refuses to
recognize the plagiarism, and indeed sets himself to dis-
prove it, says distinctly, in his letter to Dr Pierotti, “if
you had copied it, you had a perfect right to do so.”

Charge 9. Plan of the Haram esh-Sherif. This
charge is identical in all its details with Mr Fergus-
son’s accusation 3, already considered; and I need only
here express my regret that Mr Grove should have
repeated the very incorrect statement of Mr Fergusson
concerning the buildings outside the Mosk Enclosure at
the N. W. angle. Here happily is a question on which
all who care to do so may satisfy themselves. But I may
add to what I have stated in reply to Mr Fergusson (p. 14),
that I have since found among my archives another Plan
of the City, beautifully drawn by Dr Pierotti (bearing date
August, 1860), in which all the buildings in that quarter
are given, quite as much in detail (though on a smaller
scale) as in his special Plan of the Haram Enclosure ; with
regard to which Plan I may now add the testlmony of
Lady Strangford, given in a letter to Dr Pierotti, “ We had
not been a week in Jerusalem before you kindly brought
us your admirable Plan of the whole Haram esh-Sherif to
see, as well as the huge plan of Jerusalem as it is. Of
course I cannot trust my memory as to whether there are
any slight differences between them and the reduced copies
in your book. I do not believe that there are. I know
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that with five months’ constant study of both . .. we never
could detect the slightest flaw in either.”

Now, since the %lan published in the book was reduced
from the larger one by photography, there is not of course
the slightest difference ; and, as Lady Strangford and her
sister arrived in Jerusalem in 1859, and Captain Wash-
ington not till October, 1860, it is impossible that the ori-
ginal of the Plan of the Haram given in Jerusalem
1ﬁ;'lacploreul could have been copied from the Admiralty

an.

Charge 10. Discrepancies between the Plans of the
City and of the Haram. This too has been already
explained in replying to Mr Fergusson’s third Charge,
and nothing need be added but this: that all who are
acquainted with the modern history of Jerusalem char-
tography know too well the extreme difficulty of ob-
taining accurate results, even under the most favourable
circumstances. Mr Catherwood’s Plan of the City, which
was far in advance of anything that had been pub-
lished before, was utterly untrustworthy even as regards
the principal streets of the city. The trigonometrical
Survey of our own Ordnance Officers, published with my
Holy City, while minutely accurate in the complicated
network of streets, has introduced an original and ut-
terly inexplicable blunder in the western wall of the
Haram. Such differences as those that may be discovered
by minute and unfriendly scrutiny between the general
plan of the City and the detailed plan of the Haram, in
Jerusalem Explored, are almost unavoidable, if they were
to be entirely independent; and all that can be said is,
that they are fully compersated for by the general accuracy
of both ; on which point none are better qualified to speak
than M. de Saulcy and Captain Gelis, whose letters
have been printed. Thus much may be extracted from
them here; and I quote them with the greater plea-
sure because they reflect quite as much credit on my
friend M. de Saulcy as on Dr Pierotti, and shew him to
be entirely free from that miserable, narrow-minded, in-
tolerant, professional jealousy which occasions so much
injury to the cause of truth and justice at home and
abroad. Thus he writes to Dr Pierotti, under date, Paris,
April 28, 1864: “Your plans are, I hesitate not to say
distinctly, the best we have had up to this time—I speak
of the Plans of the city of Jerusalem, and of the Haram
ech-Cherif. Certainly they exhibit a few small inaccu-
racies of detail, but they are of very small importance
in respect to the eminent service which you have ren-
dered us in surveying so exactly, with the small resources
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at your disposal, such important localities. I ought to tell
you that, during the execution of our topographical labours,
completed scarcely three months since, not a single day
passed without Captain Gelis and myself having had the
pleasure of proving and proclaiming the excellence of this
double work. It is to you, my dear friend, that we owe
the knowledge of the fragments of the second wall of the
Jerusalem of the kings of Juda; and I remember that
when I presented, in your name, to the Academy of
Inscriptions and Belles Lettres, your beautiful Plan of the
city, I did not fail to call attention to the importance
of the discoveries you had been so fortunate as to make
behind the Church of the Holy Sepulchre. It is to you
again that we owe our earliest information of the subter-
raneous channels, designed to carry off the sewage of
the Temple. Those subterraneous conduits I recovered in
the excavations which I lately made at the South of the
Haram-ech-Cherif, and the proof of their existence is a
fact of the utmost importance.”

Not less decided is the testimony of Captain Gelis,
of the French Etat Major, attached to the Depot of War,
the friend and travelling companion of M. de Saulcy,
officially attached to his Expedition, dated Paris, April 16,
1864.

“I seize this opportunity to compliment you ¥a.rticu-
larly on your Plan of Jerusalem. In my quality of Topo-
grapher, I could appreciate all its merit, and it is quite
certain that it is the most complete and the most cor-
rect plan of that locality. I carefully preserve the en-
graved copy which you were so good as to give me on
my first visit to Jerusalem in 1861. I have used it much
and have not hesitated to adopt from it much of the
detail, for the execution of my great Plan, intended to
accompany the work of M. de Saulcy....My first visit to
Jerusalem in 1861 was too short to allow me to judge of
your beautiful Plan and Sections of the Haram-ech-Cherif,
which you were then drawing; but this time I could
appreciate their importance and estimate that the trouble
to which you were then putting yourself had been crowned
with success.”

I have now done with Mr Grove’s first letter to the
Times; and I cannot but hope that he will himself feel on
reading the above extracts, how favourably the kindly
words of the two large-hearted Frenchmen contrast with
what he has himself written on the subject; for I must
maintain that, if all his charges had been true in their
worst sense, there was still a sufficient residuum of
original matter, both in the text and in the Plates of
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Jerusalem Explored, to deserve a word at least of acknow-
ledgment from one who can appreciate, as Mr Grove can,
the importance of their bearing on the subjects of com-
mon interest to us both. But he has allowed an amiable
feeling, I am willing to believe, of loyalty for his friend
Mr Fergusson, to degenerate into a blind partizanship for
his theory, involving a very grievous injustice to Dr Pie-
rotti; for indeed the opening words of his second letter
prove too plainly, as does the whole tenor of it, the ani-
mus of his attack.

On this second letter very few words will suffice; for
it is in fact little more than a reiteration of the charges
of plagiarism of the photographs which Dr Pierotti
had admitted, emphasised with a statement which never
ought to have been made after reading Dr Pierotti’s
letter; in which he had distinctly denied that he had
placed the photographs in the lithographer’s hands “ as his
own productions.” That denial was corroborated by Messrs
Day and Sons, whose letter, I am glad to see, bears the
same date as Mr Grove's second letter ; so that he could
not have seen it when he repeated the libel. But then he
ought to have been satisfied with Dr Pierotti’s declara-
tion, and not have given him the lie direct.

I admit at once that, in this second letter, Mr Grove
has hit the real blots of Jerusalem Exzplored, viz. the care-
less reduction of the plans or of the scales, or both, in
Plates 1I. and XI. and the unfortunate plan and views of
the Holy Sepulchre in Plates Xxx1v. and xxxv. They
are obviously the first loose and hasty essays at a survey,
done soon after the author’s arrival in Jerusalem, and
never subsequently corrected or revised; probably on
account of the greater interest which he took in other
researches. They never ought to have been published,
and ought now to be cancelled, and recalled.

[ S —

In proceeding to notice MR TIPPING'S charges against
Dr Pierotti, I must acknowledge my obligations to that
gentleman, both on public and on private grounds. His
beautiful pictorial illustrations to Dr Traill’s translation of
Josephus are by far the most valuable contribution to
sacred topographyin that kind that has yet appeared; not
even excepting the splendid photographic works of Messrs
Robertson, Graham, and Frith; and I can myself testify,
from personal knowledge, to the general fidelity and ac-
curacy of nearly all his representations. In particular, I
can bear witness to the wonderful reality with which he
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has invested his views of the Vaulted Substructions of
El-Aksa, which are here in question; as it was through
his courtesy, and under his guidance, that I had access to
them (the only part of the Haram to which I obtained
admission), not, to be sure, in a very dignified manner, but
through a hole in the wall. He had frequently visited
them before, and although it was always a service of dan-
ger, yet he contrived in his successive stealthy visits, to
make a complete series of perspective drawings, which
together with a plan and section, are embodied in the
volumes. There is nothing omitted that either the artist
or the archaologist could desiderate in them.

Mr Tipping, I must further admit, exercised great for-
bearance in not denouncing the supposed plagiarism until
he was almost forced to do so. Mr Grove, among his other
charges, had taxed Dr Pierotti with borrowing the two
drawings in Plate xxv.from Mr Tipping. It was not
until Mr Tyrwhitt had come forward to rebut this charge
that Mr Tipping entered the lists; although convinced
from the first, as it seems, that an unauthorised and un-
acknowledged use had been made of his labours by the
author of gerusalem Ezplored. His language then might
have been more courteous, but his self-restraint contrasts
so favourably with Mr Fergusson’s violence and pre-
cipitation, that I am disposed to regard his attack in a
very different light, and am not without hope that I may
convince him that his suspicions against Dr Pierotti are
not well founded.

I own again that there was apparent ground for sus-
picion, in the first instance; for, familiar as I was with Mr
Tipping’s drawings, I could not but be struck with the
great general resemblance of Dr Pierotti’s to them when I
first saw them: and at once expressed it to him. It was
then I found that he was not so much as acquainted with
Mr Tipping’s drawings, or with the book that contained
them. Infact, I doubt whether even now he has seen the
two drawings which he is charged with copying; for it hap-
pened, singularly enough, that they had been taken out of
my copy of Traill's Josephus (which he afterwards borrowed
of me) for the purpose of making two large lecture-draw-
ings, and have never been replaced.

The case then is one of “mistaken identity,”—if I ma;
venture so to apply the term ; with the like of which,
presume, every architect or artist of wide experience must
be familiar. One of the most eminent men in the former
profession has told me of a case in which an old pupil of
his own published some drawings and details from foreign
cathedrals, from his original sketches, but so precisely -
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similar to those which his master had made many years
before, that he could have felt confident they were made
from his drawings, had he not known the contrary.

Not that there is actually such close similarity between
Mr Tipping’s prints and Dr Pierotti’s lithographs; as is
indeed admitted: but then, as in the case of the substitu-
tion of pointed arches for round in the Dome of the Rock,
the differences are supposed—not to disprove—but to
aggravate the guilt of the plagiarism !

The vertical wall e.g. in Plate Xxv.,, fig. 1,—supposed
by Mr Grove to be a misinterpretation of Mr Tipping’s
print, by the draughtsman who transferred it to stone for
Dr Pierotti’s book ;—the shaft and capital in figure 2 of
the same Plate, “ which shews all the marks of venerable
age” in Mr Tipping’s view, “ perfectly renovated, shaft
and capital, without a flaw or blemish,” in Jerusalem
Ezxplored ;—* the lights and shadows exactly reversed;"—

anelled stones instead of bevelled ;—an arch indicated by

r Pierotti, not by Mr Tipping,—and so following : These
divergences one might have supposed amply sufficient
to establish the originality and independence of Dr Pier-
otti’s drawings, even if the agreement, in all other respects,
had been so precise as to prove—as Mr Tipping tauntingly
suggests,—* that he had placed the legs of his sketching-
stool in the very holes left by his twenty years ago.”

But a careful comparison of Dr Pierotti’s original draw-
ings with the published prints of Mr Tipping reveals many
more discrepancies, and so furnishes additional proofs of
the originality of the former. I mention a few, which may
be tested even in the lithographs, albeit Messrs Day’s
artist has taken, as their manner is, certain liberties, par-
ticularly with the chiaro oscuro, to give effect to the pic-
ture, which have softened down the differences.

And first, it will be seen at a glance that, in figure 1,
the vaulted passage in Mr Tipping’s drawing is consider-
ably wider in proportion to its height than in Dr Pierotti’s:
. and this may be proved by actual measurement, for while
in the former the height is to the width as 55 to 100, in
the latter it is as 71 to 100': and it is somewhat singular
that Mr Tipping’s own plans prove, that while neither of
them 1is correct, Dr Pierotti’s is nearer the truth than his,
the width according to the plan being 18, and the height
not less than 17 feet.

Again, the last four arches which are in true perspec-

1 . e. measuring from the crown of the arched roof to the floor verti-
cally, and between the piers and the wall horizontally. I am indebted to
a clever amateur artist for this and several other points of contrast, which,
however, I have carefully tested myself. They are even more obvious in
Dr Pierotti’s original sketch.
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tive in Mr Tipping’s drawing are in false perspective in
Dr Pierotti’s.

Further, the piers supporting the arches are not nearly
80 massive in Dr Pierotti’'s drawing as they are in Mr Tip-
ping’s; and while four of the arched spaces on the right
can be seen through in the former, three at the most
stand clear in the latter.

But the nicest and most critical point of difference
remains to be mentioned. It relates to the perspective
lines; a comparison of which in the two drawings proves to
demonstration that the one is not copied from the other;
and that while the two were taken from as nearly the same
spot as possible, they were not taken in the same posture,
the artist in the one case standing, in the other sitting at
his work. It is just that difference and no more, which
may be detected; and ought not to have escaped an
artist’s eye in comparing the views. It is especially remark-
able in the direction of the joints between the ranges of
massive stones, on the left of the gallery, viewed with refer-
ence to the small window in the distance. The line of
sight is clearly lower in Mr Tipping’s than in Dr Pierotti’s
view.

In proceeding to compare figure No. 2, in the same
Plate xxv., with the corresponding view from Mr Tipping’s
pencil, the same divergence of the perspective lines 1s even
more evident. It is owing probably to the same cause,
though it may of course be that while in one the perspec-
tive 1s correct, it is wrohg in the other. But, in any case,
it proves all that I use it to establish : viz,, that one is not
a copy of the other.

The differences of the monolithic (?) column and its
capital in the two drawings have already been pointed out
in Mr Grove’s language. Nothing can be more striking.
But I suppose that, according to the process of cross rea-
soning to which Dr Pierotti has been so often subjected,
this not only proves but aggravates his offence. Yet his
own account of the matter is simple enough and satis-
factorily accounts for the differences. He had himself, it
seems, scraped the plaster off the pillar and otherwise
renovated it, and in that state he drew it. Since that, the
churchwardens of the Mosk—their existence is proved by
the fact—have “renovated it with whitewash;” though not
by Dr Pierotti’s directions; and in this state it was drawn
by Mr St John Tyrwhitt in March 1862, and, about the
same time, or still more recently, by the Count de Vogiié
[Plate 1v. of Le Temple de Jérusalem], whose drawing of
this column much more closely resembles Dr Pierotti’s
than Mr Tipping’s;—a proof I suppose, according to the
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new logic, that he too copied the latter! It is curious
that Dr Pierotti’s assailants should find such difficulty in
grasping so palpable a truism as the first axiom of Euclid,
that “things which are equal to the same are equal to
one another,” or should refuse to apply it to lines and
curves and geometrical figures. They even reverse it
when it suits their purpose; and read—¢things that are
unlike the same are identical with one another”!

—_—

I believe now that I have gone through all the
charges of the triumvirate of assailants, except one or two
trumpery, captious objections. It has, no doubt, been a
very irksome task; but it has produced one good effect
upon myself. It has convinced me more fully than I was
before aware, not only how very frivolous, but how ex-
tremely ungenerous or even malevolent, this attack upon
Dr Pierotti has been. I will not trust myself to enlarge
upon this; for I am on the charmed ground of Jerusalem
togogra.phy, the dangers of which to controversialists I
indicated at the outset, by way of a remembrancer to
myself: and I fear too that, if I were to denounce the
treatment he has met with as it deserves, I should scarcely
confine myself to “parliamentary language,” and might
possibly incur even a worse penalty than a Vice-Chan-
cellor's Injunction.

I conclude with a brief recapitulation of the case, as it
apgears on the evidence which I have now laid before you,
and shall be quite content that your verdict should modify
or correct any expressions which may appear too partial to
Dr Pierotti, as I am not ashamed to own to a strong bias
in his favour. .

I. I apprehend then (1) that the original charge
against Dr Pierotti of having appropriated Mr Arundale’s
Section of the Dome of the Rock, falls to the ground
before the decisive proof of originality contained in his
note-book which you have now seen; and a minute com-

.

ganson of the two engravings reveals many points of
ifference which further establish their mutual indepen-
dence ; (2) that the Plan of the Haram esh-Sherif, which
Dr Pierotti was charged with copying from Mr Cather-
wood’s Survey, as published by the Admiralty, and (3) his
two drawings of the Substructions of El-Aksa, supposed to
be copied from Mr Tipping, have also been proved to be
original and independent drawings, both by external and
internal evidence.

II. What he has really borrowed, are (1) some six or
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eight photographic illustrations from Mr Robertson and
others, which were public property; but to which his name
was put without his authority; (2) some details of tombs,
contained in one plate, from three Plans of M. de Saulcy;
(8) two Capitals from Mr Fergusson’s Essay, which he ac-
tually had in his own collection.

One line in the Preface to explain Messrs Day’s misin-
terpretation of his directions; one word of acknowledge-
ment to M. de Saulcy and Mr Fergusson, was all that the
most rigorous laws of literary etiquette demanded; and I
deeply regret an omission which has given such advantage
to his adversaries; but I cannot admit that the oversight
very seriously affects either the literary value of Jerusalem
Ewplored, or the moral character of its Author.

Dr Pierotti’s note book was exhibited at the meeting. Also
a photographic reduction of the architect’s drawing of the
Mosque of Omar made from the details in the note-book, so that
it might be compared with the plate engraved in Mr Fergusson's
Topography of Jerusalem which was placed upon the table.

Several of the drawings, some of which were referred to in
the Lecture, were also exhibited.

At the conclusion of the Lecture, the Rev. R. St Jomn
Tyrwarrr observed, that the subject brought forward by Mr
‘Williams was one of great importance to all who were interested
in the archeeology of the Holy City, and most of all to those who
bad studied the work of M. Ermete Pierotti, and he hoped that
the Lecture they had heard would be printed. There was
only one matter of detail with which he was acquainted, and
upon this he would say a word. He thought the difference
between the drawings of El Aksa was conclusive. There
was his own rude sketch, corresponding partly with Mr
Tipping's and partly with Dr Pierotti's. It always seemed
to him that Dr Pierotti had made a kind of restoration of the
pillar in the Haram, which had suffered from the whitewash of
twenty years, and from neglect, and perhaps injury by the inha-
bitants of the Haram. There might, therefore, have been con-
siderable difference in the appearance of the monolith in the
interval between the visits of Mr Tipping and Dr Pierotti. Of
all the representations he had seen he preferred those of Mr
Tipping. Setting aside, however, the positive evidence upon the
subject, there was a strong probability that Dr Pierotti made an
original sketch, and a very good one, making an' allowance for

the difference of twenty years.
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The Rev. H. Estrinex said :—He had no artistic knowledge of the
subject under consideration, but having listened to M. Erméte Piérotti’s
lecture upon the subject several years ago, and Mr. Williams’s paper
upon this occasion, he confessed that the impression produced upon his
mind by the evidence was that of the entire truthfulness, candour, and
straightforwardness of Dr. Piérotti. He was annoyed at the public accu-
sation made by Mr. Grove in the columns of the “Times,” He thought
that we must acquit Dr. Piérotti of any intention to deceive, and the
worst that could be alleged against him was the single instance of
availing himself of another man’s material, when he had his own, apd
could have used it.

The CHAIRMAN said :—Whatever might be the impression that had
been made upon the minds of members of the Society as to the
question before them, he was sure they would all agree in tendering
their thanks to Mr. Williams for his kindness in responding to their
invitation to read a paper in Oxford upon a subject of great interest
to the archeological world. The case submitted to their considera-
tion was a long and intricate one, and it would be rash and pre-
sumptuous in him to pronounce an off-hand opinion upon it. It was
one that required a careful and judicial investigation. So far as he could
form an opinion from what had fallen from Mr. Williams, it seemed
that there were two points only in the case against Dr. Piérotti to which
a substantial answer had not been given. The first was the charge of
using the drawings of another person for the purpose of illustrating his
work ; which seemed simply to amount to a charge of indolence, as he
might as well have used bis own; and, secondly, there was one of
a rather graver character, that of allowing his name to be placed at the
bottom of a photograph which was not made by him. The latter,
however, was a question which rested partly between Dr. Piérotti and
the public, and partly between him and his publisher, and it was one
which, to estimate rightly, involved a knowledge of the customs of
a particular profession. It was very much to be regretted that there
was not some literary tribunal to which questions of this character
might be submitted for full investigation and final decision. This was
not the only controversy of this kind which had arisen within the last
few years. Most of those present would remember the case of Mr.
Collier’s ¢ Shakespeare.” He (the Chairman) had been led to go into
the merits of the controversy as well as he could; he had seen the book
in question, and had heard some evidence which was not brought
clearly before the public, and he had arrived—he would not say at
a conviction, but at least at an impression, that Mr. Collier had not com-
mitted a forgery, and that the book was one of considerable value.
Whether that was the case or not, it was a question which should be
decided during Mr. Collier’s lifetime, when the whole of the evidence in
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the case could be produced before a competent tribunal. In the course
of that controversy, Mr. Collier’s private character, like Dr. Piérotti’s,
was assailed, and charges having no reference to the question at issue
before the public were mixed up with it. In the present instance the
most satisfactory thing would be to refer the case to such a tribunal,
consisting of men well acquainted with literary questions, and also of
men capable of judicial investigation. There were some points in the
case which it would seem possible to bring to a certain decision. There
was the question, for instance, whether the book of drawings—the note-
book which was on the table—was the work of Dr. Piérotti’s hand or
not. It was stated that there were not six men in England who could
produce such drawings. Well, let Dr. Piérotti be put to the test. Let
him produce some other drawings similar in character to these. He
supposed the question whether the drawings were made before or after
a certain date was also capable of being ascertained by ordinary tests,
such as the paper on which they were drawn, and also by the close
examination of the persons concerned. The parties could then be brought
face to face, but the case should be confined to the real question at
issue, without branching off into Dr. Piérotti’s habits of life and other
topics which had nothing to do with the matter. Without some such
investigation it would be rash and presumptuous to decide upon the
question. He thought all the charges as set forth by the antagonists of
Dr. Piérotti had been fairly and explicitly met, except that of using the
drawings of another person for the purpose of illustrating his work,
and allowing his name to be placed at the bottom of a photograph
which was not made by him. He had only one word to add, that he
was sure the Society would all cordially join in the wish already ex-
pressed, that the paper should be printed, so that the public might
have the same means of judging fairly and impartially upon the question
before them as they had themselves.
The meeting was then dissolved.
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ADDENDA AND ERRATA.

Pace 245. AnnvaL MEETING.

Mr. J. H. PARKER, in stating that Dr. Stanley had spoken of the
Pantheon at Rome as a Christian building, was in error; Dr. Stanley
had merely mentioned that such was Mr. Fergusson’s opinion, but did
not in any degree give it as his own.

Pace 286.

TaE following letter has been sent by Mr. Freeman, and speaks
for itself :—

« To the Secretaries of the Oxford Architectural and Historical Society.

“ GENTLEMEN,—I should be much obliged if you would, in your next report,
correct the account given of one of my speeches in p. 286 of the report for
Michaelmas Term, 1863. I am there made to remark upon ‘the error of looking
on Strassburg as a French church, an error into which Mr. Petit had fallen in his
work on the French churches’ Now I certainly did not accuse Mr. Petit of any
error at all. The reference was not to Mr. Petit’s work on French architec-
ture, but to his earlier ‘ Remarks on Church Architecture,” ii. 196. The passage
stands thus :—

¢ Continuing our course, we cross the bridge of boats from Kehl, and enter the
French territory, though as far as costume, architecture, and even language, are
concerned, we are as much in Germany as before. In fact, the minster is always
cited as a German church, its west front having been erected by a German architect,
Erwin von Steinbach.’

““ Now here is, strictly speaking, no error of statement, and Mr. Petit most cer-
tainly does not speak of Strassburg minster as a French church. Yet it is evident
that the words are not what Mr. Bryce or I should have written. I quoted it as
an example of the way in which people fail to realize the facts of history, and
especially the course of Parisian aggression, even when in a certain sense, they
know them. Mr, Petit doubtless knows, as well as Mr. Bryce or I can know, that
Elsass is a German province, and that the Free Imperial City of Strassburg was
stolen by Lewis the Fourteenth in a way even more disreputable than usual. But
he does not carry about with him a living recollection of the fact. He is in a sort
of way surprised at finding everything German on ¢ French’ territory. The minster
is a German church, not because Strassburg was a German city when it was built,
and two hundred years and more after, but because it was built by a German
architect. Mr. Petit’s words thus illustrate my remark, but they do not contain
any actual error, least of all the particular error which in the report I am made
to attribute to them.

I doubt whether the rest of the report very accurately sets forth what I said,
but there is nothing else which I care to speak of. But I should be most sorry
for any one to think that I had brought an unjust charge against a writer whom
I 8o deeply respect as I do Mr. Petit.

“ Believe me yours faithfully,
“ EDWARD A, FREEMAN.

« Somerleaze, Wells, Oct. 28, 1864.”
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Fivst PMeeting, Michaclmas Tevm, 1864.

Nov. 30. The first meeting of the term was held in University
College, Proressor Burrows in the chair.

The following presents were announced :—

“Sessional Papers of the Royal Institute of British Architects,” 1863—1864,
Nos. 4 to 6.

“Notes on Cottage Building. By the Rev. W. P. Lightfoot.”

The names of the five new members of Committee, to supply the
place of those retiring, were read for approval. :

Proressor WEsTWooD gave -an account of the Relics of the Em-
peror Charlemagne, preserved in various parts of the continent, of most
of which he exhibited casts or drawings. After some introductory
remarks on the character of the great Emperor as the refounder of
the Empire of the West, and as the especial protector of religion
and education, the question of the authenticity of relics in general
was discussed, and the greater probability of the truthfulness of such
as were affirmed by tradition to have belonged to individuals of great
fame whilst living, than of those of persons who had not become cele-
brated till long after their deaths, was suggested.

The lecturer divided his observations into the following heads:—
1. The bodily remains of the Emperor; 2. Imperial Relics; 3. Re-
ligious and Literary Relics; 4. Personal Relics.

1. The body of Charlemagne was not deposited in the ordinary
manner in his tomb, but was placed in a sitting position in a sub-
terranean chamber or crypt beneath the centre of the dome of his '
cathedral at Aix-la-Chapelle, where a large slab, inscribed with the
simple words camoLo Macwo, still points out the entrance to the
tomb. The body was clothed in the imperial robes. This mode of
sepulchre had been adopted by other persons of great rank sub-
sequent to the introduction of Christianity, as in the case of Galla
Placidia at Ravenna, whose body, gorgeously attired, was destroyed
a century or two since by the carelessness of some children who had
thrust a lighted candle into the tomb. An account of the opening
of Charlemagne’s tomb by the Emperor Otto III. was given, and its
deposition in the magnificent shrine which still forms one of the most
interesting objects in the Treasury of the cathedral at Aix-la-Chapelle,
and of the most important parts of which, representing various scenes
of Charlemagne’s life, casts have been obtained for the collection of
the Architectural and Historical Society of Oxford by J. H. Parker,
Esq., some of which were exhibited. Again, in 1843, the remains
of the body were removed, as related by Messrs. Cahier and Martin
(Mélanges Archeologiques), who have figured some interesting frag-
ments of embroidery found enveloping the remains. The body itself
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was of gigantic size, being not less than seven feet high, and was
entire with the following exceptions: 1. The skull, which is pre-
served separately in a silver-gilt reliquary in the Treasury, repre-
senting the bust of the Emperor; 2. One of the tibie, preserved
in another silver-gilt reliquary, ornamented with Gothic pinnacles ;
3. A portion of the right arm enclosed in a third reliquary; and,
4. Another bone of the arm removed in the time of the Emperor
Frederic I., and now preserved in a reliquary at the Louvre in Paris.

2. The imperial relics of Charlemagne comprise those in which the
body was invested at the time of its discovery, as well as various
other objects which long tradition has assigned to the Emperor.

The crown, sceptre, orb, dalmatic, Damascus sword, gloves, and
shoes found in his tomb have been removed to Vienna, and form the
most interesting portion of the magnificent work published last year
by the Emperor of Austria on the imperial jewels, where they are
figured and described. A figure of the crown is also given in Les
Arts Somptuaires; and although it is probable that it has been re-
modelled, there can be little doubt that portions of it, including the
jewels and enamels, formed part of the original crown. An imperial
dalmatic, of beautiful workmanship, is preserved in the Treasury of
St. Peter’s at Rome, which has also been assigned to Charlemagne, the
embroidery of which is very elaborate, and evidently of Byzantine work.
It is well figured by Didron, also by Boisserée (Munich, 1842, with
five plates). The former author considers it of the twelfth century,
but the difficulty of fixing dates to Byzantine work is well known.

A cope also, ascribed to Charlemagne, is preserved in the Treasury
of the cathedral of Metz, where it had been examined by the lecturer,
who exhibited a small portion of the silken thread with a very fine
covering of gold plate, which had been given him by the sacristan.
Some details of it are published by Hefner ( Zractenbuch).

A sceptre is also preserved at Aix-la-Chapelle. It is a slender silver
wand surmounted by a small ivory dove. Of this a cast was exhibited;
and a sword of Charlemagne is preserved in the Kunst Kammer of
the Schloss Fredenstein at Gotha.

The marble throne, or chair, on which the body was seated, is now
placed in the gallery of the round portion of the cathedral at Aix-la-
Chapelle, and the golden or silver-gilt plates, with which it is said to
have been covered, now form the background of the cupboard contain-
ing the most important relics of the cathedral. They contain repre-
sentations of scenes of the later events of the life of Christ, and are
very important monuments of early art. A set of casts (some of which
were exhibited) have been procured by Mr. Parker for the lecturer®.

s It has been suggested that these plates had served as the frontal of an altar,
and the lecturer has subsequently noticed the strong similarity existing between
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The sarcophagus of the Emperor Augustus, formed of Parian
marble, sculptured with classical subjects (the Rape of Proserpine, &c.),
given to Charlemagne by Pope Leo IIL., and in which the feet of the
emperor were placed in the tomb, is now preserved in the gallery of
the cathedral.

8. The relics of Charlemagne as the friend of the Church, the
upholder of religion,’and the diffuser of literature and the arts, are
numerous.

As friend and patron of Alcuin, he sanctioned the reformation of the
Holy Scriptures; and the great Bible of the Basilica of St. Paul at
Rome, the Alcuin Bible of the British Museum, the Bible at Bam-
berg, one at Bremen, and several others described by Sir Frederick
Madden in the “ Gentleman’s Magazine,” if not written for Char-
lemagne himself (which has indeed been asserted of several of them
with apparent justice), were certainly written during the first half of
the ninth century. [Facsimiles from several of these Bibles were
exhibited.

The Book of the Gospels, written in gold and silver letters on purple
vellum, found upon his knees in his tomb, is preserved at Vienna, and
a facsimile of the writing is given by Casley.

The Evangelistiarium of Charlemagne, now preserved in the Musée
des Souverains at Paris, certainly belonged to the Emperor, and con-
tains contemporary entries of various events of his life. Several fac-
similes were exhibited. ‘

The Golden Gospels of St. Medard in the Bibliothéque Impériale, the
Golden Gospels of the Harleian Library, the Grospels given by Charle-
magne to Angelbert, now at Abbeville, and the Gospels given by Ada,
sister of Charlemagne, to the Church of St. Maximin at Treves (still
preserved there), were described, and facsimiles exhibited from most
of them, as well as from the Psalter given to the Emperor by his friend
Pope Hadrian, now at Vienna.

A small gold crucifix, presented by Pope Leo III. to Charlemagne,
and a small gold pectoral cross worn by the Emperor, are preserved
in the Treasury of Aix-la-Chapelle. Drawings of them were exhibited.
The cathedral of Aix-la-Chapelle also possesses some extremely in-
teresting evidences of Charlemagne’s devotion to his favourite church in
a set of carved ivory figures of classical workmanship, which now orna-
ment the silver pulpit, and of which drawings and casts were also ex-
hibited, as well as of the ivory holy water vase preserved in the Treasury,
which is sculptured with a series of figures, apparently representing the
- Emperor with his religious and military attendants in council.

the style of the work of these plates, and that of the grand altar from Basle in the
Cluny Museum at Paris.
B2
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4. Of the personal relics of Charlemagne, the hunting-horn, formed
of a very largé tusk of ivory, presented to the Emperor by Haroun al
Raschid, is preserved in the Treasury of Aix-la-Chapelle, as well as his
hunting-knife, with its embossed leather case, bearing an inscription of
a character similar to that on the famous Alfred jewel in the Ashmolean
Museum. Drawings, casts, and rubbings of these were exhibited. Por-
tions of a set of chessmen, which are also said to"have been presented
to the Emperor by the same Caliph, are preserved in the Cabinet des
Antiques, and had been carefully drawn by the lecturer, who exhibited
his figures of them. Two of them have been engraved by Willemin,
and another by Shaw (* Dresses and Decorations’). Lastly, the ivory
comb of the Emperor is preserved in the Treasury of the cathedral at
Osnabruck.

Figures of many of the preceding objects have been published by
Messrs. Cahier and Martin (Mélanges Archeologiques), and by Werth
in his fine work on the Rhine churches.

At the conclusion of the lecture the CHATRMAN spoke of the interest
which belonged to these remains, not only from an antiquarian point of
view, but also as illustrating the history of the Emperor to whom they
belonged. He referred more especially to their ecclesiastical character,
agreeing as it did with what we learnt from Eginhardt of the attach-
ment which the Emperor shewed towards the Church. The estimate
of his character by Gibbon was not a just one; it seemed as if his
object was to lower the monarch in the opinion of the world because of
his connection with the Church. It would, however, be difficult to
defend his moral character. His massacre of the four thousand Servians
was a blot upon his name; but the ecclesiastical element in the cha-
racter of Charlemagne was not to be overlooked, as it threw much
light upon his personal history as well as upon the history of the times
in which he lived. The Chairman also spoke of the interest which
such remains possessed in the history of art, and he quite agreed with
Professor Westwood when he spoke of the restoration of art and archi-
tecture under Charlemagne. '

Mr. Medd, Mr. Abbey, and Mr. Parker also made remarks; and
Professor Westwood having briefly replied, the meeting separated.



‘Second $Meeting, Michaelmas Term, 1864

Dee. 7. The second meeting of the term was held in University
College, the Rev. A. S. Farrar, D.D., in the chair.
The following gentlemen, proposed at the previous meeting, were

duly elected :—
Rev. W. Jackson, M.A., Worcester College.
Rev. J. D. Macray, M.A., Magdalen College.
The following names, recommended to fill the vacancies caused by
five retiring members, were read a second time and approved :—
Rev. E. W. Urquhart, M.A., Balliol College.
Rev. T. Chamberlain, M.A., Christ Church.
Rev. R. &. Livingstone, M.A., Oriel College.
A. D. Tyssen, Esq., Merton College.
Hon. H. C. Forbes, Esq., Oriel College.

The CramMaN then called upon Dz.Mrrrarp for his remarks on
¢ Typography.”

Dr. Millard limited his observations to the consideration of Printing
as a Fine Art, his object being to point out how, in the earlier stages
of the invention, it seemed the chief desire of the printer to produce
what was beautiful to the eye.

Passing over impressions in wax from seals to those produced by
some sort of pigment upon paper or parchment, he called attention
to the block-printing of the Middle Ages, chiefly used for representing,
by aid of pictures, the truths of the Bible. To these was often added
letter-press, but the use of moveable types was a step in advance. It
was, however, the next stage, and at this point the art of printing
seemed at once to spring into full perfection.

He referred to the Mazarine Bible which, while being the earliest,
was perhaps the most perfect specimen of printing he had seen as
regarded the forms of the letters and colour of the ink, with perhaps
one exception, and that was a Latin Bible which was printed ten years
later, namely, in 1462.

Dr. Millard then observed that as there were seven cities which con-
tended for the birth of Homer, so there were three cities which contended
for having given birth to printing,—Haarlem, Mayence, and Strasburg.

Haarlem has contended that Lawrence Coster had the priority, but
there is much that is apocryphal in the story. The truth was that
Gutenberg, who was a native of Mayence, set up a press at Strasburg :
Fust was afterwards his partner; but the hounour belongs to Strasburg

of hWrmtmg office. . -

An example was referred to, printed at Strasburg in 1470 by Guten-
berg, which was within twenty years of the earliest known to exist.
Not only did printing spring into existence in its perfection suddenly,
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but its invention spread with much rapidity. There were two hundred
and seven towns in Europe which had printing presses before the close
of the fifteenth century. An early example of printing from Venice,
by Ratdolt, was exhibited.

There was a Latin Bible, dated 1462, by Schoeffer and Fust; and
a copy of the Psalms, printed in 1476 at Mayence, by Schoeffer only.
At Cologne, Ulric Zell was the first printer, and an example of his
work, dated as early as 1467, was exhibited.

The Paris press, too, at this time became remarkable.

There were many centres in our own country, among which were
Caxton in London, and certain printers at Oxford in the fifteenth
century. There was an imprint to a book, Oxford, 1468, but this
was probably an error for 1478, as there were often errors in dates.
Some works by printers at that time have the date 1409 instead
of 1509.

He then referred to examples of Caxton’s works, which were very
rare, and to those of other printers in the fifteenth century.

In coming to the sixteenth century he spoke of the Aldine family ;
some of their books are as early as the close of the fifteenth, namely,
1490 and 1496. One, a Greek Psalter, 1498, was exhibited. He re-
ferred also to Caxton’s successors, Wynkyn de Worde and Richard
Pynson, who were employed in printing school-books. Many of the
popular school-books had emanated from Magdalen School.

He referred also to the Stephani, who were eminent printers, and who
began in the sixteenth century. Intheseventeenth century the Elzevirs
at Leyden were remarkable for their series of Classics. In the eighteenth
century he referred among other printers to Baskerville, at Birmingham,
to Wilkes’s Catullus and Foulis's Horace. Also to Bodoni, the king's
printer at Parma, whose editions of Anacreon in capital letters were
very beautiful. He brought his list down to the series of works issued
by the late Mr. Pickering, printed at the Chiswick Press.

Before concluding his lecture he referred to several curiosities in
typography : the first example of stereotype, by Gell of Edinburgh;
of the smallest type, by Didot, Paris. Also to examples printed on
vellum, and, as was the case with some of the Oxford Almanacs,
printing on silk.

The CramrMaN, in thanking Dr. Millard for his interesting com-
munication, referred to the regret which the Society felt at his leaving
Oxford, and to the beauty of the specimens of printing which had been
exhibited. He also made some remarks respecting the printing of
Hebrew books, and after some discussion as to the early use of black-
letter, the meeting separated.



Lent Term, 1865.

Feb. 28. TaE meeting was held, by the permission of the Curators,
in the New Museum. The President, ProFEssor Gorpwin SMITH,
in the chair.

Letters from the Vicar of Bloxham, Mr. A. Heales, and the Rev. L. S. Clarke?!
were read.

After the preliminary business, Mr. R. P. Sriers, A.R.I.B.A., read
- a paper on Pompeii, from which the following are extracts :—

“The ancient town of Pompeii was situated on the voleanic rocks
of the Campania, its south and west walls washed by the sea, its
east wall bounded by the river Sarno, which was then navigable
for a short distance above its mouth. Though Seneca mentions it

.as a celebrated city, little is known about its early history. Its
origin is generally ascribed to the Oscans, and its name is supposed
to have been derived from the Greek word mopmea, signifying *store-
houses.’

“In the year A.p. 63, a violent earthquake shook the city to its
foundations, causing it to be almost abandoned for some months, at
the end of which time the inhabitants gradually re-appeared, and
set to work to repair the damages done, and rebuild the shattered
edifices. .

“In A.p. 79, the great eruption occurred, which covered Pompeii
with showers of ashes and scorie, hiding it from sight, and thus
preserving the greater portion of it, more or less complete, for our
study and admiration, Herculaneum, situated at the foot of the
mountain, was covered also with ashes and scorizc; but the vast
volumes of steam sent up by the volcano caused the deposit of these
ashes in a liquid state, which solidifying, became as hard and compact
as lava, so that the excavations of this latter town are more difficult
to make, especially as subsequent eruptions have gradually poured
their lava over the town, which is now found at a depth of 75 ft.
below the present surface of the ground. These subsequent eruptions
have been almost the cause of Pompeii’s remaining more or less in-
tact; for the inhabitants returned again, after the burial of their city,
to search for its treasures. As many as eight successive layers, some
of lava, have been counted over Pompeii, and it is only the lower
one which first buried the town that has been disturbed.

¢ Before the laying down of the railway, the visitor generally
entered Pompeii by the Street of Tombs, and a more fitting entry
to the desolate and empty city could not be well afforded. The
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street rises as it approaches the walls, and is lined on each side by
a series of tombs, some of great magnificence; it being a Roman
custom to bury the dead, not in cemeteries or places set apart for that
purpose, but along the principal and most frequented roads leading
from the town,—thus the Via Appia at Rome is fringed on either side
with tombs for upwards of thirteen miles away from the city. The
Romans, as you are aware, burned their dead, and then, collecting
their ashes, placed them in small jars or urns (the origin of those
delightful features in our modern churches and cemeteries); these
were deposited in vaults, in the walls of which were small niches
resembling pigeon-holes, from which these vaults have acquired the
name of Columbaria. The tombs consist for the most part of a small
altar, either square, oblong, or circular in plan, raised on two or three
steps, the whole carried by a pedestal or podium (in the interior of
which was the vaulted chamber), and a small enclosure, with low
wall round.

“The walls surr_ounfiing the town have been traced throughout
their whole extent, so that the size of the city is known. They are
not more than two miles in length, and the space enclosed, about one
hundred and sixty acres, is of the form of an egg, at the apex or
smaller end of which is the amphitheatre. The walls were of great
solidity and width. They had a double parapet and terrace, the
latter about 14 ft. wide, sufficient to admit of two chariots passing
abreast. It was carried by two walls, the outer one with a slight
batter, 25 ft. in height, the inner wall about 40 ft., and occasional
flights of steps on the city side, to admit of easy access on to the
terraces. The walls are built of large blocks of volcanic tufa and
travertino, in horizontal courses, with inclined joints; and on some
of the stones are found Oscan inscriptions, so that they date probably
from the foundation of the city. Square towers are placed at intervals
along the walls. The battlements seem to be of later date, being
built in that kind of work called opus incertum, the rubble-work of
the ancients.

“ There are eight entrance gates to the city, five of which are mere
ruins; of the three others, the gate of Herculaneum, through which
we enter from the Street of Tombs, is the most perfect.

“The streets are for the most part straight, and run at right angles
to one another; they are not wide, many of them not admitting of
the passage of more than one chariot at a time, and probably these
were not much used, taking into account the small extent of the city
(only three-quarters of a mile in length, and balf a mile in width),
though the deeply-worn ruts in the stones would seem to indicate the
contrary. The roadway is composed of huge polygonal masses of
lava, from 9 to 18in. in diameter, and 9in. in depth, closely fitted
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together ; the stones were worked in a wedge shape, so that they
spanned the roadway like a vault, each stone resembling the voussoir
of an areh. All the streets have pavements for foot-passengers, even
those where chariots could not pass, consisting of curb-stones of lava,
with the pavement composed of bits of marble and stone set in
cement, the whole rubbed flat; in places where the curb-stones have
broken away they have been cramped together with iron. These
foot-pavements are elevated, sometimes more than a foot above the
roadway; it is supposed that the latter, in times of rain (which falls
very heavily in these countries), became a kind of sewer, as all the
streets are slightly inclined one way or the other; and this suppo-
sition seems well founded, because there exist everywhere huge
stepping stones from pavement to pavement, the wheels of the car-
riages, and the horses (always two), passing on either side of the
stone. Though traces of aqueducts are found in the country around,
it is not known with any great certainty froqg whence Pompeii was
so plentifully supplied with water, there being no wells. A very
large number of leaden and earthenware pipes have been found, the
former of which supplied the numerous fountains which were placed
in all the principal streets. They consisted of a cistern formed of
blocks of lava, cramped together with iron, the water falling into
them through a pipe fixed in one of the back stones of the cistern,
which rises higher than the rest.

¢ Pusric BuiLpines.—The public edifices and monuments of Pom-
peii give more direct information as to its history than aught else.
The more ancient are essentially Greek, both in plan of building and
style; the later edifices shew the influence of Roman customs and
habits, though always preserving a certain Greek feeling.

“In a description of a Roman city, the forum is the first place to
which we should direct our attention, as the centre of business, the
resort for pleasure, and the scene of all political and legal contention.
And the forum of Pompeii, the largest and most imposing spot in the
town, is surrounded by the grandest and most important buildings,
amongst which the principal are the Temples of Jupiter and of Venus;
the grand Basilica, or court of justice ; the Cryptoportico of Eumachia,
or cloth merchants’ exchange; the Treasury and small justice courts,
and the Pantheon.

““The triangular forum adjoining the large theatre in the smaller
part of the town has a portico of ninety Doric columns round two
of its sides; it is entered by a propylea, or vestibule, of eight Ionic
columns, which, when complete, must have been one of the most
beautiful features in Pompeii. The temple of Hercules, in this
forum, is the most ancient building yet discovered here, its capitals,
columns, and general construction resembling more the temples of
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Pastum than any of the other temples in Pompeii; from its ruined
state it is difficult to define exactly its plan; it was 120 ft. long and
70 ft. wide.

‘“The great or tragic theatre is placed on the south side of a hill
of tufa, in which the steps or seats are cut. It was semicircular, open
to the air, and lined in every part with white marble. The seats
faced the south, commanding (as in all these ancient theatres) an ex-
tensive view, so that the visitor, if tired with the performances, could
at all events solace himself with the enjoyment of the fine prospect
before him. The walls of this theatre were never entirely buried,
and the stage was covered with so slight a deposit only that here (as,
in fact, probably the greater part of the most southern portions of
Pompeii) the decorative parts, such as marble, statues, &c., may have
been easily removed after the eruption. The general audience entered
the theatre by an arched eorridor, on a level with the colonnade of the .
triangular forum, and descended thence into the cavea by six flights
of stairs, which divided the seats into five wedge-shaped portions or
cunei. The space allowed to each was 1 ft. 8} in., so that, from cal-
culation, the theatre would accommodate 5,000 persons. A separate
entrance and staircase led to the women’s gallery, which was placed
above the corridor just mentioned, and divided into compartments or
boxes. It seems, also, that they were protected from the gaze of the
audience beneath by a screen of wire. In the lowest portions of
the theatre, with special entrances, and separated by a low parapet
or balustrade, was the preecinctio—what we should call the pit or
orchestra stalls now—reserved for the nobles, Augustals, and patri-
cians. The level space in front of the reserved seats was destined
for the magistrates, whose seats, the bisellia in bronze with purple
cushions, were brought by their slaves. There was also some dis-
tinction made between the middle and lower classes, the latter oc-
cupying the higher range of seats, and being divided into their re-
spective trades and occupations. The stage or pulpitum is a long
narrow platform, with seven niches in the front of the wall which
carries it, in which it is supposed the musicians were placed. The
proscenium was decorated with columns, and niches between them for
statues, with three doorways, the centre one larger than the others,
and only entered by the important characters; their scenery was very
simple, either a door swinging on a centre axis, or a triangle, the one
having two, the other three different views represented on it,—its
position being in the central doorway. Behind the stage was the
proscenium, where the actors’ rooms were placed. The exterior of
the upper wall round the theatre still retains the projecting stone
rings for receiving the poles of the velarium or awning, which on
special occasions was spread over the theatre.
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“The small theatre adjoining is supposed to have been used for .
musical performances; it is also semicircular, and similar in ar-
rangement to the other, except that a portion of the circle is cut off
on either side by walls continued from the side of the stage. The
style and execution of the work are very inferior to the other, which
is explained by an inscription stating that it was built by contract.
It seems to have been permanently roofed in, and accommodated
1,500 persons.

“ Adjoining the theatre is a large forum, surrounded by a portico
of columns, supposed to have been occupied by the soldiers, from the
large amount of armour discovered in the various rooms around.
There were two floors, the offices occupying the first floor. Inside
one of the entrance-gates, also, were found the skeletons of thirty-
four soldiers, the guard probably called out on the night of the
eruption. Sixty-three skeletons in all were found in the barracks,
more than in all the rest of Pompeii.

“In the south-east angle of the city walls is the amphitheatre,
intended for gladiatorial shows, the chase, and combat of wild beasts.
It was here that the people were supposed to have been assembled
when the grand eruption took place. From the number it would
accommodate, 10,000, and the interest taken in these shows, it was
probable that more than half the inhabitants were there.

“The interior contained twenty-four rows of seats; there were
geparate entrances in different parts of the theatre, the patricians,
nobles, and magistrates, as usual, occupying the lower ranges, the
plebeians the upper, and the women the boxes. At each end of the
ellipse were entrances into the arena, for the admission of the gla-
diators and wild beasts, and removal of the dead.

‘“The Temple of Isis is a small but interesting building, standing
in a basement in the centre of a court, round which is a portico of
Corinthian columns in brick, covered with stuceo, and painted. In
one corner of the court is an @diculum with a vaulted roof and pedi-
ment, covering the sacred well of lustral purification, to descend to
which there was a narrow flight of steps. Near it was an altar, on
which were found the burnt bones of victims. On the south side
of the enclosure were the chambers of the priests, and a kitchen; in
one room a skeleton was found holding a sacrificial axe, with which
he had cut his way through two walls to escape from the eruption,
but perished before he could penetrate the third. In another room
a skeleton was found with bones of chickens and fish, egg-shells,
bread, wine, and a garland of flowers, as if he had been beguiling
away the last moments of his life merrily. Many other skeletons were
found in the enclosure, testifying to the belief in the power of their
deity. A flight of steps leads to the temple, in front of which is
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a portico of six Corinthian columns, with niches on either side of the
entrance to the cella, the interior of which is small, the entire width
of the back occupied by a long hollow pedestal for statues, having two
low doorways at the end near the secret stairs, by which the priest
could enter unperceived and deliver the oracles, as if they proceeded
from the mouth of the goddess herself.

“ PusrLic Bares.—Two large establishments have been found in
Pompeii; they are based on a similar system to the so-called Turkish
baths lately introduced in this country, and are remarkable for their
admirable distribution. ‘

“The establishment first discovered behind the forum is divided
into three portions; the first containing the furnaces and fuel, the
second the baths for men, and the third those for women. The two
sets of baths were similar in arrangement, both heated by the same
furnace, and supplied from the same reservoir. Each set had its
apodyterium or disrobing room, its frigidarium, tepidarium, and cali-
darium, and court, with portico to the men’s bath ; only these latter
were the largest and most rich.

“ The second establishment of baths, discovered in 1858, has
a very large open court or palestra, surrounded on three sides by
a portico of fluted columns. The walls of the three sides under the
portico are covered with paintings, and on the fourth side is deco-
ration of a similar design, but executed in stucco relief. The baths
were arranged and warmed on the same principle as the others.”

After describing the mode of life of the ancient Romans, and
pointing out the plans of the houses, the lecturer proceeded to
some remarks upon— '

¢ ARCHITECTURE AND DEcorarion.—Nearly the whole of the archi-
tecture of Pompeii betrays a strong Greek feeling in its mouldings
and ornament; and although, under the domination of the Romans,
their architecture was gradually introduced, especially in the size and
form of the public monuments and temples, still a certain refinement
and beauty existing in them induce us to believe that, even if not by
Greek, certainly they were not executed by Roman artists.

“The mosaic of Pompeii generally consisted of black frets on
a white ground, or white on a black ground; sometimes they were
executed in colour, as in those found in the Villa of Diomede. The
formation of pictures in mosaic was originated by the Greeks, who
arrived at extraordinary perfection in their manufacture; they are
works of enormous labour and expense. Rougher and coarser kinds
of mosaic are also to be found in Pompeii; one kind forming an
ornamental covering for columns, in the place of stucco and paint;
a second kind consisted of irregular-shaped pieces of marble and
stone, stuck in cement, and not smoothed down to an even surface,
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with shell-work. The great fountain is a good example of it, which
latter is more remarkable for its singularity than good taste.

“The fresco-painting of Pompeii is very interesting to us, having
but little acquaintance with that kind of work. The Pompeian fresco-
painter used some kind of resin, which he mixzed with the colours in
order to give them tenacity and render the impasts of their tints
glutinous; wax was placed afterwards on the paintings, to fix the -
colours and brighten their tone. The plaster consisted of seven coats,
three of sand and four of marble dust, each successive coat being
formed of thinner and finer stuff than the last. The several coats
were laid one upon the other without allowing any one to dry. The
painter then commenced by tracing with a graver or style the prin-
cipal lines for ground-tints. He then indicated with the same graver
the figures of arabesque, and proceeded to fill them in with colour,
the wall being still moist. As, however, the work proceeded, the
wall would naturally be drying, and hemce the amalgamation with
the surface would be less complete. You will understand from this
description of the system employed in painting, that the putting on
of the colours had to be done with great celerity, that there was no
time for study of composition or effect; in consequence, their paint-
ing must be looked upon as decorative rather than finished drawings
or paintings. Of course, they had the power of cutting out the
plaster in any part and forming it again, but this was rarely done.

“ From careful observations of the different frescoes from Pompeii
and Herculaneum, I was able to perceive that there existed two or
three different styles, which might, in fact, be expected from the
changes of people to which the town had been subjected: hence the
Efruscans or Cumaans, and the Greeks, naturally must each have
brought in their special styles; and, in later date, the Roman. To
draw a clear and definite line of distinction, however, would be very
difficult with so few illustrations as I have here. Without regard to
style, however, I might class the paintings in three divisions :—

‘ 1st and highest. The pictorial representation of groups of figures,
which I would call the ideal based on nature.

“2nd. The representation of natural foliage, plants, &c.—the real
based on nature,

“3rd. The representation of imaginary perspectives of imaginary
architectural feature—the ideal based on conventionalities, fantasies,
and conceits.

“The first is certainly the most important, because it gives us
a glimpse of what the ancient Greek paintings may have been; for,
judging the Grecian sculpture and architecture in comparison with
the Pompeian, we may draw our conclusions as to what the Greek
paintings were in comparison with those found at Pompeii; and the
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paintings of Greece may be fairly supposed to have been as superior
to the paintings of Pompeii as the Grecian sculpture and architecture
surpass the Pompeian. The Pompeian paintings, therefore, are ex-
tremely interesting to us in that light; they rank, however, them-
selves as paintings of the highest class. The composition of the figures,
the elegance of their movements, and power of drawing, are most re-
- markable, especially when we take into consideration the hasty man-
ner in which it was necessary they should be executed. The paint~
ings under the second head are curious, as contradicting the assertions
often made, that the ancients never copied nature directly, always
resorting to some conventional treatment of it. Nothing can exceed
the beauty and simplicity with which the natural foliage of trees and
shrubs is depicted; whilst our modern artists would occupy whole
hours in the painting of an apple, for instance, the Pompeian, in as
many minutes, produced the same with at all events sufficient indi-
cation and power to last eighteen centuries. This kind of decoration
was generally employed at the further end of the peristyle, where it
was supposed to represent a garden beyond. I may mention that
near Rome, at the ¢ Prima Porta,” has been discovered a chamber
peinted in this style. I was fortunate enough to get access to it
when in Rome last year, and was astonished at the brilliancy of the
colours and wonderful execution.

¢ To the third class of paintings I looked forward with considerable
interest and curiosity, in the hope of being able to discover in these
architectural perspectives traces of a style of architecture in which
metal would form the chief material, but I am sorry to say that
I could discover little in it but what might have been the composition
of imaginative minds ; and my chief reason for disbelief in it is that
it contains all those details such as architraves, friezes, with triglyphs
and cornice, which belong to stone architecture, and are quite un-
fitted for the true use of iron. So that, even supposing these com-
positions of attenuated columns, &ec., were copies of the terraces
which existed on the tops of the houses, we have nothing to learn
from them more than we could do ourselves, and it is the archeologist
rather than the architect who would feel interest in them. However,
be they what they may, it is impossible not to admire their wonderful
execution, and the grandeur and size they give to the apartments
whose walls they occupy.”

He concluded his lecture with some remarks upon the general
system of decorating apartmnents as seen in the remains at Pompeii.

At the conclusion of the lecture, Mr. DuckworTH observed with
respect to the mill which had been referred to in the lecture, he
noticed an inscription which he thought curious,—

LABORA, ASELLE, QUEMADMODUM LABORAVI,
ET PRODERIT TIBL
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The PresipEnT conveyed the thanks of the meeting to Mr. Spiers.
A large collection of antiquities from Pompeii were laid out for exhi-
bition on the table, several of which gave rise to discussion as to their
use. There were also numerous photographs and drawings suspended
on the walls, the latter from Mr. Spiers’ own pencil.

At the same meeting ProFEssor WEsTwoop, in speaking of the
progress of the Ashmolean Museum in collecting antiquities, called
attention to the want of some organized system to prevent the loss
of many things from Oxford, which ought to have been preserved
here. He exhibited a buckle which had been just dug out at Sum-
mertown, and which he considered Anglo-Saxon. It was found with
a skeleton, and the only other object with it, as far as he could learn,
was the blade of a knife.

He also exhibited a curious instance of a silver “apostle’s spoon”
in a private collection, the peculiarity being, in the first place, that
the figure of the saint was incised in the bowl instead of being formed
into a statuette on the handle, as was the usual custom; secondly,
there was an inscription, which had puzzled many antiquaries to
decipher it. It was without doubt in the Low German language,
and in very debased Gothic letters, which were to be read as

follows :—
MARIA UT ALLER NOT.

HELP aoT UN(S)
IK HEBBE GEIA
GET DAT MIBOBA GET.

The reading which seemed to be the most probable one was,—
“ Maria, out of all need, Gop help us.
I have hope . . . . . ?”

After the various objects had been examined the meeting separated.
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Trinitp Term, 1865.

June 7. The meeting was held, by the permission of the Curators,
in the New Museum. The Rev. the Masrer orF Barrror CoLrEGE,
Vice-President, in the chair.

S. P. CockereLr, Esq., Ch. Ch., was elected a member.

Mr. J. H. Parker gave a lecture on the Church of St. Puden-
tiana at Rome.

“In order to make the history of the Church of St.Pudentiana
intelligible to persons who are not acquainted with the general
history of the city of Rome, it seems necessary to make a few
preliminary observations. :

“The church is situated in a part of the large house or palace (
of the Senator Pudens, who occupied it, and perhaps built it, in the !
time of the Emperor Claudius, about aA.p. 40. A considerable part
of this house remains, much more than is commonly supposed, or
than is mentioned in any of the guide-books: being chiefly those )
parts which are below the level of the street and the adjoining vine-
yards, they have been generally overlooked, although it has always
been known that the church was on the site of the palace, or part
of it, and it has long had the reputation of being the oldest church,
that is, the oldest foundation in Rome, and Baronius in his ‘ Annals
of the Christian Church,’ mentions the fact that parts of the palace
were in existence in his time.

¢ This palace was probably on the site of a much earlier one. Rome
being a very ancient city, most of the old palaces have been rebuilt
on the same sites again and again, and it is accidental whether any
portions of the earlier structures have been preserved or not. Each
palace had its garden or vineyard attached to it, and the whole
was fortified and separated from adjoining properties by a wide
and deep fossa on all sides, within which was the agger, or mound,
or bank.

* Originally, in the time of the early Kings of Rome, the buildings
were most probably of wood only, like those of nearly all primitive
people. On the top of the agger, or bank, would be a palisade with
wooden towers at the corners, and a wooden gatehouse, the palace
itself being further in.
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1t is probable that the palace also had been fortified in the same
manner with rude stone walls of barbarous construction, during the
time of the Kings and of the Republic, but we bave very little remain-
" ing that is earlier than the Empire.

¢“Remains of the fortifications of the time of the Empire are nu-
merous; in many cases, indeed, these walls, with the series of vaults
supporting them, seem at that time to have been built more for con-
venience, to keep up the loose earth on the sloping part securely and
make a level surface, than for defence. In some places these vaults
were used for shops, as on the clivus, leading up from the Via Sacra
to the palace and temple of Claudius. It is probable that the vaults
round the edge of the palace, supporting the level surface, in the
centre of which stood the temple, were also used for shops and
warehouses. In other parts, where the city was thickly inhabited,
these vaults were used for cellars, and it was found generally con-
venient to raise the level of the street, or vis, from the bottom of
the fossa to the tops of the arches, or often still higher, to a level
with the second story of the house.

“From this circumstance many of the ancient Roman houses
were very lofty, with two stories below the level of the street, and
three or four above that level.

“To Londoners, Somerset House and the Adelphi, built upon
sloping ground, and in close imitation of an ancient Roman house,
give a good idea of the usual plan at Rome during the Empire, and
indeed long afterwards.

¢ In these underground chambers, that is, not in the actual cellars,
but in the story above them, though still below the level of the
street, most of the early Christian churches were originally made ; that
is to say, “before the time of Constantine, when the Christians were
afraid to shew themselves too publicly on account of the frequent
persecutions to which they were subjected. St. Pudentiana was one
of these, and the original church, consecrated by Pope Pius I. about
the year 160, remains perfect under the present church, to which it
forms a crypt.

* Unfortunately it is so much filled up with loose, dry earth, that
it is difficult to get into it, or to see any part of it, except the vaults
and the top of the arches.

“ A considerable number of the chambers of the palace remain, also
filled up with loose earth in the same manner; this earth has evi-
dently been thrown in through the windows from the street and vine-

-yards above in comparatively modern times. The only one of the
chambers that I was able to examine, has evidently been made into
a bath-room in a house previously existing.

“One portion of the house above ground also remains; this is

a lofty flat wall behind the apse of the upper church, and in this wall
c
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are three large and tall windows, apparently those of the great hall,
but they are bricked up with brickwork of the time of the Empire,
which appedts nearly of the same age as the walls themselves; these
are without doubt of the first century of the Christian era. The -
apse of the church has a very fine mosaic picture of the fourth
century upon it, and the wall of the apse is built immediately within
the windows, so as completely to block them up, but not actually
part of the same construction.

“ These archsological observations agree in the most remarkable
manner with the recorded history of the church.”

At the conclusion of the lecture the PrEsIDENT made some remarks
upon the evidence; and, after a vote of thanks was passed to the
lecturer, the meeting separated.

Some Photographs and Diagrams were exhlblted illustrating the
subject of the Lecture.
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Annual Heeting, 1865.

THE Annual Meeting was held, by permission of the Curators, in
. the Taylor Building. The PrEsipENT in the chair.

'W. J. Rowland, Esq., Worcester College, was duly elected a Member
of the Society.

At the same meeting it was announced that the Due di Brolo, head
of the house of Laucia, bad been elected an Honorary Member.

The Report was read by the Junior Secretary as follows :—

ANNUAL REPORT.

““ THE meetings of the Society during the past year have not been
80 numerous as usual. The lectures, however, have been of great and
varied interest, and shew that it is from no lack of subject or.ability on
the part of members to bring fresh and valuable information before the
Society, that there is not a longer list of papers to which reference
has to be made in the Annual Report.

“In the past Michaelmas Term two interesting communications
were made to the Society. The first was by Professor Westwood, on
a series of casts taken from the relics of Charlemagne, which have been
preserved at Aix-la-Chapelle. These were interesting, both from an
artistic and historical point of view. As work of a period when we
have so few specimens remaining, they were curious as shewing how,
in some kinds of workmanship, art had so far advanced ; while, belonging
to and illustrating the life of the great monarch, they could not fail to
suggest many historical associations. On both these points Professor
‘Westwood dwelt in his lecture, in such a way as to shew the advantage
of the subjects of Art and History being taken into consideration by one
and the same society.

“ Dr. Millard’s lecture it would be somewhat difficult to classify.
Passing over the early history of printing, he shewed, by a beautiful
series of early printed books, how rapidly the art spread throughout
Europe. He pointed out how printing seemed, as far as artistic beauty
was concerned, to have sprung into existence suddenly, and in its per-
fection at the very commencement. In mentioning Dr. Millard’s name,
the Committee feel that they must do so with the regret that the
Society has lost, by his departure from Oxford, one of its earliest,
most active, and most able supporters.

“One lecture only was delivered during t.he Leot Term, but one
which excited much interest, namely, on Pompeii. Mr. Richard Phéné
Spiers had brought with him a large collection of beautiful drawings
made by his own hand. To these he had added a fine collection of
photographs and stereoscopic views, and in an able and entertainjng

c?2
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lecture he pointed out the several features of interest, which shewed
not only the daily mode of life of the inhabitants of that city, but the
suddenness offthe catastrophe which overwhelmed them.

¢ During the present Term we have had but one meeting also. On
that occasion Mr.J. H. Parker, who has but lately returned from Rome,
gave an account of his recent discoveries of the remains of buildings
beneath the church of St. Pudentiana. These buildings he considered
were certainly as early as the first century, and shewed such alterations
as we read were made in the house of Pudens, namely, first the con-
struction of baths by Novatus, the son of Pudens, and afterwards the
alteration into a church. He thought, therefore, that the remains were
without doubt those of the house of Pudens, the intimate friend of
St. Paul, Mr. Parker also briefly referred to several other antiquities
of Rome, but chiefly of Christian art.

¢TIt will be seen, by this enumeration, that both Art and History have
been fairly represented.

““Your Committee have usually taken some notice, in their Annual
Reports, of the architectural works which have been carried forward
in Oxford. During the past year they have chiefly to refer to the
progress of the works at Christ Church. This has been very rapid,
and the lofty pile now assumes an important place amongst the towers
and spires of Oxford. It is a building on which there must necessarily
be great diversity of opinion, and it is rather a question of the taste of
the age, than the manner in which the architect and those concerned
have carried out a design in the prevailing architectural fashion. This
seems to have been done in a most satisfactory manner, but whether
this fashion has arisen from a study of the true principles of the
Gothic art, is a point on which many may entertain very serious
doubts.

¢« Of less pretensions, but not devoid of much merit, is the restora-
tion of Worcester College Chapel. The decoration and fittings are of
the most elaborate kind; and while many may take exception to the
general effect as not suited to a chapel, still, as the choice lay between
carrying out fully the design of a chapel of that style, or building a new
one in another style, it seems to the Committee that, the College having
decided upon the former, they are to be congratulated ou the very perfect
way in which the work has been carried out.

¢ In Magdalen College the empty niches on the reredos have been
filled with carved figures, which add much to the effect of the chapel.

“To the new church of St.Philip and St.James a spire has been
added in accordance with the rest of the building.

“To the north of Oxford, also, a decided progress is to be remarked
in the introduction of Gothic architecture for domestic buildings. In
many instances the architect seems to have been most successful ; while,



21

near the centre of the town, the large warehouses of Messrs. Grimbly
and Hughes, and the new Randolph Hotel, exhibit a marked improve-
ment, with the one exception of their disproportionate height, upon the
buildings which they have replaced.

¢ To return to the position and prospects of the Society.

“ The state of the finances is still prosperous; but there is one point
upon which the Committee have not the pleasure at present to con-
gratulate the Society. They had hoped that the changes which were
made in the Ashmolean Museum would have been such as to admit of
their meeting in a building containing the various works of art and
antiquity, which it was their special object as a Society to describe
and explain. They are sorry to say that the changes have not pro-
duced this result, but they are still hopeful. In the interim, the want
of some definite place of meeting is highly injurious to the interests of
the Society, and they believe it is to this cause mainly that they have
to attribute the fact that their meetings have not been so numerous, or
8o numerously attended, as the interest which is manifested by the
members of the Society would fairly warrant them in anticipating.

“The past few years, however, have certainly been sufficiently
prosperous to shew that there is ample room for the Society in Oxford,
and that it is calculated to be of the greatest service to the promotion
of the study of history in the University.”

The PrESIDENT, in a few remarks, moved the adoption of the
Report, and then called upon Mr. E. A. Freruaw for his lecture on
¢ Ceesar: his Forerunners and Followers.”” Mr. Freeman said—

¢“By the order of the President I ascend the Bema, and I think it
right to say that it is only by the order of the President and Secretaries,
which I thought it my duty to obey, that I have undertaken to speak
to you on ¢ Cesar, his Forerunners and Followers.” I have not, how-
ever, been getting up the subject at all with special reference to this
lecture. At my time of life one does not come to Oxford to read, and
during the few days that I have been here, my time has been occupied
by an Academical duty, that of examining the compositions for the
Stanhope Prize, and I can therefore give you little more than the
result of a certain amount of reading and thought at different times,
some perhaps not very far distant. It is a subject which, I need not
tell you, has lately attracted a good deal of attention, owing to the
work of a certain personage, of which the last thing that I have heard
is that the publishers not being able to dispose of it at ten francs,
the original price, are awaiting the author’s instructions to know
whether they may sell it for five francs. Of that work we all pro.
bably know something, and we know pretty well the object with
which it is written and the way in which it is written—that it is
not exactly the most accurate of books in detail, and that the effect
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of it is to give perhaps the most complete perversion of history that
one has seen for a long while past. We are told that we ought to
worship great men, and then we get, by way of specimens of great
men, the elder Buonaparte, which I suppose is a delicate euphemism
for the younger, Cesar himself, and, by what extraordinary process
I know not, mixed up with these is Charles the Great. 'What busi-
ness Charles the Great has in company with either of the other per-
sonages it is not very easy to see, except the mere fact that, as the title
of Ceesar had become attached to the imperial power, it was so far of
course borne by him as well as by others. Whether the author of the
book had any confused notion that Charles the Great had something to
do with Paris and France in some capacity other than that of a German
conqueror ruling over them, I will leave other people to judge. We
are called upon to worship great men, and we are told that these are
the three great men we have to worship. If we do mot fall down:
and worship all three equally, then we are told that we are like the
Jews crucifying the Messiah, and all the rest that we read in that
notorious preface.

¢ All this talk about Ceesar and Ceesarism has turned up in various
forms, and all these odd paradoxes are cropping up in different
quarters. I take up the ¢Fortnightly Review,’ and there I find
an elaborate defence of Catilina by Mr. Beesley. It seems that
Buonaparte had served Catilina a little, but that Mr. Beesley was de-
Termined to serve him much. - In Buonaparte this was excusable.

- The name of Catilina evidently rouses a kindred feeling in his mind;
there is a natural love in the mind of a successful conspirator for every
conspirator whom he comes across. He has therefore something to
say for Clodius, for Catilina, and for everybody else of the sort who
comes on the stage. It is only fair that a man who has been guilty
of a successful midnight conspiracy should have some pity and tender-
ness for those whose conspiracies were not equally successful with his,
own. Probably if Catilina had succeeded, he would have been equally
great with Cemsar or Buonaparte. He did not succeed; therefore of
course his attempts were treasonable: so perhaps it is only a generous
thing to tell us that he was a great hero, even though at the expense
of Ceesar.

“We are told by Mr. Beesley that Ceesar was not really the successor
of Marius—that the real head of the popular party, the great man who
should be worshipped as such, was after all no other than Catilina.
Of this I do not pretend to judge; we may leave Catilina and Ceesar
to settle their own differences. One was unlucky and the other was
lucky, but I do not suppose there was much real difference between
them. Each rebelled against the laws of his country, but one rebellion
was put down and the other was successful. But apart from this,
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gll this talk about Ceesarism and the lessons we are to draw from it
seems simply to amount to something like this,—that democracy, re-

_publicanism, liberty of any sort, is something altogether worn out,
that people have only to fall down and put their necks under the heels
of these great men wherever they find them, that these great men are
to settle everything for us, that no one is to raise hand or foot against
them, that we are to assume that whatever they do must be right,
even if we cannot see how. If Ceesar or Buonaparte does anything,
we are not to weigh him in the same balance in which we should
weigh anybody else, but we are to assume that whatever he does is
done from pure, holy, and patriotic motives, and we must not venture
to say a word against him, Of course if an act of Pompey, or Cicero,
or Cato, bears the mark of human infirmity, then we may apply the
laws of common morality ; we may say this is wrong, foolish, and so
forth; but if Ceesar does exactly the same thing, it is impossible that
Ceesar could have had any but the most exalted motives, and we must
look on his acts accordingly.

““ Now putting aside all this stuff, the real lesson to be learned from
the change of Rome from a republic into the Cwmsarean despotism, is
not any general theory about democracies or aristocracies, still less
any general dogma that senates, or assemblies, or liberty itself, are all
bad and exploded things. Whatever is said of that sort is alike
utterly inapplicable both to the facts of Roman history and to the
actual occurrences -which are going on round about us. There is a
practical lesson to be drawn from the later Roman history—a lesson

~ not very practical just now, but which in the last century was ex-
ceedingly practical. I am not aware of any part of the world to which
it now applies in its fulness® but so long as the republics of Bern,
Genoa, and Venice existed as republics bearing rule over subject lands
—that is, down quite to the end of the last century—that lesson was an
exceedingly practical one, The lesson which this later Roman history
_ teaches us'is simply thls, that it is impossible that a city common-
wealth can administer an extensive empire in such a way as to consult
the freedom and welfare of its subjects. I may even say that, if you
. ~have to choose between the two, it is better to be under the yoke of
a despot than to be under the yoke of a distant republic. This proves
nothing against republics, nothing against democracy, nothing against
freedom of any kind; it proves exactly the contrary; it proves that
when a free city departs from the original principles of its freedom,
when it does not extend to other peoples that freedom which it claims
for itself, when it in this way acts inconsistently, it forfeits the cha-

® 1 leave this passage as I spoke it. I have since found that subjects of re-
publics still exist in North Germany, where the district of Vierland is held in
condominium by Liibeck and Hamburg.—E. A. F.
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racter of a free state, and proves' a worse government even than
despotism itself.

“This is the real lesson which the later Roman history teaches
us, and to apply the circumstances of that history to large countries
like England or France, or any other of the kingdoms of Europe at
this time, is utterly vain. There is no sort of analogy between their
positions; but there was the very closest analogy down to the end of
the last century between the dependencies and subject provinces of
Rome and those of the three great republics of Venice, Genoa, and
Bern. I mention Bern specially, but the same remarks will apply to
the greater number of the other Swiss cantons. I speak of Bern as
being the greatest and most famous of them all, and as a city whose

~history throughout presents a wonderful analogy to  that of Fome.
Rome set out as a city-commonwealth, just like Venice, or Berm or
Carthage, or Athens, or any other city-commonwealth, ancient or me-
dival. Gradually, through the dissensions and struggles and revo-
lutions which went on within her own walls, Rome worked out for
herself a constitution which, for a single city with a small surround-
ing territory, was one of the most admirable that human wisdom ever
did work out. We see how that constitution worked in the really
great days of Rome, the days after the feuds between the patricians
and plebeians were healed, and before the far deadlier and baser and
more destructive feuds between rich and poor began. In the later
Italian wars—the wars with Pyrrhus, the Punic wars—above all, in
the great Hannibalian war—you see the most wonderful vigour, and
power, and energy, and unanimity, everything in short that should be
seen in a free state, displayed in the action of the Roman Senate and
People. The Romans worked out for themselves a constitution in which
the aristocratic and democratic elements both came in, and that in the
very best way in which both could come in. The national sovereign
power was vested in the popular assembly, in the whole people voting in
their tribes. It was this assembly which made laws, which declared
war and peace, which elected the magistrates of the commonwealth ;
but the ordinary government of the country was carried on by a
Senate, aristocratic if you please, but most decidedly not oligarchic;
a Senate, in which no seat was hereditary, but which was filled by
those persons who had held the magistracies to which the Roman
people elected them. That the people, in choosing their magistrates,
should have a certain regard for noble birth, that among the candidates
the great deeds of those who had gone before them should tell in favour
of their descendants, was to my mind neither unnatural nor in any
way objectionable. In truth it came about at Rome, just as at
Venice and at Bern, that a certain greatness became actually hereditary
in certain families. You may see the same tendency not only in aris-
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tocratic but even in democratic states; you may see it in the smallest
Swiss cantons, that members of great families, whenever their members
shewed themselves at all worthy of distinction, were preferred before
anybody else. That is a tendency which has always existed ; it always
will exist; it is not the creation of law, and law cannot alter it. But
during the great days of the Roman people you cannot fairly call the
government an oligarchy, because every political office was open to
every citizen. One of the consuls must be a plebeian; both might be
plebeians, both could not be patricians. As the Roman commonwealth
extended itself, as it conquered this place by arms and admitted that
place as an ally, till gradually a large territory round about the city
was admitted to the Roman franchise, it naturally happened that the
citizens of these places were admitted to the franchise in a body, with-
out any regard to their former condition in their own cities. The
nobles, therefore, of these conquered and allied cities received only the
plebeian franchise, and consequently many of the plebeians were as
rich and as noble; and boasted as long pedigrees, as any Fabius or
Cornelius. This was one thing among others which gave to the
struggles of the Roman commons that character which sets them above
almost any other commons that we read of. But every office was per-
fectly open to every Roman citizen, and it was simply a sort of habit
which gradually confined the great offices to members of certain
families, to the old patrician houses, and to those great plebeian
families, which, though once looked down on by the patricians, had
now fully established their place as their equals. When Metellus
thought it monstrous that Marius should stand for the consulship, he
might have remembered that a few centuries before Appius Claudius
would have thought it equally monstrous for Metellus himself to
stand. By dint of this constitution, this beautiful mixture of aris-
tocracy and democracy, allowing scope for the best elements of both,
and repressing the worst elements of both—by dint of this consti-
tution the Romans gradually conquered Italy and the Mediterranean
world; but then it naturally appeared that this constitution, so admi-
rably suited for a single city and a small territory, was absolutely
unfitted to administer so vast a dominion.

“The subjects and dependents of Rome were now grouped around
the full citizens in different degrees. First came the Latins, a sort
of half citizens, any Latin being able to become a Roman citizen by
various easy ways, such as by holding a magistracy in his own town,
or by several other means—imperfect citizens we may call them ;
then came the Italian allies, commonwealths retaining a large amount
of independence among themselves, but bound to serve Rome in her
wars, and too often subjected to a good deal of irregular oppression.
Their legal condition, however, was certainly not an oppressive one,
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but of course it was very galling to the feelings of a formerly inde-
pendent city to be commanded in all its external affairs by another
city. Beyond these you find the provincials, absolute foreigners, in
utter subjection, subjection indeed often cloaked under the name of
alliance, but still holding a position in every way distinctly in-
ferior, not only to the Romans but to the Italian allies also. The
allies, no less than the citizens, were looked upon as a superior class
by the provincials, and the provincials united the Italians with the

_Romans in the common hatred which they bore to them, for we find

that in the great massacre of the Romans by order of Mithridates, the
Italian allies were massacred no less than the Roman citizens.

““ Now here we come to the great difficulty and to the great lessom.
The Roman commonwealth gradually extended itself over the whole
of Italy— I say the Roman commonwealth extended itself thus far; of
course the Roman dominion extended itself much further. I mean
by the Roman commonwealth the body formed of thuse who had real
rights of citizenship, and the right of citizenship was extended far
more liberally by the Roman commonwealth than by any other city-
commonwealth on record. Still it was utterly impossible that any
mere city-commonwealth, however liberal in communicating its fran-
chise, could solve the great problem of giving a really practical free
constitution to any very extensive territory. Representation was a
thing unheard of in all the ancient commonwealths. The only way
by which a city like Rome could communicate freedom to any other
city, was by giving the citizens of that city a direct vote in the
Roman assembly. The citizens of a place admitted to the Roman
franchise were either formed into a new tribe for the purpose, or elge
they were admitted into some one of the existing tribes. There was
a wide difference in the political weight possessed by the new citizens,
according as one or other of these courses was adopted, still in either
cage every one of the citizens of that city received a personal share
in legislation, in the election of magistrates, and in the declaration of
war and peace. He received a personal share, not merely a share by
representation. If a man wished to exercise his franchise as a Roman
citizen, he. could not do so simply by electing a delegate to go up and
sit at Rome, and vote in his name; he must himself go to Rome and
vote personally. This, in Italy, as throughouf the ancient world, was
the only means which any city had of extending its franchise, and
Rome did thus extend its franchise far more liberally than any other
city. What was the result? That constitution which worked so
admirably for a single city with a small surrounding territory, com-
pletely broke down when it attempted to administer a large empire.

"The more liberal you are with your franchise, the more people you admit

to it, the more utterly unmanageable and unruly becomes the popular
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assembly in which all those people have personal votes. I suppose it
never happened that the whole multitude of Roman citizens came |
together, but we know they did assemble in enormous numbers, some- ‘
times filling the whole Forum, and getting on the roofs and giving
their votes from the housetops. In short, the numbers of the Roman ; i
assembly were so enormous that it at last became simply a mob, a thing
which I need not say the assembly of Athens never became. The
_Athenian assembly always remained distinctly not a mob but a pat lia-
“ment—a very large parliament certainly, but still a parhament with
~its regular mode of proceedings, its rules of order, breaches of which
made any act invalid, its debates carried on in a perfectly regular
way. We know quite well that the Roman assembly, in the days of
Ceesar and long before, had ceased to be anything of the kind; it had
become simply an enormous mob, a mob which very often mstead of
peaceably voting took to fighting.

““Now all this was the immediate result of the vast extension of the
Roman franchise. That franchise was gradually extended over the
parts round about Rome, and, after the Social War, over the whole of
Italy. Of course to extend it to the provinces was never attempted or
thought of till long after, when Roman citizenship had become a mere
name, and was, in short, rather a disadvantage, as involving extra tax-
ation, and no longer conferring any political privilege whatever. Thus
every extension of the Roman franchise simply made the democratic
element in the Roman constitution more utterly unruly and unmanage-
able. Then, looking beyond the limits of those Italian allies who were
gradually called into citizenship, you have provinces where the people,
to speak roughly, had no political rights at all, but simply local and
municipal rights, rights always liable to be trodden under foot by the
commanders of the legions sent to keep them in order, and not con-
ferring the least share direct or indirect in the management of the
state to which they were subject. Undoubtedly this position of sub-

_jects of a republic is the worst condition into which any. people can
fall. And the freer the ruling republic is in itself, the worse it is for
the ) people who have to be governed by it. In the common bailiwicks
of Switzerland, the districts which belonged to all the cantons in
common, each canton sent a bailiff in turn, and in those years in
which the subject district got an aristocratic bailiff from Bern or

. Ziirich they were very much better governed than when they had

a democratic bailiff from Uri or Unterwalden. The reason is obvious.

In a democratic state, the very feeling of its own liberty will often,

I am sorry to say, make the citizens take a certain pleasure in

the difference between themselves and their subjects; while in an
aristocrakic republic, the ruling body are in the habit of governing

a large number of subjects near at home. Consequently when the
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common bailiwicks had a Bernese nobleman for their go'vemor, that
was a prosperous year compared with one when there came a man
from Uri or Unterwalden, who had too often simply bought the yearly
magistracy in the Landesgemeinde, and, just like Verres on a small
scale, went to make the most he could out of it. Thus you have these
two main vices developed as soon as Rome attempted to govern, first
the whole of Italy, and then gradually the whole world. The popular
assembly became a mere ungovernable mob, which could not deliberate
or discharge its legislative and elective functions in any regular way,
and the whole system rendered it impossible that the provincials should
* be otherwise than badly governed.

“Now the political experience of the ancient world supplied no
means by which these outrageous evils could be obviated; repre-
sentation was unheard of, and for Rome to have united all her con-
“quests in a federal system was a thing which neither aristocratic nor
democratic Romans would ever have thought of stooping to for a mo-
ment. There lay the real evil, and undoubtedly in a certain sense the
despotism of the Ceesars was a relief from some of the results of those
evils. There can be no doubt that for the provinces the establishment
of the Empire was a_ dlstlnct gam, for, bad as the administration was
under the emperors, oppresslve as were many of the governors who were
sent, there was a real improvement on what had gone before, and there
was more hope of redress for the provincials against a bad governor in
the imperial times than there had been in the times of the republic.
But what does that prove? Not that all republics, or that democratic
republics, are bad, or that liberty is in any shape bad, but simply that
people professing to be themselves free ought not to hold other people
in bondage. That is the lesson, a lesson which was practical as long
as there were republics, down to the end of the last century, which did
hold dependencies in exactly the same relation in which the Roman
republic held a large portion of the world. This is a very good prac-
tical lesson for those who want it, but it is one quite different from
what Buonaparte and others attempt to draw from the same facts.
Those facts prove nothing whatever as to democracy being a bad
thing; they simply prove that a democracy with a primary assembly
cannot administer more than a very small state. If you want to
govern more than a very small territory as a free state, you must
resort to representation or federation, or some other similar system.

“So far I have no doubt that Cesar did a certain amount of in-
direct good for the provinces. Meanwhile in Rome itself things had
come to that pitch that real liberty was to be looked for anywhere
else than in the popular assembly. I understand by liberty, a state
of things where men can stand up, without fear and without danger,
and express two contrary opinions, and then take a fair and free vote
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between them. In Ciwesar’s time this could still be done in the Roman
senate, but it could no longer be done in the Roman assembly. I
therefore say that liberty in those days was to be looked for no longer
in the democratic but in the aristocratic element of the Roman com-
monwealth. The favourers of despotism sometimes argue that we,
who take the democratic side in other portions of history, are incon-
sistent when we side with Cato, and Cicero, and Brutus, and the rest, i
because they were essentially aristocrats. I can see no incomsistency .
in so doing. I do not care about the name of democracy or aristocracy, |
or any other name, I go in for liberty wherever I can find it; and °
I do say that in the Senate there still lingered an element of real |
liberty which in the public assembly had ceased to exist. Therefore
I hold that, bad and corrupt as the whole system was, it is in the
Senate—where Cicero spoke, and Cato, and Catulus, and all those
others who doubtless had their faults like other people, but who I still
believe were really great and good men, far better, at any rate, than
any who were opposed to them—that it was in the Senate, among
__these men, sristocrats as they were, that we have to ook for the true
element of hbertz in the later duys of the Roman commonwealth.
Now that last element of hberty was trampled out by Caesar, the

& mob utterly incapable of carrying on any peaceable discussion, but -
which took to sticks and stones, and sometimes to sharper weapons,
~ as the best argument they could find to settle their differences. But
Cwsar did not appear suddenly: he had his forerunners. A change
had been hanging over the commonwealth for a long time. You first
get the beginnings of the change in the days of the two Gracchi.
At that time the popular element was not so completely corrupt, and
I see in the Gracchi, at least, two men whom we are called upon to
reverence as having done what they could for the real benefit of the
people. There is a writer who, I am given to understand, is greatly in
vogue in this University just now, namely Theodore Mommsen, who
I suppose was there himself to find out all about it, for he seems to
know so exactly what everybody did and thought; everything that
Caius Gracchus said in his own bedchamber seems somehow to be re-
vealed to him. Ng_le_&lﬁ'e/ss that I was not there, and that 1 there-
fore do not know quite so much about it. When we are told that
Caius Gracchus aimed at royalty, I can only say that I see not the
slightest shadow of evidence for anything of the sort. To be sure, we
have in these days got to do without evidence. l‘lgis_'ljgt_mg_ggg,‘who
_appears to be the idol now, just as Niebuhr was in my time, lives in
“a a region al ‘altogether beyond the law of evidence. He does not give you
any references, or any reasons for thinking so and so, but he gives
you theories, many of which are the strangest paradoxes anybody
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ever heard of, and which are stuck into the text just as if they
were the most certain facts which nobody ever had disputed. I see
no evidence whatever that Caius Gracchus ever aimed at royalty;
I simply see that, having been very much persecuted and ill-used
in various ways, he at last unfortunately resorted to violent mea-
sures in behalf of his schemes, and so perished. Next after him came
Drusus, and now we find ourselves in the thick of the Social War and

of the great question of the admission of the Italians to the franchise.
The claims of the Italians were taken up and thrown down again in the
most remarkable way by both sides; they were sometimes taken up by
the aristocratic party against the people, and sometimes by the people
against the aristocracy. The Italians were thus tossed backwards and
forwards just as might be convenient to one party or the other, till
—in the end came the great Social War. Now that Social War I wish
to draw partxcular attention to, because it is there that a man stands
forth to whom it seems to me that a sort of injustice has béen domne.
If we are to worship ¢ great wicked men,” tyrants who boast them-
selves that they can do mischief, I think we may find one of that
order greater than either Ceesar or Buonaparte. It seems to me that
both of these are mere paltry performers tompared with Sualla, In
him you find a real man, a true peyalompdypwv Te xai kakompdypav, Who
did whatever he had to do in the most thorough way that any man in
this world ever did—a man, who in the midst of all his crimes (and
I grant that his crimes were greater in themselves than the crimes
of either Ceesar or of either Buonaparte,) had still a sort of feeling
that he was doing something which he himself looked upon as right.
This is what it is utterly impossible to see in the career of any of his
rivals. We are told, indeed, that everything that Cesar did must
have been patriotic because it was Cwmsar who did it, but I cannot

"-_—_\

see any signs of patriotism in the career of Cwmsar. I simply see
a man stained with every conceivable private vice o and pubhc ini-
quity, but who had at the same time certain qualities which made
him peisonally agreeable, and who was too wise to rush into crimes
which were not needful for his purpose. Therefore, though he scrupled
at nothing to serve his objects, yet when he came to power he did not
use it in any particularly cruel or oppressive way. It is exactly the
same with his modern successor; he, too, sticks at no crime to gain hip
objects; he murders people in the streets, sends the best men in the
land to prison, and ships the rest to Cayenne, but we do not see the
exact system of government of Phularis or Apollodéros revived under
him any more than it was revived under Cwmsar. But where the
patriotism, the self-sacrifice, is in either case, I, at least, cannot see.
In the case of Sulla, however, you do see a man who really did
make war for an idea, a man who had a principle, a man who evi-
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dently thought nothing of himself, who was ready to go through
any toil and to commit any crime, not simply for his own aggrandise-
ment, but for that of the party to which he had devoted himself. This
extreme spirit of party is doubtless in itself a vice, but it becomes
a virtue when compared with the pure personal selfishness of Ceesar
or Buonaparte. You have in Sulla a man who devotes himself to .
the anstocratlc iiitrty, who, 'to reesta.bllsh the power of the Roman aris-
“will slaughter any number ‘of men, and lay waste any number of pro-
vinces; but when he has done his work he does not take to himself
crowns and sceptres, he does not call himself Emperor, and expect
people to bow down at his feet and call him ‘ Your Imperial Majesty ;’
he does not, like Ceesar, send out to see whether the people can, by
any trick, be got to salute him as King; he does not ask for a laurel
crown because he happens to be bald; he does not seek to found
a dynasty in his own honour; he has children and nephews, but he
leaves them simply in the rank of Roman patricians in which they
were born. When he has done all his work, when he has restored
what he looked on as the ancient government, he lays down his power,
he goes home without a Single lictor, he offers to give an account of
anything he has done to any one who desired it, he lives the rest of his
life unmolested, and at last he dies in his bed. If a man is to be
a criminal at all, this is surely the grand style of criminal,—this man
“who felt it needless to surround himself by guards, who could walk
home and live for the rest of his days as a private citizen, and leave
his children to be private citizens after him. If a man is to be a
tyrant, surely this is a very much greater and grander tyrant than
Cmsar. But some may say that Sulla’s work died out, and that Csesar’s
~Tasted. I deny altogether that the work of Sulla has died out. It is
to be seen in the history of Italy and in the history of the world from
that time to this, quite as plainly written as the work of Casar. In
his immediate aim of restoring the Roman aristocracy no doubt Sulla
did fail, but there are two practical points at the present moment in
which we see the effect of Sulla’s career. In every fresh piece of news
from Rome and Italy we may still see the hand of Sulla working for
good and for evil. Why is it that Rome still occupies such a place in
the hearts of Italy and the world, that men are anxious to know what
is to become of Rome, with a feeling which does not extend to any
other city of Italy or of Europe? And again, how is it that the;
southern part of Italy has for ages been in a wholly different position
from the northern, that it still lags behind all the rest, that for cen-
turies we have there heard of misgovernment and brigandage, such as
northern Italy even in its worst days never knew ? To whom is all
this due? I believe that it is due, both for good and for evil, far more,

.
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to Sulla than it is to Csesar. Remember, Cemsar enslaved Rome, Caesar
reigned over Rome, but Cesar never saved Rome. But Sulla did save
_‘1{,0313.; he saved her from dangers as fearful as when Pyrrhus or Han-
nibal drew near her gates. Ceesar overcame Gaul, but Sulla overcame
the last struggle of free Italy, a struggle in which Rome was for the
last time brought to the brink of ruin. When Pontius Telesinus—
a descendant no doubt of the old Pontius—was at the Colline gate
with his Samnites, crying out that Italy would never be free from the
wolves whilst the wood that sheltered them was allowed to stand,
then Rome was in danger indeed, and Sulla, and Sulla alone, rescued
her from that danger. It was fairly on the cards that Rome might
have been conquered, and, if so, Rome would probably have been de-
stroyed, at all events she could never afterwards have kept up her
former place in Italy. Sulla thus saved Rome, while Cesar simply
enslaved her. Then look at the state of southern Italy from that time
onward. Those brave old Samnites, whose unconquered spirit shone
forth then just as it had done in earlier times, were a people who
could not be held down, but who might be exterminated. Extermi-
nated they were, and southern Italy has been a desert ever since.
The whole difference which we now see between the south of Italy
and the north, between the Samnite country, the truest old Italy,
and Etruria and Cisalpine Gaul ; the whole diffefence between these
two regions arises from the extermination of that noble people at
the hands of Sulla. ‘

—— ~ “This is crime indeed, but it is erime done on a grand scale, and
crime which, in its results, has never been effaced. Sulla devastated
Italy, but he at least did it in the cause of Rome’s dominion ; it was
reserved for another ¢Saviour of society,” for the protector of the
Holy Father, the eldest son of the Church, to do the same evil work,
in the cause of Rome’s subjection to a foreign enemy.

“If we then are to fall down and worship a man because of his
nower of doing evil to his species, at any rate let us choose the great-
28t of his class, let us fall down and worship Lucius Cornelius Sulla
rather than Caius Julius Cesar. Run through the early career of
Ceesar, and where is this pure patriotism of which we are told? I
confess that I see no traces of it. I see a man who, if you judge his
actions like those of other men, is of all men the most unprincipled.
You find him affecting great zeal at omce for written law and for
abstract righteousness. He is so zealous for abstract righteousness
that he must punish and condemn to death certain of Sulla’s creatures
because of the crimes they had committed during Sulla's dominion.
This was doubtless very right as a matter of abstract justice, but it
was entirely contrary to the written law, which secured them from
all punishment. And if Ceesar had this horror of all who had shared
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in Sulla’s atrocities, how is it he did not shew that horror for the
foremost and very worst of them, for Lucius Sergius Catilina? If
Ceesar was thus high-principled, how are we to account for his wanton
attack on old Rabirius, dragging him forth on a very doubtful charge
for an offence committed thirty-nine years before? Probably Ceesar
had no serious intention that Rabirius should be put to death, other-
wise he would have never yielded so easily to the mere dodge of
pulling down the flag planted at the Janiculum and so of dispersing
the assembly. Probably there was no real blood-thirstiness in the
business, but simply a wish to frighten the other party; still, was so
shabby a trick the act of a perfectly righteous and patriotic man ?

¢ Again, was it the act of such a purely patriotic man to make
a similar ungenerous attack on the best man in Rome, on Catulus,
whom all Rome respected and admired, to bring a charge of pecu-
lation against him which he could not prove, and to try to prevent his
putting his name on the newly finished temple? Then again, if
Ceesar was perfectly honest, how are we to account for his joining
wicked people like Pompeius and .Crassus? In that notorious book
you find these men called by every conceivable name; they are
wicked and foolish in every way, almost as bad, in short, as Cicero
and Cato. No doubt there were great crimes to be laid to the charge
of both of them, but if so, why did this immaculate Cmsar link his
fortunes with theirs? We are told that Pompeius and Crassus must
have had bad motives for joining Ceesar, but that Cesar could have
had only good motives for joining Pompeius and Crassus. That is
a sort of historical morality which I do not understand. If Pompeius
and Crassus were such thoroughly bad men, then Camsar who joined
them in & series of unprincipled acts could not have been perfectly
righteous and patriotic. I only ask for the same laws of morality to
be applied to him as to others, In the career of Camsar I see through-
out a career purely selfish; notindeed a career of pure mischief; Caesar
was not a man who delighted in bloodshed or oppression, quite the con-
trary; heprobably would have shrunk from many of the acts of Sulla.
I do not believe that he would have had thousands of prisoners put to
death in cold blood, at any rate not if they were Roman citizens or
allies. Still Sulla was acting for a principle, Caesar was acting simply
for himself; you ou can see nothing in Casar’s whole career but a deter-
mination to put himself at the head of everything, at any cost, pro-
bably with as little crime as might be, but still with any amount of
crime that might be needful for his purpose. And when Cesar had
got power, then comes his paltry love of gewgaws and titles and
ornaments, his dodging for this honour and the other, which is just
what we see in his modern follower, but which we do not see in the
great wicked man Sulla.

D
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« And now for one word as to Ceesar's death. Remember that, when
Cmsar was put to death, it was an act which we must not judge by our
modern notions, by our special English notions. These notions lead us
to look with undue harshness on those who put him to death. 'We have
a horror of assassination under any shape or circumstances, which is
mainly to be attributed to the events of our own history. Here, in
England, political assassination has never been necessary at any time.

) We have never had a tyrant in such a position that we could not
dispose of him either by force of law or on the field of battle. We
! are therefore hardly in a fair position to judge of other countries and
) other times whose feelings were wholly different. The death of Ceesar
! was not assassination in our sense. Jure cesus est. He was killed
Junder the old Valerian law, by which it was lawful, by which it was
the duty of every citizen, to put to death any one who had put himself
n the position in which Ceesar put himself. 'When Brutus, Cassius,
/and the rest killed Ceesar, they were not breaking the law of Rome, but
; obeymg it. We may think, if we please, that a law which puts such
power into the hands of private persons was a bad law, but such was
the law of Rome, and these men were simply obeying it when they
smote Cesar. Jure cesus est. He was righteously put to death;
whether prudently is altogether another matter. The event is often
held to prove that it was not prudent, but we must not judge wholly
from the event. As it turned out, the imperial despotism was re-
established in another person after several years of confusion and civil
war. It may therefore be plausibly argued that it would have been
better to have let Ceasar go on living and reigning. On the other
hand, it is evident that the second Cmsar learned a great deal from the
fall of the first. His yoke became much lighter; he was much more
prudent and much less insolent, no doubt because his uncle’s fate was
before his eyes. We do not find in Augustus anything like the craving
after personal display, the seeking after titles and crowns, which we
see in the first Ceesar. We see a man who clutches, it is true, at abso-
lute power, but who will hold it in the most decorous and quiet way;
a man who rules absolutely, not by calling himself king or even dicta-
tor, but by uniting several contradictory offices, by getting one grant of
power after another, a grant of this extraordinary power for five years,
of the other extraordinary power for ten, all which in the aggregate
formed a practical despotism, but by which the reality of subjection
was never put insolently forward before the eyes of the nation. Every-
thing was done in the most quiet and cautious way, which must have
done something at any rate to lighten the yoke. Whether, if the elder
Cmsar had gone on in the full swing and insolence of his prosperity,
he would have given Rome anything like the forty years of peace and
quiet that his nephew gave them, may, I think, be very much doubted.
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If so, it is clear that those who put Cemsar to death did not do gquite
such a mischievous act as it at first sight appears. They not only cut
off one tyrant, but they did a good deal to temper the tyranny of those
who came after him. Now in the state of things which Rome had
got into, when the democracy was completely corrupted, when the
provinces were in such a state that almost any change was better for
them, it is probable that the establishment of the imperial despotism
was in a certain sense a necessity ; but it was a necessity only because
the republic had forsaken the duty of a republic, because it had re-
fused to other people the freedom which it claimed for itself. It was
a necessity only, because it was better for the provinces to have one
master than many masters. But that any form of free government,
whether aristocratic or democratic, under which you can express two
opinions and take a vote between them, is in itself inferior to the
absolute power of one man, is the falsest and most mischievous in-
ference that ever was drawn from history in any age. And what is
this Ceesarism? T believe it to be the worst of all governments Ido
“not mean that is necessarily the most oppressive ; if you look diligently
you may find some eastern Sultans, some Greek and Italian tyrants,
who were far more oppressive ; but was not the peaceable government
of Augustus, is not the government of Buonaparte_ at this time, the
most corrupting of " all governments > We are told that they make
their people prosperous and quiet and all that, but is it not the
very greatest mischief of the system that they do so? A good old-
fashioned tyranny, which sends people off to prison, which murders
this man and plunders another, really does less mischief; there is some
hope of a nation under that sort of tyranny, some hope that it may rise
and get rid of its tyrant; but a tyrant like Augustus or Buonaparte,
after the proscription or the coup d’éfat is past, does nothing of that
outrageous kind; he rather puts his people into a sort of fool’s

para.dlse, and gives them a prosperity like that of the hog in his stye;
he is a tyrant under whom people may eat and drink and get rich, but
under whom every noble aspiration is crushed, under whom there is
no political or literary life, nothing for men to do but fall down
and worship as they are bid. Whether such an one is more or less
criminal than the other class of tyrant, I do not profess to say; whe-
ther Phalaris with his brazen bull sinned more or less deeply than
Cmsar or Buonaparte, I do not profess to say; but I do say that
Phalaris did not do half the damage to the world which Csesar and
Buonaparte have done.

- “The old style of tyranny does not corrupt, but provoke the people;
such a tyranny sets people’s backs up, and cannot last long: but
- Cepsarism corrupts the people; they learn to hug their chains, and
when they come to hug their chains there is no more hope for them.
This then is surely the worst of all governments. Even an oli-
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garchy or a democracy administering distant provinces, though it may
be actually more oppressive, does not in the same way corrupt. It
may do a great deal of mischief while it lasts, but it does not neces-
sarily corrupt or degrade a people. Look for instance at the canton
of Vaud, held for 260 years in complete bondage to Bern exactly in
the same way that the provinces were to Rome. Vaud was not op-
pressed in any bloody or rapacious way, but it was deprived of all its
political rights, and its inhabitants were subjected to many galling dis-
tinctions. Still it was never corrupted, and, now the yoke is re-
moved, we see it one of the freest and happiest parts of the world.
Is any part of France likely to fare as well? No, because the
government—oppressive according to our notions, but not oppressive
according to French notions—is something much worse than oppres-
sive, it is corrupting. There lies the real sin of Cwsarism, Buona-
partism, or whatever v_vef’{nay call it; it _malkos @en corrupt, it stifles
everything good and great in them, it does not leave them even the
energy into which other tyrannies arouse them, the energy to rise and
shake off their chains. Let us reverence great men wherever we find
them, but it is not among Ceesars or Buonapartes that we are to look
for them. Let us not deify any man, and let us look somewhere else
for the great men whom we may reasonably reverence; let us seek for
men who did not do mischief to their species, but who did good; men
who delivered nations, not men who enslaved them ; men who founded
constitutions, not men who destroyed them. There have been men
who have had despotic power in their hands and who have laid it
aside; there have been men who have been tyrants, and who have
willingly given up their tyranny ; there have been men who had the
chance of becoming tyrants and who did not choose to become such. We
have a Lydiadas in the old world and a Cavaignac in the new; Lydiadas,
who of his own accord laid aside the tyranny, and Cavaignac who re-
fused to seize the tyranny when it was within his grasp. Such men
as these are surely worthy of far more reverence than either Ceesars or
Buonapartes. If we wish for great men to reverence, there are plenty
of them, We may choose from among the men who founded and
fostered freedom in all lands and ages; we need not go for triads of
great men to Cwmsar, Charles the Great, and Buonaparte, though I
_again protest against Charles the Great being placed in any such com-
‘pany ; we need not go to crowned heads of any sort ; we have thé men
~" who founded free constitutions instead of overthrowing them, the men
who delivered nations instead of enslaving them. Instead of Casars
and Buonapartes we have Kleisthenés, Licinius, and Simon of Mont-
fort; we have Timole6n, Washington, and Garibaldi.”

At the conclusion of the lecture, a vote of thanks to the lecturer
having been passed, and somg-rem by the PrESIDENT, the
mecting separated. SREYERISEHE A
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