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GENTLEMEN GLASS-MAKERS.

According to the testimony of several authors, the general
opinion admitted even in the present day is that formerly the
mere trade of a glass-maker carried nobility with it; in a
word, that every common glass-maker was ennobled by the
mere fact of the nature of his trade.

Since such a prerogative—however impolitic it must have
been, by doing the most flagrant and unmerited injustice to
other important branches of industry—has been, and is still
admitted as an historical fact,let us examine for a moment,
as briefly as possible, on what ground this nobility rests, if it
ever existed, and what could have been the origin of the
CITOT.

The two principal offenders, in our opinion, are a poet and
a celebrated potter ; the first (Frangeis Maynard, French poet,
born at Toulouse in 1582, and died 1646), by saying in his
epigram against the poet Saint Amand, ¢ Your nobility is
puny, for you are not descended from a prince, Daphnis;
geatleman of glass, should you fall to the ground, then fare-
well to your dignity ;” and the second (Bernard Palissy, born
in the diocese of Agen, about 1510, died in Paris, 1589), by
employing this phrase in his immortal work, “ Glass-making
is a noble art, and those engaged in it are noble.”

Firsi, we undertake to establish that we are far from be-
lieving that a common glass-maker, more than any other
manufacturer, ever merited or even ever obtained letters of
nobility. Passing over these very rare exceptions, we are
concerned here only with the corporaticn as a whole; in
short, we shall endeavor to prove that,in France,the con-
dition, the art even, if you like, of the glass-malker did never
of necessity confer nobility on every one practicing it.

As regards the two authorities antagonistic to our opinion,
we give the text of one of numerous decrees which were
issued against the plebeians on all occasions when they at-
tempted to lay claim to nobility.

Here is the text of a dccree of the Cour des Aides, at Paris,
in September, 1597.

“ . . . {rom the mere fact of working and trading in
glass-ware,the glass-makers could not claim to have acquired
nobility or right of exemption ; nor, on the other hand, could
the inhabitants of the locality assert that a nobleman was
doing anything derogatory to his title by being a glass-
maker.”

From this cnactment, repeated on each new attempt at
usurpation, the natural consequence is, that the ordinary
glass maker did not acquire nobility, and that the nobleman
did not forfeit his by devoting himself to the glass trade. A
still more recent proof is found in Article 2 of the privilege
granted to Du Noyer, by Louis X1V., 1665, to found the man-
ufactory at St. Gobain, “ Du Noyer may take as co-partners,
even nobles and ccclesiastics, without it being derogatory to
their nobility.”

In support of our assertions, let us further cite an article
of a decree issued by the Venetian senate, which certainly of
all past governments is that which has accorded the greatest
number of prerogatives to glass-malcers,

“ The Senate decides that the marriage of a nobleman with
the daughter of a glass-maker is contracted with the condi-
tion that the title of nobility be transmitted to their issue.”

Nobility then is for the son of a noble; but as is seen, ple-
beian rauk is still for the father-in-law.

The qucstion of plebeians not having a right tc nobility, as
well as that of non-forfriture for the noblemen being thus
clearly settled, let us see what advantages accompanied the
privileges generally conferred on noblemen, a favor of which
we will shortly mention the cause.

These privileges are all mentioned in the letters patent of
November 24, 1598, conferring on Balthasar de Belleville, ap-
plying equally to him and his brother nobles, the permission
to establish a glass-house in Normandy, and declaring them
cxempt from all excise, subsidies, imposts, customs, taxes on
land, barriers, highways, tolls, commissions, bandage,robinege,
district, passage, and bridge and river dues.

In a word, the gentlemen glass-makers were then released
from all existing imposts, which it is evident were rather nu-
merous.

Was this favor—monopoly even, if you like—granted to
nobility, prcjudicial to plebeian glass-makers, as several writ-
ers have affirmed ? We believe the contrary. While allow-
ing even that the nobles profited by the labor of the plebe-
jan, it is to the nobleman alone that the common glass-
makers owed their establishment and afterwards their for-
tune.

In order to discover the origin of this association, we must
go back to that remote period when the nobleman readily
sold his castle in order to support the dignity of his escutch-
con in a tournament; or even to those warlike times when
every subject hastened to place at his king’s service the
vassals on his domain, both great and small, armed and
equipped at his own expense. We shall then see many of
them returning to these domains covercd equally with glory
and debt, that is, ruined.

This condition, sad for any one, was disastrous to the nobil-
ity, for it is known that the law formally cxcluded them, and
that under pain of forfeiture of title, from commerce, by
which alone they could have retrieved their fortune,.

However ardently the kings of IFrance might wish to abol-
ish a law which pressed heavily on those alone who had sac-
rificed everything in the service of their country, this desire
was paralyzed by the pride of the other nobles, who, still
rich, compelled them to maintain in all its rigor a law in
which, for fear of a subterfuge or oversight being found, all
the trades then known were mentioned. Atlast this law
shared the fate of everything not adapted to the times ; and
i it did nct at once fall into disuse, a new importation, and

consequently one not specified in the list of prohibited trades,
glass-making, appearcd, which allowed the kings, while still
adhering to the ancient law, to profit by its silence relating
to glass-making, and thus to open a resource as indispensable
to the rising trade as to the re-establishment of the noble-
man’s fortune,

Such, in our opinion, is the real origin of the “gentlemen
glassmalers,” who, being nobles by birth, and no longer in
dread of the law of forfeiture, in consideration of certain
dues, delivered up their forests to the plebeian glass-makers.
The latter, thanks to the nobles, found therein everything
which they required, that is, space adapted to their trade,
wood, without which they could not work, and still further,
all the profits accruing from the exemptions, which being ac-
corded to the lord alone, formed what in the present day
would be known under the name of common capital.

From the preceding then, we conclude that, with some
very rare exceptions, the title of *“gentlemen glass-malkers”
was granted only to nobles who had the monopoly worked
on their estate.— Wonders of Glassinaking.

—_———eo————————~
The Private Life of Galileo.

The account of the private life of Galileo, unlike many
such accounts, €oes not give us much insight into the man-
ners and customs and conditions of society at the time of
which it treats, both because Galileco had so little real do-
mestic life, and because the main correspondence which fur-
nishes these private details took place between a nun (who
of all persons can know least of the external world) and
Galileo himself, and her letters to him have been preserved,
while his answers to them have perished. Your great phi-
losopher as a rule is exceedingly undomestic, and the proofs
of this are so common that we necd not quote a single ex-
ample ; the petty details of home weary them, and prevent
the abstraction requisite for their labors: so the auncient
Brahmins, who reasoned as profoundly as any light of West-
ern civilization, lived in the solitudes of the forests of Ancient
India; so Descartes withdrew himself from the world, and
remained buried in the quiet of his country house while he
produced his “ Meditations.”

Galileo also was by no means domestic. Of his three
natural children, his son Vincenzio was a constant thorn in
his side. He was a lazy fellow, who was always writing to
his father for money, and who, Italian like, preferred to idle
away hislifein singing and lute-playing, to adopting any
profession or attempting to get his own livelihood. We can-
not find one good quality in Vincenzio Galileo ; he was mean,
sclfish, inconsiderate, and unnatural in Lis behavior towards
his father. One example of this is sufficient. He had quar-
tered himself on his father, together with his wife and child-
ren, when the plague broke out in the neighborhood ; where-
upon Vincenzio deserted the old man, and went to a more
healthy locality, leaving his father to take his chance with
the other inhabitants of the district. Galileo’s daughters
Polissena and Virginia were placed in the Convent of St.
Matthew, at Arcetri, in 1614, when the eldest was only thir-
teen years old ; henceforth they became Sister Maria Celeste
and Sister Arcangela, Of the latter we hear but little, but
Sister Maria Celeste constantly corresponded with her father,
and the greater number of her letters have been preserved,
and are now in the Palatine Library at Florence. These let-
ters contain some interesting details of convent life of the
period, but of necessity they do not bear upon many of the
doings of the outside world ; their general tenor is the same
throughout ; they are full of her love for Heaven and for her
“dear lord and father,” as she was wont to call Galileo, and
they almost invariably pass to an opposite extreme of mat-
ters exceedingly of the earth, earthy—the baking of cakes,
the mending of linen, the getting up of his collars and so on.
She tells her father all the minute details of her work, as:
“T have been extremely busy at the dinner-napkins. They
are near finished ; but now I come to putting on the fringe, I
find that of the sort I send asa pattern, a piece is wanting
for two dinner-napkins: that will be four braccia” 'The
last paragraph of this desultory letter begins, “These few
cakes I send are some I made a few days ago, intending to
give them to you when you come to bid us adieu;” and ends,
«T thank Him for everything, and pray that He will give you
the highest and best felicity ;” and a postscript immediately
follows this—* You can send us any collars that want getting
up.”

Galileo’s villa was very near the convent, and a constant
interchange of courtesy seems to have taken place; Galileo
sent money and presents of meat and wine, while Sister Ma-
ria Celeste sent him plums, and baked pears, and candied
fruits, and cakes, and mended his linen and kept his ward-
robe in order. Her love for him amounted almost to wor-
ship, at least to veneration. When at length, worn out by
watching in the conventinfirmary, by ill health, and by the
many privations inseparable from a convent life, she felt her
end approaching, Galileo was in confinement at Siena, and
she feared she should see him no more ; but he was allowed
to retire to his own house, and arrived at Arcetri in time to
see his daughter before her death, Writing at this time
(1684), Galileo says: “Here I lived on very quietly, fre-
quenty paying visits to the neighboring convent, where I
had two daughters who were nuns, and whom1I loved dearly ;
but the eldest in particular, who was a woman of exquisite
mind, singular goodness, and most heartily attached to me.”

There is much in this “Private Life of Galileo” of great
interest in connection with his scientific work, his books, his
persecutions and trial by the Sacred College, and his con-
demnation ; but we have preferrcd to keep strictly to his
more private life, as the theme is so large, that if we once
touched upon his scientific work and its results, we should
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require far more space than could be placed at our disposal
here.

Galileo continued actively employed to within a few years
of his death, in January, 1642. During his latter years Le
was a great sufferer. “TIhave been in my bed for five weeks,”
he writes to Diodati, in 1687, “oppressed with weakness und.
other infirmities, from which my age, seventy-four yecars,
permits menot to hoperelease., Added to this, piok dolor ! the
sight of my right eye, that cyec whose labors (I dare say it)
have had such glorious results, is for ever lost. That of the
left, which was awd is imperfect, is rendered null by a con-
tinual weeping.” Thus the poor old man complained, until
finding that his blindness was incurable, and that his many
ills were increasing, he ccascd repining, and begged his
friends to remember him in their prayers, till his anhappy
checkered life was closed by death.—Nafure.
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LANGHGRIE®S IMPROVED NUT-LOTIH.

The well-recognized importance of locking nuts in all po-
sitions where they are liable to be shaken loose, Las led to
many ingenious devices tor the purpose. The one herewith
illustrated differs from many claimants to public favor, in
that it may be locked and unlocked, as often as required,
without injury to the device, other than tlic ordinary wear
resulting from friction.

A is a bolt, differing only from common bolts in having one
side of the portion over which the nut and washer pass,
forged or filed flat. B is a ratchet wusher, having its teecth
formed on one side instead of on the edge, and turned toward
the nut, C. The hole in the washer is made to fit to the
flat portion of the Dbolt, to
prevent turning. The nut,

C, has attached to it a spring

pawl, D, which is riveted

at one end to the nut, and {
the other end plays freely
through a small hole in the
nut, as shown by the dotted
lines.

When the nut is screwed
home to the ratchet washer,
the pawl, D,engages with the
washer, and prevents the
turning of the nut, until Dis
raised, by thrusting the point
of a screwdriver, or some
other suitable implement,
under that part of the pawl
which lies on the top of the \
nut.

TFor all situations where
it is not convenient to perma-
nently lock nuts, and where
it is desirable to have a nut readily-removable, but which
cannot shake by itself loose, this invention sevms well
adapted.

Patented, through the Scientific American Patent Agency,
February 15, 1870, by Maurice Langhorne, of Washington,
D. C, who may be addressed for the entire right or for State
or county rights. Correspondence is solicited from tkose who
have facilities for manufacturing cheaply. Temporary ar-
rangements have been made to fill orders, wbich may be

sent to the above address.
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$éFeathers? in Mahogany and other Woods,

We have been asked by a correspondent, says 7'%e Builder,
for an explanation of the so-called ““feathiers” in the grain of
mahogany, satin-wood, etc.: thinking others of our readers
who have to do with woods may be interested in the subject,
we ofler the following explanation :

In the structure of all woods used in building, there is,
firstly, a series of vessels of woody tissue surrounding the
heart of the tree, having a vertical growth, and arrdnged in
annual concentric circles; secondly, there are certain hard
growths, called the “medullary rays,” radiating from the
heart, and consequently more or less horizontal ; these verti-
cal and horizontal growths arc intimately but rcgularly
plaited and intertwined together to give strength tothe trunl,
and thus far all is regularity. Now, where the branches burst
through the stem, this regular arrangement is upset, and the
above-mentioned woody vessels are disarranged, and pushed
at different angles. When the tree is cut down and sawn
horizontally across amongst these branches, these disrupted
horizontal and vertical vessels (of different colors, be it re-
membered), are seen cut at every conceivable angle, and an
ornamental “feather,” more or less extensive, is the conse-
quence. These feathers do not exist at the base of the tree,
because there are no branches there to disturb the annual
growths of the wood (minute feathers do indced exist at the
very heart, and these were caused by the growth of leaves
and twigs when the tree was a seedling er little cutting).
“ Feathers” are not seen in deal because the fir is a straight-
growing tree, without branches, in the portion of the trumk
* Feathers” are seen most abundantly in
“ pollards,” for the simple reason that after the top of ihe
tree has been sawn off, an immense growth of branches is
always induced, disturbing the tissucs in every imaginable
way : the action of the light on the “feathers” adds greatly

to their beauty after the wood is polished.
sl TR G5t

Pror. J. W.PLYMPTON, Professor of Natural Philosophy,
of the Cooper Union, was the recipient of a handsome testi-
monial of asilver pitcher and cup from the members of his
classes, on Monday evening, April 18th, after an appropriate
address by J. Pearson, on behalf of the classes, to which the

Professer responded in a happy manner.
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