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INTRODUCTIONPRIVATE 

Trial by Jury opened at the Royalty Theatre on March 25th, 1875, as an after-piece to follow Offenbach's La Perichole.  It was such a success that, before long, audiences were coming to see Trial by Jury rather than the opera it was supporting.

Trial by Jury is unique in the Gilbert and Sullivan repertoire.  Originally billed as a "Dramatic Cantata", it consists of only one act and contains no spoken dialogue.  Its brevity, wit, satire on the legal system, and its sheer silliness, ensure that it remains popular today.

The following notions, suggestions and arguments on Trial by Jury were collected from the "Opera of the Week" discussions held by members of the SavoyNet mailing list during 1997.  The thoughts expressed are, of course, the personal opinions of the contributors.

GENERAL THOUGHTSPRIVATE 

EVERYONE LOVES TRIAL BY JURY
ROBERT JONES:  Trial by Jury is a scintillating little gem sitting proudly amidst G&S's collaborations.  I can't recall reading a word against it.  So any of you who have been quietly hiding their hatred of it now have the opportunity to speak up.

I believe that Trial is an experience of pure delight from start to finish, and I would be very interested to hear the ridiculous ramblings of anyone who claims to think otherwise.

IAN BOND:  Personally, I have always considered Trial by Jury to be as near perfect as any operatic work can be.  It is light, witty, entertaining, delightful, inoffensive, charming ‑ and what is even better a surefire box‑office success ‑ especially if you want to top the coffers up.

JOHN J. GENZANO:  My first experience with Trial was in December of 1995, when I was hustled into the chorus/jury by a need for men.  I fell in love with the show almost instantly, and have performed it (as a juryman) three other times since, once for another local company and once at the festival in Philadelphia (I was the juryman who went "over the rail" when Angelina exposed her ankle).

The show is quick and funny, yet is complicated musically (anyone who says Sullivan's music is easy has obviously never sung it). It has its typically Gilbertian moments when the chorus changes direction (about its feelings toward Edwin) in a flash, which makes no sense to anyone but is not supposed to.  That is all part of the hilarity.

Overall, I think it is one of their best jobs.  Its length possibly leaves a little to be desired, but then again that is some of what makes it special.

MARC SHEPHERD:  I concur that Trial by Jury is the most perfect of the G&S operas.  I, too, have never heard anything bad said about it.

PHILIP STERNENBERG:  The only thing bad I've ever had to say about it is that there's not enough of it, so it can't be a complete evening's entertainment.  And since its brevity is also one of its selling points, it's not a "bad" thing at all.

Also, it doesn't have a subtitle.  As I once suggested, how about "The Misery That Edwin Brewed"?

[See A Subtitle for Trial by Jury]

CHARLES SCHLOTTER:  Trial by Jury has many elements in common with later works in The Canon but does it have that frequent Gilbertian device: lyrics using (and twisting) popular catch‑phrases?

I think the Defendant may use a few catch‑phrases here and there "my riches at her feet I threw" and "I smoke like a furnace."  But this seems an embryonic form of the technique.  Does the Plaintiff's verse "I love him, I love him, with fervour unceasing" etc. come closer?

What say you, Gentlemen and Ladies of the Jury?

SOME INCONCLUSIVE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
THE BIRTH OF TRIAL BY JURY
[We pick up the story as Paul McShane and Marc Shepherd drift off from their discussion of the Court of the Exchequer.]

PAUL McSHANE:  Trial by Jury was a very early piece of Gilbert's (predating Thespis), written before his taste for exact faultless fact amounted to a disease.

MARC SHEPHERD:  I'm not sure that Gilbert's taste for faultless fact ever DID amount to a disease.  Oh, and Trial by Jury did NOT predate Thespis; it followed Thespis by more than three years.

PAUL McSHANE:
Yes, of course ‑ as an opera.  But I was alluding to Gilbert's storyline, which he had published (I believe) as a ballad in Fun several years before D'Oyly Carte brought him and Sullivan together.  I have read that he told Carte and Sullivan that he had the script already written.  Can anyone verify this ‑ and if so, was the operatic script identical to the original?

NEIL ELLENOFF:  I think it has been determined that the first Gilbert and Sullivan opera was The Pirates and G and S used one of the numbers for the subsequent Thespis.  (If you will believe this you will believe anything.)

JOHN ATKINSON:

Page 39 of Alan Jefferson's G&S Opera guide reveals a small facsimile print of page 54 of Fun, dated April 11, 1868. It is entitled "Trial by Jury, an operetta."  Scene: A court of law at Westminster.  Opening chorus of Counsel, Attorneys and populace. This was a skit on a breach of promise case and WSG supplied the drawings.

Jefferson goes on to say that 5 years later in 1873, Gilbert submitted an expanded scenario to Carl Rosa for his Drury Lane season.  It was intended for Mme Rosa but she died early in 1874 so Gilbert's libretto was returned to him.

JIM PARR:  Peter Haining in "The Lost Stories of W.S. Gilbert" (London, 1982, Robson Books), presents verses published in Fun of what purports to be the origin of Trial by Jury.  It's a very short piece, beginning with "Hark! The hour..." followed by a chorus of barristers; Counsel's song ("With a sense of deep emotion..."); a short solo by the Judge who declares that he will marry Angelina, and his invitation to breakfast ‑ the wedding breakfast, no doubt.

Haining, in his introduction, draws upon Hesketh Pearson, ("Gilbert and Sullivan", London, 1953 ‑ I think ‑ Hamish Hamilton) who recounts that the music was originally to be written by Carl Rosa; but on the death of Mrs. Rosa the libretto was returned.  Gilbert, who had already met Carte, following the failure of Thespis, let Carte read it.  The rest is history.

My apologies if what I've already reviewed is equally well known.

However, assuming the authenticity of Haining's edition of Trial by Jury, there was only the bare thread of plot.  The scene is "A Court of Law at Westminster", (not, you'll note, The Court of the Exchequer).  The opening chorus is of "Counsel, Attorneys, and Populace" ‑ no mention of a Jury, despite the title and although Counsel directs, through recitative, his remarks to them.  Apart from the opening chorus, Counsel's song, the words "Trial la law", and one or two couplets, the rest of Trial by Jury as we know it is an elaboration ‑ and what a skillful one! ‑ of the original, slender piece.  

Nor should we be surprised!  A Bab Ballad was sometimes the source from which the inspiration for an entire opera sprang.

ANDREW CROWTHER:  You're right to be cautious ‑ Haining is not always to be trusted on matters of fact, and one of the "lost stories" he includes is actually by Tom Hood, as Jane Stedman mentions in her Gilbert biography.  However, he is accurate about the text of Trial by Jury he provides: he is confirmed by James Ellis, who includes the Ur‑Trial in his edition of "The Bab Ballads" (2nd edition, 1980).  It was originally published in Fun, 11 April, 1868.

The agreement with Rosa apparently took place near the end of 1873.  According to Stedman the original plan was for it to share the bill with Lohengrin, which is rather a sobering thought.  So it seems that the libretto (or a form of it) was over a year old when Carte approached Gilbert for a one‑act filler. 

I can't resist mentioning the story Sullivan told of Gilbert visiting him at his home and reading him the libretto of Trial "in a perturbed sort of way, with a gradual crescendo of indignation, in the manner of a man considerably disappointed with what he had written.  As soon as he had come to the last word he closed up the manuscript violently, apparently unconscious of the fact that he had achieved his purpose so far as I was concerned, in as much as I was screaming with laughter the whole time."  It's a very graphic reminder that there was a time when the two men really did collaborate in a spirit of sheer enjoyment.

Something has just occurred to me.  As far as I can see, Trial was a completely new departure for Gilbert ‑ and not only because of the absence of dialogue.  If you look at his previous libretti, you can classify them by genre (e.g. No Cards as a one‑act farce with music) or characterise them by their parody of theatrical conventions.  The point is that they all feed off OTHER stage works in some sense.  But try to characterise Trial in the same way, and what do we find?  It isn't set in a bucolic idyll as in Creatures of Impulse; it isn't a burlesque of mythology, like Thespis; it isn't set in a fantasy land, like Topsyturvydom.  It is set in a local and familiar setting, and it is simply drawn from Gilbert's direct experience of life ‑ though admittedly filtered through his own unique style to create the strange inversions of the end result.  I can't think of another instance of a Gilbert libretto being drawn so directly from Gilbert's personal experience. I  wonder, does this contribute to its unique feel?

Gilbert had, after all, been nurturing the idea since 1868, seven years before, and the full libretto had been lying around for over a year when Sullivan set it.  Was it, perhaps, a project which was particularly close to Gilbert's heart?  I can't help imagine Gilbert the barrister sitting through one of his few trials, bored, and idling away the time by imagining Judge, lawyers, defendant, etc., suddenly brought to life in song and dance. (Cf. Dennis Potter's The Singing Detective.)

PAUL McSHANE:  Thanks, Andrew ‑ this covers my earlier posting to a great extent.  However, a bit of a puzzle still remains ‑ the inference from various pieces of literature seems to be that Gilbert had the whole opera ready when Carte first approached him.  Had he really rewritten it from the earlier ballad in Fun, or was the idea of a rewrite into a comic opera just buzzing around in his mind at that time?

ANDREW CROWTHER:  I see no reason to doubt the story about its being written up for Carl Rosa.  Edith Browne gives this account in her book "W.S. Gilbert" (London: John Lane, 1907), which was written after several interviews with Gilbert and was proofread by Gilbert to correct "historical details":

"Trial by Jury had already been published in Fun by Bab.  Gilbert elaborated it for the Parepa‑Rosa Opera Company and it was set to music by Carl Rosa, but the arrangements for producing it fell through owing to the death of Parepa‑Rosa, Carl Rosa's wife. Gilbert then took the libretto to Sullivan..." (p55)

I wonder if that detail is right about Rosa having actually set the libretto before the deal was cancelled?  If so, what a curiosity the score would be if it could be found!

MARC SHEPHERD:  I think it is doubtful that Carl Rosa set Trial by Jury to music.  Rosa was an impresario, not a composer.  Had he set Trial by Jury, it apparently would have been his first and only composition.  I made this observation on Savoynet a couple of years ago, and I believe Don Smith researched it further and confirmed that Carl Rosa is not known to have composed anything.  Leslie Baily, along with most of the history books, says only that Rosa intended to compose the opera, not that he actually completed it.

Baily perhaps overdramatizes the genesis of Thespis when he describes Gilbert's visit to D'Oyly Carte's office at the Royalty Theatre:


"...Gilbert glared down at Mr. Carte [how do we know he glared?], who had barely mentioned his invitation to write a curtain‑raiser [Trial was an afterpiece] when Gilbert said the libretto was already written! ....Would Mr. Carte like to see it? ‑ and Gilbert fished it out of his pocket."

It all seems a bit too convenient ‑ Gilbert paying an unplanned social call on Carte and just happening to have the libretto with him.  However, there is no reason to doubt that a version of the libretto was already written at this point, because we have Sullivan's corroborating story that Gilbert came to visit and read him the piece "in a perturbed sort of a way...in the manner of a man considerably disappointed with what he had written."

Trial opened in just a matter of weeks after that, but of course, there were the usual adjustments to the text before opening.  For example, the license copy has ballads for both the Foreman and the Usher (the tune for the latter becoming Carboy's aria in The Zoo).

The Defendant's second aria originally had a third verse.  And, there were various other small bits of text that got cut or altered.

J. DONALD SMITH:  Like most good stories, this one [about Carl Rosa] seems to have a grain of truth which has gotten distorted over the past century.  As Marc Shepherd has noted, Carl Rosa was not a composer.  According to the New Grove Dictionary of Opera, he was not known to have composed anything!!!

What he attempted to do, and only succeeded in doing later, was to establish a school of English Opera (sound familiar).  To that end, he apparently approached Gilbert (and Sullivan!) to write such an opera for the Carl Rosa Opera Company in 1874.  With the death of his wife, Mme. Parepa‑Rosa, at that time, he effectively shut down his opera company for several years.  When he reestablished it, he commissioned and performed a number of major English works during the last two decades of the 19th Century as well as presenting the first performances in English of many continental operas.  He, unlike D'Oyly Carte, may be regarded as having established the school of modern English opera.  Thus, Gilbert had an opera at hand when he was approached by D'Oyly Carte.

MICHAEL WALTERS:  David Eden has suggested that Gilbert had a "crush" on Parepa‑Rosa, and may well have written the libretto in the hope that she would perform it.

Although not necessarily agreeing with everything Eden says (!), I think the most likely scenario is that he did submit it to the Rosas, and that Carl Rosa planned to arrange to have someone set it ‑ but what evidence is there that Rosa approached Sullivan to set it?  None that I know of.  All the available evidence suggests that the first Sullivan knew of the project was when Carte and Gilbert approached him.

FRED SULLIVAN
CHRIS WEBSTER:  As we all know, Arthur Sullivan's brother Fred was the original Judge in Trial.  I know very little of Fred, but I am interested in learning more.

As far as legend goes, had he not died, Fred would have carried on playing the comic leads in any future operas, but is this so?  Did Fred know that there may have been further operas?  I don't know exactly when he died, but would he have been aware of plans for The Sorcerer?  If so, do we have any evidence that he would have taken an active role in it, and any future shows?  How did he become involved in Trial?  Except for the obvious family connection, what performing credits did he have under his belt when Trial came about that landed him with the Judge's role?

RONALD ORENSTEIN:  For one thing, Fred was the original Apollo in Thespis.

CHRIS WEBSTER:  So many questions to be answered.  Can anyone provide some answers or thoughts, or offer suggestions for further reading on Fred Sullivan?

Another thought.  Did Grossmith ever see a performance of Trial by Jury with or without Fred, before he became part of the DC/G/S family of performers?

MARC SHEPHERD:  I can't find the exact dates, but Fred Sullivan died within a month or so of the appearance of Gilbert's short story, "The Elixir of Love," on which The Sorcerer was based.

At the point of Fred's final illness, therefore, plans for The Sorcerer, if they had begun at all, would have been extremely embryonic.  It is certainly not reasonable to suppose that any role in The Sorcerer was SPECIFICALLY designed with Fred Sullivan in mind, as some books state.  (The history books diverge on whether it was Dr. Daly or J. W. Wells that Sullivan would have played, had he lived; I've never seen concrete evidence that they had EITHER role in mind for him.)

However, as he had evidently been a success in Thespis and Trial by Jury, there is no reason to doubt that he would have had a role in The Sorcerer and future operas.

J. DONALD SMITH:  Fred Sullivan died on the night of February 17/18, 1877.  On March 1, 1877 there was a benefit performance at the Drury Lane Theatre for "The Celebrated Comedian Mr. Compton."  On that program was a complete performance of Trial by Jury with Sullivan conducting.  In the chorus on that occasion was George Grossmith.  I believe that at that time, plans for The Sorcerer were proceeding apace (it opened 17 November 1877).  With Fred's death only two weeks before the benefit, it is probable that Grossmith came to G&S's attention at that time.  The Judge at this benefit was W.S. Penley (later to make his fame as "Charley's Aunt").  He was apparently too much of a comedian, rather than a performer, for Gilbert's taste.

PHILIP WALSH:  Fred Sullivan died on 18th January 1877.  According to Leslie Baily, he was 39 but S.J. Adair Fitzgerald in his book "The Story of the Savoy Opera" says he was 36.  I think 36 is the right age.

The latter says: "Gilbert and Sullivan had resolved that had poor Frederic Sullivan lived he was to have been the chief comedian of their operas, and would of course, have had all the characters that George Grossmith afterwards enacted with so much humour and ability."

According to Baily, Gilbert already had allocated to Fred Sullivan the principal comedy part in The Sorcerer.  Now as Gilbert got his idea from "An Elixir of Love" published in The Graphic in Christmas 1876, his ideas must have been well advanced within that short period before the death of Fred.

Perhaps Gilbert had just promised him a part whatever the next opera was going to be.

ANALYSIS I
"These are Very Strange Proceedings"

ANDREW CROWTHER:  A few months ago, someone (I can't remember who, I'm ashamed to say) pointed out that the original staging of Trial had a far from realistic ending.  It was a kind of transformation scene, with plaster cupids and red fire.  This staging is obviously in conflict with Gilbert's often‑stated ideas of surface realism of staging, and I've been puzzling a bit over what this means with regard to Trial as a whole.

Trial by Jury is something apart from the other operas.  I often find, when thinking about the G&S operas, I forget to allow for Trial ‑ unfairly, given its very high quality.  It was a one‑off, first produced before D'Oyly Carte put together the regular company, including Grossmith and Barrington.  It is in one act. It contains no dialogue. (There ‑ I think that gets the blindingly obvious out of the way.)

I believe the absence of dialogue means Trial follows different conventions from the other operas.  There is no sense of moving from "ordinary" dialogue to the heightened state of singing ‑ all the characters are in that heightened state throughout.  When the characters sing, they reveal their true natures.  Bias, selfishness, and corruption are laid bare to us without even the partial disguise of "Gilbertian" dialogue.  Trial by Jury takes place in Gilbert's Palace of Truth.

MICHAEL WALTERS:  Surely it was originally described as a "Dramatic Cantata" and surely it is absolutely typical of a cantata, except that it is staged?

ANDREW CROWTHER:  Max Keith Sutton, in his book on Gilbert, pointed out a connection with a piece Gilbert had published in The Graphic on January 16, 1875 (Trial was premiered two months later).  The piece is called "A Consistent Pantomime", and outlines a "reformed" pantomime Harlequinade in which Harlequin would commit all the cartoon crimes traditional to him, but would then have to pay for them.  The piece would end with a trial scene before a jury of "twelve men picked from the most ignorant, narrow‑minded, opinionated, intolerant and dishonest class of civilised beings in London".

Harlequin would create havoc in the court by using his wand to cause "the judge on the bench to change places with the prisoner in the dock."  Then "He might cover the judge with confusion by causing annoying placards to appear on the walls, such as, 'This gentleman was raised to the Bench for voting with his Party,' or by hanging inscriptions on the necks of the jury, describing the various adulterations they habitually introduce into the wares in which they deal."

This is a very interesting passage for all sorts of reasons, but the parallel with Trial is very obvious.  The Judge's Song might be seen as an equivalent of that annoying placard, the difference being that we no longer need Harlequin to reveal the tawdry reality.  The Judge is condemned out of his own mouth.

The original ending of Trial, the "transformation" scene, suggests that Gilbert wanted to make the connection with the Harlequinade explicit.

MICHAEL WALTERS:  Hasn't this always been accepted?

ANDREW CROWTHER:  This is not ordinary life, but a deeper, more extravagant reality which is being depicted ‑ the reality below the surface.  Perhaps the over‑the‑top, extravagant staging is meant as a signal to the audience that this is a heightened reality.

But maybe I'm going too far here.  I suspect I'm reading into the piece too many serious overtones.  The Judge is a likeable man ‑ a "rogue", rather than a villain.  Trial is much more good‑humoured than what I have just been saying would imply. Sullivan's music plays a major role in creating this amiable atmosphere, but isn't it also implied in Gilbert's libretto?  At this point my train of thought reaches its terminus, and I can go no further.

CHRIS WEBSTER:  Thank you for your enjoyable analysis of Trial.  I shall certainly be keeping this in my files.  

I hope that this does indeed bring us back on track and away from the ridiculous subject which seems to be dominating our OOTW.

[See Be Firm, be Firm...]

ANALYSIS II
"A Travesty of Justice"

ANDREW CROWTHER:  What happens in Trial by Jury?  A woman takes a man to court for having gone back on a promise to marry. Throughout the case everyone ‑ Usher, Jury, Judge ‑ is blatantly prejudiced against the Defendant.  Why?  Because he is too much like them ("Oh, I was like that when a lad"), and so they are all the more harsh towards him in the attempt to disguise the fact. They are just as blatantly prejudiced in favour of the Plaintiff, for the most transparently sexual reasons ("We've but one word, my lord, and that is ‑ Rapture!").  Throughout the libretto we are reminded again and again of the hypocrisy of the system, as when the Judge, after having told us that he jilted a woman in the cause of his career, adds: "And now, if you please, I'm ready to try/This Breach of Promise of Marriage!"

Things only start to move in the Defendant's favour when he finally is able to put his case ("Oh, gentlemen, listen, I pray"), and is able to press home his spiritual kinship with the Judge and Jury.  At this moment it is only the inconvenient law of Burglaree that gets in the way.  The "nice dilemma" arises because the Defendant has at least made the Court less anxious for the Plaintiff to win outright ‑ but there is no solution which will avoid a verdict of guilty.  If there were two of the Defendant, instead of one, everything would be fine, but....

Which leads naturally to the solution.  The Judge and the Defendant are as bad as each other, and when it comes to sexual morality there is nothing to choose between them.  What more natural than that the Judge should take the Defendant's place and marry the Plaintiff?

The libretto persistently and mercilessly demolishes the idea that a court of law has anything to do with Justice.  It is cynical in all its attitudes, including its attitudes to love. We are left in very little doubt that the relationship between Edwin and Angelina has nothing to do with romantic love and everything to do with sex.  (But of course much of the humour comes from the fact that no one will admit this.)  Even in the Finale, when the Defendant sings: "I wonder whether/They'll live together/In marriage tether/In manner true?", the conventions of romantic love and happy endings are deliberately denied.

Sorry to analyse in such detail.  I know much of what I've just said is very obvious.  But the discussion of Trial seems to have been sidetracked by the Defendant's use of the endlessly hilarious word "pecker", and I wanted to remind everyone that this is not necessarily the libretto's most interesting or challenging feature.

RICA MENDES:  This is a general theme in G&S, isn't it ‑ the absurdity of what is called "love"?

Samples:

Rose Maybud ‑
She changes fiances more often than most change their underwear in the course of the show.

Fairfax ‑

Need I say more?

Patience ‑
Again, need I say more?

Gondoliers ‑ 
A game to choose a bride and a Little Drummer Boy Who Could once Casilda beats on him.

Carruthers & Merryll/Wilfred & Phoebe ‑
Blackmail for marriage?

Alexis ‑
Want some potion, little girl?  I don't believe that you love me unless you are chemically forced to.

Heck, it's hard to find characters who know what love is in G&S. Off the top of my head...

Dame Hannah

Hilarion
 (post "The World is but a Broken Toy")

Ida

 (by the end of the opera)

Jack Point (despite his Act I Finale tantrum)

Again, this is just MHO, but Trial by Jury doesn't stand out as more unjust in this regard than any of the other operas...

ANDREW CROWTHER:  I agree with what you say... up to a point. Gilbert often couldn't resist a laugh at the expense of romantic love, e.g. some of the Strephon/Phyllis dialogue, even though the love between them is supposed to be perfectly genuine.  I suppose the best way of expressing what I mean is by saying that every G&S opera, except Trial, has a love song or love duet in it.  The song's "conceit" may be humorous ‑ f'rinstance, "Were you not to Ko‑Ko plighted" ‑ but it expresses genuine emotion.  There is nothing like such a song in Trial.  That means something, I think.

MARC SHEPHERD:  There is a fine line between cynicism, satire, and things that are just plain funny.  I really do not find much cynicism in Trial by Jury, notwithstanding that all of it is exceedingly funny.

True cynicism, I think, is to be found in "Fold your flapping wings" and "The hours creep on apace".  There, Mr. Gilbert sheds the satiric mask and speaks with some bitterness about awful injustice he perceives in Society.

Trial by Jury, in contrast, seems to me a lighthearted romp that has fun by lampooning institutions that are accustomed to be treated with respect (i.e., the classic comedy trick of giving the audience exactly the opposite of what it expects).

I also agree with Rica that the G&S operas are FULL of examples of characters who display utter indifference about who they marry.  ("If you'd rather change... My goodness; this indeed is simple rudeness... I've no preference whatever... Listen to him: well, I never.")

A SUBTITLE FOR TRIAL BY JURY
PHILIP STERNENBERG:  ...Also, it doesn't have a subtitle.  As I once suggested, how about "The Misery That Edwin Brewed"?

PAUL McSHANE:  Whoa, Philip, let's stop here for a minute.  Your subtitle is just fine, but I seem to remember that, about 6 months ago, there were a few postings about a suitable subtitle for Trial.  Would anyone like to suggest any more, or to recall their previous suggestions for the sake of the archive?

"Edwin's Bride"????

GENE LEONARDI:  OK.  Here's three:



"THE DEFENDANT'S DILEMMA"



"THE WAGES OF LOVE"



"INHERIT THE WOOLSACK"

JAMES BECKMAN:  Things are seldom what they seem.  There is nothing so fatal to a friendship as to have to explain a joke, or words to that effect.  However, let's give credit where it is due.  Phil Sternenberg has produced a nice little pun on "The Mystery of Edwin Drood" or I miss my mark.  The second suggestion doesn't measure up.  (But wait ‑ could it be that the second is a pun of such stellar subtlety that I have missed it?  In pity's sake, if so, enlighten me!)

PHILIP STERNENBERG:  Yes, that's exactly what I had in mind.  I'm glad I didn't have to add "With apologies to ..." to emphasize the pun in order to get people to recognize it.

Something like "Edwin's Bride," though, even if it doesn't "measure up", admittedly would be more consistent with Gilbert's subtitles.  As brilliant a librettist as Gilbert was, he apparently had little desire, probably intentionally so, to be clever with titles and subtitles.  The only clever G&S title, I feel, is Utopia Limited.  One could argue, though, that The Pirates of Penzance is a title that could arouse the curiosity of the British Public of 1880 ("What are bloody pirates doing in Penzance, Nigel?"), and that there might be a pun in the title of Patience (besides the milkmaid, it could refer to what the Dragoons could use while waiting for the fad of aestheticism to pass), and that Ruddygore with its original spelling might have been as compelling a title as Psycho, but none of these are "clever" in the same sense as Utopia Limited.

As for subtitles, the only similarly clever one I see is The Peer and the Peri.  I think it's a shame Gilbert didn't emulate his own Dulcamara, or, The Little Duck and the Great Quack more often.

WIFE-BEATING THEN AND NOW
BRUCE I. MILLER:  This is an issue which may be of some concern in these days of PC, especially on college campuses.  Before going further, let me assure SavoyNet this is not a baiting attempt or intended in any way other than to provoke discussion on an issue which may become real for many of us.

There is little doubt that the subject of wife beating figures prominently in Trial by Jury.  Edwin sings:


I smoke like a furnace -


I'm always in liquor,


A ruffian - a bully - a sot;


I'm sure I should thrash her,


Perhaps I should kick her,


I am such a very bad lot!

Later, the Judge sings:


The question, gentlemen [note that all the jurors are male] 

- is one of liquor;


You ask for guidance - this is my reply:


He says, when tipsy, he would thrash and kick her,


Let's make him tipsy, gentlemen, and try!

Counsel for Plaintiff:
With all respect






I do object!

Plaintiff:
I do object!

Defendant:
I don't object!

My take on this has always been that the fact that the Defendant is so brazen as to make the statements he makes is part of the ridiculous state of the court proceedings in Trial, as is the Judge's off‑the‑wall suggestion; and the Jury is taken aback:


We would be fairly acting,


But this is most distracting!


If, when in liquor, he would kick her,


That is an abatement.

(This particular number in Trial, particularly this choral section, was heavily rewritten, BTW, I wonder if it was felt necessary to add this rejoinder by the Jury.)

MAUREEN ROULT:  In fact, when the Victorian Lyric Opera Company did Trial this spring, that was exactly how the director had us play it.  The Judge, in his boredom with the proceedings, had been imbibing liberally from a hip flask and offered the flask to Edwin as he made this suggestion.  The public reacted with a mixture of outrage, horror, etc.  The jurors were divided between shock and thinking this reasonable.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  It is not my impression that wife‑beating is in any way sanctioned in this text; that it is actually regarded as abhorrent, and that the fact that it is brought up, with all apparent seriousness, is part of the joke. 

But I wonder how some of the SavoyNet women (and men) feel about this, and the kind of reaction which might be expected from a community of college women (and men) who have been so sensitized to the issue of domestic abuse.  We are dealing, after all, with a period piece, but given some of the recent reactions the PC police have had to Mikado led me to suspect that a production of Trial By Jury may now have controversial elements which were not an issue 10 years ago.

DAVID CRAVEN:  I don't see why.  The particular bit is a condemnation of wife beating, not supporting wife beating.  And I don't see how this could be construed, in any way, as advocating this.  

GWYN AUBREY:  Just to add to further confusion of the OOTW :‑), it seems that Edwin throws in this part about wife‑beating as a vain and desperate attempt to paint himself as a thorough rogue, and thus less likely to be saddled with a wife he doesn't want. 

BILL McCANN:  Precisely!!  We should read no more than this into it.

DAVID CRAVEN:  We have someone trying to avoid legal obligations.  To do this he wants to show that he is a complete cad.  To do this he wants to show that he engages in the worst possible conduct.  Did Gilbert propose cheating on taxes, forging a will or a check or shooting a fox?   No.  He suggested getting drunk and beating one's spouse.  The only people who agree with this are a clearly incompetent judge and a jury driven for blood.  No, even the most fervent advocates of PC will not have a problem with this.  Even our humourless reviewer from Berkeley, even if she is completely brain dead, could not find this wrong.

GORDON PASCOE:  Fervent advocates of PC, and humourless / brain dead reviewers should never be underestimated!  They may, however, be ignored. How they would hate that!

ARTHUR ROBINSON:  Clearly Edwin never HAS beaten Angelina (he uses the conditional case), and is only trying to bluff the Jury (as Angelina has just done with her hypocritical proclamation of love).  What's less clear (to me) is whether Edwin's "I don't object!" means that he would actually beat Angelina if it would save him from having to pay heavy damages, or whether he just wouldn't object to being made tipsy.

Personally, I find some modern jokes about spouse‑beating distasteful (if they seem to treat it as something natural), but think the Trial by Jury lines are not only funny but inoffensive - the situation is so absurd (the JUDGE is proposing this experiment).  Of course, people who have had personal experience of spouse‑beating may find it offensive and unfunny.

By the way, the 1959 musical Fiorello contained the following lines in the heroine's song "I'll marry the very next man who asks me":


"And if he likes me,


Who cares how frequently he strikes me?


I'll fetch his slippers with my arm in a sling


Just for the privilege of wearing his ring."

Obviously this is intended as comic, and there were apparently no objections in 1959, but recently there have been, so Sheldon Harnick, the lyricist, has rewritten the lines.  So maybe there WILL be some objections to Trial by Jury ‑‑ especially if a certain reviewer in California sees it.

DAVID DUFFEY:  [Regarding an all-male jury]  It could not be otherwise at the time.  Women were not enfranchised and juries then, as now, were called from electoral rolls.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  Something of which I am well aware.  You don't think I was arguing against you, I hope.

DAVID DUFFEY:  Was it not Gilbert who made the comment about the women's suffrage campaign, that he would chain himself to the railings of Queen Charlotte's Maternity Hospital and cry, "Babies for men"?

In 1875 jurymen would have been persons of some substance.  The electoral rolls in London were made up from evidence of payment of rates of more than forty shillings per annum (2 British pounds).  A juryman would therefore be the head of a household (i.e. the one responsible for payment of the rates) worth at least 40 pounds p.a.

Outside the metropolis the situation was (in 1875) much more complicated, with in some areas only those holding their property freehold being enfranchised.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  My point in bringing this up is that certain "enlightened" people and groups will, I am afraid, begin making the same kinds of accusations against Trial by Jury  (insensitivity to male violence against women) that they already do against Mikado (insensitivity to non‑European cultures).  I do not agree with this kind of thinking, but I believe it is a growing reality.

What I really am curious to learn is how people on Savoynet, who feel strongly about domestic violence, perceive Trial By Jury. Edwin may be throwing up the defense simply to get off the hook (he hasn't done anything to her yet), but when the Judge (however incompetent he may be, and I agree that his incompetence is a good reason for discounting any merits his suggestion may have) proposes getting Edwin drunk to see if he actually will do what he threatens, and he doesn't object, I can see the picket lines forming already. 

When women's groups have already picketed against productions of South Pacific (because of "There is nothing like a dame"), when they picket against The Fantasticks ("It depends on what you pay"), which now has an alternate song written by the authors to avoid having to deal with these protesters), when certain student government associations have banned The Mikado from being financed at their colleges, one can see the handwriting on the wall.  

All of the logical refutations which have been offered here (I notice only one of the numerous replies has been written by a woman) mean nothing to humorless ideologues with an agenda.  And, unfortunately, they are taken seriously in certain environments.  One might call this "neo‑McCarthyism."

MARY FINN:  I, for one, have always assumed that Edwin means he doesn't object to getting tipsy.  On very rare occasions, neither do I.

Speaking in general, I have long since resigned myself to the fact that many of my favorite musicals and operas, even many of my favorite roles, portray sexist behaviour and attitudes as being normal, and even good.  Tough luck.  Such shows are the product of their times, and it would be pointless to expect them to conform to present day sensibilities.  I enjoy watching and performing them as period pieces, and I let my principles take a vacation.  If I cringe inwardly now and again, it's a small price to pay for the joy of performing some classic roles.

I don't advocate "updating" these shows in an attempt to make them more palatable.  Let me clarify that: I DO think, for example, that the "N‑word" should be expunged from productions of The Mikado . Its use in no way connects to character or plot, and I see no reason to gratuitously enrage the audience.  Certain scenes in Showboat, however, would lose their punch if the racist attitudes and language were cleansed from the production.  When it comes to sexism, I think that very few shows could be "sanitized" without doing violence to the plot or characterization.

Trial by Jury has never bothered me too much.  On the other hand, my voice teacher tells me I should learn "Batti, Batti" from Don Giovanni, and that lyric DOES make me feel a little queasy.

RICA MENDES:  I think that, save that dim‑witted reviewer, most (mind you not all) PC fans can see that the TONE is not a malicious one.  I can see more argument against Ida for mysogynistic undertones than against Trial.

Trial is really theater of the absurd.  Ida could be seen as more realistic or, like a fairy tale, using make‑believe characters and places to tell a realistic story.  (Not that I am saying that Ida should be burned in the name of Political Correctness ‑ quite the contrary).  But I digress.

At Oberlin, they did Trial by Jury and, as far as I was told, no one batted a politically correct eyelash.

As to the question of would Edwin beat Angelina in court (I don't believe that he physically beat her prior to the Trial, FYI), I bet that he would to: a) win the suit, and b) demonstrate to Angelina how little he cared for her at this point.  It's amazing how violent previously calm people who are kind by nature can become when trying to prove a point to someone they are trying to get rid of.

GENE LEONARDI:  Poor Edwin, to have stirred up such a ruckus!  My 02 cents sees his wife‑beating comments as just an example of quick footed thinking designed to get himself out of any monetary claims submitted by Angelina.  He may be a "cad" but he's an honest one with absolutely no hidden agendas.  Which cannot be said for most of the rest assembled.

THEODORE C. RICE:  I don't think that Edwin either has beaten, thrashed, or kicked Angelina... his language is reasonably clear on the point when he says," I'm sure I should thrash her, perhaps I should kick her..."  Both these imply that he has never offered her violence.

So far as in the future, the character that comes thru is that Edwin is a ladies' man; to have such a mark on his record would, if nothing else, severely limit his field.  He would also get such a reputation that no gentleman would associate with him for fear of staining his own rep.  He would probably, also, get thrown out of any club to which he had been elected, and become unsuitable as a member of any to which he might aspire.

No, Edwin is only trying to get out of a sticky situation.  He probably wouldn't even go so far as to get drunk; if he did so, he could be sure that any move to thrash or kick Angelina would be thwarted by Counsel, at least.  He's perfectly safe!

MAUREEN ROULT:  I agree with those who say that Edwin is proposing this to portray himself as so unsavory that Angelina is better off without him.  As in so many cases, the director's interpretation will largely determine how the audience interprets this.

RICA MENDES:  Of course, there is a whole other way to look at the beating in Trial by Jury...

Perhaps he is trying to win over one of the Bridesmaids who, in the course of the Trial, has suggested to Edwin that not only is she interested in him, but in a little "rough love".  So, Edwin sees an opportunity ‑ to prove that he is a cad and that Angelina is much better off without him, but also to win points with this kinky Bridesmaid.

The Judge, obviously into entres nous, is quite the voyeur and, since he does have a thing for Angelina, would really enjoy seeing the object of his fantasy get a good beating all in the name of "fun".

However, Angelina, being the closet submissive, is not "into" an "open" scene in the courtroom, and, since she was brought up in a good, clean way (her mother is in the public box) refuses to save her reputation (though she really wouldn't mind a good whipping from Edwin ‑ the love and caressing that she would be missing).

Of course, none of this would be objected to by the PC crowd since they are more than open and accepting of alternative lifestyles.

THE MUSIC OF TRIAL BY JURYPRIVATE 

SULLIVAN'S MUSICAL REFERENCES
LOUIS WERNICK:  Several netters have established a thread of identifying the catalogue of musical references in Trial.  I might point out that the difficulty may lie, perhaps, not in the OBSCURITY of the reference, but in the fact that it appears for just a few bars before Sullivan goes on to something else.

For example, the opening MELODY of the sextet is in the style of Bellini, but as everyone who attempts to direct the singers to handle the six‑part harmony in the grand ensemble knows, the grand ensemble is in the style of Donizetti.  For example, rather than being "unadorned" in the style of Bellini, where the various principals can sing their counterpoint madrigal‑style, the grand ensemble has music which is "adorned", in that a limpid soprano and a stalwart tenor "lead" the ensemble, and the other inner parts follow the rise and fall of what these two are doing. I have always found, for example, that this ensemble works if the Angelina sings her embellishments in what Donizetti experts call "slancio", while the tenor sings his line in the grand ensemble as the "pin" that holds it together.

It would be interesting to catalogue what is in Trial, because the libretto is of real quality, for example, the characters acting out of self‑centeredness with disregard to how those around them would react to what is good for the other person. However, it may be more important to research "snatches of phrases" than entire musical numbers.

CLIVE WOODS:  I suspect that Sullivan was still "experimenting" and wrote complex textures at a time before he had learnt to do "more" with "less".  E.g. the part crossing in the opening chorus, and the rhythm in "Dilemma", seem to be confusing to sing, and this sort of writing gradually disappeared in later works as Sullivan learnt how to avoid it yet still make his effects.

IAN BOND:  If my memory serves me correctly, and bearing in mind that I am at work at the moment and can't therefore check a recording, surely the "Dilemma" chorus is a direct quote from Bellini's La Sonnambula.

DAVID LYLE:  I don't believe it's a direct quote, but that it was intended to be a very tongue in cheek send‑up of so many interminable Romantic, Italian opera ensembles, where all action grinds to a halt whilst the entire cast chews the cud for a few minutes and squeezes the last drop of mileage out of about three words.  (I also think it's a highly successful send‑up, too.)

THE TUNING OF THE GUITAR
CLIVE WOODS:  Just before the Defendant's song, the libretto has a direction: "Defendant tunes his guitar".  What follows in the score is quite clearly an imitation of tuning a violin (or mandolin).  Why?  Surely Sullivan knew the difference?  Did he think his audience would not notice the difference?

ROBERT JONES:  Well, Sullivan wrote the music and Gilbert the words, and "guitar" was no doubt close enough for Gilbert, whatever Sullivan's intentions.  They were early days and fortunately Gilbert's staging and Sullivan's instrumentation developed into some sort of consistency, or we might see Lady Jane playing a saxophone.

CLIVE WOODS:  In most of the performances I have seen, the "tuning" passage has been cut.  How often has this been done?

BRUCE I. MILLER:  The Defendant used the guitar as a prop in the original production of 1875, and the refrain "Tink‑a‑tank" refers to guitar‑like sounds.  But the actor portraying the Defendant only mimed playing the instrument, and since Sullivan had only traditional string instruments in his pit band, the tuning sounds were assigned to a violin.  He certainly would have known that the tuning of a guitar differed from that on a violin, so we can safely assume this orchestration detail was not an error. 

By the 1884 revival the prop guitar had vanished, although the Defendant played air‑guitar for the "Tink‑a‑tank" refrain; the tuning business seems to have been cut at the same time.

DAVID LYLE:  Could it be a little joke, perhaps?  And why cut it? And why do so many directors and conductors think they know better than author and composer?  (To the best of my knowledge it's Gilbert's and Sullivan's versions (pace errors in scores and orchestral parts) which have lasted 120 years.)

BRUCE I. MILLER:  The authors appear to have cut the tuning for the 1884 revival, when the prop guitar was suppressed.  I do agree with you, however, that it's a fun bit of business, if you decide to stage it with the guitar. 

MAUREEN ROULT:  In the one production of Trial by Jury that I've been in, Edwin had an instrument that may have been a ukulele.  At any rate, it was roughly guitar‑shaped, though smaller, and Edwin did pretend to tune it (very realistically) before his song, and strummed it at the appropriate places.  (As I was seated behind him, I can't vouch for how it looked to the audience.)

TRIAL BY JURY IN PERFORMANCEPRIVATE 

INTERPRETATION AND CHARACTERISATION 

ANDREW CROWTHER:  How do performers deal with the opera?  Its brevity and lack of dialogue mean that we know much less about the characters ‑ they're much less fleshed‑out.  In the full‑length operas we see the major characters in various moods, whereas in Trial they remain little more than "types" ‑ the womanising rogue, the jilted money‑grabber, etc.

I have been interested, amused, and sometimes bemused, by the discussions of Savoynet performers about how they build up their portrayal of whichever character they are playing, including the use of invented "back histories".

Do such techniques hold good with Trial?  Or is it better simply to play the "types" to the hilt, without bothering too much about deep psychological motivation?

LOUIS WERNICK:  To me, the most important thing about performing Trial is that most of the principal characters have "short snatches" in which they must sing in an operatic manner, but true opera singers may feel that most of their roles are wasted.

The Foreman is surprisingly short for a principal role.  The Counsel must sing out on "With a sense of deep emotion" and "In the reign of James the Second".  Angelina must sing out for "O'er the season vernal" and in the full‑counterpoint‑with‑mordents in the sextet.

Edwin really sings out only in the sextet.  The Judge is a patter‑baritone‑comic for his opening song, but does not have to readdress this mode again later.  Hence, a performance "without operatic voices" may seem a bit pale, while a performance "with operatic voices" may require extra musical direction for the 24 minutes or so any character has to be onstage without singing grand opera.

THEODORE C. RICE:  I think that to play the characters in Trial as more than the shallow archetypes that they are is to subvert Gilbert's intention.  Too much psychology, like too much toffee, can be deadly!

RICA MENDES:  Oh, Ted, your comments pain me!  No archetype is unworthy of depth!  (Otherwise, Jung would have been out of a job...)  I think that the Trial by Jury characters have been neglected because Trial by Jury is so darned quick and it is, most likely, paired with a more "significant" piece ‑ Trial by Jury, though unworthy of this status, seems to be regarded as a "throw away".  I don't think it is because the characters are any more shallow than those in other G&S operas.

I think what makes these characters difficult to establish is that you have to establish who they are, what their motives are, etc. as soon as they walk onto stage ‑ there is no time for the character to grow into itself, as you can do with, say, Elsie Maynard (a fairly complex character, IMHO).  She evolves throughout Yeomen, whereas Angelina just kind of quickly peels off her layers like an onion.  Does that mean that there isn't a deeper character there?  No.  But she can't linger in one level of her personality.

That said...

Usher: This man is tired, not too bright (otherwise he would have a higher rank in the courts), and is basically like the umpire at a ball game ‑ he is unappreciated by the public since he constantly tells them to "Sit down! Shut up!" (for those Howard Stern fans), the Judge loves to remind him that he was too stupid to come anywhere near the bar, let alone pass it, and the attorneys don't even notice he's there (unless, of course, he forgets to come in for "A Nice Dilemma").  So he can't really be too cheerful (unless you decide to have a drunken usher).

Judge: Cad. Cad. Cad.  He's a cad.  He slept his way through the courts.  Which means that, in actuality, he isn't much brighter than the Usher, just more ambitious.  And a braggart.  He treats his courtroom like a locker room.  He airs his dirty laundry, boasts about "had her, been there, done that", slobbers over anything with a pair of... er... legs and just sees his bench as a glorified waterbed.  He should have a chest rug.  And a big gold necklace.  And, of course, a big stupid ring that looks like a ruby.  In other words, as is the term in Israel, he is a "chahk‑chahk" or an "arse" (a "cockroach" or a "pimp" ‑ what we fine ladies call men with shirts open to their belly buttons, icky slicked back hair, chests so hairy that they have to brush and part their hair, big gold chains that would make Mr. T envious, and the belief that they are god's gift to women) in a long black dress and a wig.

Angelina: Well, at first we see her as a "broken flower", but it is obvious she is quite melodramatic, is aware of her womanly wiles and is anything but averse to using them.  I think that, at first, she was very broken hearted by the broken engagement, but, as they say, "hell hath no wrath... " and, at the coaxing of her girlfriends (not the bridesmaids), and her attorney friend (looking for a cut), her sadness quickly turned to the Marianne vs. Dr. Dick of "Cybill" approach, if he's gonna give it to another woman, better destroy "it", stalk "it" and milk "it" for all "it's" got ("it" defined as Dr. Dick, his estate and any body part whose function could bring satisfaction to Dr. Dick and company).  And, of course, the Judge is turned on by this, since: a) getting her and breaking her would be like the "Taming of the Shrew"; b) she's quite the minxie, c) she shares the same philosophy when it comes to justice; and d) again, she has quite a pair of... er... legs that has walked into the room.

Council: This could be interpreted any number of ways: 1) Money grubbing ambulance chaser looking for a new field to get in on the money; 2) A social minded attorney who is seeking to set precedence for the female society and a way to define engagements as business contracts; 3) A friend of Angelina who knows that she "has to go through this" to break ties; 4) A friend of Angelina who wants to be her knight in shining armour to get into her knickers, much distraught by the fact that: a) she wants Edwin; b) she'll take the judge; c) she'd take the jurors before she'd take him (thus getting flustered and blurting out "burglaree" instead of "bigamy" and feeling rather stupid at the outburst, but he realizes that it's too late to correct himself).

Well, I'll get to the Defendant, the Bridesmaids and the Jury later...  I'm getting burnt out as I have too much work right now...

THEODORE C. RICE:  Rica, dear, I agree with all your characterisations of the principals ‑ so far as you've gone ‑ but yet I don't see how the analysis helps to define the characters better than Gilbert, himself, has done.

Angie is a gold‑digger ‑‑‑ cares not who she gets, so long as he's reasonably rich.  That's clear from one of her first lines: "I am no unhappy maid."   A latter day, transported, Scarlett O'Hara.

Counsel is simply a barrister trying to earn a living ‑‑‑ a stuffed shirt, maybe, but sincere.  (I don't think "burglaree" is a mistake; it simply shows his level of intelligence is on a par with the Judge.  Perry Mason, he ain't!)

The Judge?  A rogue, a man who doubtless has hands that wander as far as his eyes, and who has little time for the niceties of the law.  He tells us so from the first.  He'll never get to try an Oscar Wilde!

Poor old Usher!  Perhaps a superannuated copper, or a civil servant approaching the age of discretion, and given a sinecure to reward his faithful service.  His background isn't germane; he knows enough to pound his staff and cry "Silence!" at most of the proper points.  What more do we need to know than what WSG paints?  A "Gentle, simple‑minded usher."

Please go on with your analysis.  I'm not sneering; I just disagree with the notion that the characters need any more analysis than appears on the surface.

STEVE SULLIVAN:  Edwin is a bounder and a cad to the end.  His final line:


I wonder whether


They'll live together


In marriage tether


In manner true?

shows that he undergoes no sort of redemption during the operetta.

MARC SHEPHERD:  My view of Edwin has always been that the man has a point: he is a singularly poor matrimonial candidate, and Angelina probably would be very unhappy with him.  Her lawsuit seems a bit of hypocrisy: her love for him clearly is not genuine, given her eagerness to jump to the "rich as Gurneys" Judge.

ARTHUR ROBINSON:  Yes, but he's hypocritical too.  Maybe Angelina would be unhappy with him, but when he sings "I smoke like a furnace" etc. his purpose is solely to convince the jury that since he would be such a rotten husband, Angelina shouldn't get substantial damages to compensate her.  He is a cad ‑‑ but a funny one.  (The Judge's "Let's make him tipsy, gentlemen, and try" is a great line, but I think Edwin tops it with "I don't object!")

LOUIS WERNICK:  I once did a production of Trial in which the Edwin was told beforehand that "the cards were stacked against him" the moment he entered the courtroom.  Indeed, we had real constables/police on duty for a strange reason, and they, for comedy, tightly escorted Edwin when he came in.

The counsel demanded that the constables stay on his case and seat him as soon as he finished a line, and the whole thing was hilarious.  Another strange thing about Edwin is that his moving line in the sextet is the strongest "tenor line" in the role, and the sextet seems to work best when comic threads are stopped for the time it takes to sing it and it is sung with the limpid soprano line, stalwart tenor line and contrapuntal lines of the judge and counsel against the essential chorus support of the remaining two singers.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  It seems to be a "tradition" that when the Judge in Trial sings "The rich attorney my character high tried vainly to disparage", the chorus must say a shocked "No!", and the judge respond with an aggrieved "Yes!".  Now, to my mind, the joke was already quite clear; emphasizing it that way weakens the joke, rather than strengthening it.

There is no direct evidence that this business was sanctioned by Gilbert.  It's not included in the principal text of the Broude critical edition but is listed among the variant "traditional" readings in the Apparatus, where it states "This tradition has never been reflected in the published or manuscript sources, but it appears on all the D'Oyly Carte recordings going back to [1928]."  The point of the business is, apparently, to give an added punch by including the chorus as a responsible party to the

hypocrisy, which would not be as clear without their interjection; but it's not something which, to me, makes or breaks a production of Trial by Jury. 

DANIEL KRAVETZ:  My impression of the exchange in the old Leo Sheffield recording is that the chorus's "Noooooo!" is long and downward in pitch, suggesting a form or sadness and pathetic disbelief, something like the way a person might respond to the news that Jimmy Stewart had died.  The Judge then reflects the same emotion in his "Yeeesss" response.  The judge is already so beloved by the jury during his song that the news of his father‑in‑law trying to besmirch their hero's good name makes them wonder how the rich attorney could stoop so low.  That's my take on the earliest available evidence on how this supposedly was meant to go.

MITCHELL SCOTT GILLETT:  The recording of the Judge's Song (1909 I think) has this break of the small chorus going "No".  But C.H. Workman speaks something like "He did indeed!".  Though Workman had been directed by Gilbert and was running a season or two of the operas at the Savoy, he was on the outs with him at the time he did the recordings.

PHILIP de VOIL:  Just as a variation on the way Trial can be produced...  A few years back Leicester G&SOS put on "Trial by Jury 2: The Whole Truth and Nothing Like the Truth" which kept the basic plot of Trial and all its music, but fleshed it out into a complete evening's show by bringing in characters and songs from other G&S operas to fit the story.  Hence Angelina's parents came to the courtroom as "Major‑General & Mrs Hope‑Waning" ‑ giving the opportunity for the Major‑General's song.

Also they introduced a traffic warden (who objected to the Judge's car in the no‑parking zone outside the Court) named Hyacinth Bucket (non‑UK readers will probably not understand the name) who sang "When I first put this uniform on / I said as I looked in the glass / It's one to a million that every civilian / Will give me abuse as I pass" and so on.

It was very cleverly done as a one‑off but sadly I cannot remember all of the "extras" they wove into the basic Trial plot.

CASTING A FEMALE COUNSEL
FRASER CHARLTON:  The past two productions of Trial by Jury that I've been in had a female counsel to balance up the parts a bit.  It worked splendidly both times, although "Oh man of learning" had to be changed.  The first time it was "Oh, so much learning!". The second time, at my suggestion, it was "Oh, learned lawyer", as no rhyme is needed and alliteration is, IMHO, a Good Thing.  Anyone else got other solutions?

MARYJO KELLEHER:  Female counsel?  Yes!  In our one and only production of Trial by Jury, not only was our Counsel for the Plaintiff female, she was also the twin sister of the Plaintiff.  If I recall correctly, she was referred to as "oh wise attorney".

IAN BOND:  The casting of a female Counsel is by no means unusual these days, in fact it has been done in every amateur company Trial I have encountered in this part of the world since 1979.  The accepted alteration to the words in this area seems to be "Oh maid of learning".

CLIVE WOODS:  Standard here is "Oh fount of learning".

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  The last Stanford Savoyards Trial by Jury used "Oh, learned lady!" as I recall.  (This was their renowned Marx Bros. Trial ‑‑ the Counsel was played as the Margaret Dumont character.)

PHILIP STERNENBERG:  1)  Could a woman have been a counsel in a real British court in 1875?

IAN BOND: Yes!

PHILIP STERNENBERG:  ...2)  Can a woman be a counsel in a real British court today?

IAN BOND: No!

PHILIP STERNENBERG:  ...3)  Doesn't such cross‑gender casting violate Sullivan's intentions?

IAN BOND:  Probably ‑ but considering the great difficulty some UK companies have to get a decent number of men for their productions, especially principals, it is sometimes necessary.  

BRUCE I. MILLER:  Very likely, yes.  The Counsel's role is a high baritone; having a woman sing it by transposing it up an octave assumes that Sullivan would have approved ‑ musically he might well have conceived it very differently, on vocal grounds alone. The other option, having a "female tenor" sing it in the octave it's written, would be even more suspect, as the tessitura as sung by a woman sounds very different than when sung by a man.  I suppose someone will now chime in with the Ruby Helder example, but even she is identifiable as a woman singing tenor.

MARYJO KELLEHER:  But with more male than female roles, and more female than male auditioners, sometimes it's the way to get a better performance than honoring those intentions would get you.  

IAN BOND:  Utopia is a prime example.  The production last year by my local company just would not have been staged if they hadn't cast a DAME Bailey Barre and a MRS Blushington.

Not in the same league I know, but many amateur companies in this country who perform Offenbach insist on casting (in the opposite direction) men in male characters traditionally performed by women.  Orestes in Belle Helene and Mercury in Orpheus for instance ‑ and, horror of horrors I have even heard of one production of Mozart's Marriage of Figaro with a male Cherubino.

MARYJO KELLEHER:  Is taking a high note down an octave, or a low note up an octave, also a violation?  Transposing?

BRUCE I. MILLER:  These are not by any means as severe violations of intent as transposing up or down an octave, or changing the role from baritone to mezzo soprano.  Handel, of course, did this in Messiah, but we must remember that it was he who authorized it; not all composers would necessarily feel the same with their compositions.

There's nothing preventing anyone from doing it, of course.  But you can't have it both ways.  If you're going to make such a radical alteration, at least have the intellectual honesty to admit that what you're doing may very well be in direct violation of what the composer (and author) might have wanted.  Rationalize it all you want, but you can't get away from that fact.  

IAN BOND:  To be quite honest I don't see what all the fuss is about.  If Gilbert were writing today no doubt we would have had a female Counsel, female Flowers of Progress including an air force commander, and, of course Peeresses.  No one, particularly myself, would suggest that the operas should be 'modernised', certainly as far as libretto, music, settings, costumes etc. are concerned, but people on the net must realise that in certain areas of this planet, companies have considerable problems in this day and age in finding enough men of principal standard to take part in productions.  Therefore, unless we produce Fallen Fairies every year, there are not going to be enough good singers/actors to cover.

In a double bill of Trial and Pinafore, if we adhere to the original voice ranges there are 4 female roles against 12 male roles.  Surely it is far better to adjust the balance by casting the Counsel as a female.  After all, Hebe is something and nothing as it is.

With Utopia (to which there is very little in the way of "tradition" attached), in which we have 11 male roles and 7 female roles, it seems entirely logical to assign 1 or 2 of the Flowers to females, making it a 10/8 or 9/9 split.  The effect musically is very minimal as Blushington and Barre have very little in the way of solo music.

After all, if it's a case of presenting Utopia with an adjusted cast or not presenting it at all and therefore depriving the public in your area of seeing the work, which would you choose?  Netters really must take into account the fact that there are certain parts of the world (the south‑west of England is one of them) where the population is spread very thin, and finding enough principals to cover is very difficult.

So, in conclusion, far better have a female Counsel or female Flowers and stage Trial or Utopia easily and well (WELL BEING THE POINT), than insist on male singers that you haven't got and stage them badly or not at all.

TRIAL BY JURY AS PART OF A DOUBLE BILL
LOUIS WERNICK:  Several people have mentioned the trouble with doing a double bill regarding Trial, specifically that more casting and directing effort is put into the longer piece that Trial is paired with, leaving a haphazard cast and direction for Trial.  Here is the silliest way I can think of to do a double bill of Trial and Pinafore with a limited cast.  If anyone can think of anything sillier, please post it so we all can have a good laugh.

Soprano:
Stands backstage during Trial to take over the soprano line once the six parts in the sextet start doing their counterpoint, singing the mordents et al operatically.  She then does Josephine in Pinafore.

Mezzo I:
Appears onstage as Angelina, for example, singing "In the season vernal" et al.  However, once she has sung the opening "free line" in the sextet, mouths the rest of the piece so the strong soprano can sing out backstage, then returns to Angelina after the sextet. She also sings Hebe in Pinafore.

Contralto:
Sort of attempts whatever women's chorus there is in Trial, singing whichever line in the split parts she feels like, then getting some netter once describing herself as a lump of a girl to volunteer for chorus and sing whatever parts she isn't doing.  This contralto then takes Buttercup in Pinafore.

Tenor I:

Stands backstage during Trial to sing in the sextet only, then sings Rafe in Pinafore.

Lyric Baritone:
Sings Edwin except for the sextet, where he mouths while the tenor sings backstage, then sings the Captain in Pinafore.

Bass:
Sings Usher in Trial followed by Deadeye in Pinafore.

Comic Baritone:
This is easiest, because he sings Judge and Admiral, and many people in this fach probably have done both roles at one performance. 

Second Baritone:
Sings Foreman and Bosun.

Men's chorus:
One tenor and bass to try to handle all chorus parts in both operettas as best they can, the bass also singing Carpenter in Pinafore.

If anyone can think of a sillier casting, please let us know.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  Golly.  The only way I can think of to respond to this inspired lunacy is with a grand Net tradition, the Irrelevant Nitpick.  Forthwith:

Sir Joseph Porter (KCB) isn't an "Admiral".  He's the First Lord of the Admiralty, which is a civilian office.  (The First Lord of the Sea, OTOH, is an admiral.)

RONALD ORENSTEIN:  I believe that, before my time, St Pat's Players did a double bill of Trial by Jury and Sorcerer in which Sorcerer was done first with Edwin and Angelina as chorus members who got together and broke up in the end, with the final curtain involving the Counsel presenting a jilted Angelina with his card.

Trial followed.

RICHARD BLIGHT:  Louis Wernick describes the casting for a double bill of Trial/Pinafore.  Recently I have been wondering about the feasibility of casting a Pinafore, solely for home consumption, with 3 voices ‑ soprano, tenor, bass.  (These are somewhat constrained by the voices of myself and two nearby friends. I hasten to add that I am not the soprano.) 

Soprano: sings Josephine, Buttercup, Hebe, soprano line of female chorus, probably Ralph in "British Tar".

Tenor: sings Ralph, Joseph P, Corcoran (sometimes), Bosun (sometimes), tenor chorus, alto line of female chorus where possible.

Bass: sings Deadeye, Corcoran (sometimes), Bosun (sometimes), Carpenter, bass chorus, alto line of female chorus where possible.

Role changes would probably best be managed by having a large and distinctive Hat for each character, which could be donned at the suitable time.  Variations on this theme, such as an eye patch for Deadeye or a cat o'nine‑tails for Corcoran, might also be possible.

MICHAEL WALTERS:  I have received permission to send this to the net.  The Wooing of Angelina is a one‑act play without music written by Iris Pritchard with the intention of its being performed by amateur companies as a prequel to Trial by Jury. Copies of the script are available from her son, John G. Pritchard, 34 St. Leonard's Avenue, Blandford, Dorset DT11 7NY, UK.  Tel & fax: Int code + 01258‑453185.

Obviously he will expect reimbursement for printing and postage, but he says nothing about any fee for performance.  He writes in his letter to me: "My mother would have liked to think her play was being performed again."

BE FIRM, BE FIRM...
LARRY T. GARVIN: Now that we've chewed over Gilbert's faulty reference to the Court of the Exchequer, perhaps we might look at the rhyme.  I haven't yet attended or performed in a Trial by Jury in which that line hasn't provoked nervous laughter.  Has anyone devised an innocuous substitute?  Or should we just follow the dictates of W.S.G. and chance the consequences?

MICHAEL NASH: One thing to bear in mind, is that "pecker" does not have any unfortunate connotation to the British ear, except to those who are sufficiently conversant with American slang.  I never realised that the word had a rude meaning until the last time this topic came up on Savoynet, and I don't think I'm the most prudish and naive person in the British Isles (fairly prudish and naive perhaps, but not the most).  On this side of the pond, it simply means "mouth".  In UK productions of Trial I've never heard any laughter at the line "Be firm, be firm my pecker" ‑ the only time I've heard a laugh at that point is during the Festival in Philly.

Consequently I don't believe for a moment that Gilbert had any double entendre in mind when he wrote the line.  It's just our 20th Century dirty minds at work.  (Another line which I have heard provoke nervous laughter is "A fairy member! That would be delightful.")

KELSEY THORNTON: Am I the only one who doesn't feel embarrassed by this line?  The "pecker" is the "Stiff upper lip" that we Brits are supposed to have.  It was this in Gilbert's time and still is.  Phrases such as "Keep your pecker up" are still (occasionally) used in Britain.

In the Festival Production of Trial in Berkeley, the Defendant was obviously very uncomfortable singing this line, and suggested several alternatives, some better than others, finally plumping for "My name is Edwin Becker."

Unlike use of the "n‑word" in Mikado and Ida, I really see no need to change this.

Why are you Americans so prudish?  :)

NEIL ELLENOFF:  Because we have a higher moral tone of course.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  Please explain again why it's obscene to spell Ruddigore with a "Y"...

MICHAEL RICE:  I think that the more appropriate question should be why are they such morons?  When I directed Trial by Jury, even the cast would let out a snicker at that moment, even during the final dress.

NEIL ELLENOFF:  I think that reaction shows exceptional brilliance.  The irony of a super Victorian like WSG writing a line that is not only smutty but within the context of Trial By Jury unexpectedly should provoke a reaction.  It is exactly the type of amusement that would be funny time after time.  Your cast was not moronic, merely attentive and not dead.

MICHAEL RICE:  They are not attentive... they are morons.  I explained to them at the first rehearsal, even before they read it or heard it sung, what it meant.  Yet, they still snickered like little kids who hear a "dirty word".  It's fine the first time, but it gets very tiresome after a period of 2 months.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  Which maybe should have convinced you that the line needed changing.

MICHAEL RICE:  Whenever we got to that point we would have to stop and do things over again.  Even, as I said in my previous message, during the final dress.  If that is not moronic, I don't know what is.

NEIL ELLENOFF:  It is so unexpected (even if you expect it) that I can understand the snickers.  I can understand, however, that it must be incredibly exasperating.  I also do agree that it becomes terminal silliness after awhile.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  In America, "Be firm my pecker" is on a par with "The nigger serenader" ‑ a line that just doesn't work here, now, however it might have worked for WSG back then.  (I don't recall ever hearing "be firm my pecker" sung in the US.)

Mind you, in the Naughty Marietta I was recently in, there were sniggers clear through tech rehearsal when the American captain said "I've got three frigates in the harbor"...

PETER MEASON:  Come on now ‑ there is no comparison to be made between a word that is offensive and shows irreverence to a particular ethnic group and a word which happens to be slang in a particular idiom of the English Language.  Having said that, the time may well come, as a result of our shrinking world, that such slang terms may converge throughout the English speaking nations.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  There is indeed a comparison to be made, and I'm a‑making it.  Both words have connotations for a modern American audience which they didn't for a Victorian one.  Those connotations (racial hatred in one case, phallic excitement in the other) are so strong that the original meaning of the line is drowned out.  Yes, an educated audience can stop, think a moment, and say, "Oh, of course, Gilbert didn't mean 'penis', he meant 'upper lip'" ‑‑ but the very fact that the audience has to think about it is proof that the line is distracting.

I'm not especially squeamish on either count.  I have no problem with "The negro they'll be bleaching by and by".  And I rather wish the "The Irish are the niggers of Europe" speech (in the short story The Commitments) hadn't been cleaned up for the movie (the speech is SUPPOSED to have shock value).  Similarly, when WSG actually INTENDS a sexual double entendre (like "She may have as many salutes as she likes" in Gondoliers), by all means, says I, go there.  But when a line is written innocently, and (by linguistic accident) changes meaning that drastically, then pull out the scalpel and fix it.

PETER MEASON:  Incidentally, I don't recall titles or names involving the word "Fanny" ever being changed in England, even though the slang usage could, I suppose, be construed as being offensive, even though it is a legitimate diminution of the names Francis or Fenella.

FRASER CHARLTON:  A friend of mine had reason to wish that such titles were changed when he had to sing a song by Ivor Novello (I think) called "I'm looking for Fanny in the park"...

Apparently the audience loved it...

NEIL ELLENOFF:  Harold Rome wrote a whole successful show called "Fanny".  The title song uses the name repeatedly.  No riots occurred in New York.  In Britain I believe the name was changed to Pecker.

SHELDON BROWN:  ...two great nations divided by a "common" language...

There is a U.S.‑made  bicycle trailer called a "Bugger" (tm).  I have met cyclists who have traveled with these in Britain, and who have received so much grief that they had to cover up the model name with tape to avoid giving offense... so, should I ask why are the British so prudish?

The answer is that these terms, in fact, have different meanings in the different flavors of the mother tongue spoken on opposite sides of the Atlantic.

That said, I'll agree that a great many Americans are, in fact prudish.

JOHN ATKINSON:  Sheldon Brown thinks Americans are more prudish.  In some ways yes, in other ways no.  I look forward to discussions about where Gilbert may have slipped in cockney rhyming slang, however.

TOM SHEPARD:  Yes we're prudish and I'm sorry about this.  But in the unique case of "Be firm, my pecker" there is no American of our generation who cannot think about the priapic desires of the defendant, and then, perhaps we'll remember that it all only means "stiff upper lip".  So, I prefer not changing WSG, but I must reckon with the inevitable misunderstanding that will occur unless we change "pecker" to "ticker" ‑‑‑ a poor rhyme, but at least closer to the English intention.

I am not advocating this adjustment, and I don't defend our prudishness, but words like "pecker" and "fairy" inevitably produce a normal association in our idiom that we Americans must then put aside in favor of the historical meanings of these words.

A nice dilemma we have here.

IAN HOLLAMBY:  So, the reference to a firm pecker gets a laugh in the U.S.?  So what?  It is supposed to be a comic opera, and a laugh engendered by Gilbert's original libretto can hardly be frowned at.  Humorous references to the male generative organ have a long (sorry) provenance, including such Shakespearian gems as, "Pistol's cock is up, and flashing fire shall follow".  A laugh produced by this kind of reference, even if unintended by Gilbert, cannot be compared to the "N" word in the list song, which is now merely offensive without containing a grain of humour.

MARYJO KELLEHER:  Trial by Jury was one of my rare stage appearances.  I believe our Defendant sang:

"Is this the Court of the Exchequer?

If this is the Exchequer

My evil star's in the ascendant..." 

LARRY BYLER:  Paul Zawilski (the Defendant in the Berkeley production) played the same role in Lyric Theatre's Trial in 1995.  In that production, the stage director refused to even consider using "pecker" and came up with the following substitution:

Defendant:
Is this the court of failed romances?

Chorus:

It is!

Defendant:
It's here I'll take my chances.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  So many programs have glossaries explaining obscure references; this seems like an obvious one to include.

MARC SHEPHERD:  I have never been particularly fond of the "put‑it‑in‑the‑program‑notes" approach, because it is my experience that an overwhelming number of audience members simply do not read such notes.

BRUCE I. MILLER:  Another thought.  One of the variant texts is "Be firm, my moral pecker".  A good actor might be able to do something with the word "moral" so it would be unmistakable to the audience what is intended.  They might still laugh at the modern slang meaning of "pecker", but the laugh would be partially due to his skill; and if he really wanted to milk it, he could give them a look (as they laugh) to capitalize on the point (that their minds are in the gutter).  There's a pause in the music there, and it might stop the show for a few seconds, but maybe it's worth trying. 

JEFF DeMARCO:  I had understood (from Martyn Green?) that at least one of the meanings for Pecker is Heart.  To this end people have sometimes substituted Ticker.  However, the thing I thought worked best was the defendant placing his hand over his heart and flapping it to simulate beating while singing the phrase.  This little business made it very clear that we were not in the nether zone...

CHARLES SCHLOTTER:  The Problem: The phrase "Be firm, be firm, my pecker" has a double meaning in America.

The Conventional Solution: Rewrite the lyrics for American productions to eliminate the unintended offense.

My Solution: Rewrite the lyrics in England to add a whopping obscenity that will bring a blush to British (to which some add, but others do not, Irish) cheeks.

EDWIN:
When Angelina comes, may I harangue her?

JURY:
You may.

EDWIN:
Be firm, be firm, my wanger.

or

EDWIN:
Is this is the court whose jurymen are callous?

JURY:
It is.

EDWIN:
Be firm, be firm my phallus.

or

EDWIN:
Is this is the court whose judge bewigged and lean is?

JURY:
It is.

EDWIN:
Be firm, be firm my...

Well, you get the idea.

SAMUEL M. SILVERS:  In our 1980 Barnard production, we used:

Defendant:
Is this the Court of Common Pleas?

Chorus:

It is!

Defendant:
Be firm, my wobbling knees.

RICA MENDES:  This is ridiculous.  It's one thing to change the "n" word in the "list" song ‑ the "n" word has clearly become a very derogatory and demeaning part of modern vocabulary.  But "pecker"?  Ugh.

JAMES BECKMAN:  Personally, I think the line should be changed.  As best I can remember, I've always heard it draw a laugh during performances.  The problem is that it's an inappropriate laugh.  And it isn't just a prudish reaction to the word itself, but its unfortunate combination with the word "firm".

RICA MENDES:  What kind of prudish director actually feels the necessity of changing "pecker"?  I can almost accept the argument that, perhaps, if the tenor is of a gentle nature and cannot sing through the line without busting a gut, one should change the line.  But, come on.  Little old silver‑haired grannies (just to illustrate who production types assume will be the most offended by obscenity) will understand what Edwin is singing about.

JAMES BECKMAN:  I don't think so.  The line comes upon them suddenly, with no preparation, and then with no followup or explanation.  Of course it does, since it isn't meant to be funny.  The typical audience reaction, and this includes the silver‑haired grannies, is "What was that?  Why did he say that?  I don't understand that at all."   And they have lost the flow of the play, which is unfortunate.

So for the sake of the audience, change it.

RICA MENDES:  Quite honestly, it's one line.  And it's a musical line.  It's one thing to include words of "ill‑choosing" in a patter song, such as the List song, since the focus is on the words, not the music.  But Edwin's lines are clearly more focused on music than on words.  And the moment does not revolve around this line either.  It's an aside.  Do people really pay that much attention to it?

MITCHELL SCOTT GILBERT:  I have to agree.  I kept it in when I directed Trial by Jury, and it never got so much as a titter in performance.  It really goes by so fast.  And my Tenor would have never understood what he was singing anyway.<WG>

DANIEL KRAVETZ:  I am very much in favor of keeping "Be firm, my pecker," unless the audience is known to be likely to react with shrieks of laughter and catcalls.  The real problem with that is, since the line occurs so early on, there is nothing to top its impact for the remainder of the opera and a raunchy‑minded audience could get bored very quickly.  Anyway, an even better idea than the heart business might be for Edwin to use his hands to press first on his cheeks, then on his nose and chin while singing the line, then striking a smug expression of affected self‑confidence.

MARC E. KENIG:  Oh, heck, this Pecker thread is getting waaaay too serious.  But therein lies a thread idea that might be an insipid, juvenile and fun for all in late summer Savoynet... Unintentional Sexual Double Entendres In G&S!!!

Now I don't mean way too obvious ones like "Be firm, my pecker", but innocuous little lines like:

"Ejaculate with wild alarm" (Ida) and "We love you fondly and would make you" (Trial).

Forget what they originally meant and why ‑ just that they can be misconstrued.  Parts of lines, so long as they make a proper sentence, are allowed, too.  Who knows, maybe this fall we could move on to "Change/omit one pronoun and look what happens" ("My how THEY'VE grown, I did not recognize her" (Yeomen)).

Think of how paying attention to this thread will serve to spice up your banter at rehearsals!!

GENE LEONARDI:  Here, IMHO, is another one of what Richard Freedman calls the "near miss", the not quite double entendre. And it's from TBJ too!

The Usher's last words:


It seems to me, sir,


Of such as she, sir,


A judge is he, sir,


And a good judge too.

One can indulge in quite a bit of unbounded speculation with that, based upon how "unbounded" one considers Angelina to be.

JIM PARR:  Since correspondence is growing more Grundyish than Pecksniffian, I'd like to suggest another line in Trial by Jury whose implications must be morally offensive to many who've complained about that stiff upper lip.  It's:

        "At last, one morning, I became

           Another's love‑sick boy."

Should be changed to evening, I'd say!

J. DONALD SMITH:  With all the band‑width being wasted on "The Pecker Problem" of an innocent line which has become less so because of the change in the English language (that is, the American language), I am surprised that no one has pointed out the one overt sexual reference in Trial By Jury.  (Hint: the same one occurs, in a slightly different context, in Yeomen of the Guard.)

HENRY A. STEPHENS:  Geez.  I get absorbed in my job for a few days and come back to all these pecker references in my clean old Savoynet.  There are other usenets that would really appreciate this many peckers!

DIANA BURLEIGH:  In Australia all references to Dick in Ruddigore have to be carefully treated as that word has the same connotation downunder as I gather pecker does in the States.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  "Dick" means the same thing in the US, but it's nevertheless still a common nickname for "Richard", so Dick Deadeye and Dick Dauntless don't necessarily set the audience snickering.  "Pecker", on the other hand, always and inevitably means "penis".

IAN BOND:  Isn't it such a pity that such an innocent English word as "pecker" should become the subject of such a debate.

In the UK it has never been applied to any part of the human anatomy and therefore does not raise laughter or sniggers either with Trial by Jury casts during rehearsals or with our audiences.  Neither, come to that, does "Dick" in Ruddygore, even though the word does have a sexual meaning under certain circumstances.

After all, these are now period pieces for heaven's sake.  Would we go round changing all the double meanings in Shakespeare?  Of course not ‑ so why should we do so with Gilbert?  Do producers and musical directors change the word "Gay" because in modern times it has come to mean homosexual?  Certainly not ‑ and neither should they!

Gilbert was a very important Victorian writer who, in this day and age is very much underrated ‑ but we, of all people, should and do understand the invaluable contribution he made to theatre and literature and should act as the guardians of what he wrote ‑ not the editors or rearrangers.

RICA MENDES:  I was watching Howard Stern on E! last night when I noticed something...  For those of you who don't know or listen to the show, Howard has a writer named Jackie "The Joke Man" Martling who is selling a CD called "Sgt. Pecker".

Now, here's the interesting part... on the radio, when Howard plugs the CD, he says "Sgt Pecker".  But, at 11:00 pm on cable, not only do they bleep out "e", making it "P‑cker", but they don't even include the "e" in the picture of the CD!

So maybe this is an indication of where the pecker falls...

ALL THE LEGAL FURIESPRIVATE 

IS THIS THE COURT OF THE EXCHEQUER?
PAUL McSHANE:  I don't purport to have any expertise concerning the nineteenth century British legal system, but it occurs to me that the Exchequer's court, which specialised in matters of taxes and finance, would not be a very appropriate venue for a breach of promise case.

RICA MENDES:  It seems that Angelina is not looking to make Edwin marry her, but rather receive "substantial damages" ‑ though her pleading is based on emotion, she seems to be taking the approach that this was some sort of financial contract, no?

MARC SHEPHERD:  A Breach of Promise would not have been tried in the Court of the Exchequer.  Moreover, that court was abolished in 1873, so it no longer even existed when the opera was written.

PAUL McSHANE:  As a young Equity draftsman, Gilbert surely would have known about this, which leaves three possibilities:

1.  Unlikely as it sounds, breach of promise cases were heard in the Exchequer's court.

MARC SHEPHERD:  Nope.  I consulted three sources, and they all agree that the Court of the Exchequer heard only revenue cases.  Never knew such unanimity on a point of law in my life.

ROBERT JONES:  My Pear's Cyclopaedia, a veritable cornucopia of knowledge, states that Exchequer deals with public revenues, so it is in no way responsible for breaches of contract, which come under civil law.

PAUL McSHANE:  ... 2. Gilbert knew it was the wrong court, but inserted the line as part of the "humour" of the piece.  (I don't believe this is true, although some of us are occasionally prone to explain away factual errors in the text as being part of Gilbert's humour.)

MARC SHEPHERD:  This is the explanation I lean to.

ROBERT JONES:  I vote for the "humour" explanation.  I can't quite see it, but I doubt that Gilbert so desperately needed a rhyme for "pecker".

PAUL McSHANE:  ... 3. Gilbert didn't really care ‑ Trial by Jury was a very early piece of his (predating Thespis), written before his taste for exact faultless fact amounted to a disease.

MARC SHEPHERD:  I'm not sure that Gilbert's taste for faultless fact ever DID amount to a disease.

[See The Birth of Trial by Jury]

JOHN ATKINSON:  The Court of the Exchequer went out of existence in 1873 and became part of the High Court (Queens Bench Division).  It would not have heard a case of breach of promise, other than for WSG and that on the ground that Exchequer rhymes with Pecker very nicely.

ANDREW CROWTHER:  Surely the important word in that rhyme is "Exchequer", and "pecker" is dragged in to rhyme with that ‑ not the other way round?  I'm sure "Be firm, be firm, my pecker" is not the sort of line one thinks up unless exigence of rhyme compels.  As to why Gilbert brought in the Court of the Exchequer at all, I can only guess.  Where would a Breach of Promise have been tried?  Would it have been tried before a Jury?  Obviously Gilbert needed a Jury for his satire, and if the real trial wouldn't have had one, he might have bent reality so as to bring the trial before a court with a jury.  (This is pure guesswork, and open to correction from someone who actually knows something about these things.)

JOHN ATKINSON:  Exchequer or pecker, which was the prior thought of WSG?  The line became "be firm, be firm, my pecker" after first appearing as "be firm, my moral pecker".

An earlier Bab Ballad entitled "The Haughty Actor" contained the following:


Dispirited became our friend


Depressed his moral pecker

It's a good job Edwin was also called the Defendant, otherwise WSG would have been hard pushed to find a rhyme with ascendant.

SAM L. CLAPP:
Excuse me, are you for real??  Your recent posts (notably this one) have provided me with no end of eye‑rolling...

JOHN ATKINSON:  I'm perfectly for real.  Which one of my other 2!! messages caused you a problem?  As for Ascendant/Defendant ‑ well , sorry, that was tongue in cheek which surely is where WSG kept his a lot of the time.

DAVID DUFFEY:  Is this the Court of Common Pleas?




It is.




Be still, be still my tremb'ling knees.

The Court of the Exchequer was indeed abolished by the Courts Act of 1873 which came into effect in 1875 ‑ i.e. it ceased to exist in the year of Trial by Jury's first production.  It would have tried certain Breach of Promise cases if the object of the case was to "tax", i.e. assess, the damages due to the wronged party.  

Had the dispute been whether Edwin had or had not made a promise to Angelina, then the Court of Common Pleas would have tried the case.  In Trial by Jury the fact of an engagement is not in dispute.  What the court is meeting to decide is how much to "tax" Edwin for breaking the engagement. 

Angelina's legal advisors have decided that her expenditure (on her trousseau) and loss of reputation amount to a worth of more than ukp1500: otherwise a jury would not have been summoned, and a judge in open court could have decided on HIS own.

Gilbert knew his legal procedures, but I am sure he used Court of the Exchequer as that is the tribunal an 1875 audience would have recognised.  I am certain he could have found an alternative to rhyme with "common pleas" had he thought that appropriate.

RONALD ORENSTEIN:  He did, in the Bab Ballad version of Trial by Jury:


See her sinking on her knees


In the Court of Common Pleas..

DAVID DUFFEY:  In Trial by Jury, WSG illustrates a quite straightforward breach of promise case.  The facts are not in dispute.  If they were, the Court of Common Pleas would have been used.  A little light research turns up that the Courts Act 1873 came into effect on one minute to midnight on 31 December 1875: therefore for all of 1875 the Court of Exchequer was the correct tribunal to assess the damages Edwin must pay.

The relevant legal points are:

1.
An engagement to marry exists between Edwin and Angelina

2.
Edwin seeks to break this engagement

3.
Edwin is not alleging that Angelina has acted in such a fashion that he is justified in seeking to break the engagement

Had any of the above been in dispute, the Court of Common Pleas would have heard the case.

What is in dispute is the amount of money Edwin will be required to pay to compensate Angelina for pecuniary loss and in damages.  As soon as Edwin enters a plea in mitigation: "I'm sure I should kick her", etc., the jury realise the matter might not be simple and seek judicial guidance.

ANDREW SOLOVAY:  And one other complicating factor: Edwin changes his mind (in the course of the opera) about point 2!  He says that he's willing to keep the engagement after all, provided that he also be permitted to marry the other woman.  This means that it's no longer Edwin breaking the engagement ‑‑ it's Angelina (and the court) saying they're not willing to let the marriage proceed under Edwin's terms.

I'm not sure whether that's enough to throw the case into Common Pleas...  Good thing the Judge's lateral thinking found a solution.

ANDREW CROWTHER:  I don't think this is quite what is happening here.  Effectively, this is what Edwin is saying: "All right, you've got me. I was engaged to Angelina, and I did jilt her and get engaged to someone else.  You don't want me to commit Breach of Promise ‑ all right.  But I can only avoid it by marrying both women."  At this point the "nice dilemma" becomes the fact that whichever course of action he takes, he will be breaking the law.

DAVID DUFFEY:  My only worry about the whole matter is that the Learned Judge is usually dressed in red.  The case would normally have been presided over in the first instance by a Judge in Ordinary, who would have had a purple gown with a white sash.

GEOFFREY DIXON:  Only [dressed in red] by amateur costumiers and wardrobe mistresses.  The old DOC always had him in black.

DAVID DUFFEY:  Absolutely correct, they did so indeed.  Thanks for refreshing my colour memory.  

On checking again I discover that the purple robe for a Judge in Ordinary was adopted at the same time as the Court of the Exchequer was abolished ‑ i.e. from 1 January 1876.  My reference book does not state what the correct dress was before then ‑ I expect it must have been black.

IN THE REIGN OF JAMES THE SECOND
FRASER CHARLTON:  I remember reading, somewhere or other years ago, that Gilbert felt that/was told that "bigamy"was an unsuitable subject for the stage, and that he had to substitute "burglaree" instead.

I've always felt that this must be sloblock, as it is a delightfully witty moment when both the "man of learning" and the Judge nod sagely about something that is obviously nonsense.  But perhaps I am wrong, and Gilbert had the Malapropism forced upon him.  Anyone know the truth?

DAVID DUFFEY:  Gilbert takes very little "dramatic license" with the legal niceties.  I have always assumed "burglaree" to be used for its shock effect, as if to say "hyenas crime".

MAUREEN ROULT:  In the one production of Trial by Jury I've done, the moment "Burglaree" escapes his lips, Counsel realizes he's said the wrong word.  He quickly glances at the Judge and rest of the Court to see if anyone has noticed.  No one has (no surprise!).  He heaves a sigh of relief and proceeds to look pleased with himself for having made a telling argument.

A "BRIEF" DISCUSSION
HARRY BENFORD:
"I'd a swallow‑tail coat of a beautiful blue ‑‑




A brief which I bought of a booby ‑‑




A couple of shirts and a collar or two,




And a ring that looked like a ruby!"

We all know that in legalese a "brief" is a summary of facts in a case coming before a court.  BUT, in the context above, does that make sense?  If the Judge can't hit on a chance of addressing a British jury, what is he doing with someone else's brief?  And who is paying him to take the case?

RONALD ORENSTEIN:  I think you are forgetting that in the UK there are two sorts of lawyers, barristers and solicitors.  The barrister appears in court, but the solicitor prepares the brief ‑ so to get business, a barrister must find a solicitor willing to give him the job of acting on a case, rather than being directly hired by a client, and the barrister thereby is given the brief in the case.  So for the judge to make his first appearance in court he must get a brief from somewhere ‑ here, by purchasing it from a solicitor rather than by convincing a solicitor that he is the right man for the job (which sounds a bit unethical but may have been OK in the last century).  Watch "Rumpole of the Bailey" on PBS ‑ Rumpole is always stepping into his clerk's office, hoping to find a new brief ‑ in effect, to find he has some paying work coming in.

CLIVE WOODS:  The Judge is here recounting how he advanced so far in his profession.  Surely the point is that rather than being paid to take on the case as a young barrister, he had to pay himself (i.e. buy the brief) from a "booby".

DAVID CRAVEN:  Ah, but the key is that he did not pay the full amount of his fee.  He paid a "finders" fee for the brief.  This practice was at one time reputed to be common in certain less glamorous areas of the law (for example a PI lawyer who pays a "finders fee" to certain hospital workers in exchange for their help in signing up accident victims (the genesis of the term Ambulance Chaser)).  At least in the US, this is highly unethical in most states (at least the ones that I am admitted in) and such conduct will lead to disbarment.  

But it apparently still happens in the seamy underbelly of law...

CLIVE WOODS:  Given the Judge's other remarks, I wouldn't be at all surprised if it were unethical, even then.

Next Q: anyone know precisely what is a "booby"?  "Chambers" says merely "stupid fellow" and similar definitions, but did (does) it have a special meaning in legal circles, presumably a dodgy Solicitor or a foolish litigant??

THEODORE C. RICE:  I suppose it could mean that the Learned Judge literally bought the brief of a court case from a somewhat more desperately impoverished solicitor, who was thus termed a "booby" for parting with a potential fee, but then, the LJ would hardly have remarked that he "...never should hit on a chance of addressing a British Jury."

I've always understood it as meaning " briefcase".

RONALD ORENSTEIN:  Harry seems to agree with you, but I still doubt that "briefcase" was intended.  First of all, was that word in use in England at the time at all?  Second, my dictionary (Tormont Webster) gives a number of definitions for "brief", none of which is a briefcase.  Third, Gilbert used the word in a rather similar context in Utopia ‑ "Whether you're an honest man or whether you're a thief / Depends on whose solicitor has given me my brief" ‑ with the legal meaning clearly intended.

I have always thought the word in Trial was meant to imply a legal brief (e.g. a court case with a fee).

J. DERRICK McCLURE:  I once saw a student production of Trial where the Council was played by a girl (there were lots of other crazy features of the production too, but it would take too long to describe them), who at the line "Put your briefs upon the shelf", which the Judge sang directly at her, gasped explosively, gathered her black robes tightly about her and sat down with an air of furious agitation.  Sure Gilbert wouldn't have approved.

By the way, Ronald, we don't have barristers in the UK ‑ they only have them in England.  In this country we have advocates.

THEODORE C. RICE:  You're right, Ron, about the definitions in the dictionaries, but the fact remains that the Learned Judge says that he was impecunious  (to the extent of "...dinners of bread and water...") and probably couldn't afford to buy a brief of a solicitor.  I base this on the assumption that even a "booby" wouldn't sell an opportunity to earn a fee for a price significantly lower than the fee he, himself, might earn; and that two lines later, the Learned Judge bemoans his chances of ever appearing in court.  Had he bought a brief of advocacy, his appearance would have been a near certainty.

Ian Bradley notes in his volume the definition of a legal brief, but doesn't say definitely that the meaning of the Learned Judge's line is that one.  

Considering WSG's penchant for modifying words ‑ or pairs of words ‑to suit the meter of the line, I really believe that Harry has the correct interpretation.

TOM SHEPARD:  The Learned Judge is listing his meager upwardly‑mobile assets: A swallowtail coat, a brief, a couple of shirts, a collar or two, a ring....

In this context I feel certain that the "brief" is a personal accessory, namely, a briefcase.  It only makes sense that WSG would be consistent in the types of items and accessories that he is itemizing.  It makes no sense (to me) that Gilbert would suddenly make reference to a legal brief.

DIANA BURLEIGH:  In addition to being the job of pleading for a client in court, a brief is also a bit of paper giving the lawyer the contract to plead.  It is printed in a distinctive way and tied with red tape (or at least was, who knows what they get up to now).

As buying the brief of a booby does not entitle our incipient Learned Judge to address a British jury, then either he has the job of appearing in a non‑jury case (say a magistrates court) or he has bought, probably for the cost of a glass of claret in a Fleet Street hostelry, an old bit of paper in red ribbon wrapped.

As the verse is about having the appearance of looking like a successful lawyer (coat, fake ruby ring etc) then carrying what would look like work would enhance his image.  Perhaps this is the meaning?

JANET PASCAL:  This seems like a clever solution.  I like it.  Another possibility, considering the ludicrous quality of some of Gilbert's own early cases as a barrister, is that the booby's case was so silly that it never made it as far as being heard in court. 

Incidentally, since someone asked earlier ‑ my understanding is that "booby" to mean a foolish person comes from the booby bird, one of those tropical birds that Europeans thought were stupid because they let themselves be killed so easily.

ARTHUR ROBINSON:  Maybe this has been mentioned, but "brief" is also used at the end of the opera in the phrase "Put your briefs upon the shelf".

I just looked in the Oxford English Dictionary under "brief", and found a reference to the brief‑bag, "the blue or red bag in which a barrister carries his briefs to and from court."  This has a citation from 1848 (in Punch).  But it looks from the citation as if this was only found in the compound form ("brief‑bag"), not abbreviated to "brief".

LISA BERGLUND:  It seems more likely to me that the "brief which I bought of a booby" would be a legal brief rather than a piece of luggage, although I agree with the suggestion that the LJ is using it as a prop.  While he dances his dance in Westminster Hall, the brief in his hand would suggest he has been hired by at least one solicitor, in order to attract other clients.

I incline to this interpretation because of the use of "brief" two verses later: "The rich attorney was good as his word / The briefs came trooping gaily," where "briefs" clearly refers to legal briefs.

THEODORE C. RICE:  Diana remarks that a brief could be viewed as a scroll of paper tied with a red ribbon.  Would a barrister, then, be likely to carry such a contract around with him?  Would he be required to produce it in court?

I would think that, unless the latter is/was true, carrying any old red‑beribboned paper about would do, and would avoid the expense of purchasing the real McCoy, even from a booby.  If he should be required to exhibit the document in court, then I would accept the theory that this might ‑ mind you, I say might ‑ be Gilbert's intent.

PHILLIP J. CAMERON:  Hello everyone.  It has been a long time since I have felt that I could usefully contribute to one of the interesting threads at Savoynet.

Given that I am both a G & S aficionado and a Barrister‑at‑Law in Sydney, Australia ‑ this might just be my opportunity.

I must agree with those of you who have suggested that the Judge's "brief" is a collection of papers rather than those of you who suggest that it is a "briefcase".

Firstly, it is quite improper for a fully robed Barrister to carry a briefcase.  A Barrister carries a "blue bag" and nothing else.  Senior Counsel often have a red bag.  I understand the position to be different in England: Junior Counsel use red bags and Queens Counsel use blue bags.  Kings or Queens Counsel do not carry anything to Court ‑ that task is left for junior Counsel.  This tradition is dying out somewhat at the Sydney Bar.  It is considered grossly improper for a Barrister to carry both a blue bag and a briefcase ‑ almost a capital offence!

More importantly, a Barrister's brief is the collection of papers which is forwarded to the Barrister by his instructing solicitor/attorney.  Traditionally, this is folded lengthwise and has a backsheet which, when folded, is visible from the outside (I hope that this description makes sense).  The backsheet sets out the details of the Court in which the matter is proceeding, the names of the parties and the solicitor's details.  If the fee for the brief is set by the solicitor, it also contains these details ‑ in this case the brief is said to be "marked".   The body of the brief contains the "observations for Counsel", an index and the various documents which make up the brief.

The "observations for Counsel" is a summary of the matter and issues which the solicitor thinks are important for the Barrister to know.  By reading the observations, the Barrister should obtain a quick overview of the case.  The brief is then tied with pink ribbon/tape.

This is why the Lord Chancellor in Iolanthe sings "Ere I go into Court I will read my brief through."  One of the great criticisms of Barristers is that they "have not read the brief!"

The brief is not a "contract" between the solicitor and Barrister.  The concept of a contract between them is totally foreign in that context.  It is one of the extraordinary facets of the solicitor/Barrister relationship that the Barrister is precluded from suing his instructing solicitor for his fees.  If the fees are not secured from the solicitor then in most cases ‑ bad luck!

The brief contains (if it is well prepared) all of the necessary witness statements and other documents which Counsel might need to present the case in Court.

A Barrister, however, must be briefed by a solicitor to attend Court (this is also commencing to die out at the Sydney Bar).  This is vitally important because it is improper for a Barrister to attend Court without a brief.   For example, when a new Barrister is admitted to the Bar in Sydney and attends the ceremony in the Banco Court of the Supreme Court of New South Wales ‑ he and his master Barrister invariably take some papers with a backsheet tied with the pink ribbon.  Not to do so would be quite improper.

I believe that this may well have stemmed from the long tradition of Counsel not "touting" for work.  Barristers did not simply hang around the Court hoping to pick up some work.  They went there if they had a brief and not otherwise.

This, of course, would be a very significant reason for the Judge to acquire a brief in any way possible.  If he did not, he would not have been entitled to attend Court and therefore be seen there.  The best way to pick up more work has always been to be seen at Court.

Whether the Judge bought the brief with a glass of claret or otherwise, it clearly allowed him to appear in Court.  I do not know why his instructing solicitor is termed a "booby" but it could be that the brief was so poorly prepared that that is what the Judge thought of him.

Alternatively, it could have been that the brief was bought over lunch or with claret (something which, I must admit, does happen at the Sydney Bar).  The solicitor might have been a booby by having been taken in by the Judge's fast talk without realizing how junior he, in fact, was.  The Judge might have thought that he was a booby for not realizing that he had only just gone to the bar.

Anyway, I hope that these few thoughts help somewhat.

REVERSED EN BANC
DOUGLAS WHALEY:  At the Ohio State University College of Law, where I teach, we put on Trial By Jury every five years.  I am always the director, and I tell my cast that they have a unique opportunity.  Since they are performing for an audience well versed in law, if they enunciate carefully they can get a laugh when the chorus wishes that the judge will "never be reversed en banc."

Here's what it means: if you are a litigant and lose your case at the trial level, you can appeal to the court of appeals.  In the usual setup, the appellate judges in any given appellate court are many in number, but typically only a panel of three of them will hear the appeal and render a decision.  If you lose that decision you have two choices: one is to appeal to a higher appellate court, but the other is to ask that the entire panel of appellate judges of the court rendering the bad decision sit en banc (meaning the entire panel) and reverse the decision handed down by only three of their number.  This is called a hearing "en banc," and it would be particularly galling for a trial court judge to have his opinion reversed by this big a body.

I am proud to say that on every single recording we have of the OSU law school productions, one can actually hear the laugh this line gets.  I like to think that Gilbert would be especially pleased that his legal joke still finds its audience.

MISCELLANEOUSPRIVATE 

TRIAL BY JURY PUZZLES
A Cryptic Puzzle from David Duffey

1.
Annoyed with another 'en?  Sounds like a hexhortation which makes SavoyNet go childish.  (6)

2.
Jury use part of common stereotype to describe The Defendant.  (7)

3.
Gave confused tenor charity?   No, he helped a baritone. (4,8)

4.
How, initially, judge obliged bridesmaids, or at least how he managed it.  (3)

5.
Sort of uses our 'at to get married in.  (9)

6.
Rear bulge about at the same time as King one and six.  (9)

7.
Play your trump, Ian, you rascal.  (7)

8.
Their smalls went about in a strange place to dance.  (11,4)

9.
He certainly did not get this dinner from an Ammonite or a Moabite (Deut 23:4).  (5,3,5)

10.
Defendant's heart ran gingerly?  Only if the adverbial queen is removed.  (7)

Anagrams from Sharon Brindle

1.
womenfolk be her escort

2.
theft and need       

3.
rather emigrate      

4.
maiden malice 

5.
afflictions felt upon her / fun of cleft relationship

6.
forum enjoy crush            

7.
council entries      

8.
minstrels' wealth            

9.
perilous music lies  

10.
ejected no shams    

11.
been so inert       

12.
reverend cabins     

13.
copy up miniatures  

14.
any cabinet lie             

15.
toasted camel               

16.
tow my shortened goat

17.
reproach some fib           

18.
jangled duet here

19.
help faint fit

20.
lock mutant teeth                   

(I have put two clues in for No 5 because they were both appropriate and I simply couldn't decide between them.)

RELATED WEBSITES
Supplied by Steve Sullivan

The Web Sites that I know of for Trial by Jury are:

http://diamond.idbsu.edu/gas/trial/html/trial_home.html http://www.cris.com/~oakapple/gasdisc/tbj.htm http://members.aol.com/guron/tbj/index.htm http://members.aol.com/gsvloc/tbj_glo2.htm

ALSO IN 1875
Supplied by David Duffey

Verner's law, propounded in 1875, states that, in respect of Germanic languages, the medial and final fricatives were voiced if they came after an unaccented syllable in the Indo‑European parent language.  So there.

Trivia question.  Which famous Singer died in 1875? 

The Court of Common Pleas was abolished, and the Courts of Justice moved from Westminster Hall.

The Kentucky Derby was first run, and to make the tenuous link of Triple Crown, Rugby Union became a 15‑a‑side game.

Joseph Bazalgette, hero among civil engineers, completed phase 1 of the London sewerage system.

Mary Baker ‑ but not quite Eddy yet ‑ published "Science and Health".

A company was formed to construct a tunnel under the English Channel, while on the channel Captain Webb completed his famous first cross‑Channel swim, from Dover to Cap Griz Nez in 21 hours 45 minutes ‑ but I expect it was bleu nez (and lots of other bits) despite it being August 24‑5.

There were uprisings in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The Prince of Wales visited India.

Disraeli took the personal risk of borrowing four million pounds from The House of Rothschild to buy 176,602 shares in the Suez Canal for the British Government.

Moody and Sankey were reviving away like billy‑o.

Striking ceased to be a criminal offence under English law and became merely a civil wrong.

Watches with an incorporated winding mechanism ‑ as opposed to a key ‑ went on sale for the first time.

Bret Harte published "Tales of the Argonauts", stories of the forty‑niners, Mark Twain "The Adventures of Tom Sawyer" and Anthony Trollope "The Way We Live Now".

Kwang Hsu became Emperor of China.

The Comanche made peace with the US government.  There was a rebellion in Cuba. 

The London Medical School for Women was founded.  A roller‑skating rink was opened in London.

In New York, Helena Blavatsky founded the Theosophical Society.  Bismark abolished religious orders in Prussia.

Lecoq discovers the element gallium.

Strength of European armies:  Russia 3,360,000; Germany 2,800,000; France 412,000; Great Britain 113,000 ‑ but Britain had a Navy which, as a matter of policy, was maintained at twice the strength of any other possible combination of navies which might oppose it.

206,338 people were in workhouses in England, the lowest figure throughout the century.

Bizet produced Carmen then died, or was that Tennyson?  (Carmen to the Garden Maud).

Heinrich Schliemann published Troy and its Remains.

Louis Agassiz established an aquarium at Newport, Rhode Island.

Colleges established in 1875:  Mayo Rajikumer in Ajmer, Rajasthan, India; Hebrew Union, Cincinatti; Aligarh Muslim University.

Liberty's shop opened in Regent Street.

Ernest Giles became the first European to cross the Great Victoria Desert ‑ (glad to get Australia in).

Alfonso XII of Spain took up his royal duties.

Sam Bass, the US "Robin Hood" becomes an outlaw.

The Green Back Party was founded in the US.

The game of snooker reputedly invented at the Ooty Club, Outacamund, in Indyah.

Two works of reference consulted in compiling the above list state that the first of the Gilbert and Sullivan Operettas was produced in London in 1875 ‑ I've seen it written, so it must be true.

ANSWERS TO THE PUZZLES
Answers to David Duffey's Cryptic Puzzle

1.
Annoyed with another 'en?  Sounds like a hexhortation which makes SavoyNet go childish.


Answer: PECKER


['en = hen]

2.
Jury use part of common stereotype to describe The Defendant.


Answer: MONSTER


[comMON STEReotype]

3.
Gave confused tenor charity?   No, he helped a baritone. 


Answer: RICH ATTORNEY


[anagram of tenor charity]

4.
How, initially, judge obliged bridesmaids, or at least how he managed it.


Answer: JOB


[initials of judge obliged bridesmaids]

5.
Sort of uses our 'at to get married in.


Answer: TROUSSEAU


[anagram of uses our 'at]

6.
Rear bulge about at the same time as King one and six.


Answer: BURGLAREE


[anagram of rear bulge; King one and six = James II]

7.
Play your trump, Ian, you rascal.


Answer:  RUFFIAN


[trump = ruff + ian]

8.
Their smalls went about in a strange place to dance.


Answer: WESTMINSTER HALL


[anagram of their smalls went]

9.
He certainly did not get this dinner from an Ammonite or a Moabite (Deut 23:4).


Answer: BREAD AND WATER


[Biblical quote]

10.
Defendant's heart ran gingerly?  Only if the adverbial queen is removed.


Answer: RANGING


[remove adverbial queen (erly) from gingerly] 

Answers to Sharon Brindle's Anagrams

1.
womenfolk be her escort

comes the broken flower

2.
theft and need



the Defendant

3.
rather emigrate


marriage tether

4.
maiden malice



a nice dilemma

5.
afflictions felt upon her


fun of cleft relationship
Counsel for the Plaintiff

6.
forum enjoy crush


Chorus of Jurymen

7.
council entries


silence in court

8.
minstrels wealth


Westminster Hall

9.
perilous music lies


supercilious smile

10.
ejected no shams


James the Second

11.
been so inert



bore intense

12.
reverend cabins


reversed in banc

13.
copy up miniatures


impecunious party

14.
any cabinet lie


Ancient Bailey

15.
toasted camel



castle moated

16.
tow my shortened goat

two Mondays together

17.
reproach some fib


Breach of Promise

18.
jangled duet here


The Learned Judge

19.
help faint fit



The Plaintiff

20.
lock mutant teeth


tackle the mutton
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