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taken directly from the Roman ruins. The architecture
of Rome, then as now the head of the church, was that
most directly foilowed bythe builders of the neighboring
coiuntries. But being unable to use the Roman ruins as
stone quarries, they were obliged to do their owfl
carving and ornamentation, and hence in it we find a -ide
difference from that of Rome. And the farther from Rome
we go the greater the difference becomes.

At the time of the Conquest the Normans had learned
but very littie of the art of architecture as carried on in
Rome, so that the style as developed later in England
possesses so few of the Romanesque qualities that it may
much more properly be called Norman than Romanesque,
though we should remember that it is really but a devel-
opment of the latter. Previous to the Conquest the
Aingl-Saxons had practically no architecture. They did
soxue building, but it was mostly of a ver>' crude nature-
Immediatel>' following the Conquest was a period of great
building activit>'. Ail the barons had to be provided with
fortifled, residences. Many churches and other ecclesi-
astical buildings were immedîately erected. While the
"architects," if such they might be called, being for the

most part the cwners cf the buildings or the priests cf the
churches, had some slight knowledge cf architecture as
carried on lin Europe, the workmen had none, and were
at first rather unskilled in the use cf the hammer, trowel
and chisel. We thus flnd that while the prevalent style
of the mainland cf Europe had some influence on the art
as developed in England, still the growth cf the Norman
style very nearly represents the development cf a style cf
architecture friom the embrycnic state. Anid through the
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