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INTRODUCTION.

Tue True Relation of the Faction begun at Wisbeach is

something more than the story of a quarrel among Roman
catholic priests of interest only to themselves. The quarrel
was indeed fierce and prolonged and widespread, and could not
but leave its mark upon the condition and character of the
clerical body itself. But although on the surface it seemed
principally concerned with matters of ecclesiastical government
and discipline, this Eight Years’ War of the priests had its
origin and its issue in political differences of no small historical
importance. The faction led by the jesuits contended for the ™
Spanish succession and the subjection of England to the pope
by force of arms. Their opponents were for the king of Scots
whether catholic or protestant. The one party upheld the
papal claim to depose princes, while the members of the other

- party came to protest that in case of any attempt to enforce

such a claim they should be bound in conscience to defend

their sovereign in defiance of all ecclesiastical censures. These l

same men aimed at securing some measure of toleration for
their religion, and at establishing a modus vivendi with the

state. The jesuit zealots were for war to the knife, and for

obvious reasons detested the thought of toleration.! Their
ecclesiastical scheme which gave most offence—the appointment
of an archpriest—was mainly projected with the view of
gaining vantage-ground for political action. These grave con-

1 See the interesting letter of Father Tichborne, infra, Appen.dix C. pp,
141, 142. )
a

]



i Introduction.

tentions therefore caused as much anxiety at the court of
Madrid as they did at Rome, and were watched throughout
with eager interest by the government at home. The end of
the struggle found the seminarists as'a whole standing in a new
relation both towards the pope and the English crown. There
had meanwhile sprung up among the clergy a strong national
party. The back of the great catholic reaction, in England
at least, was already broken. A direct outcome of petty
disputes about the morals and behaviour of certain Wisbeach
prisoners in 1595 was the famous protestation of allegiance
drawn up by thirteen of the leading secular clergy, January 3,
1603, the very day that Elizabeth was seized with her last
illness. This was the significant though tardy response on
their part to the bull of Pius v., and their virtual condemna-
tion of the insane act of John Felton, now beatified as a
martyr, who had stuck that bull on the bishop of London’s
gate just thirty-three years before. Thus with almost her last
breath the queen may be said to have won a decisive moral
victory over her lifelong foes. If the winds and the waves had
fought for her against the catholic Armada, this her final
victory was given into her hands by the priests themselves.
Catholic Europe, which had looked on for many years with
pious hope and pride on the combined onslaught made upon
protestant England by the forces spiritual and temporal of the
pope and his seminarists, the Guises and the king of Spain,
now witnessed with disgust a disaster more humiliating than
the wrecking of Philip’s ships. Priests, jesuit and secular,
were flying at each other’s throats; and ¢designed martyrs’
and confessors were reviling each other in language not
exceeded in bitterness or violence by the most hostile of the
puritans, Protestant preachers were pointing at the scandal
with derision, and statesmen were chuckling over the suicidal
follies of men who had been boasting of adding new glories to
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the catholic Church. ‘It was a pitiful thing,’ cried one of
the leaders in the fray, looking back upon his own battlefield,
‘that men dedicated to God’s service in so high a duty and
holy a work® should be turned aside, ‘and fall the one upon
the other, seeking to buffet and break heads with the laughter
of all their enemies and the intolerable grief of their friends
and superiors.” No one knew better than Father Parsons
what this buffeting of heads had cost the cause for which he
spent his life.

To the ecclesiastical historian the episode is well worthy of
attention. In the institution of the archpriest we have a
novel experiment in church government, while the disturbances
which arose out of it present some instructive examples on the
one hand of the kind of discipline possessed by the clergy,
and the procedure of the papal court on the other, at a time
when a more than usual strain was laid upon their relations.
The picture of prison life among the veterans of the pope’s
clerical army is unique. We learn something too of the
manner of men who left the universities at home to join the

. papal seminaries abroad, what sort of training they there re-

ceived for their new vocation, and how they lived and acted
as confessors for their faith and in expectation of martyrdom.
Much has been written of the religious enthusiasm of these
men, their undoubted courage and heroism undet the rack and
on the scaffold. We have here the reverse of the medal, but ‘
no less a faithful portrait.

Well-nigh a score of contemporary tracts, of whith some

~ detailed account will be given later on, were written upon

these affairs. Dr. Christopher Bagshaw, whose book is here

-reprinted, is not the most respectable or the most impartial

of the writers. His is however by far the most full and
circumstantial narrative of the so-called ¢ Wisbeach Stirs,’ or
the earlier stage of the quarrel in which he was one of the
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chief actors ; and his work possesses the further advantages of
"being written in English, and being in the form of a con-

secutive narrative, and not, as is the case with the majority .

of these books, an answer to a preceding work or an argumen-
tative disquisition on points of controversy. Moreover,
although Dr. Bagshaw was a bitter partisan, and his tone
towards his adversaries and his de facto superior nothing less
than insolent, his statements of fact are the statements not of
himself alone, but of his party. The Wisbeach prisoners on
his side and the appellant priests give one version of the
details with scarcely a variation. The archpriest, the jesuits
and their adherents, give, with almost equal unanimity, another.
The main outlines stand out clearly enough. Whether this or
that charge brought by the one set of priests against an indi-
vidual member of the opposite party be true or not, it may
be impossible now to decide, and is often unimportant. But
in any case this fact is both undeniable and important that
a number of grave priests, among whom were men at one time
respected as bishops, doctors, confessors and martyrs, unite in
denouncing the principles and policy of the jesuit missionaries
as dangerous and criminal, while the responsible chiefs of the
society are as outspoken and deliberate in exposing the vices
which in their opinion had brought disgrace upon the secular
clergy. From this point of view alone the literature is suffi-
ciently instructive. The leaders of the one faction in writing
down the character of their opponents often enough betray
their own; and where a large part of the controversy turns
upon questions of temper and conduct, the situation can only
be fully appreciated when the ipsissima verba of the disputants
are before us. No apology should therefore be needed for
making a beginning of this study with the treatise of Dr.
Bagshaw. The True Relation may be taken as a fair
specimen of its class. It should be followed perhaps by the



The First Decade of Elizabeth’'s Reign. v

Apologie of F. Parsons, which is a reply to some half-dozen
works in Latin or English on the appellants’ side, and by the
answer to the Apologie by Dr. Humphrey Ely, professor of
canon law at Pont-a-Mousson, whose Brigfe Notes is the
only contemporary tract which can strictly be said to proceed
from an impartial and independent hand. But, meanwhile, in
order that the story may be as complete as possible within
the limits of a single volume, and that this book may serve in
some sort as a general guide to the literature of the subject,
a number of notes and documents, drawn chiefly from other
scarce tracts, or from inedited papers of the time, have been
added in illustration of the author’s text, while in the present
introduction an attempt is made to fill up some gaps in
Bagshaw’s narrative and to tell, what he was unable to tell,
the end of the story.

L. The Seminaries and the Jesuit Mission.

When the jesuit fathers, Parsons and Campion, entered
England in the summer of 1580, Elizabeth was completing the
twenty-second year of her reign. The young men at the uni-
versities could remember nothing of the days of queen Mary
and the mass. For the first half of those twenty-two years the
history of the Roman catholic church in England is a blank.
Never had a church so completely gone down before the first
blow of opposition. Some nine thousand parish priests were
content, with good or bad consciences, to read the book of
Common Prayer, and to preserve their livings. Several of their
former bishops were dead, others were in prison or on parole,
or fugitives abroad. There was no attempt on the part of
Rome to fill up vacant sees or to provide for ecclesiastical
organization and government. Every ecclesiastical movement
was left to private enterprise. A few scholars wrote contro-
versial tracts in safety at Louvain. The laity at home were
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left without pastors, guides or instruction. The nation, pes-
tered with religious troubles and the fires of persecution for the
past thirty years, now enjoyed a short period of rest and growth.
Thanks to the apathy or helplessness of the papal hierarchy, the
national church was scarcely conscious of the revolution it had
gone through. Pius v. for a moment indeed seemed to rise to
the occasion. He ventured so far as to send a couple of priests
into England with a commission to proclaim that attendance at
the Anglican service was a mortal sin, and with faculties to
absolve from heresy. But he soon betook himself to political
intrigues with Ridolfi and the queen of Scots, and to stirring
up rebellion in the north of England, with promises of aid to
the insurgent earls. Early in 1570 came the fatal bull of ex-
communication and deposition. By this cruel act the harassed
consciences of the unfortunate catholics were tormented ten-
fold. They were told by the vicar of Christ that it was a duty
to rebel and a sin to obey the queen. Dr. Sander assured the
pope and the Christian world that the insurrection of 1569 had
failed only because of the ignorance of catholics on the doctrine
of the bull.! Henceforth, he promised, they should be better
instructed. It was the pope now and not Elizabeth who was
the aggressor. His money and indulgences, his soldiers
and missionaries were at the service of any foreign invader
or rebel at home. The bull identified in the mind of Eliza-
beth the religion of perhaps half her subjects with secret
treason. The seminarists became in effect recruiting sergeants
for king Philip. If many of the old catholics brought up in
other traditions could be trusted to defy the papal curses,
should it come to fighting, not so the converts. As to her own
life, it was in constant danger from the assassin. It was the
fault of Pius v. and his successors if the English government,
in face of this imminent peril to the nation, refused to dis-
1 Sander, De Visibili Monarchia, p. 706.
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tinguish between allegiance to the pope and disloyalty to the
state.  Yet, notwithstanding the indignation of parliament,
and its savage additions to the coercive legislation against
catholics, the executive was for the next ten years surprisingly
patient and tolerant. Bishop Challoner ventures to claim only
three victims of the penal code as martyrs for their religion
before the year 1581.!

Meanwhile William Allen, whose many noble qualities
marked him out as the leader among the catholic refugees, had
almost single-handed founded the seminary at Douai in 1568 ;
and in 1574 he was able to despatch four young priests into
England. Before another six years had gone by he had sent
over as many as a hundred. These men were as a rule un-
distinguished by birth, learning, or abilities. ~They excited
even less attention in the country at large than might have
been expected ; and we know very little of their doings. One
effect however of the foreign seminary was noteworthy. With
its offers of board and education free to all comers, it served as
a disturbing force upon the universities at home. Young
men with catholic tendencies and ambitious of martyrdom, dis-

1 The list of Elizabethan martyrs given in bishop Challoner's Memoirs of
Missionary Priests (1741-42), and generally accepted by Roman catholics, was
approved in the ordinary process instituted by cardinal Manning in 1874, and
by him forwarded to Rome in view of the further canonical steps to be there
taken for their beatification. By an unusual procedure, the congregation of rites
added to this traditional roll four martyrs, whom, with all others whose martyr-
doms were painted on the walls of the English college in 1582 by Circignani,
Leo XIII beatified in December 1886. The four were Plumtree, the chap-
lain to the insurgent earls, who was hanged as a rebel in 1579 ; John Felton,
already mentioned ; Dr. Story, the civilian, one of the worst instigators of the
Marian persecution, who stoutly refused allegiance to the queen; and Thomas
Woodhouse, a priest, claimed by the jesuits, who also, on the strength of Pius’
bull, refused to acknowledge the right of Elizabeth to the crown. Challoner
excluded these men because, in his opinion, they had not suffered purely on
religious accounts. Some earlier martyrologists, as Wilson in his Englisk
Martyrologe (1608) and Richard Smith, the bishop of Chalcedon, in his official
catalogue, prepared by order from Rome (1628), had indeed admitted Felton,
Story and Woodhouse, but rejected the rebel chaplain.
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contented and restless boys in quest of adventures, students
who had got into scrapes at their colleges, ran away abroad.
With them went, so Parsons tells us, ¢ poor serving men, soldiers
and wanderers,’! not to speak of others whom curiosity and
cupidity led to play the spy and sell their information to the
government. All such deserters were welcome to the camp of
the large-hearted and unsuspecting Allen. He soon had more
on his hands than he could manage. With the aid of his
friend Dr. Owen Lewis he projected a second establishment at
Rome. Thither some picked scholars were sent from Douai as
early as 1576,2 and two years later the colony numbered about
thirty students. Dr. Maurice Clenock, bishop-elect of Bangor
in queen Mary’s time, was appointed rector, and two Italian
jesuits were chosen to take part in the direction of the college,
one as procurator, and the other as prefect of studies. Cardinal
Moroni was named protector of the college.

Events now occurred which, though not immediately con-
nected with the main subject of our story, showed the temper
of the men we have to deal with, and led indirectly to results
of the greatest importance. Dr. Clenock was, according to allf)
accounts, a most incompetent ruler. The English students
complained that he favoured his countrymen, the Welsh, who
were a quarrelsome set, with whom it was impossible to live in
peace. He gave each Welshman a room to himself, while the
English had to put up with the narrowest corners. The Welsh
were made comfortable in winter with new suits of clothes, while
their fellow-students from England were left to shiver in the
torn and worm-eaten cassocks of summer. Moreover, Welsh-
men were admitted into the college who were morally and

1 Briefe Apologie, fol. 20.

2 The names of some of these first students, William Holt, Ralph Standish,
Thomas Bell, John Mush, Jonas Meredith, etc., will often occur in the following
pages.
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intellectually unfit. Dr. Clenock, add the malcontents, ¢evi-
dently designed that Welshmen, who at home serve the
English, should rule them at Rome, and if England is soon to
be converted, as all hope, these men would be promoted to the
highest places, to the endless disturbance of the kingdom.’! In
a few months the English scholars rose in open mutiny against
their superior. They sent deputations to the pope and to the
cardinal protector, demanding the dismissal of Dr. Clenock, and
petitioning that the government of the college might be given
to the jesuits. The pope sternly bade them obey their rector
or leave the college. Cardinal Moroni was equally firm. They
must accept Dr. Clenock or go. The students were obstinate,
and the cardinal lost his temper. He threatened them with
imprisonment and whipping, and finally bade them ¢go and be
hanged.’? Meanwhile there was danger of bloodshed within
the college walls. The students wrangled with the rector in
the dining-hall. <He began at the table,” writes one of the
leaders of the English faction, ¢ presently to revile some of our
company with foul words, and [the Welshmen] preparing their
knives in their hands to have strucken some of those that sat
next to them . . . judge you what time we had to look to our-
selves.’® Orders came at last that Martin Array, John Mush,
John Gore, and Richard Haydock should at once swear obedi-
ence to Dr. Clenock or lay down their cassocks and depart, and

1 The documents are printed in Tierney’s Dodd (vol. ii. p. ccexlvi seg.) : ¢Causae
quare scholares Angli tantum abhorrent a regimine D. Mauritii,” etc., and ¢ Ad
card. protectorem petitio scholarium Anglorum pro patribus societatis habendis.’

3 ¢ Abire in malam crucem,’ a pious malediction which was literally fulfilled
in the case of one of the ringleaders present, the ¢ Blessed Ralph Sherwin,” who
was hanged, drawn and quartered at Tyburn, December 1, 1581.

3 ¢ Yea, it went so far (writes Allen), woe be to our sins, that as we were
advertised mischief and murder had like to have been committed 7 ipso collegio.’
Letter to Dr. Lewis, 12th May 1579 (Dosay Diaries, p. 78). See the full
narrative in Haydock’s letter to Allen, and compare Dr. Owen Lewis’ letter also
to Allen (Tierney’s Dodd, vol. ii. p. cccl).
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if they refused this be sent to prison. The rest of the faction
cried out that they would all throw in their lot with the four,
and go with them. Accordingly, early next morning, which
was Ash Wednesday, thirty-three students marched out of the
college, declaring they would go in procession with the cross
before them to Rheims, or if needs be to England. 'They
paraded the streets of Rome, going from church to church
soliciting alms. . The jesuit preachers pleaded from the pulpits
the cause of their too zealous friends. They (the fathers) were
almost out of their wits for us,’ says Haydock. A thousand
crowns were soon collected. Messengers hastened to the pope to
represent the scandal of such an exodus. Dr. Owen Lewis im-
plored his holiness to take pity on silly youths who thought it a
mortal sin to obey any one but a jesuit. The pope relented, and
summoned his rebellious children to his presence. There was
much weeping on both sides, and the students were sent back
to the college and their requests granted.! Father Alfonso
Agazzari was soon after appointed the first jesuit rector.

Allen had watched these tumults with a heavy heart. He
feared the spread of the disorder to Rheims. Notwithstanding
his ill-health he made a point of being present in hall at
dinner and supper. He saw some sign that ¢the Scottish
nation begin to put in for it’ It was reported to him that’
Dr. Lewis had said to Lesley, bishop of Ross, ¢ My lord, let
us stick together; for we are the old and true inhabiters and
owners of the isle of Britany: these others be but usurpers
and mere possessors” One Hughes, ‘of a bitter, odd, and
incompatible nature,’ had written both to Allen and to Dr.
Bristowe ‘most plainly, that the jesuits have been and shall
be proved the council and counsellors of all these tumults,” and
though Allen did not believe this, but rather rejoiced that the
college was put under the care of the society, he nevertheless

1 Dr. Ely’s Certayne Briefe Notes, pp. 73-75.
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apprehended ‘new and endless stirs, and thus he exclaimed
bitterly, ¢I shall be weary of my life.”

The fears of Allen seemed about to be realised at once. In
the autumn of 1579 William Holt and four other students
joined the society, and were thus apparently lost to Allen and

‘the English mission. A reaction set in against the jesuits.

They were accueed of putting their sickles into other men’s
harvests, and of making use of their position in the college to
entice the most promising pupils into their own order! Par-
sons, then at Rome, sent for Allen to help in making peace,
suggested as a means of reconciliation that the jesuits should
be sent into England, and offered to go himself.2 Allen, who
was free from all narrow jealousies and was already looking
out for fresh auxiliaries, seized the opportunity of urging
Mercurianus, the general of the society, to send his English
subjects, or some of them, to take part in the mission. Long
and anxious were the deliberations on this point. The chiefs
of the society argued with caution and considerable foresight.
The risks in England, they said, were greater than those in
India. The fathers would be suspected of political aims, and
thus bring greater odium upon the whole enterprise. There
would be disputes with the secular priests, and there were no
bishops to hold the balance or to exercise proper ecclesiastical
jurisdiction. Would the ultimate gain be worth the inevitable
loss of life? The objections were overruled. Claudius
Aquaviva, afterwards general, spoke warmly in favour of
Allen’s proposal, and asked to be himself sent into England.
The pope promised to solve one difficulty by dispatching
Goldwell, bishop of St. Asaph, with the missionaries, as ordi-
nary of all England.® The jesuit mission was determined

1 Allen to Lewis, agud Tierney, vol. ii. p. ccclxx.

3 His letter is printed in Letters and Memorials of Cardinal Allen, p. 74.

3 Goldwell went as far as Rheims, but, terrified at the prospect, turned back
at the last moment under pretext of ill-health, to the great disgust of the nuncio
of France.—Letters and Memorials, p. 403.

—————
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upon, and Parsons and Campion were appointed to lead the
way, April 14, 1580.! Campion begged for a mitigation of
the bull, which pressed heavily upon catholics, subjecting them
to the ban of the church if they acknowledged the queen. He
obtained this much, that ¢rebus sic stantibus’—as long as
. matters stood as they were—catholics should be permitted to
render civil allegiance to their excommunicated sovereign.
This cunning and suggestive proviso—* rebus sic stantibus —is
a key to much that followed. It was the business of the pope,
the Guises and the king of Spain to see that the present
situation should be brought to as speedy a termination as
possible.?

Meanwhile the rules drawn up for the guidance of the
fathers were, from a Roman catholic point of view, most edi-
fying. One of them, at least, represents an ideal which stands
in such strong contrast to the facts as they are reported in
Bagshaw’s Relation and elsewhere that it deserves to be quoted
here in full. Another affords some evidence that political
action formed no part of the mission as originally planned by
the jesuit superiors: ¢They (the fathers are told) must be
most particularly careful not to give the slightest handle for a
suspicion of avarice and greediness ; and therefore, except in
great necessity, they must not ask or accept alms; and when
they have need, it will be better to accept them from one or
two faithful and devoted men; in fine, they must so behave
that all may see that the only gain they covet is that of souls.
. .. They must not mix themselves up with affairs of state,
nor write hither news concerning the state, nor in England must
they either speak or allow others to speak in their presence

1 A fuller account of this debate will be found in Simpson’s Campion (pp.
97-99), taken from Theiner’s Annales, vol. iii. pp. 219, 700.

3 ¢ The mitigation would thus be made to appear like a truce obtained upon
false pretences by one belligerent party, only in order to gain time to recruit his
forces for a new attack.’—Simpson, p. 130.
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against the queen ; except, perhaps, in the company of those
whose fidelity has been long and stedfastly proved, and even
then not without strong reasons.”

The campaign of the two jesuits ended, after eighteen
months of stirring adventures and brilliant successes, with the
execution of Campion and the flight of Parsons. But in that
brief period more was done to give vitality to the catholic
movement than had been done by all the old priests, the
exiles and the seminarists for the past twenty years. The
enthusiasm and rhetoric of Campion, the audacity of his ¢ Brag
and Challenge,’ the ingenuity and cunning of Parsons, the
rapidity and secrecy with which both worked their travelling
press, and scattered tracts over the country, took the half-
hearted catholics by storm ; secret sympathisers hastened to
declare -themselves, and converts were made by the hundred.
Meantime it was, apparently, as far as the fathers were them-
selves personally concerned, an accident, though an accident by
no means unfavourable to their prestige in some quarters, that
Dr. Sander had just landed in Ireland with a force of papal
and Spanish soldiers, and that rumours were afloat of other
more formidable designs on the part of catholic princes for
the invasion of England, and carrying out what the pope had
proclaimed as the ¢ Holy War.’ Some prudent men among
the catholics, clerical and lay, on the other hand, suspected
danger from the too close connection between the advent of the
jesuits and the newly threatened political combinations. Par-
sons felt the necessity of disarming these suspicions. A synod
was convened at Southwark in July 1580. The fathers there
exhibited their instructions, and took solemn oaths before God

1 Inventaire des archives de la provimce des jésuites (No. 1085, Royal
Archives, Brussels) : from a collection of Mr. Simpson’s transcripts now in the
possession of the Rev. Augustus Jessopp, D.D., to whose kindness, for the loan
of these volumes and for much else, the editor is greatly indebted.
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that their mission was purely spiritual, and that they had no
concern with or knowledge of affairs of state. As to Dr.
Sander’s expedition, they declared with apparent truth that
they did not even know of it till they had reached Rheims on
their way to'England. How far Allen was at this time in the
secrets of the pope and king Philip is somewhat doubtful.
Mr. Simpson believes he was much disconcerted when the news
reached him of this protest of the jesuits.! It is, however,
clear that Campion was throughout quite innocent of meddling -
with politics. He believed that England could be converted
with the rhetoric of his ‘Ten Reasons.” Parsons knew better.
Campion, as his biographer suggests, could in good faith write
the words : ¢ The day shall come, Elizabeth, the day that will
show thee clearly who loved thee best, the society of Jesus
or the brood of Luther” But Parsons probably ¢laughed in
_ his sleeve when he gave them the imprimatur.’? This born
conspirator saw at a glance that England could be brought
back to the pope by force only, and he lost no time in acting
upon this conviction.® Six months after the oath-taking at
Southwark we find him in communication with the Spanish
ambassador, and in correspondence with the queen of Scots.
He wrote to the general for fresh hands, and caused F. Holt,
a kindred spirit, and a little later F. Creighton, to be sent
into Scotland to spy out the land and negotiate with the
young king. Meanwhile ‘he lost no opportunity, writes
F. Knox, ¢ of acquainting himself with the political state and
sentiments of the catholic body, and he enjoyed exceptional

1 Campion, p. 234 ; cf. p. 169.

3 Jbid., p. 215.

* Sir Francis Englefield gave forcible expression to this conviction in a letter
to king Philip (Sept. 1596) : ¢ Without the support and troops of Spain it is
scarcely probable that the catholic religion will ever be restpred and established
in that country [England]. Even the seminaries, powerful as they are in pre-
paring men’s minds for a change, must fail to complete their object without the
aid of temporal force.”—Tierney, vol iii. p. 49
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means of gaining the information through the many catholic
gentlemen who spoke to him on the subject when treating with
him of their consciences.”® When Parsons recrossed the channel
in 1582 the results of his dealing with consciences were speedily
shown.

II. The Armada and its Consequences.

The political intrigues, the plans for the invasion of Eng-
land, and even for the assassination of the queen, which
followed without intermission for the next seven years, until
the pope and his champion received a temporary check in the
defeat of the armada, are revealed in a new light in the
Letters and Memorials of Cardinal Allen, a valuable collection
of documents, many of which were edited for the first time by
the late F. Knox.? Allen and Parsons, the respective heads of
the two missionary bodies, secular and jesuit, were the soul of
the new enterprise. When Philip procrastinated, or the pope
was cautiously counting the cost, it was these men who pas-
sionately entreated and goaded them to war, drew up plans
of campaign, named the catholics in England who would fly
to the foreign standard, promised moral aid from the priests,
* and assured the invaders of success.” The foreign princes
seemed to depend for their information far more upon the
reports of the jesuits than upon those of their ambassadors.
When F. Creighton returns from his mission to Scotland with
letters from Lennox to the duke of Guise, he confers with
Allen, the archbishop of Glasgow and the French nuncio.
The nuncio communicates the plot to the cardinal of Como,
entering into details as to ships and ammunition of war required,
and the arms to be supplied to the catholics in England who
were expected to rise, but he adds significantly, ‘nothing can

1 So Tassis, the agent of Philip in France, expressly reported to his master.
Letters and Memorials (Knox’s Introduction, pp. xxxiii, xxxix).
2 Published by D. Nutt, London, 1882.
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be done just now owing to the illness of F. Robert [Parsons],
a jesuit who has arrived from England, where he has had this
affair in hand for the last two years, and has in his mind all
that should be done.’

Parsons was soon himself again. In May he attends
councils of war with the duke of Guise, F. Mathieu the
provincial of the French jesuits, and others, in the house of
the nuncio at Paris. The plan of campaign there decided upon
is dispatched by F. Creighton to the pope, while Parsons
himself is deputed to carry it to Philip at Madrid. Mean-
while in a memorandum which had been forwarded to Rome
by the nuncio, Parsons indicated not obscurely the part which
the missionaries were to play ‘At the proper time,’ he tells
the pope, ‘the principal catholics in England will receive
information of the affair by means of the priests. But this
will not be done until just before the enterprise, for fear of
its becoming known ; since the soul of this affair is its secrecy.’
A little later in the year we have fresh light on the jesuit
instructions and the Southwark oath. 'The duke of Guise, who
was then head of the enterprise, tells the nuncio (Nov. 6) that
‘in eight or ten days he expects a jesuit father, whom, after
these troubles in Scotland, he had sent in disguise to the queen
of Scotland, and who is on his way back to London; and
from him he will hear what the said queen can promise on
behalf of her friends in England and Scotland, and he will
learn too what arrangements this father has made with the
gentlemen in England about the affair on hand, and in what
state it is.’ It is not necessary to enter into the various
phases through which the conspiracy passed. In May 1353
the duke of Guise, the Scottish archbishop, and the nuncio
were engaged in their plot for having Elizabeth assassinated
by a catholic, who asked 100,000 francs for the deed. The
troubles of France led in 1585 to Philip taking the holy war

-
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into his own hands. About the same time the energetic Sixtus v.
succeeded Gregory xmnr., and for the next three years the nego-
tiations which led to the armada are almost entirely in the
hands of four men, Parsons, Allen, the pope and the king
of Spain.

To the clerical promoters of the invasion its issue must
indeed have been a severe blow. More bitterly disappointing
than the loss of the Spanish fleet was the discovery by the
exiles that they could no longer count upon the disloyalty of
the catholic laity at home. The very men whom Allen and
Parsons had boasted of as their trusted allies had taken up
arms for the detested Jezebel. It was but a few years before
that Allen or one of his lieutenants had issued an authoritative
report to the pope, in order to show ¢The easiness and
opportuneness of the sacred expedition.’ ¢Catholics,’ says the
writer, ‘are now better instructed by our men [i.e. better than
at the rising of 1579].,” Of all the orthodox in the realm there
is not one who any longer thinks himself bound in conscience
to obey the queen; and we have lately published a book
especially to prove that it is not only lawful, but our bounden
duty to take up arms at the bidding of the pope, and.to
fight for the faith against the queen and other heretics. As
this book is greedily read by all catholics, it is impossible but
that when the occasion serves .they should enrol themselves in
the catholic army. Because we still have, in spite of the
number banished, nearly three hundred priests in various
noblemen’s and gentlemen’s houses, and we are almost daily
sending fresh ones, who, when it is necessary, will direct the
catholics’ consciences and actions in this matter’! The
effect of the Spanish defeat on the protestants, and on the
neutrals or ‘schismatics’ was decisive. It was naturally

1 Theiner, Annales, vol. iii. p. 480 ; quoted in Simpson’s Campion, p. 377.
b
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viewed by numbers as a direct intervention of Providence on
behalf of the protestant cause. The line between protestant
and papist was drawn more sharply. Waverers had to choose
sides; and the country at large, which twenty years earlier is
said to have contained a great majority of secret catholics,
now became protestant to the core. The effect on the semin-
arist- clergy was no less marked. One of them, in a letter
addressed to Mendoza the Spanish ambassador in France, has
put on record the sentiments of the party. They too took
the great disaster as a sign from heaven. ¢We here con-
tinued,” writes this priest, ‘all this year past in assured hope
of a full victory until last month. But alas! and with a
deadly sorrow we must all at home and abroad lament our
sudden fall from an immeasurable high joy to an immeasur-
able deep despair. . . . I do find and know that many good
and wise men, which of long time have securely continued in

" most earnest devotion to the pope’s authority, begin now to

stagger in their minds, and to conceive that this way of re-
formation intended by the pope’s holiness is not allowable in
the sight of God, by leaving the ancient course of the church
by way of excommunication, which- was the exercise of the
spiritual sword, and in place thereof to take the temporal
sword, and put it in a monarch’s hand to invade the realm
with force and arms.’! A strong reaction set in. Many of
the clergy who had been kept in ignorance of these designs of
¢blood and force® were shocked on discovering what had been
going on. They had not relished the recent utterances of
their master and chief when, in his tract in defence of Sir
William Stanley’s betrayal of Deventer to the Spaniards, he

1 ¢The Copie of a Letter sent out of England to Don Bernardin Mendoza,
ambassadour in French for the king of Spaine, etc.,’ printed in 1588, reprinted
in 1746. This letter is by some said to have been written by Richard Leigh,
one of the martyrs. But this is impossible, for his postscript is dated ¢Sep-

.tember,’ and Leigh was executed at Tyburn on the preceding August 30, 1588.
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declared that all acts of Elizabeth since her excommunication
were ‘void of the law of God and man,’ and that her subjects
(in spite apparently of the supposed ¢mitigation’ of the bull)
were forbidden to obey or serve her in any way.! They de-
nounced the ¢vile, irreverent and violent speeches’ of the
¢ Admonition’ of 1588, which, though probably penned by
Parsons, was signed and promulgated by the cardinal of
England. The affection and reverence of such priests for
Allen personally led them to judge him in this matter too
gently, and to lay the blame too indiscriminately upon his
jesuit friends and advisers. For the principles in question had
been held and taught by the most eminent of the secular
clergy abroad, by Drs. Webbe .and Morton, Sander and
Bristow, and all the chief founders and supporters of the
Douai seminary. The answers given to the famous Six Ques-
tions propounded by the English government to Campion and
his fellows in 1581 showed too that these early missionaries were, -
with very few exceptions, well tutored in the doctrine of the
bull. But the political intrigues and conspiracies, the pro-
vocation to civil war and foreign invasion, which followed as
a necessary consequence of the doctrine, and the attempts at
assassination which in fact followed, led moderate men among
the clergy to view the doctrine itself in a new light and to recoil
from it. Clearly it was no longer possible for them to expect
deliverance by the sword. Every fresh scheme of the pope had
only led to the tightening of their chains. The catholic
Englishmen who flattered and encouraged Spain, exaggerated

1 ¢The Copie of a Letter written by M. Doctor Allen : concerning the Yeelding
up of the Citie of Dauentrie unto his Catholike Maiestie by Sir William Stanley,
knight. Wherein is shewed both howe lawful, honorable, and necessarie that
attion was, and also that al others, especiallie those of the English Nation that
detayne anie towns, or other places in the low countries, from the King Catholike
are bounde upon pain of damnation to do the like. Imprinted at Antuarpe,

1587.> Edited, with an excellent introduction, by T. Heywood for the Chetham -
Society, 1851.
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the papal power and from safe retreats abroad poured insults
upon the queen and her ministers, came to be regarded as the
worst enemies not only of their country but of the catholic
cause. 'The jesuits especially became the objects of jealousy
and resentment. They were accused of ambitiously seeking
the aggrandisement of their order, of usurping the lead in the
affairs of the mission, and of domineering over the seminarists
‘with the view of drawing them on blindly to promote the
aggressive schemes of king Philip, thus involving the whole
clergy in the odium of their treason.

A large section of the secular clergy and the friends of the
jesuits were drifting asunder. 'While the former party was
gradually, and to some extent unconsciously, shifting its ground

and becoming more loyal, the jesuit faction was growing more

obstinate and fanatical in its attachment to Spain and its
dreams of foreign conquest. The seminarist from Douai,
Rheims or Rome, would after some years’ residence in his
native country naturally shake off the foreign influences to
which he had succumbed at college and recover something of
the patriotism of his forefathers. He would become attached
" once more to the almost forgotten customs, liberties and quasi-
independence of the ancient national church. The English
jesuits had no such tendency. Their traditions were of yester-
day. Their centre of gravity was in Rome. Not half a dozen
of them even resided in England. Their policy was guided by
superiors abroad, who aimed at getting the ruling power,
ecclesiastical and political, into their own hands. For secur-
ing the necessary unity and centralization of the clerical forces,
which they hoped to control in England, ancient canonical
discipline and ordinary episcopal jurisdiction would more often
be a hindrance than an aid to them. They needed ample
freedom of action and extraordinary powers. It was, more-
over, not their interest to encourage ecclesiastical studies

~—
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outside their own ranks. Where secrecy and unity were
essential, it was undesirable to multiply counsellors, and
learning would lead to independence of judgment where the
qualities most needful were docility, obedience, and reverence
for their self-appointed leaders. The jesuit therefore wished
the secular priest to be content with ministering to the
spiritual wants of the humbler classes, and to leave the direc-
tion of the rich and noble, the control of ecclesiastical policy,
and above all the management of affairs of state, to picked men
of the society. The gentry were to be taught to regard the
jesuits as their natural leaders, and to intrust their secrets
and their alms exclusively to the fathers, who would know best
how to utilize both for the greater glory of God. Let the
catholics of England but place themselves unreservedly in the
hands of Father Parsons, and they need never fear lest a pro-
testant should succeed to the throne of Elizabeth. If the
coveted supremacy could not in prudence be openly asserted
it must be acquired by stealth. The acquisition, so it
seemed to the jesuits, would be hastened by the frequent
lapses and scandals of their secular brethren. These scandals
should by all means be hidden from the protestant public if
possible,! but it would be well to whisper in the ear of influen-
tial laymen the general untrustworthiness of the ordinary
clergy, for the protection and warning of the laity themselves
and for the greater credit and profit of the society.

This at least was the view which the conduct and aims of
the jesuits presented to the eyes of the more sagacious and
more charitable of the secular clergy. Others expressed the
same notions in coarser terms, or imputed to their rivals
motives of a baser character.? Mr. Mush, one of the most

-1 See, for example, Parsons’ eulogium upon the seminarists in reply to the
proclamation of 1591 (Philopatris, pp. 198-819), where the queen, anticipating
Parsons’ later language, had described them as abandoned and dissolute youths.

3 As in the ¢ Memorial,’ snf7a, p. 97 seq.
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respected of the -missionary priests and a favourite disciple
of Allen, addressing the pope in the name of the appellant
clergy, traces the germs of the quarrel as far back as the
second year of the jesuit mission. ¢At their first ingress,’
he writes, ‘the jesuits so acted as to provoke the queen and
magistrates to enact most cruel laws, before unheard of, against
the seminarists. The fathers had even interfered with the
government of the clergy. One of the jesuits! conducted
himself as if he had been a legate a latere of the holy see. He
took upon himself to convoke a quasi-provincial synod 2 of the
clergy, and there to the trouble of our church and to the sorrow
of cardinal Allen and of all good men, presumed to abrogate
the ancient national fasts of Friday and certain vigils of the
B. Virgin, which had been religiously observed from the very
cradle of the English church.” He presumed to interdict the
“priests from preaching, and prohibited and suppressed the acts
of the twelve martyrs which had been approved and edited by
command of Allen himself® As to Father Parsons, ¢the
principal author, the incentor and mover of all our garboils at
home and abroad,” he is said to lhave ‘fled from the mission
like a dastardly soldier consulting his own safety,” but ¢his
intercepted letters, which talked of the invasion of the realm
by foreign armies, and his political publications so incensed the
English magistrates, that under the semblance of a just cause
they rise up in vengeance against us and execute their laws.
They exclaim that it is not the concern of religion that busies
us, but under that cloak we are meditating politics and prac-
tising the ruin of the state. Meanwhile Robert Parsons
stationed at his ease intrepidly conducts his operations, and we

1 Jasper Heywood, who came into England with William Holt in the summer
of 1581, taking the place of Parsons.

2 In Norfolk, 1581. See Watson’s Sparing Discoverie, p. 47.

% Declaratio motuum ac turbationum ad S. D. N. Clementem octavum
exhibita, ab ipsis sacerdotibus, etc., p. 8.

B LN




Father Parsons, 1588-1595. xxiil

whom the press of battle threatens, innocent of any crime and
ignorant of his dangerous machinations, undergo the punish-
ment which his imprudence and audacity alone merit.’! These
words were printed in the year 1601. They exaggerate the
political innocence of the secular clergy as a whole, and exhibit
towards Parsons a personal animosity which recent events had
greatly inflamed. Nevertheless they fairly express the senti-
ments which were finding voice among the clergy and giving
strength to a large party rising up between 1588 and 1595.
Allen himself was not altogether free from the influence of this
reaction. Old age, growing infirmities and a new interest in
some ecclesiastical studies, undertaken in Rome, may have in-
clined him to peace. He kept up an outward show of friendship
for the society, but in secret he dreaded and lamented the selfish
and ambitious policy which in his opinion threatened to ruin
the work of the mission.

Meanwhile Parsons learned no lesson and lost no hope from
the discomfiture of 1588. God was merciful, he said, and
wished to preserve the withered tree of England to a third
year. The first expedition of Caesar was unsuccessful but the
second succeeded. Twice were the Israelites defeated in their
attack made by the divine command upon the tribe of Benjamin,
the third time they were victorious.? King Philip was bidden
to take heart and build another fleet. In 1589 Parsons left
Rome for Spain to set about collecting funds for the foundation
of more seminaries. In that year he established the college of
Valladolid, San Lucar in 1591, Seville and Lisbon in 1592, and
St. Omer for boys in 1598. The object of these institutions,
says no less an authority than cardinal d’Ossat, was to instil

1 Jbid. p. 24. The passage here abridged is quoted at length in Berington’s
Memosrs of Pansani, p. 23.

3 Elizabethae Reginae Angliae edictum, promulgatum Londini, 29 Novemb.
anni Mpxci—Andreae Philopatri ad idem edictum Responsio, 1593 (pp. 139,

140).
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into the minds of the missionaries the Spanish political creed,
and for that rather than the catholic faith they were, if neces-
sary, to suffer martyrdom.! During the same period the
college at Rheims, then under the presidency of Dr. Barret,
alarmed at the accession of Henry 1v., returned to Douai,
whence it had migrated fifteen years before. Allen, under
jesuit advice, had appointed Barret as his successor at the
college in 1588. The new president had a bad temper, no tact
or administrative ability, and was entirely subservient to the
. fathers of the society. Under his rule the college rapidly
declined. Students were drafted off to Rome and to Parsons’
new Spanish houses. Lectures were dropped, the course of
studies abridged, the revenues fell away, and the jesuits finally
reaped the advantage.?

The society now had its grip upon all the seminaries.
Parsons was practically the paymaster of Philip. Through
the power of the purse, and with the help of his haughty
and impetuous colleague, William Holt, he held in check
the restless and impoverished pensioners of the Spanish king

Y Lettres, Nov. 26, 1601. D’Ossat, as Henry’s ambassador at Rome, would
look indeed with suspicion on Spanish schemes, but he was a man of rare pene-
tration and, withal, pious and devoted to his church. Moreover, he was not un-
favourably disposed towards the jesuits.

It is nevertheless doubtful if the jesuits made or retained many converts

to their Spanish policy among the clergy in England after the Armada of
1588. Tierney (11 lxvii) prints an important memorial, addressed to the
Spanish minister, Pegna, on the subject of the proposed invasion of England in
1597, and reporting that ¢his catholic majesty hath for him in England no heretic,
and for the catholics he hath only those who depend upon the direction of the
Jesuits, who are few ; nor all these, for because the jesuits dare not labour openly,
as the secular priests do, to gain a great number. And of four kundred secular
priests whick are in the kingdom, there are not thirty which follow the fathers' direc-
¢7om to draw the catholics to embrace the designment of the catholic king, and so
the greater part are for the king of Scotland his succession unto that kingdom.’
The writer shows in many particulars a remarkable understanding of the political
situation. He perhaps puts the.number of clerical adherents of the jesuit faction
in England too low, but in any case they were in a considerable minority.

3 See note, p. 103 énfra.
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in Flanders! The reins of the ecclesiastical and political
government of the English catholics at home and abroad
seemed to be falling into his hands. In 1594 appeared his
famous work on the succession to the crown of England, setting
aside the claims of James as a heretic and suggesting the
infanta of Spain as the lineal representative of John of Ghent.?
It was Parsons’ wish, as he explained to Holt, that the infanta
should strengthen her claim by marrying the cardinal Farnese,
who was also a descendant of John of Ghent,® and this sugges-
tion he communicated to the pope. The cardinal was to be
secularized for the purpose. The audacity of this jesuit
manifesto aroused the indignation of the catholic supporters
of the Scottish succession, and intensified on the part of
the moderate priests their growing distrust of the society.

1 See note p. 114 infra, and compare ¢ The estate of English fugitives under
the King of Spaine and his Ministers,’ by Thomas Scarlet, 1596.

3 W. C,, in his Replie to Parsons_(fol. 68), insists against the jesuit’s denial
that the scholars in the Spanish seminaries were made to subscribe to the
infanta’s title, Whether this was so or not the persuasive influences brought to
bear upon favourite disciples are well illustrated in a letter written in 1596 by
the Rev. Henry Bell from Madrid to his friend Holt. The young priest, who
had been a short time on the mission in England, tells how, on his arrival at
Valladolid he was sent on by Parsons with five other priests to Father Creswell
at Madrid. There Creswell took them to kiss the hand of the king and the
infanta, and singled out Bell from the rest for some talk with his majesty. ¢For
five or six days,’ says the writer, ¢ Father Creswell carried us up and down to
see noblemen and women, they sending their coaches for us and giving us
great entertainment.” ¢The noblemen were almost at strife who should have us
to dinner.’ Some of the grandees made great protestation, we are told, that
their desire was not to conquer and possess England, but ¢only to set up a king
catholic in the country and have it their friend.” Mr. Bell adds, ¢ Here is
gathering of soldiers every day for an armada;’ he reports the sending of ships
from Lisbon to Ireland, the repulse of Drake and of Hawkins, and it is not sur-
prising that the flattered and gratified novice should conclude, ‘I am already,
God be thanked, received into the society.’—Douay Diaries, p. 398.

3 See Parsons’ own abstract of this letter in Italian (Tierney 111. lvii.) and
not the abridged translation, given by Plowden (Remarks on the Memoirs of Pan-
2ani, p. 350), which misses some important points. Parsons afterwards reported
to Don Juan d’Idiaquez that he found the pope ‘as warm in the cause of the
infanta as could be desired.’
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Two years later (1596) appeared the ¢ Memorial of the Refor-
mation in England,” which was more prudently disseminated in
manuscript only. In this ‘proud pamphlet® Parsons, in case
he should not ¢ himself live to see the reduction of England,’ set
down some hints for the guidance of the government. The
second Reformation was not, he said, to be huddled up as in
queen Mary’s time by a certain general absolution, whereby
fallen priests were admitted to the altar with no other satisfac-
tion than to send away their concubines, and when matters
went as a stage-play, men changing their persons and parts
without changing their minds—the new Reformation was to be
thorough. Perhaps it would be good not to press men’s con-
sciences at the beginning for matters of religion, at least not for
some few years. A ¢Council of Reformation’ should at first be
appointed to deal with ecclesiastical livings, church property,
etc. With regard to the abbey lands, laymen are warned that
it is not sufficient for the security of their consciences to say that
the apostolic see had tolerated the retention of this property in
Mary’s time. The toleration was upon constraint and fear of
further inconveniences. Restitution, or at least some equit-
able composition, must be made ; and if friends of the church
may expect lenient treatment, enemies, persecutors and impious
men must be dispossessed with rigour. Before the Council
finishes its work it must establish in its place ¢some good and
sound manner of Inquisition.” ¢Perhaps it would be best to
spare the name of Inquisition at the first beginning in so new
and green a state of religion, . . . but afterwards it will be neces-
sary to bring it in by that or some other name.’! Whether
the form and manner of the inquisition should be that of
Spain, ¢ whose rigour is misliked by some,’ or that used in parts
of Italy, ¢ whose coldness is reprehended by more,” or that of
Rome itself, which takes a middle course, is not easy now to

! Cf. pp- 51, 55, 98, 99.
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determine ; but, in divers points, it is clear to Parsons that
¢ the diligent and exact manner of proceeding in Spain’ is abso-
lutely necessary. '

The storm was gathering on every side. In England an
anti-jesuit party was rapidly forming and an ecclesiastical
quarrel on a large scale was imminent. The refugees in
Flanders were divided into factions, and Charles Paget and his
friends were denouncing the fathers as intolerable tyrants;
while in the English college at Rome the students were once
more ready to rise in revolt against their jesuit masters. Allen
died Oct. 16, 1594. There was at once a struggle for the suc-
cession to his dignity and power, which still further embittered
the party feeling. The jesuits coveted the hat for Parsons;
their opponents were for Allen’s old friend, Dr. Lewis, while
some few were in favour of Dr. Stapleton. Clement vim. had
indeed intended to promote Lewis at the next creation of
cardinals, but the bishop died, Oct. 1595. The pope then
thought of Stapleton and summoned him to Rome. It might
be supposed that the author of the Apologia pro rege catho-
lico was sufficiently Spanish to satisfy the most ardent jesuit
partisan, but this was apparently not so. Father Agazzari was
in alarm at the threatened danger and wrote earnestly to
Parsons, then at Madrid, to remedy it by procuring the pro-
motion of some one about whose fidelity to the crown [of
Spain] there can be no doubt,’ while Stapleton himself was in
one letter after another assuring the same all-powerful Parsons
that coram Deo he would always remain ‘a true and trusty
servant to his majesty of Spain.’! Meanwhile no cardinal of
England was appointed. The English priests were left practi-
cally without a head and with scarce a shadow of organization
or self-government.

Y Douay Disaries, p. ciii.
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IIL. Disturbances at the Roman College.

All eyes were now turned to the college at Rome. Since .
the disturbances of 1579, already referred to, the seminary had
by no means enjoyed unbroken peace. Mush, who was one of
the first scholars sent thither, declares that during his seven
years of residence there were as many outbreaks. Five of these
‘stirs® are briefly described by Dr. Ely (pp. 78-77).) In 1585
Sixtus v. had to send two bishops, one of whom was Sega, after-
wards cardinal, to quell a disturbance in which the malcontents
were favoured by cardinal Mondovi, the protector of Scotland.
The Italian rector, Agazzari, was on this occasion superseded
by the English jesuit, Holt. Parsons and Creswell in turn
succeeded Holt. There was then a return to Italian rectors,
first to Vitelleschi, afterwards general of the society, and in
May 1594 to Fioravanti. The students now numbered in all
about forty-seven, superintended by eight jesuit fathers and
two extern prefects. Mush, in his Declaratio, boldly tells the
pope that on the death of Allen the fathers, no longer held in
check by his authority, put forth all their strength to crush the
youths, or those who would not bow to their every whim, and
deliberately sowed divisions in the college on the principle of
divide et impera. 'The jesuits undoubtedly believed that their
opportunity to seize the helmwas at hand. But they made the
common mistake of holding in too great contempt the men and
the influences opposed to them. They committed errors of
judgment and of diplomacy at every step, and it is curious to
observe that their most signal failures were made in respect to
what has been considered their peculiar gift, the training of

1 Parsons (Apologie, fol. 49) refers to a treatise entitled :  Brevis narratio
eorum queze gesta sunt in Coll. Angl. de Urbe tempore tumultuum, an. 1594, 95,
96, & 97,’ written by Robert Chambers, who at one time ¢ followed the trouble-
some,’ but afterwards favoured the jesuits, He was subsequently confessor to
some Englis nuns at Brussels. Is this treatise extant ?
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youth. If they succeeded in this better elsewhere, it may be
that elsewhere their aim was more  purely scholastic or their
- materials more pliable.

At Rome the problem was a complicated one. To
cajole or intimidate a number of spirited and somewhat
unruly English lads into tame and passive instruments of a
jesuit faction for the conquest of their country by Spanish
arms, and for its conversion to the faith by the methods of the
Inquisition, was no easy task. The scholars suspected the
designs of their superiors and were prepared to resist. Forty-
three, of whom eleven were already in priest's orders, sent a
respectful supplication to Dr. Lewis, deploring the want of
bishops or ordinaries in England, and insisting on the import-
ance of the distribution of faculties being placed in the hands
of impartial and experienced persons conversant with English
affairs, but above all not in the hands of the jesuit fathers.
They finally implored Dr. Lewis to take the duty on himself.
They presented a similar petition to Cajetan, the cardinal pro-
tector, begging him to at least" delegate as much of his powers
to Dr. Lewis as would enable him to decide matters of ordinary
occurrence. Cajetan was eveén persuaded to second their
petition to the pope. It was, however, unsuccessful. The
pope was resolute and bade them mind their books. He
wisely refused (writes Parsons) to give faculties to the bishop
and gave them to the protector. The students were convinced
that their object had been frustrated by the underhand opposi-
tion of the jesuits. The general, they said, was doublefaced
and had hoodwinked them. The government of the fathers
became offensive to them. The old discipline of the college,
‘hallowed by the blood of many martyrs, and suited to the
character of Englishmen,’ had been, so the students declared,
exchanged for a new system which was intolerable. The fathers
are said to favour, coax and make presents to those who had been
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drawn to their side, and to treat harshly and unjustly the others
whom they insult as ¢ low-born, obscure paupers, ne’er-do-weels.” !
They are described as being without charity, meekness, fair-
dealing or the capacity of government.2 The childish penances
inflicted by them upon the students in public were ill-adapted to
their character or age, and only excited ridicule and contempt.
The spy system was particularly odious to these English
youths. This characteristic jesuit institution may best be
" described in Dr. Ely’s words: ¢The second [cause of discon-
tent] is their spies, which the rectors have always in store,
which by an honester name are called Angeli custodes. These
spies, at recreation-time and in other places, speak liberally
against their superiors, of their government and usage towards
them, of their apparel, meat and drink, and against the
strait keeping of them in, and against whatsoever they think
is not well done in the college. And all this to sound their
companions. Now if one or two hap to discourse, as he doth,
against the superior, these spies carry the whole discourse
straight to the rector. After a few days the others are called
coram nobis, and are either punished or rigorously reprehended
for the same. These good fellows afterwards recall to mind
before whom and in whose presence and what company they
spake such things, and having discovered this good fellow, they
from that day forwards hate him -as a spy and a traitor. If
this be a charitable way of government, judge you, and whether

1 The seminarists were often made to smart under these sneers at their
assumed low birth. The scorn and ridicule with which Parsons in particular
seemed to regard poverty in a priest, and his habit of taunting his opponents on
that score, are notable features in his method of controversy, W. C. retaliates
with what he calls the ‘genealogies’ of some of the fathers.* He tells us that
Parsons himself was a blacksmith’s son ; Garnet, ‘a very poor and mean man’s
child’ ; Currey, the son of a tanner ; Oldcorn, an apothecary’s apprentice; Percy
(alias Fisher), ¢a poor boy sent over by a priest, one of our friends’; and Banks,
a tailor’s son (Replie, p. 87).

3 Foley, Records, vi. 19,
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this be true and practised continually or no, I refer to the
conscience of as many of you (united brethren) as have been
brought up in that seminary, and to the knowledge of all others
that have been brought up therein, yea to those themselves
that have been these good Angels. Nothing so contrary to an
Euglishman’s nature as to be betrayed by him whom he
trusteth. If such spies were in Oxford (whose colleges have as
good statutes and ordinances for bringing up of youths, if they
were put in practice—no displeasure to the fathers—as they
have or can devise), if such spies, I.say, were in our colleges of
Oxford, they would be plucked in pieces.’!

That there was gross misrule on the part of the jesuits is evi-
dent. Their strong partisan, Dr. Barret, who had just visited
the college, wrote confidentially to Parsons (10th April 1596) :
¢'The rector (Fioravanti) will never be able to rule in this place.
Many things I can tell you of that must be amended con-
cerning this college in the manner of government and con-
cerning better correspondence with the college of Douai,
otherwise you will never have peace. Trust those that be your
true friends.’? 'The pope sent cardinal Toleto to arbitrate.
The cardinal, who, as Mush remarks, ‘knew the society well,
being one of them, took the side of the aggrieved scholars.
Fioravanti was in consequence removed from the rectorship.
Toleto however died in September of that year, and Agazzari,
who had meanwhile again become rector, was able to confide to
Parsons his sentiments of pious gratitude towards God who
had thus, as in the case of Allen and Lewis, removed by death
an opponent of the divinely-favoured order.

According to this same Agazzari, it was one of the chief
aims of the discontented students to oppose themselves to the
designs of the catholic king. ¢They speak (he tells Parsons)

1 Briefe Notes, p. 81. 3 Tiemney, 111, 74.
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often and spitefully against the Book of Succession and against
its author—Parsons, as they suppose—whose name they cannot
endure. They delight in the failure of the Spaniards, as lately
at Cadiz; and they grieve over their successes as at Calais.’!
Barret had given Parsons a similar report of the situation a few
months before (April 10): ¢I find their heads full of false bruits
and differences betwixt jesuits and priests in England. Yea,
the self-same faction that is at Brussels, to be here against the
Spaniards and such as take that way.’? Parsons attempted to
introduce his book into the college and to have it read in the
refectory in place of the customary devotional works® A
young divine, Jasper Lobery, flatly refused to read it.*

But what, perhaps, more than all else helped to bring the
rebellion to a head, was the charge of gross immorality brought
against some of the English party by Father Harewood, the minis-
ter and vice-rector. Dr. Ely describes the circumstances in lan-
guage too plain for literal quotation. Harewood declared that
he had discovered certain youths, whose names he would not at
that time divulge, attempting an abominable crime. Insulting
precautions against the commission, or for the more easy detec-
tion of this unnameable offence had previously been taken in-
side and outside the building, by the cutting down of a grove
and otherwise, in Father Creswell’s time. The students now
rose in indignation against the minister ; they violently erased
his name from the college books, and petitioned the pope to
send him to the galleys for so ¢dishonouring and discrediting
the college, themselves, and the nation.’® They in fact secured
his removal.® Dr. Ely adds that Harewood was less to be
blamed than another father, ¢ who in revenge of the factious

1 Tierney, III. 75. 3 Parsons’ Briefe Apologie, fol. 55.
3 Butler’s Memoirs, ii. 24 ; Tierney, 11. 38.

4 W. C. Replie unto a Certaine Libell, p. 69.

5 Briefe Notes, p. 83. ¢ Jbid., p. 81.
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scholars, without respect of their honour or of the honour of
our nation or of his own conscience, letted not to send about
the world general articles against the scholars and priests of
that faction, the which contained more grievous and abominable
sins than Father Harewood discovered.'?

The truce established by Toleto was of short duration.
Towards the end of 1596 the large majority of the students
was in open revolt. Studies seem to have been entirely
suspended. 'Thirty-seven youths, including four priests, accord-
ing to Parsons, ‘took a corporal oath to stand by each other,
and not to return to their obedience without the consent of the
whole faction’? They held meetings together and were not on
speaking terms with the ten who adhered to the jesuits. They
made use of the pulpit to preach ¢seditious sermons’ against the
society. On one occasion they broke out of the college and ran
furiously towards the pope’s palace. Four students, two of
whom were priests, were expelled like criminals by an armed
force in sight of the Roman people,® the fathers all the while
audibly giving vent to their triumph, and exclaiming, ¢ Victory !
Victory!” The pope at last commissioned cardinal Sega, a
second time, to visit the college.# The mutineers openly in-
sulted him and tore in pieces the proclamation he had

1 Dr. Gifford, in a letter to Parsons [May 20, 1597], alludes to the public
charges against the scholars: ¢Truth it is I never was one of the humour to rail
cither against some noblemen and gentlemen in these parts [Brussels] or to
charge the scholars of Rome with horrible and enormous crimes of heresy,
whoredom, sodomy, enmity to his catholic majesty and such like; and in all
places to cry out and declaim against them as men worthy of expulsion, gallies,
prisons, degradation and the like, being not able to prove any such thing against
them’ (Douay Diaries, p. 98).

2 Apologie, fol. 50.

2 They were, however, afterwards restored to the college.

4 W. C. asserts that Monsignor Moro was at first joined with Sega as visitor,
but that the cardinal ‘finding him inclined to equity and no whit partial to the
jesuits, he shaked him off, taking the matter wholly into his own hands’ (Replie,
fol. 83).

c .
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posted up in the hall to bid them keep the peace during the
visitation.

The results of this pontifical inquiry may be read in Mr.
Foley’s Records, where abstracts of the various memorials sub-
mitted to the pope on the occasion, together with the report
of Sega himself, are printed.! The memorial of the aggrieved
scholars sets forth their complaints in great detail. They de-
mand the removal of the fathers from the government of the
college. Upon their political grievances they are silent,
perhaps under the circumstances prudently so: . But they pre-
face their censures of the jesuit misrule in the college by an
attack upon the conduct of the fathers in England. The
jesuits are accused of systematically driving from his place or
ruining in his reputation every priest who is not entirely sub-
servient to them. They are said to have obtained special
faculties for absolving the holders of church property on condi-
tion of the penitent paying a sum of money in compensation.
These privileges gain for them access to the houses of certain
rich catholics, and much influence in consequence. The money
is diligently collected by the fathers, but instead of distributing
it, as it should be, for the benefit of the mission or the clergy
in general, they apply it to their own uses. Should a secular
priest perchance acquire similar faculties, he scarce ventures to
use them for fear of the persistent hostility of the society. The
retort of the jesuits on this head is characteristic. If a pre-
ference, they say, is given to the society by the rich, it is because
the fathers are religious, and having divested themselves of their
own belongings are not likely to keep back what is due to
others. They have, moreover, given proof that they can be
safely trusted, whereas certain seminarists have been found to
divert the funds, derived from the source in question, to their

1 Vol. vi. Diary of the Roman college,
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own personal uses, and have left England with large sums in
their possession. So much so that the seminarists themselves,
in order to prevent unpleasant doubts, have preferred that the
fathers should take charge of all such cases.

A memorial also proceeded from the minority of ten. These
youths speak strongly in condemnation of the contempt for
authority, the reckless detraction and dissolute behaviour of
their companions, and call for the expulsion of the ringleaders.
The report of cardinal Sega might have been written by one
of the fathers. In his eyes the jesuits are models of every
virtue. The origin of the disturbances must be sought for,
partly in the greed and ambition of the late bishop of Cassano,
who egged on his partisans to create dissensions in the college
in order to take revenge on the society; and partly in the
machinations of Cecil and Walsingham, who, finding their
brutal rage availed nothing against the constancy of the priests,
had recourse to fox-like arts, and introduced spies into the
seminaries to foment discord and rebellion, and by witch-
crafts and treachery sought to overturn these citadels of the
catholic faith. The fathers of the society are by all means
to be retained both in the college and on the mission. It was
necessary, he writes, that there should be in England some
priests to whom the charge and government of the catholics
should be specially committed, and in whom laymen could
safely put trust. This influence and authority unquestionably,
in the opinion of the cardinal, belongs to the handful of
jesuits working in England, so much so that catholic laymen,
terrified by the many and deplorable falls of the seminarists,
will hardly hold intercourse with them unless they bear a
recommendation, written or verbal, from the fathers.! To rob
England of their services would be to eclipse the sun of that
afflicted church.

1 Parsons adopts this statement. See note #7/7a p. .99,
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Meanwhile the general of the society, wearied with these
continual difficulties, had serious thoughts of resigning the
superintendence of the college. The Spanish party was in
despair. Petitions poured in from Spain and from Flanders
imploring the pope to prevent a step so fatal to the cause of
the church. Parsons hastened to Rome (1597), and, strange
as it’ may appear, in view of the prejudices against him and
his policy, by his strength of character and diplomatic arts he
contrived to win the confidence of the impulsive students, and
in a short time effected an amicable settlement of the quarrel.
He was now appointed rector a second time, and when secure
of his authority got rid of the leaders of the late commotions
by sending some at once as missionaries into England, and ten
more to Douai, to there continue their studies in preparation
for the priesthood.? He complains indeed of some fresh dis-
orders towards the end of the year, but these were compara-
tively insignificant, Some scholars who had been in the habit
of frequenting taverns and other disorderly places during the
late mutiny persisted in the practice and were arrested by the
papal police. They would have been carried to the public

1 Sega had suggested the dismissal of some whom he called ¢ wanton or las-
civious colts.” W. C, affects to doubt if these terms really proceeded from the
cardinal, seeing that ¢the chiefest of such as were to be dismissed, whom he
termeth wanton colts, were to be addressed for our country, as they were ’ (Replie,
f. 83).

Many of the mutineers, however, subsequently became persons of consequence
and much respected in their community, e.g., John Jackson, who ¢stood candi-
date for a mitre’ in 1635; Edward Bennet, one of the ringleaders, who was
nominated with William Bishop for the episcopate in 1621, and on the death of
Colleton became dean of the chapter; Thomas Hill, formerly an Anglican
clergyman and afterwards a benedictine monk, who wrote the Quatron of Reasons
which George Abbot thought worth while to refute; and the better known
Anthony Champney, an able controversialist, who has left a ¢ History of the
Reign of Elizabeth to her 31st year,” which deserves to be printed. The two
Pitts’, Henry and Robert, were also among the discontented. Three or four
others, according to Mr. Foley, ¢ atoned for their conduct ’ by eventually becom-
ing jesuits themselves,
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prisons had not Parsons, so he tells us, secured the favour of
their confinement to apartments in the college. He moreover
contrived that their expulsion, which, for these and other
offences, was subsequently decreed by the protector, should be
effected without infamy ; and the six students, two of whom were
in priest’s orders, were quietly transferred to other colleges,
and were liberally provided with money for their journey.

The laxity and discord which had now distracted the
college for nearly twenty years made of it a strange noviciate
for apostles bent on the conversion of England. There is
an oft-quoted legend of the simple St. Philip Neri being wont to
greet the English students in the streets of Rome with the words
of the hymn to the Holy Innocents, ¢ Salvete flores martyrum !’
If half the statements of Father Harewood be true the flowers
must have lost something of their perfume. The declension
of the young divines from their own ideal is admitted and
deplored by Mush. Very rarely, he says, do those who are
placed under the care of the fathers make the progress in
learning which was expected of them, or retain their former
piety or virtues. They go full of fervour, and return with
spirits crushed and virtue gone, useless for the labours of the
mission.!  This was not, as cardinal Sega would have us
believe, the work of the ubiquitous spies of Elizabeth, nor was
it, perhaps, as Mush supposes, entirely due to the intrigues
and mismanagement of the jesuits. A similar process of
decline had been visible in the older seminary of Douai and
Rheims, where the sinister influence of the society could not
have been so directly felt. Dr. Worthington, the vice-president
at Douai, in a memorial addressed to cardinal Cajetan in 1596 *

1 Declaratio, pp. 129, 130.  © Mittuntur ad eos (he exclaims) sancti, pacifici,
pii, simplices, spiritu dei ferventes, sed per brevissimi temporis curriculum in
collegio commorantes heu quantum mutati ab illis 1’

2 Douay Diaries, p. 369.
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traces the rapid steps by which his own college had deteriorated.
Worthington is not indeed to be trusted as altogether an
impartial witness. He in that same year made a secret vow
of obedience to Father Parsons, and was virtually, as many
others were at that time, ‘a jesuit in disguise.” To attenuate
the failure of his jesuit friends, he is ready to befoul his own
nest. While Allen ruled at Douai, he tells us, all was charity.
No word injurious to peace, purity or piety was heard. This
was the golden age. When Allen became often absent and
often sick, and gave over the helm to others, then came the
silverage. But when Dr. Bristow was dead and Allen promoted
to the cardinalate, the age of brass, not to say of iron, suc-
ceeded. It was hoped that Dr. Barret would restore tran-
quillity. So far from this, that just before the cardinal’s death
there was even a question of dissolving the college altogether.
Discipline had become relaxed, the students were imbued with
a spirit of ambition and were divided into factions. All this,
adds Worthington, was prior to the irruption at the Roman
college. Out of five students sent thither from Rheims four
were infected with sedition, ‘and carried with them a vehement
aversion to the government of the society.’

IV. The Prisoners at Wisbeach.

We must now turn from this picture of the rising genera-
tion at the seminaries to that of the veteran missionaries in their
stronghold at Wisbeach.

The castle of Wisbeach in the isle of Ely belonged to the
bishops of the diocese. It had been built, or rather rebuilt, by
cardinal Morton, bishop of Ely, about 1480, but in the follow-
ing century had become neglected and somewhat dilapidated.
The buildings were surrounded with four acres of ground
protected by a strong wall and wide moat.! They had been

1 Morris, Zyoubles, ii. chap. xv.
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occasionally used for the confinement of state prisoners, and in
1579, when the country was alarmed at the threatened invasion
of the papal confederates, the castle was set apart for the
custody of certain influential priests, bishop Watson, abbot
Feckenham, and half a dozen others whom it was thought
prudent to remove to a safe distance from London or the chief
centres of population. In 1585 the castle opened its gates for
a few more of such ¢capital doctors and priests,” who were
thought to be ‘busier in matters of state than was meet for
the quiet of the realm.’! Meanwhile the queen’s councillors
were becoming embarrassed with the number of seminary priests
falling into their hands. The parliament of 1585 had made
it high treason for any English subject receiving Roman orders
abroad to enter, or remain in, the kingdom. Already, between
the years 1579 and 1585, twenty-three priests had been exe-
cuted. In this last year seventy-two more were taken from
their prisons and shipped abroad. The government was warned
against needless bloodshed. ¢Too many executions,’ it was
said, ‘move others to compassion, especially when the victims
protested on the scaffold that they died for religion and not
for treason. On the other hand the banished men in great
part returned — they could scarcely do otherwise; they had
taken their oaths to go on the mission, and there was no means
of livelihood for them on the continent. Some who did not
return did more mischief abroad. There was Edward Rishton,
for example, who saved his life at his trial by the profession of
tolerable opinions on the pope’s deposing power, but when he
got safe abroad edited, with violent additions of his own, the
dangerous and treasonable De Schismate of the arch-traitor
Dr. Nicolas Sander. If such men could not be hanged it
were at least wiser to keep them under lock and key.

The seminarists were therefore henceforward officially divided

1 Simpson’s Campion, p. 165.
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into two classes, some ¢ learned and politic and of great per-
suasion’ ; others ¢simple, with neither zeal, wit, nor learning.’
It was proposed to dispatch the first sort to Wisbeach, where
they may be restrained from access and intelligence,’ and to
send the others into banishment, or keep them in the London
gaols, ready, if need be, to be hanged. Economical con-
siderations had also some weight in determining the destiny
of the prisoners. The less fortunate seminarist, unprovided
with a jesuit passport, with no rich friends or great talents,
and therefore with an empty purse, became a burden upon the
country and unprofitable to his keeper. Consequently we find
the London prison certificates of this date significantly anno-
tated with marginal suggestions such as, ‘meet for the gal-
lows,’ “meet to be banished,’ ‘able to bear the charges—meet
for Wisbeach’; or, in the case of laymen, more contemptuously,
‘meet for what place you please’! So in 1586 the keeper
of Wisbeach shrewdly petitions Walsingham for ¢some of the
best priests,’ that is the wealthiest.? In dread of the armada
a dozen priests, of whom William Weston, the hero of Bag-
shaw’s story, was one, were added to the select few at the castle,
raising the total number of catholic prisonérs to about thirty-
five. They were, indeed, comparatively fortunate, for in the
frenzy of joy which took possession of the nation in the autumn
of 1588 the queen, as Lingard expresses it, celebrated her
victory by the immolation of human victims.” Six new gallows
were erected in and near London; and throughout England
twenty priests—all obscure persons of whom little or nothing
is known—ten laymen and one woman were hurried from prison
to the gallows. Weston himself had a narrow escape, for an
agent of Walsingham had just reported him as ‘the only
jesuit in England to be kept if not hanged.’ Some of the elder

! Foley, Records, i. pp. 478-480. 2 Morris, Zroubles, ii. p. 231.
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priests at Wisbeach could not be brought within the compass
of the statute 27th Eliz., for they had never been free from
custody since the passing of the act.

Weston in an autobiography, of which all that is extant has
been printed by F. Morris (T'roubles, Second Series), gives, not-
withstanding some lapses of memory, a good account of prison
life within the castle at this time. The picture, which is a
surprising one, can be completed from the paper printed by
Strype (4nnals, iv. p. 274), and other contemporary writers.
The prisoners were at first locked up in separate rooms, except
for meals, when they met in a common hall with the keeper at
one end of the table and his wife at the other. Half an hour
before and after dinner and supper they were at liberty to take
recreation in the garden. But no visitors were allowed at any
time. If any catholic brought them alms, one or two had leave
to go and fetch the money. Four justices of peace were re-
sponsible for their conduct, Mr. Thomas Gray being their
keeper. Night watches were arranged within and without the
walls. This rigorous restraint, however, lasted only three or
four years (not six as Weston relates), and even then the priests
managed to say mass in their chambers and were bold enough
to decorate their improvised altars with pious pictures. Before
Gray's death his custodianship, for some unexplained reason,
became remarkably lax. Perhaps, the Spanish danger growing
less, the justices exacted from him less vigilance, or perhaps
he was more heavily bribed. The sagacious foresight of
Cecil and Walsingham had even possibly suggested that if
the priests were given rope enough they would hang them-
selves. The prisoners were now exempted from dining at the
keeper’s table. They set up a kitchen and pantry of their
own, paying twelve shillings a month for their rooms—a
high rent for those times. Friends sent them venison,
wine and spices. Gentlemen and ladies came to dine, sup
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and visit them in their chambers. No day passed without a
guest. They had leave to go out as they pleased. They be-
came popular with the tradesmen of the town, and with the
poor, to whom they liberally contributed a portion of their
superfluous alms., The priests formed themselves into a sort
of college. Metham, the intended archbishop of York, gave
lectures, it is said, on the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures. De-
bates were held on ecclesiastical affairs, and an active corre-
spondence kept up with friends abroad. In the eyes of simple
catholics this ‘sepulchre of priests’ became a holy place, like
the catacombs of Rome to the early Christians, It was made a
place of pilgrimage. Men came there with cases of conscience
to be solved ; or to be reconciled to the church. Ursula Gray,
the daughter of the keeper, himself a fierce puritan, was made
a Roman catholic. A tenth part of the missionaries—and the
most active part—were here in fact lodged with far more liberty
and comfort, and with far more power to carry out their pur-
pose than those who were hunted over the country from one
hiding-place to another. What is perhaps still more surprising
is that the prisoners were permitted to keep lads, of ages
varying from thirteen to eighteen, as attendants or pages. The
names of thirteen of these youths and of the priests for whom
they acted as servants are given in a paper preserved among
the Harleian mss. A few were, or pretended to be, natives of
Wisbeach. Many were gentlemet’s sons sent there probably
for their education. When a stricter régime was restored, and
these boys were put through a series of examinations, it turned
out that the names and parentage which they had at first re-
ported were false.! Thus, Thomas Everard, who had on a pre-
vious examination declared himself to be the son of a Norfolk -
yeoman, now admitted he was the son of Sir Thomas Knyvett

1 Compare the list (Harl. Mss. 6998, f. 226) printed by Morris, Zroubles, ii.
p. 266, with the State Papers, Dom. Elis. (Sept. 1599), vol. cclxxii. n. 107.

{




Father William Weston. xliii

of Buckenham castle, and was sent by his mother to wait upon
Dr. Bagshaw. Another lad, known as Nicholas Clayton, four-
teen years of age, who was servant to the Rev. Christopher
Thules, turned out to be Nicholas Bagshaw of Chapel le Frith,
in Derbyshire, and a kinsman of the author of the 7rue
Relation. Similarly, the Rev. Lewis Barlow was waited upon
by his relative, Robert Barlow, the son of a gentleman of
Hathersage, Derby. No wonder that indignant complaints
were made to the council that ¢through the favour of the
keeper, Gray, the prison was growing to be as dangerous as a
seminary college, being in the heart and midst of England.’

Such was the life of the Wisbeach confessors when the
famous ‘Stirs’ began in the winter of 1594-5. An official
list of the prisoners will be found in the Appendix (A), and
.some description of the men, as their names occur in the text,
is given in the footnotes. Of the two leaders of the factions a
few words may be said here.

William Weston was born at Maidstone in 1550. After
taking his bachelor’s degree at Oxford he was drawn to Douai
and thence to Rome, where he joined the jesuits in 1575. He
completed his noviciate in Spain, and then in various colleges
of the order, chiefly at Seville, he remained till in 1584 he was
summoned, with Henry Garnet, at the strong recommendation
of Parsons, to the English mission. He was to take the place
of Heywood as quasi-provincial or superior of the jesuits (see
note infra p. 12), but when he landed, there was no jesuit, or
none known to be such, in the country. Garnet and Southwell
did not follow him till 1586; and when shortly afterwards
Weston was captured and imprisoned Garnet in his turn
- became superior. Weston had a reputation for some learning
and much piety. In the Spanish colleges he was frequently
discovered in unexpected times and places upon his knees in
prayer. " He woke his companions at midnight with the sound

. -
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of his self-flagellations, and gained from them the name of
“holy William.” An undoubted zeal and an unusually stubborn
will enabled him to retain a great command over his adherents at
Wisbeach, while the moroseness and spiritual pride which seem
to have accompanied his aggressive puritanism intensified the
dislike of his opponents. On his arrival in England he had
distinguished himself by making a convert of Philip Howard,
earl of Arundel, and still more by his success in a new venture
_ as leader of a band of exorcists. He went from one country
house to another with a number of priests, among whom were
Dibdale and Cornelius, afterwards martyrs; Tyrrell the €apos-
tate;’ Ballard, hanged for the Babington conspiracy ; Dryland
and Thules, subsequently his fellow-prisoners at Wisbeach, the
former his confessor and the latter an opponent; and half a
dozen more who cast out devils and performed many prodigies
upon certain maidservants and others who finally, with the
priest Tyrrell, cruelly betrayed them. But before their ex-
posure or dispersion the exorcists had made for their church at
least five hundred converts, some say several thousands.

It is not flattering to the good sense of the English people,
but so great was the renown which followed these supernatural
exploits that a protestant minister, John Darrel, was tempted to
imitate them, and did so with some profit. Weston recorded his
triumphs over the evil spirits in a curious treatise, which Dr.
Harsnet,! who has fortunately quoted from it many passages,

1 ¢ A Declaration of egregious Popish Impostures to withdraw the harts of
her Majesties Subjects from their allegeance and from the truth of Christian
Religion professed in England, under the pretence of casting out of deuils.
Practised by Edmvnds a/ias Weston, a Iesuit, and diuers Romish Priestes,
his wicked associates. Where-unto are annexed the Copies of the Confessions
and Examinations of the parties themselues which were pretended to be pos-
sessed and dispossessed taken upon oath before her Majesties Commissioners for
causes Ecclesiasticall. At London: Printed by James Roberts, dwelling in
Barbican, 1603.”

This rare book by Dr, Samuel Harsnet, chaplain to the bishop of London,
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calls the Book of Miracles. Eye-witnesses swore to the facts,
They actually saw the devils gliding about in immense numbers
under the skins of.the possessed like fishes swimming. Dibdale
took balls of hair, rusty nails, and pieces of lead from the
cheek or body of the girl Friswood Williams. A number of
the devils revealed their names and offices under the interroga-

- tions of Weston ; and Shakespeare has perpetuated the memory

of Modo, Mahu, Hobbididance and Flibbertigibbet, foul
fiends who did homage to the relics of Campion and testi-
fied to the sanctity of Weston.!

There is no need to suppose, with Harsnet, that in all this
there was deliberate fraud on the part of Weston. He was grossly
superstitious and credulous even for his time, and may have been
deluded by the tricks of Dibdale, and the malingering of im-
modest maidservants who ultimately confessed their share in the
imposition. He apparently in all sincerity believed that Lord
Burleigh’s contemptuous rejection of the above-mentioned story
of the visible devils which a spectator had on his oath repeated
to the lord treasurer, could only proceed from a culpable shutting
of the ears to the unwelcome but demonstrable evidence of the
Roman creed. Tyrrell, however, declared that not only did
the ancient priests, that is, the queen Mary priests, shake their
heads, but ¢ the graver sort that were then imprisoned at Wis-
beach® were greatly offended, and foretold that in the end these

and afterwards archbishop of York, deserves to be reprinted, if only for its
vigorous English and Rabelaisian wit. Apart from the accusations of indecency
brought against the priests, which may be exaggerated or even false, there is

‘much which bears the stamp of truth in the confessions of the accomplices. The

quotations from the Book of Miracles are very instructive.

1 King Lear, Act iii., Scene 4; Harsnet, pp. 45-50, 180. A famous Spanish
jesuit tells, in a funeral sermon upon Weston, what F. Morris calls ‘a capital
story.’ In the midst of an exorcism a devil begged the father to let him enter
queen Elizabeth. Weston refused, for, says More (H#st. S. J. p. 155), she was
his queen, and he wished her no harm. ‘ Well, then,’ the devil asked, ‘may I
come into you?’ *As God pleases,’ replied Weston. ‘I had as soon go into a
holy water pot,’ said the devil.— Zroubles, ii. 282.
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proceedings would bring discredit upon the clergy and their
calling.! Nor is there any sure ground for asserting with
Bagshaw that Weston was a hypocrite. He may have been
cunning and underhand ; he had nothing of Campion’s humour
or geniality, nothing of Parsons’ knowledge of the world or
common-sense, but he was fanatically in earnest with the saving
of his own soul and the souls of others according to the strictest
Ignatian method. It is safe, however, to say that his alleged
austerities are not altogether credible. His friend and fellow-
prisoner, Giles Archer, reports what the more sceptical Bagshaw
omitted to record, that for seven years at Wisbeach Weston
never went into a bed or ate more than one meal in the day.
In the winter of 1598 he was removed from Wisbeach to the
Tower of London, and there, it is said, continued to add to
the hardships of his imprisonment self-inflicted tortures. The
devils moreover whom he had specially provoked took vengeance
upon him. He assures his superiors, at whose request he wrote
his autobiography, that the demons struck him physical blows,
audibly suggested suicide to him, and offered him a knife
wherewith. to cut his throat. They so roused him from sleep
with their castigations that for fifty days, so he declares, he
had but ten hours’ sleep in all. It can therefore be only by a
miracle that he escaped insanity. He was finally, on the
accession of James, set free with other priests and sent
abroad. He taught theology once more in Seville, and died
at Valladolid in 1615. His skull is preserved as a relic at the
noviciate at Roechampton.?

Dr. Christopher Bagshaw was a person of quite another
temperament. He belonged to a Derbyshire family which has
given some men of note, with indeed a marked hefeditary
character, to various religious denominations. He was im-
petuous, combative, outspoken and noisy. In defence of his

1 Harsnet, p. 254. 2 Morris, ii. 283.
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church’s creed he was no less zealous than Weston, and proved .
to be an active missionary and able controversialist. But he
was little of an ascetic. He was proud of his English birth
and Oxford training, and devoutly believed in the old English
saying that ‘an Englishman Italionate is a devil incarnate.’
The crooked ways and intrigues of the papal court irritated
him, and he probably preferred to meet, and if needs be to use,
a direct lie, rather than to employ the amphibologies and
equivocations which, partly from the pressure of the times and
partly from the attraction of a theological novelty,! his jesuit
rivals were just then seeming to revel in with a satisfaction that
was inordinate. He was as ambitious of drawing to himself a
party as was Weston himself, and when two such men with
such opposite ideals and policy came together an explosion
was inevitable.

Like most Englishmen of mark on the catholic side in his
own generation Bagshaw had been bred a protestant. He
obtained a fellowship at Balliol college in 1572, and in 1579
was made principal or vice-principal of Gloucester hall. It
was at Balliol that he first came into conflict with Parsons,
who was master of arts at the same college, and at that time
reading Calvinistic theology. Parsons was unpopular. Dr.
Squire, the master, who attributed certain lampoons directed
against himself to Parsons’ pen, owed him a grudge; and
archbishop Abbot, who was a fellow of Balliol, remembered that
Bagshaw, whom he calls ‘a smart young fellow’ and one who
thought his penny good silver,” had been ¢with some despite
swinged by Parsons, being dean of the college,” and was in
consequence ‘most hot in prosecution of him.” Parsons, as
dean, had evidently exercised authority with indiscreet severity.
He became suspected of leanings towards Rome. His enemies
gave out that he had, as bursar, dealt dishonestly with the

1 See note infra p. 107.
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college property, and that, moreover, he was of illegitimate
birth, and therefore had intruded himself into the college
in defiance of the statutes. They threatened fto publicly
eject him. Parsons despairing of justice and fearing disgrace
obtained leave to resign.! Some young men to hasten his
departure had a peal of bells at Magdalen parish church rung,
as they said, to ring him out. Parsons believed, as Abbot
did, that this insult was a contrivance of Bagshaw, and he
never forgave it.2 The two men carried their animosity with
them into the catholic fold. When, in later years, Bagshaw
told the story of this forced exit from Balliol, Parsons retorted
that his opponent had himself been expelled by cardinal
Buoncompagni from the English college at Rome. This
statement has been repeated by a number of jesuit writers
and, on their authority, too easily accepted by independent
historians.

Bagshaw, who did not join the Roman church till 1582,
eight years after the secession of Parsons, brought with him
to Rheims the reputation of an able man and a good Greek
scholar. A few months after his arrival at the college we
find him writing to his protestant brother John of his own ¢ un-
speakable comforts* and many friends; in characteristic language
deploring the heretic’s ‘damnable case and beggarly atheism,’
and holding out splendid inducements to him to come over
(Nov. 1582, Cal. §. P. cv. n. 109). He was ordained priest
in May 1583, and three months later he proceeded to Rome.
His own story is that he went there with the leave and advice
of Allen, to return or to stay as long as he pleased. But

1 He left England shortly afterwards with the intention of making medicine
his profession, and apparently at that time had no intention of becoming a Roman
catholic. See the statement of James Clark, Petyz MSS. xlvii. 44.

2 Compare the discrepant accounts given by Parsons (A4gologie, fol. 192-4)
and by Bagshaw with the reminiscences of archbishop Abbot, communicated in
a letter to Dr. Hussy, printed in Bliss’s edition of Wood’s Atkenae, vol. ii. p. 66.
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seeing the state of the college, the number of the discontented and
the notorious injuries to which they were subjected, he resolved
to return to Rheims. The Italian pain of the chest detained
him. Allen wrote urging him to return. Agazzari, the
rector, on the other hand begged him to remain and to be
united to the fathers, for they were then in the thick of what
Dr. Ely numbers as the third of the periodical disturbances.
Buoncompagni, who was then cardinal protector of the college,
‘asked me,’ writes Bagshaw, ¢whether I would stay, and I
told him, no. The cardinal said that I should resolve to
depart. I answered, that day rather than the next. After
this when I came to the pope himself of blessed memory,
Gregory xmr, he moved my stay unto me. I answered his
holiness I had a firm resolution to go to my country, where-
upon he dismissed me with the rest with most fatherly words
of affection and granted all the requests we proposed unto
him.” He adds that Agazzari gave him favourable testimonials
under the college seal.! Nevertheless during his short stay
at Rome he had grievously disappointed and offended the
jesuits. He had sided with the malcontents and even pro-
posed that the college should be handed over to the dominicans.
At Rheims Bagshaw had shown himself well-disposed towards
the fathers, and had defended them, so Dr. Barret tells us,
against those ‘who did not love the society as they should.’
Agazzari had even expressed a wish to have him at Rome.
He had started from Rheims with thirteen other picked
scholars, and Barret despatched with them a remarkable
letter to Agazzari,? in which he describes them as among the
very best men he had. Of one alone he had his fears—
Bagshaw, for whom Agazzari had written. He had good

1 ¢ An Answear of M. Doctor Bagshaw to certayne poyntes of a libell,’ etc.,
PP- 30-32.
3 Douay Diaries, p. 331.
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enough talents and was studious, but was irascible, unmanage-
able and restless.! He could not brook correction, and would
need all Agazzari’s skill in government. But if his headstrong
and immoderate temper could be kept under control he gave
good promise and would be a credit to the college. This
character of Bagshaw is the more to be relied upon as the
writer professes to have a personal affection for him.2

When Bagshaw returned to Rheims (April 1585) we find
him a doctor of theology. He contrived to obtain the cap on
his road through Italy from the university of Padua. His
talents and learning undoubtedly deserved it, but the jesuits,
always jealous of such academic honours, and who after-
wards obtained a papal decree putting obstacles in the way
of their acquisition by the seminarists, dubbed him doctor
erraticus and doctor per saltum.®

His stay at Rheims on this occasion can have been but
very brief,* for perhaps before the end of May and certainly
before September he was already safe in the Tower, writing
to the council that he has ‘ever been free from all practices

1 ¢Valde est iracundus et difficilis, atque inquietus’ (Doxay Diaries, p. 331).

2 ‘Quem unice diligo’ (#6sd.). Parsons, who did not love him, reports Bag-
shaw, in a memorial to the pope, as ‘a man of suspected faith and unchaste
living’ (Tierney, val. iii. p. clvii).

3 Of this degree Parsons writes in the Apologie: ¢ Consider we pray you this
man’s talent in picking quarrels . . . and all this stir to make room for his
Doctorship, which God knoweth in what corner of the world he got it and how
worthily ; but certain it is, so far as we are informed, by ordinary commenda-
tion of his superiors he had it not’ (fol. 76). A. P. remarks upon this ¢ scorn-
ful speech’: “God and the world knoweth that he had his Doctorship at which
this fellow gibeth, in no corner of the world, unless one of the most famous
Universities in Italy be to be termed a corner of the world. For it is well
known he took his Doctorship in Padua and he took it so worthily as this poor
fellow might come learning divinity of him these many years. And it is certain,
howsoever this fellow is misinformed that he had it by the ordinary commenda-
tion of his Superior who at that time was no other than his Holiness’ (4 Reply
to a Notorious Libell, p. 156).

4 Douay Diaries, pp. 20§, 206.
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against her majesty,” and praying for his release.! He was
probably soon afterwards despatched to Wisbeach, where he
found full scope for his activity. He spent altogether four-
teen years in prison. After obtaining his freedom, and when
the appellant controversy was over, he once more retired
abroad and devoted himself to ecclesiastical studies at Paris.
He there, on one occasion, engaged in a theological disputa-
tion with Dr. Featley, the chaplain of the English embassy,
before a distinguished audience, and by his skill in contro-
versy won some compliments from his opponent.? He died
some time after 1625.

Writers on both sides of the Wisbeach quarrel agree that
all was peace and edification in the castle up to the date of—
the turning-point of English catholic history—the death of

"Allen. This is at least true of the earlier years. Even in
1593 Garnet, who visited the castle with some of his friends,
was so enchanted with what he saw that he ¢ thought himselfe
all that while to haue felt the ioyes of Heauen.’® Yet in 1587,
the year in which Weston arrived, the elements of rowdyism
were already visible. George Potter, for instance, a recent
importation from Rome and a comparatively young man, who
had been described by Dr. Barret in the letter cited above as
a scholar ¢of an excellent disposition and most gentle manners,’
took part with three other priests in some schoolboyish and
offensive rioting which called for the interference of the magis-
trates. It may have been scenes such as these (described in
the note to p. 23) which gave to Weston his first opportunity

1 Cal, S. P. Dom. Eliz. CLXXIX. 61 ; CLXXXIL 3and 4. His nameappears in
a note of prisoners in the Tower, erroneously dated May 27, 1585, for on that
day the Douay Diaries register his departure from Rheims.

2 ¢Transubstantiation Exploded, or an encounter with Richard the titularie
Bishop of Chalcedon . . . by Daniel Featley, D.D. Whereunto is annexed a
publique and solemne disputation held in Paris with Christopher Bagshawe D.
in Theologie and Rector of Ave Marie College,’ 1638.

8 Infra, p. 61.
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to pose as a censurer of his brethren. There was certainly at
this critical moment especial need of decent behaviour and
orderly rule among the clergy both inside and outside of prison.
It was all-important for Weston as representing his order to
secure the presidency within the walls of this Zion towards
which the eyes of the faithful were so eagerly turned. His
manceuvring with this object, as pictured by Bagshaw, is natural
and credible. He must become the leader, and must make it
appear that he was reluctantly driven to assume the position.
By a majority of suffrages and the aid of Garnet he succeeded,
and the two parties which had been watching each other with
increasing jealousy and distrust for the last seven years now
broke out into open hostility. It may be well here to notice
the shape which the story has gradually assumed under the
hands of some modern writers of a conciliatory tendency.
Father Morris, whose historical researches have added greatly
to our knowledge of the sufferings of Roman catholics at this
period, under one point of view at least, and whose statements
will carry more than ordinary weight, refers in his Life of
Weston briefly and apologetically to what he terms this ‘now
happily forgotten discord’ The division at Wisbeach, he
writes, ‘had its origin in the strong desire of eighteen of the
priests there confined to render their imprisonment as conducive
as possible to their sanctification, but they adopted a means
that the others had a perfect right to object to and keep aloof
from as they judged best. These eighteen petitioned Father
Garnet, then superior of the English jesuits, that Father Weston
might be charged to preside over them as their local superior,
according to certain rules by which they proposed to frame
their community life. This letter was written by them on the
Tth of February 159%, and on the 8th of November, Dudley
and Mush, two ancient missioners who had gone with Father
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Garnet’s concurrence to Wisbeach as pacificators, were able to
write to him and say that the division was an end.’!

The readers of the following pages, or indeed of Parsons’
Brigfe Apologie, will be able to judge of the accuracy of this
account. It is, to begin with, evident that those who rejected
Weston’s scheme of government did so, not merely in the exer-
cise of their liberty to decline a work of supererogation, but on
the ground that the rule in question was proposed and carried
out as a practical condemnation, and, as they protested, an
unjust and scandalous condemnation, of the conduct of the
minority. The scheme was suspected from the beginning as
an attempt of the jesuits to usurp a superiority over the
seminarists to whose aid Allen had invited them. This
superiority was moreover dreaded not alone from the dislike
of the secular clergy to be ruled by religious, but because of the
political projects which were foreseen to underlie the aim at
ecclesiastical power. 'When Weston failed to obtain anything
like a unanimous consent to his coveted ¢agency,” he pleaded
that a community life and a stricter discipline were for himself
and his friends a necessity to preserve their own morals from
contagion, and as a protest against the scandals of their fellow-
prisoners with whom otherwise they would be deemed accom-
plices. The dissentients were further exasperated by the mode
in which the jesuit inveigled adherents to his faction. Mush,
the ¢ pacificator,’ the tacitly recognised leader of the northern

1 Troubles, Second Series, p. 264. With this account may be compared the
less amiable misstatements of father Plowden : ¢ Of thirty-five catholic prisoners
confined in Wisbich castle, ten or twelve, partly priests, partly laymen, sided
with Bagshaw to disturb the tranquillity of the rest and to calumniate their friend
F. Weston. Four of these men repented and atoned for their misbehaviour.
It was remarked that most of the others died unhappily. One was struck with
an apoplexy and died senselessin the prison. Others renounced their religion and
practised the vile trade of informers and priest-catchers. Some of these were
afterwards executed for various crimes’ (¢ Remarks on a book entitled Memoirs
of Gregorio Panzani, by the Rev. Charles Plowden.” Liége, 1794, p. 117).
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clergy, who was expressly invited to arbitrate between the con-
tending parties, declares, in his book to the pope, that Weston
allured to his side some so-called covert jesuits’ who were
already bound by a secret understanding to the society, or were
deceived by the pretence of higher sanctity ; and that he bribed
others by distributing to them more than their share of the
alms which came into his hands, or by holding out to them
hopes of rewards and dignities to be given to them by favour of
the jesuits in the event of a successful invasion of the country.
The introduction of the hobby-horse, with probably some
mummers or morris-dancers, into the castle hall at Christmas
for the amusement of the designed martyrs’ brought matters
to a crisis. Weston, shocked at such intolerable levity, with-
drew with his nineteen followers (for besides the eighteen priests
on his side he had with him Thomas Pound, a recusant gentle-
man, who had in one of his many prisons been admitted into
the society on the footing of a lay brother), and on the 2d of
February he dedicated his disciples to the Virgin. A few days
later the eighteen priests wrote from their retreat to Garnet
the much-discussed letter, enabling him to confirm Weston in
the leadership, which he, on condition of this confirmation, had
already accepted, and to give his approbation to the new rules.
These twenty-two rules imply what was elsewhere explicitly
avowed by Weston and Garnet and emphasized by Parsons, as
the justification of Weston’s arbitrary measure, viz. ©the
whoredom, drunkenness and dicing,’ not to speak of the beat-
ing of priests to the shedding of blood and other enormities
practised or tolerated by the fourteen priests of the minority.
Weston now despatched Southworth to announce his resolu-
tion to live apart from the rest to Bluet, who had been for
years the collector or treasurer of the imprisoned clergy, and
was nominally the chief of his opponents. Bluet was at the
same time required to give up to the majority the high table
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and public kitchen. Bluet and Bagshaw protested. Weston
withdrew, shocked the old-fashioned Dolman by turning the
bishop of Ely’s disused chapel into a buttery, made shift with
a private dining-room, engaged a new brewer, laid in a stock of
beer, and barred out his profane associates, three of whom
had been, to use the favourite phrase, ¢ confessors in chains’ for
twelve years, others for thirteen and fourteen, one for twenty-
two, and another (it is said) for no less than thirty years.

The sensation created among catholics in London by the
news of the schism, the story of the jesuited priest going mad
with remorse, the attempts at peace made in vain at Easter-
time by Dolman and Dr. Bavant, and again, later on, by Mush
and Dudley, the temporary success of a second effort by these
last when they had finally shamed Garnet into insisting upon -
Weston’s surrender, the foolish squabbles and the worse out-
break which followed closely upon this momentary reconcilia-
tion, and the rest of the extraordinary details are sufficiently
described in Bagshaw’s narrative. But the question of how far
Weston’s serious accusations against his brethren are well
founded is not easily answered. He as a rule avoided mention-
ing names, preferring that the odium should attach indefinitely
to the whole of the party opposed to him.! On the one hand it
is noteworthy that on both occasions when the affair was sub-
mitted to the judgment of two arbitrators, one of them inclined,
at least, to the side of Weston. Bagshaw’s account of the
priest being found in the chamber with Mary the maid is not
clear. He appears to be holding something back. But how-
ever hasty Dr. Bavant may have been in jumping to a conclu-
sion without examining the accused, he undoubtedly judged
that some grave fault had been committed. On the other hand
the habitual recklessness with which Parsons, either secretly to

1 These accusations appear to have been especially directed against three or
four priests (Pety¢ Mss. xlvii. 113).
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the pope or publicly in his writings, blackens the character of
any individual who stands in his way, must make his denuncia-
tions more than suspected. He probably believed all the
reports brought to him of the immoralities of men so widely
respected as Colleton, Bishop, and Mush with as much sincerity
as these or their associates believed that Parsons himself
was the promoter of assassination, or that father Walpole
had designed to poison the queen’s saddle.

But though it may be difficult to suppose that a priest
occupying the position of Bluet could have been an habitual
drunkard, or that he administered sacraments in a state of in-
toxication and had at one time fallen drunk into the Thames,
it is probable enough that there was some hard drinking at
Wisbeach, perhaps gambling with the alms of the faithful, and
still more probable that the priests occasionally came to blows.
Insolent and abusive language seems to have been common.
Bluet may have struck Ithell, who afterwards abandoned his
profession, or Wigges, who at a later period went over to the
jesuit side. It is less likely, notwithstanding his alleged threat,
that he at any time ¢ trounced ’ Dr. Bagshaw.

The rupture within the castle had already lasted for nearly
two years, the mutiny at the Roman college was at its height,
and the missionary body seeming on the point of falling to
pieces, when the heads of the clergy outside of Wisbeach,
alarmed at the gravity of the situation, took counsel together
for the saving of their cause. Bluet and Bagshaw for a moment
fall into the background, and men of another character come to .
the front. One of these is John Colleton, a devout, earnest,
melancholy and rather dull man, with some learning in
canon law, who had already been acknowledged as leader of
the southern clergy as Mush was of the northern. He was
now about fifty years of age. He became eventually dean of
the English chapter and vicar-general of the bishop of Chalce-
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don. In his youth, after leaving Oxford, he had entered the
noviciate of the carthusians at Louvain. He was not however
suited for an order devoted to the choir. He was oppressed
with an irresistible sleepiness, and was incapable of singing a
note. His superiors tried upon him in vain six masters, and
when the last, a famous musician, reported that he could ‘as
soon teach a cow to bellow in tune’ the fathers recommended
the young novice to choose another state of life.! He then went
to Douai during the ¢ golden age" of the seminary, and thence
was sent on the mission some years before the jesuits entered
England. He was put on his trial with Campion and others
for the imaginary plot of which the scene was laid at Rheims
and Rome, but saved his life by proving that he had never been
in either place in his life. His name may yet be seen cut on
the walls of his chamber in the Tower of London, where he
remained till his banishment in 1585. He returned to England
. two years later. His sufferings and zeal gave him great weight

-with his brethren, while his loyalty to the state was as un-
doubted as his fidelity to his creed.?

Another priest who now takes a prominent place in the
story and who deserves special mention is William Bishop,
the well-known theologian and man of letters, afterwards (in
1623) promoted to the episcopate with jurisdiction over the
clergy of all England and Scotland.® In the Menology of
England and Wales, recently published by authority of the
Roman catholic hierarchy, his merits are commemorated on

1 See Colleton’s own candid account (Jus¢ Defence, p. 298 seq.). Parsons
had cruelly hinted that the good man had violated his vows of religion.

3 Pitts, Angliac Scriptores. *Vivit adhuc in vinculis clarus Domini Confessor
anno domini 1611.”

3 Some account of Dr. Bishop is given in the notes to p. 82 #nfra, but for
the /apsus pennae * vicar apostolic’ read ¢ titular bishop of Chalcedon.’ Itis not
clear, from the language quoted p. 84 #nfra, whether Bishop is described by
Parsons as an ¢ incontinent person’ or merely as a ¢ maltster and horse courser.’
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the 13th of April as of ‘a servant of God’ deserving the
veneration of the faithful. Practical talents of a high order
however these men did not seem to possess. Their abortive
attempt to form a voluntary association of secular priests
with one or two heads was, however, very significant of
the sense of their own helplessness and want of organiza-
tion. They saw well enough that without some better unity
and discipline they must fall an easy prey to the schemes
of a dozen jesuits well drilled and backed by all the resources of
a powerful society having its centre at Rome. They hoped at
least that their project when laid before the Roman court
would drive the pope more speedily to grant their request for
episcopal government. Meanwhile the association was intended
to provide funds, assign chaplaincies, settle disputes and pro-
mote good manners. Especially was it to aim at the twofold
and difficult object of maintaining peaceful relations with the
jesuits, and of discountenancing disloyal publications and plots
against the crown.

The news of what looked like a formidable combination
against the society was at once despatched to Parsons at
Madrid. He saw in it the ghost of the old English jealousy of
Rome. The priests were aiming at a dangerous independence.
They wanted the election of their own prelates. Their leaders
were sinfully ambitious of mitres, and for this end were willing
to purchase a treacherous peace with the government. It is
characteristic of his indomitable energy and tenacity of purpose
that, nothing daunted with the triple revolt against his dictator-
ship—in Rome, Flanders, and England—or with the vanishing
chances of a Spanish conquest, he was ready not only to take
command of the rebellious college at Rome, but to propose to
Clement the eighth a novel hierarchical scheme by which he
still hoped to ¢ carry under his girdle’ the seminary priests and
lay the English crown at the feet of the pope.




The Demand for Bishops. lix

V. The Appointment of the Archpriest.

The idea of an archpriest governing the secular clergy in
subjection to the advice of a jesuit superior seems to have
been, on the part of Parsons, a sudden inspiration. He had
himself felt and urged the need of bishops for the giving of
confirmation, the blessing of holy oils, and for other pontifical
functions. His aim had hitherto been merely to limit or con-
trol the episcopal jurisdiction. Even in this last year, 1597,
he had drawn up a memorial, in which he advocated the
appointment, not indeed of a regular hierarchy with ordinary
jurisdiction, but of two bishops in partibus, the one to reside
in Belgium and the other in England, exercising a concurrent
jurisdiction over the whole country. These bishops were to
have a number of assistants, who were in part to be chosen at
Rome, and, under the name of archpriests or archdeacons,
were to act as episcopal delegates in the provinces.! Strange
to say, the opposition to an episcopate of any sort came
chiefly from the Roman court. The notion of a poor bishop
wandering in disguise and hiding in garrets seemed to be re-
pugnant to the papal sense of dignity, or to be dreaded as
likely to give scandal to the faithful.? When in 1580 bishop
Goldwell could not or dared not enter England, though com-
missioned to do so, there was no attempt to find a substitute
for him ; and the bishop himself freely enough expostulated
with Greégory xi1. for his inaction or indifference in the matter.
‘I cannot but marvel, he wrote, ¢that after God has given
your holiness grace to, as it were, plant anew and support the
catholic faith in that kingdom, you make so many difficulties

1 See Turnbull’s notes to Sergeant’s Account of the English Chapter (p. 11),
where the memorial is printed (p. 123).
* Simpson’s Campion, p. 106,
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about creating three or four titular bishops to j)reserve and
propagate it.” It was perhaps a mistake on the part of - Rome
not to have filled up the vacant sees from the beginning, and .
so to have ignored the Elizabethan appointments. But to
send in missionary bishops now, after raising such high hopes
of the immediate reduction of the kingdom at the first onset
of the seminarists and their allies, might have looked too much
like a confession of defeat. It is, in any case, not probable
that Gregory xur., or Pius v., or Sixtus, was fearful'of exaspe-
rating Elizabeth, or had any tender regard for the susceptibili-

ties of her protestant subjects.

Parsons was, however, quick enough to turn the petitions
of the clergy and the hesitation of the papal court to his own
account. To allow the priests a choice in the selection of their
superiors, whether bishops or not, would be fatal to jesuit
ascendancy.! But a master he was determined they should
have. In hasty counsel with half a dozen of his friends at
Rome, he hit upon George Blackwell as the man for his pur-
pose, and elaborated the device of the archpriest, which he
recommended to cardinal Cajetan. Clement vim. very pro-
bably saw in-the scheme, or in as much of it as was laid before
him, no more than a means to put an end to scandalous dissen-
sions.2 But Blackwell's one-sided and extravagant eulogium
of the fathers (printed in the Appendix, p. 137), should alone
have been sufficient to disqualify him for the delicate task of
acting as peace-maker or judge in so heated a quarrel ; and if
Parsons’ primary object had been the restoration of ecclesi-
astical harmony and decorum, he would have seen this himself.
But political expediency was with him before everything.
Elizabeth’s death could not be far off, and it was all-important

1 He is reported to have admitted as much.
% So at least thought Lingard (History, 6th edit., vol. v. ch. ix.), remarking,
however, that ¢the projectors of the measure had a great political object.’
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" to Parsons that at that critical moment the whole influence
‘of the, cathelic body should be concentrated in the hands of

. one man attached to his party. A memorial drawn up in

favour of the archpriest proclaimed that ¢the principal
reason of the institution was net only to preserve union
during the lifetime of the queen, but much more, to procure a
catholic successor after her death, in conformity with certain
brigfs which his holiness has already most prudently addressed
to the catholics.’* 'This object was well discerned by cardinal
d’Ossat and by the English government ; and even Pasquin at !
Rome is said to have made fun of the jesuit’s state-craft by the :
satirical advertisement, ¢ If there be any man that will buy the
kingdom of England, let him repair to a merchant in a black :
square cap in the city, and he shall have a very good penny- |
worth thereof.’2

Blackwell was now about fifty years of age, and it was just
twenty-four years since he had abandoned his fellowship at
Trinity cellege, Oxford, and gone over to Douai. His charac-
ter and abilities had hitherto gained for him great respect.
Ely, who knew him well and had been with him at Oxford, at
Douai, and on the mission, writes of him: ¢If the bishop or
archbishop had been made by election, I should have given my
voice to him.as soon as to any man I know in England ;” but
adds, ¢ Honores mutant mores, if all be true that is set down in
the priests’ appeal, quantumque mutatus ab illo. It is not
the same M. Blackwell I knew him to be . . . in those his

1 Lingard, vol. v. p. 313. Tierney also (iii. 47) quotes, from a Stonyhurst
paper, the statement: ¢La stessa institutione (del arciprete) fu drizzata speci-
almente alla promotione delli disegni del re di Spagna contra quel che alhora
era il vero pretensore, et adesso ¢ il possessore, di nostra corona.’

2 Colleton prints this in large type (Fus¢ Defence, p. 241). But Parsons, or
the scribe employed by him, writes from Rome (June 1602) : ‘It is a ridiculous
fable that was written by Pasquin ; we hear of no such matter here’ (Cal. S.2P.
Dom. Elis. cCLXXX1V. 89).
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answers and doings he showeth neither quietness, modesty, nor
learning ; but rather haughtiness, severity, and much indiscre-
tion, tossing the censures of the church like tennis balls for
every default, threatening the taking away of faculties, suspen-
sion, interdiction, or excommunication. Worthily was he
checked in his holiness’ last bull for his over-much severity’
(Briefe Notes, p. 104).

The new constitution was notified to Blackwell in a letter
addressed to him by the protector, Cajetan. The more sacred
the cause, remarks the cardinal, the more violent are the at-
tempts of the devil to spoil it. In England Satan has not
feared to assail catholics and some missionary priests ¢who
hitherto have shown themselves leaders or chieftains of the
rest, in order to make them to bicker one with another and
break down the wall of union. Similar mischief had recently
been essayed at the Roman college, but was there remedied by
the high wisdom and fatherly love of his holiness. With the
view of spreading elsewhere the peace and quietness there now
enjoyed,! the pope ¢hath {by special commandment given
charge unto us that we should employ ourselves for the procur-
ing of this end with all diligence . . . forasmuch therefore as
some men think it would not a little avail for this purpose if
a subordination were established among the English priests—
and the reasons yielded by the priests themselves for this same
object were approved by our holy father.2 We following the
most godly and most prudent will of his holiness, have decreed
to ordain the same; and for the directing and governing those
priests of the English nation who converse in the kingdoms of

1 ¢ Great peace,” remarks Colleton in a marginal note (p. 5), ‘when two
cannot speak together without a third, nor the students of one chamber recreate
with their fellows of another chamber.’

2 Colleton notes : *We know not to this day who were these priests, or what

were the reasons they yielded.’
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England and Scotland, or shall hereafter reside there, while
this our ordination shall continue, we choose you, to whom for
the time we commit our stead and office’ The cardinal pro-
ceeds to grant to Blackwell ¢ the title and authority of an arch-
priest over all the seminary secular priests, with faculties to
direct, admonish, reprehend, and also chastise those priests, to
remove them from one residence to another, to determine con-
troversies and. repress schisms.’ He nominates six assistants,
viz. Drs. Bavant and Henshaw, Nicholas Tirwit, Henry Shaw,
George Birkhead, and James Standish. Finally, he reminds
the archpriest that the principal intention of the pope and
himself is to secure peace and concord between brethren and
priests, particularly with the fathers of the society, for ¢ whereas
they have no kind of jurisdiction, nor pretend to have over the
secular priests,! it seems a manifest stratagem of the devil,
designed for the overthrow of the whole English cause that any
catholic should excite emulation against them, when contrari-
wise all affection and reverence should be shown them.’ The
more private letter of instructions which accompanied the¢
document, commanding the archpriest in all grave affairs to
take counsel with the superior of the jesuits, bears the same
date, March 7, 1598. :

How so important a measure, involving the institution, as
Ely declares, of a jurisdiction unheard of in the previous
annals of the church, came to be promulgated without bull or
brief or any papal document, by the mere letters of a cardinal
whose office of protector, as such, gave him no canonical supe-
riority, has had no sufficient explanation. It was reported by
some that the pope would not himself impose the new order
for fear of having his authority set at nought.? Others saw

1 ¢ Would this were true,’ remarks Colleton.
2 Signor Acarisio declared to Bishop and Charnock that he had heard this
explanation from the pope’s own lips. Colleton, p. 34.
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grounds for believing that the measure was intended to be only
temporary ; and on trial, to be withdrawn or made permanent,
according to the wishes of the clergy.! It was certainly the
interest of Parsons not to give the appointment too fixed a
character, and to keep the power which made and could un-
make the archpriest in the hands of a friendly cardinal. But
in any case, it was the absence of any proper credentials on
the part of the protector which gave to the priests, who were
.afterwards known as the ‘appellants,’ their main ground for
disputing the canonical validity of the ¢ Constitutive letters.’
The letters reached Blackwell, May 9, 1598. He at once
sent for Colleton and Charnock, and formally announced to
_them his appointment and powers. They were permitted to see
but not to take copies of the letters. Blackwell was detected
in quoting, as part of his commission, faculties which he did
not possess, a procedure which Parsons afterwards justified on
the ground that the archpriest could truly say he had these
powers, seeing that he had only to write to Rome to obtain
them. The suspicions of the priests were aroused. They
feared some new trick of Parsons, and with reason doubted if
the orders really proceeded from the pope. In the first place,
says Colleton (p. 88), ¢ the clergy had quite recently received
assurances from Clement, that he would not appoint any govern-
ment in the country before the good priests in England (so
gracious were his holinesses words) should advertise him what
kind of government were fittest and best sorted with the
miseries of our church.” It was notorious that the appointment
was made without the consent or even knowledge of any but a
handful of priests at Rome. Moreover, it did not appear likely
that the pope, if he were made acquainted with the facts,
would inflict upon the suffering church a superior with such

1 Relatio Compendiosa, pp. 25, 26.
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excessive penal powers; or, for the appeasing of the present
dissensions, would set over the secular clergy a ruler who was a
creature or the nominee of the adverse party in the quarrel. For
the archi)riest could remove at will priests from their residences,
and this, while it enabled him to give profitable and influential
posts to his favourites, would often involve the destitution or
capture of those who were in his bad graces. He could take
away their faculties without trial, and this under the circum-
stances meant starvation ; and while he had no authority what-
ever over the jesuits, he was bound to consult their superior.
This appeared tantamount to placing the seculars under the
entire control of Garnet.! Was it probable, too, they argued,
that the pope would unnecessarily exasperate the English
government and risk the increase of persecution by imposing
upon the priests a scheme which had so evidently emanated
from the busy brain of that notorious traitor, Parsons 72

In fact, the letters were founded upon false information,
and this was enough to destroy their validity. But above all,
it was argued with considerable force, on strictly canonical
grounds, that the appointment of a prelate possessed of a juris-
diction and faculties in some respects exceeding those of a
bishop, and extending over the subjects of two separate king-
doms, could not be validly instituted without apostolic letters
duly attested; and furthermore, to receive such a superior
unless he produced authentic papal credentials would consti-
tute on the part of the clergy a grave offence. What, asks
Champney, would be thought of an English nobleman sending

1 Or, as another priest less temperately expressed it, ¢ All catholics must
hereafter depend upon Blackwell, and he upon Garnet, and Garnet upon
Parsons, and Parsons upon the Devil, who is the author of all rebellions,
treasons, murders, disobedience, and all such designments as this wicked jesuit
hath hitherto designed against her majesty, her safety, her crown, and her life’
(Sparing Discoverie, p. 70).

3 Relatio Compendiosa, p. 29.
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letters into Ireland to proclaim the establishment there of a
new government on the strength of his bare word that he was
empowered to do so by the queen; and what of those who
submitted to his claim, and placed themselves at his dis Pl

The reasons which induced a number of the clergy to
‘stand off” are detailed with abundant references to legal and
theological authorities and with wearisome iteration in half a
dozen treatises. A paper in the Petyt mss. (xlvii. 93) gives at
length thirty reasons to show ¢That we cannot in conscience,
policie, nor equitie, admitt of Mr. Blackw. archipresbyterie.’
Colleton reduces these reasons to five, but takes three hundred
pages 4to to develop them. Ely, a professed canonist, treats
the question with more conciseness and vigour, and insists, in
replying to Parsons and Lister, that Blackwell was an intruder
and unjust possessor, and all that he did was of no force, and
that the ‘united priests,” as Parsons calls his adherents, were
punishable for receiving the archpriest before his appointment
was confirmed by the pope’s brief.? ¢Mary,’ he exclaims, if
you can show me that a protector hath, without bulls by the

1 Copies of certain Discourses, pp. 21-30 ; cf. Relatio Compendiosa, pp. 17-26.
It was argued on the other side that the dissentient priests were bound to believe
the cardinal on his word, and that they could not but admit it to be morally
certain that the pope had given to Cajetan the requisite authority. Yet, without
impugning Cajetan’s veracity, it was possible to suppose he had mistaken or
exceeded his powers. A somewhat parallel plea was set up, two centuries later,
by Dr. Milner and his ultramontane friends, in opposition to the rescript of
monsignor Quarantotti bidding catholics accept the veto proposed by the
British government. Pius viI. with his-cardinals was in captivity or exile, and
the clerical partisans of the ¢schismatical bill,’ writes Milner, through gross
falsehoods and malicious representations . . . fraudulently obtained’ the rescript
which on that account was pronounced ¢ irregular,” In this document, Quaran-
totti, secretary of the propaganda, declares: ‘We who in the absence of the
supreme pastor are placed over the concerns of the sacred missions, end for that
purpose ave invested with full pontifical powers . . . do decree,’ etc. It turned
out that Quarantoiti was in error as to the powers delegated to him, His action,
at least, was subsequently disavowed by the pope. The appellant priests had
ground for hope that Clement viiL. would thus disavow Cajetan.

2 Briefe Notes, pp. 116-150.
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express commandment of his holiness, instituted a new dignity
which was never in England or in the church of Christ before,
then will I burn my law books and quit that profession, for it
is against law, against custom, and against the style of the
court of Rome. Be not offended if I term it a new dignity,
never heard of before in Christ’s church since Christ’s ascension.
I mean for the ampleness and extension of his jurisdiction.
For an archpriest to have as great and ample, yea, greater,
jurisdiction over all the priests of two realms as had all the
bishops of those realms when they were catholic, is new and
extraordinary. It is a mockery that you [Parsons] call it an
ancient dignity in Christ's church. 'Who knoweth it not? The
question is not of the ancientness of the dignity but of this
new and never-before-heard-of jurisdiction and authority. It
is an ancient dignity in Christ’s church, you say. I confess,
but with all I say, it is the lowest and basest dignity in Christ’s
church. It is such as followeth. His jurisdiction did not
further extend than the church. His office is to govern the
choir, to see that the service be decently said; and in the
bishop’s absence he must sing mass upon holy and festival days.
It is his office to begin the service or to appoint another to
begin it. To his office it appertaineth to see that sick persons
die not without confession and receiving the blessed sacrament
. . . An archpriest’s authority extendeth no further than the
church’s door. . . . None but the pope, and that by his bulls,
can institute or erect a new dignity or office in God’s church.’
This firm position, however, was only taken up at a later
stage of the controversy when the appellants were arguing in
self-defence against the charge that they were guilty of schism
and had incurred excommunication.
~ They at first proceeded tentatively and with caution. They
asked Blackwell to send to Rome to make further inquiry of
the pope’s wishes, or to obtain satisfactory confirmation of the



Ix viii Introduction.

letters. He scouted the proposal and insisted that his appoint-
ment was final and without appeal. They then determined
to send a deputation to Rome on their own account. Colleton
summoned Bishop from Warwickshire, and proposed that he
and Robert Charnock should undertake the somewhat perilous
journey. Before starting the two priests had more than one
interview with Blackwell. He would not prohibit the journey,
but warned them significantly of the prisons that awaited
* them.! They protested that they did not reject his authority,
but merely asked for delay until they could ascertain more
certainly the pope’s mind.

The delegates were poorly equipped for such a mission.
They had no recognised chief. They had little opportunity to
confer together or to agree on a definite policy. They ran the
risk, especially if they carried with them compromising papers,
of being captured as priests by the pursuivants before they could
cross the Channel. There is not a sign of their having any
understanding with the queen’s council. When the queen, a few
years later, so much as lifted a little finger on their behalf, the
fact and the consequences were plain enough. The priests had
not the forethought to secure the protection or aid of the French
king. They went without commendatory letters from Black-
well, and probably made their way, as a rule, through even
catholic countries in the disguises adopted by them in England.

Their commission was generally to give information to the
pope of the true state of affairs in England, to do their best
with Parsons and the pope to obtain a withdrawal of the arch-
priest’s appointment, and to get bishops in his place. But
each of their friends had his say, and the delegates imprudently
burdened themselves with many impolitic complaints and peti-
tions. The principal objects of the deputation, as conceived

! See Charnock’s letter to Bagshaw, with Bishop’s postscript, #nfra, p. 83,
note. The deputies did not leave England until after August 9.
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by wiser heads, are well expressed in a letter written by Mush
to monsignor Morro or Moro, a prelate who had shown some
friendliness towards the aggrieved students when he had visited
the Roman college with cardinal Sega, at the time of the recent
commotions. The writer, in the name of many other priests,
petitions, 1st, for bishops, to be elected by the common suf-
frages of the clergy and not by jesuits only ; 2dly, that the
government of the English college should be intrusted to
English priests, or at least to some religious order other than
that of the jesuits; 8dly, that the pope should prohibit and
suppress all books dealing with matters of state which tend
to increase the rigour of the penal laws ; 4th, that the clergy
should be permitted to make for themselves certain rules
adapted to the special circumstances of the mission, such as
were proposed by the association.!

The news of the intended embassy had reached the pope
through Parsons, who was in communication with Bellar-
mine, afterwards cardinal, then in attendance upon Clement
v -at Ferrara. The pope bade Bellarmine write to Parsons
for further particulars, telling him to let the two priests
know that if they presumed to come to Ferrara they should
at once be thrown into prison. This Bellarmine did on
October 17, and Parsons, in the belief that the priests would
travel through Flanders, forwarded the letter there, but it did

1 The letter, dated 27th’May 1598, is printed in the Declaratio Motuum,
pp. 122-142. Parsons, whose object was to misrepresent and caricature the
petitions of the ¢ ambassadors,’ pretends to believe that this temperate and able
letter was never sent to Rome ; but see Mush’s remarks to Bagshaw, infra,
Appendix G. Mr. Gillow (Dict. vol. i. p. 475) inadvertently describes the
recipient of the letter as Thomas More, the agent of the clergy in Rome.
The clergy had no agent in Rome at this time, and More was not appointed to
that office for many years later. Parsons calls the prelate in question ‘ Mon-
signor Morra, now bishop ’ (4o, f. 168), and A. P., in his Reply, refers to him
as ‘Mon Seignior Morto (sic), a bishop in Italy who was joined with doctor
Lewes, bishop of Cassana, in many affairs of the church’ (p. 313).
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not reach them, as they travelled by way of France.! Cajetan
also wrote from Rome (November 10) to Blackwell, charging
him, in the name of the pope, to send information as to the
character of the deputies and of the other priests of their
party.

Bishop and Charnock reached Rome in safety on Decem-
ber 11, and went at once to the English college. Parsons
received them with undisguised anger, and was with difficulty
prevailed upon to grant them the usual hospitality accorded
to pilgrims. The next morning he informed Martin Array
and Dr. Haydock that they were nominated by the archpriest
as his proctors, and that on his behalf they were to treat with
the deputies. ¢On that day,’ writes Haydock, ¢ we gave them
their welcome’in such sort as I suppose their former brags . . . are
prettily abated;’ and he boasts that they ¢ remained melancholy
all that night’®?  After five days they were expelled the college,
on the ground that they had attempted to disturb the peace
of the house, and were spreading false information regarding
English affairs. These charges are, however, vehemently denied
by the appellants. The very day they were dismissed the
college they visited the vice-protector, Borghese. Cajetan

1 Mr. Maziere Brady (Zpisc. Succession, iii. §8), followed by Mr. Gillow
(art. Charnock), says that the pope sent word to the deputies that whenever
his commands should reach them they should stop their journey, but that they
nevertheless persisted in their design. The statement in the text is made on
the authority of Parsons’ dpologie, f. 120. Compare A. P. Reply, pp. 231-241.

3 Letter of Haydock (dated December 19), reporting his proceedings as
proctor, in the Petyt Mss. Three out of the first five letters written by the two
proctors—the last is dated February 20, 1599—are preserved in this collection,
vol. xlvii. ff. 123-135. With these letters, and Parsons’ account of the transac-
tions at Rome during the next five months (4pologze, chap. ix., and his letter to
Bishop and Charnock, October 1599, printed in the Copies of certain Discourses),
must be compared John Bennet’s censure upon this letter, and Dr. Bishop’s own
answer to it, both printed in the Copies; an Answear unto the particulars
objectea in the Apology against Master Doctor Byshope, printed with Ely's Briefe
Notes, and the 14th chapter of the Reply to a Notorious Libell by A. P., which
last contains much valuable information.
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was away from Rome with the pope. Borghese promised
they should have an audience of his holiness before they were
judged. But the cardinal assured Haydock, the proctor, who
had immediately followed them, that the pope would certainly
punish them as they deserved. Cajetan,” whom they saw on
his return to Rome, December 21st, told them to draw up their
case in writing. They now made an attempt to gain the good
offices of d'Ossat, but, as they brought no letters from the
French king, the ambassador let them know that he could
not act officially, but would do what he could as a friend to
gain for them the desired audience of his holiness. The pope
had meanwhile returned from Ferrara on December 20. The
overflow of the Tiber, which put half Rome under water, gave
the priests a few days’ respite. But after nightfall, on December
29, the feast of St. Thomas & Becket, they were surprised by
Parsons rushing breathlessly into their lodgings with the news
that the papal officers were at the door to carry them to prison,
but that he (Parsons) had interceded for them that they should
be spared so public an infamy and be committed instead to
his own custody in the English college. By this means, remarks
Tierney, Parsons’ main object of preventing the pope from
getting information was secured.

The two priests were at once made close prisoners, ‘in the
best rooms of the college,’ says their gaoler. They were locked
up in separate apartments, of which Parsons kept the keys.
They were not permitted to say or hear mass. They were
allowed no writing materials, and every scrap of paper they
had brought was taken from them.! Parsons assisted at the

1 From these papers Parsons reduced the demands of the dep\mes to eleven
articles, which he gives, with his own interpretation and inferences, in a docu-
ment entitled ¢ Puncta principalia et secreta quz habent in mandatis duo sacer-
dotes inquieti ex Anglia venientes ut ex literulis et memorialibus patet quse
secum attulerunt 29 Decembris 1598’ (Petyt Mss.).



oo

Ixxii Introduction.

ransacking of their baggage, and held up to the derision of
bystanders ¢a nightcap, with a border of black silk two fingers
deep, a dozen of silk points fine socks, a sword, and a dagger.’
Charnock’s handkerchiefs and ¢ night coifs,” says Parsons, ¢ were
so wrought with silk and gold lace as they might seem to serve
for any secular prince in the world, and the socks of his feet
were of so fine holland, as the commissary said he was well
assured that his holiness never wore such for his shirts.’!

The news of this strange treatment reached cardinal d’Ossat.
In a paper, written and signed by Bluet and preserved in the
Petyt collection,? it is said that the ambassador ¢ went to the
pope and told him that in the imprisonment of these two men
he had done that whereof no example could be’ given in any
age. “For,” saith he, “if they had come in their own names
they had deserved to be heard ; but now, coming in the names
of so many, and to be imprisoned unheard, is such an example
as never was seen. Therefore, I beseech your holiness, give
them audience.” Whereupon the pope promised that they
should have audience. But forthwith cometh the Spanish
ambassador (suborned by Parsons) and dissuadeth the pope
from what he had promised, saying that the two priests were
seditious, and for that cause came to sow sedition; and further
said that if he would give them audience he would alienate his
master, the Spanish king, from his affection to his holiness.
Hereupon he denied audience again. The second time the
French ambassador came and urged as before, and again audi-
ence was granted, which being known to the jesuits they pro-
cured the said Spanish ambassador to come again to dissuade
the pope, affirming that it was a matter of greater importance

1 A. P, Reply, p. 328.

% It was printed by Watson in his preface to the Jmportant Considerations.
Parsons in his Manifestation laughs at the story. W. C. (p. 72) refers to Nicholas
Fitzherbert, formerly cardinal Allen’s secretary, as able to vouch for its'truth.
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than he conceived, and that he should not give the audience if
he intended to entertain his master’s good will. By this means
they were excluded from doing their message.’

The judicial proceedings which now took place in the
college were curious. The prisoners were, in the first instance,
examined by Parsons and Acarisio, canon of St. John
Lateran, the papal fiscal. Charnock’s examination began on
the 4th of January and ended on the 4th of February. That
of Bishop, which was conducted separately (for the deputies
were allowed no intercourse of any kind with each other) began
on January 10, and was over on the 25th of the same month.
They were allowed no counsel; but Father Tichborne, the
jesuit prefect of studies, was deputed to act as their notary.
Parsons made much of the discrepancies in the motives assigned
by the two priests for their mission ; and they complained that
their depositions were inaccurately taken down by the notary,
and that Parsons altered or amended them as he pleased.

It was a point of importance to deprive the commission of
all appearance of authenticity and to strip the delegates of
their assumed eharacter as appellants to the Roman see. They
represented, it was urged, no one but themselves or a mere
handful of discontented men. They came with no credentials
beyond a number of ¢tickets or scrolls,’* generally without seals
or addresses—scraps of paper—such as one would not deign to
use, 80 said a cardinal, as a cover for the meanest vessel. Mr.
Bishop, writes Parsons, ‘being asked about his mission, who
sent him? with what authority ? why he and his fellow were
sent above the rest? and other like points, was somewhat
troubled in answering, saying, Nescio quis fuerit, etc. I know
not who was the first author of this mission, nor know I for
certain why we two were chosen for this mission above the rest.

1 Apologie, {. 133.
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. . . These are his own words, and by this we may perceive
what an authentical mission and commission this was’ (4pol. f.

132). Parsons, however, suppresses Bishop’s answer to the first -

questions, Who sent him, and with what authority? This
answer, which is not wanting in dignity, is supplied from
Bishop'’s own copy, by his apologist in Ely’s book, and was as
follows :—

¢There was not in England either prince or catholic magis-
trate to give us any customary letters of credence. Nor any
noble lay catholic could write for us to his holiness without
imminent danger of his liberty and life. And we have no other
ecclesiastical prelate besides M. archpriest, who neither was
confirmed in that authority, nor was it to be expected that he
should write in our commendation, knowing full well that we
went about the moderation of his power. Whom, nevertheless,
we gave to understand of our enterprise, and he would not
prohibit it. We bring with us the humble petitions of nine-
and-twenty! learned and virtuous priests, which were for the
most part addressed unto his holiness in form of supplication.
Seven of the ancientest of them committed the charge of pre-
senting of them unto us, as their letters do bear witness.
Neither are small pieces of paper, brought out of an island
where most narrow search is made at every port, to be smally
esteemed ; which of purpose we made choice of for the faster
conveyance, misdoubting nothing less than that the virtue of a
testimony shall lie in the largeness of the paper wherein it was
written. As soon as we came into a catholic country, we got
letters of commendations from the right R. bishop of Paris, in

1 Compare with this the report of Martin Array: ‘ These men being
pressed upon their oaths to say how many they knew assuredly to be of their
party . . . they answered, *some twelve they knew, but presumed of more,”
which made the commissary to laugh and yet to be angry also, to see such per-
versity of a few’ (Letter of Jan. 18. Petyt Mss.).




Charges of Ambition. Ixxv

the name of cardinal Gondy, his uncle, unto cardinal Aldo-
brandino, his holiness’ nephew. Thus furnished we came, pre-
suming that his holiness’ grave wisdom and experience would
not stand upon such formalities with us coming out of a
country where was neither magistrate nor notary catholic.
Neither were the humble requests of fewer priests than they
to be contemned, considering with what peril of their lives, and
with how small worldly recompense they had a long time
laboured in our blessed Lord’s vineyard, principally when some
of them were of the most ancient, best qualified, and best
esteemed priests of England.’

.As a proof that the deputies were ambitious of securing for
themselves bishoprics, Parsons alleged that one of the papers
found upon them was addressed ‘70 your LL. If the fact
were admitted, it could hardly be regarded as furnishing evi-
dence against either of the two priests. But they both stoutly
denied it, and repeatedly asked, but in vain, for a sight of the
document, which Charnock challenged as a forgery. John
Bennet, indeed, supposes that the superscription in question
was that of a letter to Charnock written by Bagshaw, who was
accustomed to address his friend by an alias beginning with the
letter L. Bagshaw wrote his m with a long downward stroke,
which resembled, or could be made to resembley. Hence, it
was suggested that, by supplying a second L, the innocent
‘To NMr. L* could by an adroit penman be easily converted
into the incriminating ¢ To 7r LL.!

The conclusion of these grave contentions and proceedings
was duly reported to the pope, who then commissioned the
two cardinals, Cajetan and Borghese, with the fiscal, to hear
the whole depositions read in presence of the prisoners, and to
learn if they had anything else to say ; for it was evident that

1 Copies of certain Discourses, p. 127.
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there was much in the papers found upon them which had not
yet been touched upon.

The cardinals accordingly held their court on the 17th
February in the English college. The prisoners, who were, as
before, called in separately, swore that they had nothing to
say. They were justified in this, says John Bennet, seeing that
they were commissioned to speak jointly and in concert, not
separately. After a time they were again summoned, and this
time together, with the two proctors. The two deputies, who
had not seen each other for seven weeks, embraced. The proc-
tors now delivered up in dumb show a libel which was read by
Tichborne. The accused asked at once for a copy, that they
might make answer to it. Thereupon the proctors threw them-
selves upon their knees before the cardinals, and begged that in
the interests of peace and charity the request might be refused.
The cardinals refused accordingly.! The proctors wrangled
awhile with the prisoners, and charged them with insisting that
the cardinal protector should be changed. The two priests
were then solemnly admonished by the cardinals, who declared
that they found no grave fault in them save that they had
taken this journey unadvisedly, and had thereby given great
scandal to many in England. The priests expressed their
regret that any such scandal should have been taken, and were
then recommitted to their chambers to await the sentence of
the pope.

The indiscreet eagerness which Bishop had shown to reply
to his prosecutors’ libel was the cause of the continued strict-

1 There is a copy of the libel, ¢ Objecta de seditione,’ etc., in the Petyt Mss.,
and with it the original draft in Charnock’s handwriting of the answer, drawn up
by him at a latgr time, entitled ‘ The Aunswer to the Lybell wet M* Richard
Haddocke D. of Diuinity and M™ Martin Aray both preists and proctors for the
Archpriest preferred to the two Cardinals Caetan and Burghesius 17 Febr. 1599,
in the English Colledg at Rome, agaynst the two preists M™ William Bishop
and Rob. Charnock, at what tyme (notwithstanding it was earnestly desyred by
them that then they myght make their aunswere unto it), they could not have it.’
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ness with which these helpless men were still kept apart and
under restraint. But shortly after the trial they were on one
occasion, by the indulgence of Parsons and with due precau-
tions, permitted to meet and take recreation with the students.
Bishop was guarded by the minister or vice-rector of the college
and by Father Owen, the confessor; Charnock, by Father
Tichborne and Parsons himself. The prisoners were then
stationed between their guards on opposite sides of the college
for an hour and more. They were told that this was to be the
beginning of their liberty. But the experiment seemed to have
been considered dangerous, for they were again kept in close
confinement for another six weeks.

Meanwhile a papal brief was issued, dated April 6, approv-
ing, confirming, and giving the fullest authority to the letters
of Cajetan appointing the archpriest. On April 21 the sen-
tence of the cardinals was pronounced upon the two priests.
Bishop was banished to Paris, and Charnock to Lorraine. They
were forbidden, under severe penalties, to return to England,
Ireland, or Scotland, and they were put upon their oaths to
observe these injunctions. They were not to travel together
or to leave Rome on the same day ; and, notwithstanding their
entreaties to be allowed at least the consolation of each other’s
company on the road, it was sternly refused them. They were
not given a penny for their maintenance in exile. Charnock
remained for a short time at Pont-a-Mousson, a guest of
Arthur Pitts, the dean of Liverdun. He was also befriended
by Dr. Ely and Father Darbyshire, but could get no sufficient
means of suppart. He therefore soon joined Bishop at Paris,
and took his degree of bachelor in divinity at the Sorbonne.
His reasons for considering his sentence as no longer binding
are given in a letter to cardinal Borghese, printed' in the
Relatio Compendiosa. Pitts wrote in his favour and com-
mendation to Blackwell, April 11, 1600 (Petyt mss. xlvii. 224).
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Bishop’s apology will be found in Ely’s book. But the arch-
priest was not easy to appease. Charnock had no sooner
quitted Lorraine than the archpriest fell upon him with his
censures: ‘Rob. Charnock having rashly violated this decree
[of banishment] I hereby declare him suspended and warn all
the faithful to avoid him, and nullify all his acts as a priest’
(Cal. S. P. Dom. Eliz., cccxxv. 115). They both, however,
found canonical pretexts for evading their punishment, and of
returning to England before a year had gone by. Bishop took
the opportunity of his sojourn at Paris to obtain his doctor’s
cap, in spite of the apparent prohibitions of the brief of 1597.1

During the nine months which had elapsed between the
departure of the two ¢ ambassadors’ and the arrival in England
of the brief of confirmation, the exasperation of party feeling
had reached a point at which all decency and self-respect
seemed thrown aside. In the winter of 1598-9 there came a
crisis in the quarrel at Wisbeach, which had now raged, almost
without intermission, for four years. Bagshaw and Bluet had
no interest in concealing their aversion to the jesuits and their
policy, even if concealment had been possible. The schism
among the prisoners, the scandalous charges brought by the
one faction against the other, the licence which prevailed in
disregard of prison discipline, were the talk of the whole
country. The puritans were murmuring, and the government
could remain passive no longer. Weston and several of his
friends were removed to the more rigorous custody of the
Tower. This was said to have been the treacherous work of
Bagshaw, and Parsons charged him with procuring his own
removal to London in order to treat with the council as soon
as he heard of the imprisonment of the two messengers at
Rome. Bagshaw’s own statement, that he was sent for by the

1 See note p. 109, infra.
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council, oddly enough, on suspicion of being concerned in the
alleged conspiracy of Father Walpole and Squiers to poison
the queen, is abundantly confirmed by the state papers. He
was, indeed, sent to the Gatehouse in October 1598, before the
arrival of the deputies in Rome, and he remained a prisoner in
London until the following February. But although Bagshaw
could truly affirm that his visit to London was under compul-
sion, and had no such motive as that alleged by Parsons, there
can be no doubt that, in order to free himself from suspicion,
or to obtain for himself and his friends the favour of the
government, he gave valuable information regarding the points
at issue between his party and that of Parsons and the arch-
priest. Harsher measures towards Weston and his adherents,
then in custody, or, rather, more lenient dealings with priests
who could be trusted as hostile to the Spanish claims and
willing to betray any plots against the throne, were the natural
results. The memorandum endorsed ¢19 October 1598—Bag-
shaw of Fisher’s coming from Rome,’ etc. (Hist. MSS. Report,
xi. pt. vii. p. 263), was probably intended for the council ; and
another paper (also belonging to the Petyt collection) contain-
ing ¢ Heads of instructions for Fisher on his being sent to Rome
to oppose the jesuits, and to deal with Cardinal Toleto to prose-
cute his purpose for removing them out of the English college
of Rome and out of England,’ is subscribed: ¢From D. B. to
Mr. Wade, in presence of the B. of L. and Mr. Lieft,” which
certainly looks like a communication made by Dr. Bagshaw to
the clerk of the council, the bishop‘ of London, and perhaps
the lieutenant of the Tower.

Other priests, about this time, made on their own account
certain tentative overtures to the government. In April 1599,
the notorious William Watson, an erratic, vainglorious, and
not altogether veracious priest, who had, however, suffered a
severe imprisonment and cruel tortures from Topcliffe, wrote
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¢ to the attorney general, or, in his absence, to William Waad,’ a
long epistle in which he pleaded for his liberty, on the ground
of having been maligned and persecuted by the jesuits because
of his opposition to their designs. Watson states that he had
made sundry collections for a book ¢which was meant to go
only among catholics to show what men the jesuits were, and
whereunto their ambitious Spanish pretences did incline.’
After consulting Bagshaw, he wrote, before he was appre-
hended, fifteen sheets ¢ dialogue-wise,” with a preface dedicatory
to the queen, ‘all of which were perused, as I was told (says
Watson), of her majesty, my lord of Essex, my lord chamber-
lain, Mr. Secretary, Mr. Comptroller, and others, but especially
Sir John Stanhope, who, I think, by the bishop of Limerick or
Mr. Udall’s [or Ithell’s] means, was first made privy unto it, and
acquainted her majesty therewithal, to my most comfort of her
so gracious acceptance of my poor mite, her highness keeping
one copy and my lord of Essex another of the sum or contents
of the whole work. The epistle to her majesty Sir Robert
Cecil saw in my lord of Essex’s hands, and disliked only, or
rather doubted (as was told me), of this word toleration, that
her majesty would not grant it. It was sent back to alter it:
1 did so, and returned it again (the very day that I was taken
on); my lord of Essex using these honourable speeches, that he
could wish with all his heart that we might have liberty of
conscience.” His clerical brethren thought the projected work,
which was mainly an answer to Parsons’ book on the succession,
very necessary, and by none so fit to be handled as by himself.
_ He adds that promises had been made him on the part of the
queen that no jesuit should know of the printing, and that he
should be free from all imprisonments ; yet he had been stripped
of all his money, writings, and books, and now ‘laid close in
prison.’

Watson was not altogether trusted by the wiser men of his
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own party among the priests, and the attorney-general evidently
had his own suspicions of the man. The queen’s councillors,
indeed, were embarrassed by an excess of secret information, and
did not always know whom or what to believe. When many
priests, for example, assumed the reality of Squiers’ plot,
Cecil could hardly be sure that Bagshaw was not, as Squiers
asserted on his examination, an accomplice of Walpole. One
imaginative informer discovered that the whole of the Wisbeach
quarrel was a pretence—a trick devised by Bagshaw in concert
with Parsons, the better to blind the government to their
ulterior designs.! An absurdity like this may have been
laughed at by Cecil, but there were reasons enough to warn him
against entering upon any general understanding with the
appellants, or rendering to them as a body active assistance in
their conflict. The government therefore proceeded warily,
and it was not for two years after this date that an approach
to such an understanding was effected.

On the removal of his friend from Wisbeach to London,
Bluet, disheartened with the outlook of affairs, had made a con-
fidant of Richard Blunt, then keeper of the castle. Of the
curious conversation which ensued the keeper wrote a memorial,
of which a copy, ‘lost or negligently left among papers,’ fell
into the hands of Parsons, who gives in the Apologie (f. 152)
what purport; to be the whole of it werbatim. Another report
of the same conversation, very largely differing from that printed
by Parsons, and entitled ¢ Information of the keeper of Wis-
beach Castle,’ is preserved among the Petyt mss., and has been
recently printed by Mr. Macray in the eleventh report of the
Hist. Mss. Commission (pt. viii. p. 266). Bluet, it appears,
¢ with tears in his eyes,” communicated to the keeper his fears
lest letters should come from Rome commanding the priests to

1 Cal. S. P., Dom. Elis., CCLXXXVI. §7.

S



Ixxxii Introduction.

obey Weston, who would then swear them all to be true to the
infanta of Spain, ¢as Parsons had caused the priests that were
in Spain to be sworn,’ but Bluet protested that ¢before he
would take such an oath he would be starved to death in the
castle of Wisbeach.” He also, according to Parsons’ version,
begged the keeper if he were writing to Wade, the clerk of
the council, to warn him not to put trust in Ralph Ithell, a
priest, who had been a jesuit for eight years, still favoured
that faction, and was even now (so said Bluet) in correspond-
ence with Father Gerard, who had broken from the Tower.

The news that Bagshaw was free from danger, and perhaps
in favour with the council, seemed to revive the spirit of
his party at Wisbeach. One of Parsons’ correspondents from
the castle reported that Bluet on one occasion claimed for
Bagshaw a portion of the common funds from Archer of the
opposite party, who refused it, and that Bluet thereupon fell
into a great rage, and ¢swore before God that he would call the
constable, which he did, but when he [the constable] came in,
he [Bluet] had but little to say to him, but entertained him
courteously with a pot of beer’ He nevertheless threatened
Archer that he would write to the council. In the winter,
when Weston was got rid of, Bluet announced that he would

" now come into commons, but the remnant of the jesuit faction
resolutely held out, refusing to break bread with their oppo-
nents unless they submitted to the archpriest and to Weston’s
prison rules.

Meanwhile Blackwell, impatient of any delay in the complete
recognition of his authority, had called upon all the priests to
make a formal submission to him. Many respectfully declined
to do so until they had certain knowledge of the validity of
his appointment. They had sent messengers to Rome for
information, and would await their return. Meanwhile they
would yield outward obedience. The jesuit, Lister, now fanned
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the flames by the publication. of the violent and imprudent
treatise (see p. 85 infra and Appendix D), in which he denounced
these men as guilty of the crime of schism, and as ipso facto
excommunicated. The word was given to shun their ministra-
tions, to treat their absolutions as invalid, refuse them alms,
" and shut the doors against them, as men having the plague
sore.” They were, to use the language of to-day, boycotted
without mercy. The censures of the archpriest had just
fallen heavily upon Colleton, Mush, and Heborne when the
brief of April 6, forwarded by Parsons to Garnet, arrived in
England.

The malcontents were true to their pledges. Further
resistance was now indeed no longer possible. Garnet wrote
to Parsons acknowledging the receipt of the brief on the 19th
of May, and on that same day, at four in the afternoon, Colleton
and Mush sat down to supper with the archpriest. They stayed
with him all night, amicably discussed the whole matter, and
finally made their entire submission. They moreover under-
took to bring in all the rest, including the party at Wisbeach.
Edward Bennet, Benson, Anthony Champney, and even Watson
surrendered at once. Garnet therefore wrote once more to
Parsons: ‘The customer [i.e. Blackwell] is much comforted
by the conforming of the sodalitians who humble themselves
to him,’ though he added doubtfully, ‘I know not how matters
pass in Warwickshire where the worse crew is” The leaders
felt there might be some difficulty with Bagshaw, and there
were suspicions of the fidelity of Robert Drury. But the
hesitation was scarcely for a moment. Colleton and Mush
were at Wisbeach for the three days before Whitsunday (May
27-29), and procured the submission of the terrible doctor,
who had by this time returned from his London prison to
Wisbeach, where (as one of his opponents reports to Parsons),
he ¢ hath in some sort obtained his desire, for now he reigneth
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| king in Mr. Pound’s chamber . . . yet heis at last constrained
to yield his obedience to our superior with the rest of his
confederates.’?

VI. The Appeal and the Books.

Not the least surprising of the many strange features of this
history is Blackwell's conduct when at last peace was restored,
and all his subjects without exception had made public recog-
nition of his authority. He now proclaimed that it was not
enough that his former opponents should make their submission.
They must confess their previous action had been schismatical,
and make due satisfaction for their sin before receiving absolu-
tion.? The inculpated priests protested that there had been
no schism, and that reparation was rather due to those who
had been falsely charged with such a sin. Blackwell pretended
that he had received instructions from Rome to the effect that
the priests in question were schismatics. He went further.
He formally approved the statement, made public by a jesuit
theologian of the name of Jones, that any one who maintained
the contrary proposition, viz. that the priests were not schis-
matics, would himself incur the censures of the Church.

This was enough to lead to the renewal of the feud in an
intensified form. For more than three years from this time
confusion little short of anarchy reigned in the missionary
camp. Bagshaw has briefly touched upon the immediate
sequel, and there is no need to enter here more fully into the
details. All proposals to submit the question in dispute to
arbitration, all overtures of peace except upon his own terms,
were contemptuously rejected by Blackwell. When the ag-
grieved priests sought and obtained from the theological
faculty of the Paris university a decision which declared them

1 Apologie, f. 151. 2 See note to p. 89, infra.
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to be innocent of any sin of schism or disobedience in having
withheld their submission to the archpriest before the arrival
of the brief, Blackwell forbade any priest, under pain of sus-
pension, ipso_facto, or any layman, under pain of interdict, to
defend that decision. The clergy were forbidden under severe
penalties to publish any writings, to hold meetings, or to get
names subscribed to any public document on the subject.
Many priests defied these censures as tyrannical and invalid.
Laymen scarcely knew who had faculties to absolve.them and
who had not. A second formal suspension of Colleton and
Mush, 17th October 1600,! drove their friends in despair once
more to seek for redress ¢at the infallible seat of the holy
apostle St. Peter.’

‘With the setting out of this able and powerful appeal to
Rome, dated from Wisbeach, November 17, 1600, and signed
by thirty-three priests, Bagshaw’s True Relation comes to an
end, and our story enters upon a somewhat new phase.

The appellants, as they were now called, who had hitherto
stood in some fear of Blackwell’s threats against those who
should presume to publicly defend themselves, now rushed into
print. They appeared to hold that, while their appeal was out,
the archpriest’s authority was in abeyance. They determined
at least that this time the pope should know the facts.
Mush therefore undertook to address his holiness directly in
his well-written Latin treatise, the Declaratio Motuum, in
which he printed the text of the appeal. Bagshaw at the
same time prepared his Relatio Compendiosa, which contains
less of narrative and rhetoric than the preceding book, but
gives the principal letters and documents, including the whole
of Lister’s tract, upon which the controversy turned. This he
in form addressed to the cardinals of the Inquisition. Mean-

1 Infra, p. 93, note.
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while there appeared in English, for the information of the
catholic laity at home, the Copies of certain Discourses, issued,
it is said, under the editorial care of Dr. Bishop, and contain-
ing letters and treatises by Bishop himself, Parsons, Champney,
John Bennet, Mush, and others. These three works, and
especially the two Latin books, were acknowledged by the
leaders of the party as representing their case. The Declaratio
and the Copies, which were published in the early part of the -
year 1601, were briefly and, as the appellants considered, con-
temptuously noticed in a letter of Blackwell to his assistants,
June 28. The letter was printed and answered by John
Bennet in his Hope of Peace—a. title adopted apparently in
ridicule of the archpriest’s words, ‘our endeavours were for
peace.’ Bennet's tract displays scant respect towards his
superior, and is by no means a model of good taste. It was
followed very shortly by the T'rue Relation, which was also in
great part occasioned by Blackwell's letter, described by Bag-
shaw as ‘a sheet of paper fraught with neither wit, honest
dealing, discretion, or learning,” and ¢containing as many
shifts and lies almost as lines.’! Blackwell is now openly
derided as an ‘archpriest of clouts,” ‘a beggar on horseback,’
‘a jesuitical idol,’ and ‘a puppy to dance aftér the jesuit’s pipe.’

As month after month passed away without bringing any
response to the appeal from Rome, the controversy grew more
bitter. It was now the turn of the secllar priests to ¢whet
their tongues’ against the jesuits ; but if the appellants so far
dealt in print the heaviest blows, their adversaries who held
the purse strings knew how to retaliate. The lot of the appel-
lants at this moment was not an enviable one. Half of them,
as usual, were in prison. Under the circumstances this was

1 The letter will be found as Bennet printed it smfra, Appendix J. It is
indeed difficult to reconcile Blackwell’s fourth paragraph with truth. Compare
the language of his decrees quoted in the notes to pp. 87, 89, infra.
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often the safer place, as securing for them food and lodging.
To be deprived of his priestly faculties would at least matter
less to the inmate of a gaol than to a resident chaplain or an
itinerant priest depending for his sustenance upon the alms
given to him in return for his masses and absolutions. But
even the confessors in wvinculis were not out of reach of the
archpriest’s rod. William Clark, then suffering for his alle-
giance to the pope in the Clink prison, had signed the Wis-
beach appeal. Blackwell, on February 20, 1601, sent two com-
missioners, Robert Barwise and Anthony Rouse, into the gaol
to call the prisoner to account, and on receipt of these officers’
report he abrogated Clark’s faculties on the ground of his ¢ hav-
ing refused to answer respecting a seditious letter! signed with
his name, and dated November 17.” This sentence of the arch-
priest, duly countersigned by the two reverend commissioners,
is preserved among the Petyt mss. The incident, a curious
example of an imperium in imperio, is not without dramatic
interest. Two priests—-their own lives forfeited to the laws—
boldly enter into the queen’s prisons, there hold a miniature
court of inquisition, and pass sentence of spiritual death upon
“an unfortunate brother in durance for their common cause.
. A word from the-doubly condemned man might have consigned
his new judges to the gallows.

The year 1601 passed away before any word from the pope
reached the appellants in England. Early in January 1602
appeared the Apologie, written by Parsons in the assumed
name of ¢priests united in subordination to the archpriest,’
with the Permissu superiorum announced prominently on the
title-page. Immediately after the issue of this volume Black-
well published (January 26) a papal brief which was dated

1 ¢Geditious letter’ and *seditious libel’ were the favourite terms which
Blackwell applied to the appeal.
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August 17 of the previous year, and which he had held in his
possession and suppressed for more than three months. His
motive for this extraordinary conduct did not seem far to seek.
The brief strictly prohibited any further writings on the con-
troversy. Blackwell, it is said at Parsons’ persuasion, waited
to give the jesuit the last word.! So obvious a trick led to
the treating of the document by both parties as so much
waste-paper.

The tone of the brief was paternal and conciliatory. If
the pope had written such a letter two years earlier it might
have produced some effect. But even now he appears to be
but imperfectly acquainted with the facts regarding the origin
of the quarrel. He sadly laments the dissensions and the
bitterness shown by both sides, and asks the appellants what
reasons they had to refuse obedience in the first instance to
the cardinal’s letters, which ¢ they surely should have obeyed.’
He declines to receive the appeal. He had, on the other hand,
learnt with grief that when, on receipt of the former brief,
the priests had submitted, Blackwell had insisted that they
should make satisfaction, and so had opened the wounds anew.
He exhorts the archpriest to mingle gentleness with severity,
and reminds him that his authority was given to him for
edification and not for destruction. By apostolic authority
he suppresses Father Lister’s T'reatise of Schism, and forbids
under pain of excommunication any writing, calculated to
foster the present discords, being edited, divulged, or retained.

1 ¢For it (the brief) being sent towards him from Rome shortly after the 17th
August, and coming to his hands about Michaelmas, he kept it close and
suppressed it until towards the end of January following, that in the mean
season the goodly piece of work of their 4pologie might be hatched : and then,
peeping out with an antedate, might seem to the simple to have been made
before the brief’ (Preface to Ely’s book, p. 4. Compare the prefaces of Colleton
and A, P. ; also Tierney, iii. p. clv.)
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Finally, he utterly extinguishes and abolishes the name of
schism, forbidding the very mention of the word.!

Parsons’ Apologie, approved by Blackwell in spite of this
decree, was an attack upon the appellants generally. It is the
old story, he says, ot the jealousy of secular priests against
religious. 'The unquiet and discontented priests were im-
patient of discipline or control, they were disobedient to
superiors, they raised scandalous seditions at Rome, in Flanders,
and in England. They have treacherously dealt with the
heretical council ; they have slandered good men, and highly
offended God. They were guilty of ingratitude towards the
society of Jesus. Parsons gives his own version of the Wis-
beach stirs, the affairs at the Roman college, and the establish-
ment of the ‘subordination’ He reviews in particular the
Declaratio and the Copies, and bitterly inveighs against the
wilful passion, the falsehood, the shamelessness, the rancour of
malice displayed in these two libels, especially in the calumnies
¢laid upon F. Parsons, without all foundation or regard of
Christian and priestly modesty.” A month or two later he
wrote an Appendiz, in the preface to which he pretends to
have heard of, but not to have seen, the recent brief. He
now reminds the appellants that their books are prohibited ¢ as
they treat expressly and principally everywhere the matter of
schism forbidden by his holiness’ brief (as to us it is written)
under pain of excommunication ipso facto’; but as for himself
or those in whose name he is writing, ¢ we obeying, as our duty
is, shall not so much as name the same in this or other our
writings” He proceeds to deal with the ¢twins,’ viz. the
Hope of Peace and the Relatio Compendiosa, which had ap-
peared simultaneously, with what must have greatly shocked

1 ‘Ac nomen schismatis, hac de causa, inter vos penitus extinguimus et
abolemus, et ne ullam amplius illius mentionem faciatis, vobis sub iisdem peenis
intesdicimus et prohibemus.’
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Father Parsons, ‘a false inscription and a feigned place of
printing, with the printer named under a devised name (at
which our brethren make no scruple).” Colleton, who had some
time before begun a book, but had desisted partly out of
deference to the archpriest’s decrees, and partly because he
believed the measures taken to prosecute the appeal would
have been more speedily successful, now at the instance of his
brethren once more took up his pen and published, with his
own name, his Just Defence of the slandered Priests. Dr. Ely,
a little later, wrote from abroad his temperate censure of the
Apologie. 'These two English books may be added to the two
Latin works as fairly. representing the position taken up by
the accepted leaders of the party. Another serious and valu-
able reply to the 4pologie, dealing largely with matters of fact,
was published by a priest writing under the initials A. P.
But meanwhile wilder spirits intervened. William Watson,
with his intolerable style, his exaggeration, conceit, and even
doubtful sincerity, played fast and loose into the hands of his
opponents. He wrote or edited in rapid succession Important
Considerations, a Sparing Discoverie of the English jesuits,
Dialogue between a Secular Priest and a Lay Gentleman, and
his Decacordon of Quodlibetical Questions. A priest, under the
name of Philalethes, reprinted and ridiculed Blackwell’s letter
in favour of the society which had been written five years
earlier, and Anthony Copley, a layman, joined in with an
Answer to a Letter of a Jesuited Gentleman. These violent
invectives, chiefly directed against the jesuits for the political
plotting which was alleged to be the true cause of all the dis-
sensions between the priests as well as of the extreme rigour of
the penal laws, goaded Parsons to a retort as venomous as the
attack. His Manifestation of the great folly and bad spirit
of certain calling themselves Secular Priests treats mainly of
Bagshaw’s True Relation, the Memorial, and the books of
Watson and Copley.

Fa 1



The Important Considerations. xei |

The most notable of these later writings on the side of
the appellants was the Important Considerations. It forms,
however, an exception to the general character of Watson’s
productions both in matter and style. Indeed it has so little
of Watson’s manner that it is not improbable that he was the
writer of no more than the prefatory epistle, which is signed
with his initials. The book itself professes to be ¢published
by sundry of us the secular priests,” and is a brief, and, on the
whole, fair historical survey of all the rebellions, plots, and
¢ bloody designments’ set on foot against England by the pope
or others, mainly at the instigation of the jesuits. But if,
urges the writer, her majesty had not been ¢ depraved, irritated,
and provoked’ by these ungodly and unchristian practices,
‘ most assuredly the State would have loved us, or at least

. borne with us, and where there is one catholic there would

have been ten, there had been no speeches amongst us of racks
and tortures, nor any cause to have used them ; for,” he con-
tinues, with considerable exaggeration ¢none were ever vexed
that way, simply for that he was either priest or catholic, but
because they were suspected to have had their hands in some
of the said most traitorous designments.’ Watson at least
could not pretend to have clean hands in the matter of political
intrigue. He had himself been active enough as a partisan on
the Scottish side, and this bias no doubt added the greater
bitterness to his hostility to Parsons.

The controversy, however, had rapidly degenerated from
questions of. canon law or national politics to the grossest
personalities. Philalethes reminds Blackwell that his father
was ‘a pewterer by Newgate in London, a man of an honest
occupation, it is most true, but not the best neighbour to
dwell by, and he excuses himself for this ¢scornful jesting’ on
the ground that “it is not amiss to put sometimes a peacock
in mind of his feet.” Bagshaw at his worst is less insolent than
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Philalethes to the archpriest. But neither could equal the
scurrilous abuse indulged in by Anthony Copley. This catholic
gentleman describes Parsons as ‘a man who being the mis-
begotten of a ploughman . . . hath accordingly demeaned
himself first in begetting two bastards, male and female, upon
the body of his own sister between the age of seventeen and
three and twenty, which was the cause he ran away (as fearing
the sheet, etc.), and so became a jesuit; secondly, or rather
formerly and continually, by being a common ale-house squire,
and the drunkennest sponge in all the parish where he lived ;
thirdly for being a heretic of the family of love all his life till
he became a jesuit.’?

Such language gave Parsons a great advantage. He was
at this moment, in private to the pope and cardinals, casting
aspersions upon the characters of the appellants, which were
probably quite as unproven as the worst of Copley or Watson
against himself. But the jesuit, in his 4pologie at least, had
kept his temper under better control. His misrepresentations
were framed with more art. He was a master in the suppres-
sion of the true and the suggestion of the false. He could,
moreover, write better or more forcible English than his
adversaries, none of whom, with the exception of Ely, could
in this respect approach him. His sarcasms and ridicule were
well aimed and went home, and he lectures all the appellants,
whom he does his best to identify with Watson and Copley,
with a well assumed air of moral superiority. He warns them
that for defaming the fathers of the society they were ‘in a
damnable state of mortal sin,” and bound to restitution even
were it with the loss of their own good names—that the
canon law says of any one who should publish by word or
writing a contumelious thing and not be able to prove it,

1 For this and similar quotations see Bell’s Anatomie, p. 71, etc.
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flagelletur, let him be whipped, and that for defaming a whole
religious order there is a special excommunication, the absolu-
tion of which is reserved to the pope. He is indignant with
‘the brave and bold protestation’ of the writers, that ¢if the
pope should come in person with an army under pretence to
establish catholic religion by force, they would oppose them-
selves against him, and spend the best blood in their bodies in
that quarrel.’” ¢Behold,” exclaims Parsons, ¢valiant soldiers,
brought up in the pope’s seminaries, braving against him !
Who would believe this to be spoken by priests except they
avowed themselves authors of the book.’?

But Parsons is at his best in hitting off the personal weak-
nesses of his enemies. * ¢If, he writes of Copley, ‘he be the
man we do guess . . . some of us knew him first a little
wanton idle-headed boy in the English college, so light witted
as once (if we remember well) he went up with a rose in his
mouth to preach or make the tones (as there they call them)
before the college out of a pulpit. After that he fell to such
devotion as he not only took the oath of the college to be a
priest, which now we see how well he hath observed, but also
pretended to be an augustin friar, and proceeded so far therein
as the friars every day expected his entrance, but how far he
proceeded therein for one or other obligation we will not
affirm, for we are more fearful of conscience to avouch things
we know not for certain than he seemeth to be to protest
and swear matters that he knoweth to be false’ (fol. 96). -

Watson had in one of his books begged of catholics a
charitable remembrance of his ¢ poor sinful soul” So Parsons
jeers: ¢That you may know better this sinful lad and his poor
sinful soul indeed . . . you may take a scantling of him both
in body and soul by this narration, and thereby make a guess

1 Manifestation, f. 16. ‘The quotation is from Watson’s Quod/sbets.
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how poor, defectious and sinful he is in the one and other.
For as for his body and outward feature (if you know him)
you will hardly think him a creature to talk so much of
“natural blazons,” or enamorados of ladies’ beauties, or of
“royal damsels of rare aspect,” himself being so wrong shapen
and of so bad and blinking aspect as he looketh nine ways at
once, as scarcely he can discern anything that toucheth not his
eyes,! which yet we object not as nature’s defects, but as rather
representing the state of his mind, which seemeth by this filthy
description of Venus and her posteriora, so often men<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>