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PREFACE

IT is now some years since I was asked by my friend
Dr. Hunt, now President of the Royal Historical
Society, on behalf of himself and the late Dean
Stephens of Winchester, to contribute a volume to the
English Church History planned by them, dealing
with the first half of the sixteenth century down to
the death of Mary. Interesting as the task assigned
to me was, I confess I shrank from it at first, feeling
that anything like adequate treatment of it, in the
light of new materials and evidences better arranged
than they had been, made demands upon my leisure
which it was doubtful whether I had a right to con-
cede while still engaged in other work, which I could
not delay or set aside. Moreover, I knew too well
not only that it was no holiday task, though it could
perhaps be pursued at intervals, but that the result
would certainly be to present many things in a very
different light from that in which they had been
hitherto regarded. Nor was it, perhaps, altogether
encouraging that the plan of publication hardly ad-
mitted of elaborate justification of these views, or
even of specific citation of authorities for separate

statements. Yet I was anxious to say, within the
v
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limits allotted to me, and without taxing too greatly
the patience of my editors and publishers, what 1
believed to be the truth about this very important
period of Church History ; and how far my judgment
was to be trusted must, of course, be a question for
readers and critics who were to follow me.

On the whole, the reception my volume met with
was exceedingly favourable — far more so, I must
confess, than I had expected ; and such criticism as I
have seen was not ungenerous. But I could not help
feeling, after a time, that a more complete elucida-
tion of various subjects was desirable; and that,
though a full history of the English Reformation may
not be a work which such a one as I can hope to
achieve—even if advancing years did not remind me
of the necessary limitation of my powers,—it was
desirable to illustrate from sources more familiar, 1
think, to me than to most people, a number of in-
fluences, not confined, by any means, to a period of
fifty years, but ¢culminating, from various causes, in a
great political and religious crisis in the sixteenth
century, which has determined the relations of Church
and State and placed the religious thought of the
world under new conditions from that time even to
the present day.

My present work, therefore, although partly going
over the same ground as its predecessor, has a wider
scope and a materially different aim. The volume
which 1 contributed to Dean Stephen’s Church
History aimed only at setting forth the true story of
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the Church of England from the beginning of the
sixteenth century to the death of Queen Mary. The
previous and the subsequent history were handed
over to others, who treated their periods, as I did
mine, without more than necessary reference to earlier
causation or subsequent development. But the Re-
formation, as a study by itself, forbids us to confine
our view even to one single century. We must look
back for the predisposing causes; we must look for-
ward to the subsequent developments; and we must
endeavour to realise from both causes and develop-
ments the unity of the whole subject, and the position
at which we have arrived in our own day as a true
and natural consequence of all that has gone before.

It is not a mere study of events that will suffice
for this. In the religious history of a nation one
might almost treat events, even of a religious char-
acter, as matters of subordinate interest. Great
events, indeed, must be noted, not only as special
crises due to the development of new forces, but as
conditions laid down for future progress; and it has
been my main purpose to inquire how far they either
controlled or were controlled by the religious feeling
. of the nation. In this attempt I think I may be
pardoned for passing over much that is of consider-
able interest, not only in political but even in ecclesi-
astical history. The ancestry and growth of ideas
that have revolutionised the world are far more im-
portant matters than the reception of a legate or the
proclamation of a latter-day crusade.
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Moreover, I have not bound myself to the form of
a progressive historical narrative. T have called the
work an historical survey, not a history ; for I have
felt it necessary at times to glance backwards and
forwards, and even to repeat myself to some extent.
Whether I could have got all T had to say otherwise
into a more artistic form, I am not altogether sure.
The significance of great movements seems to require
a good deal of restatement to do it Justice; and a
condensed general survey ought, I think, to assist
the understanding of a detailed account. Yet perhaps
the conditions under which I have been compelled to
work are answerable to some extent for repetitions
which might have been avoided.

I have, however, followed historical order in the
main. The connection of Lollardy and the Refor-
mation in England is the subject of these two
volumes, and it is a subject by no means exhausted
when we come to the death of Henry VIIL., at which
the second volume ends. If strength be still vouch-
safed to me for so great an undertaking I have a
great desire to carry the work on to the reign of
Queen Elizabeth, when the political basis of a national
religion was most firmly established. The work was
done, indeed, in a manner by no means lovely ; but
there is no excuse for not looking facts in the face
and considering whither they carry us. The philo-
sophy of the present age is largely against the
recognition of any national religion whatever; but
Christianity is still with us, to be acknowledged or
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disowned in some form or other, at their peril, by
individuals, parties, and nations. 8o I sincerely trust
that a national Christianity will not only survive
among us, but be more generally regarded than it
has been.

I have but one word to add, and that is a word of
gratitude to my friend Dr. Hunt, who has perused
most of these sheets in passing through the press,
and has given me the benefit of many criticisms and
suggestions. Of course he is mnot responsible for
anything that I have said, but in various ways his
observations have been very helpful.
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CHAPTER 1
THE EARLY LOLLARDS

It is rightly felt that a great movement in history
which has left permanent, widespread, and far-reach-
ing consequences could not have been entirely due to
the persons or the circumstances of the particular age
which produced it. Predisposing causes there must
have been, even far back in the past ; and there
certainly were such in the English Reformation. Yet
that movement itself unquestionably originated only
in the sixteenth century. Not till then was there

What led
to the
English
Reforma-

v, . . . . 1 ?
& positive separation from Rome and a revision of to®?

Church doctrine by an isolated national Church.
Look at them with what eyes we may, such things
undoubtedly mark a new era in Christianity ; and
with whatever condemnation we may think fit to
censure particular agents, the religious revolution
itself, it cannot be contested, was a historical fact
of the very highest magnitude. As to the predis-
posing causes, they afford matter for discussion and
verification,

One whom we might well take as a guide considers
the Reformation as “a great national revolution
which found expression in the resolute assertion
on the part of England of its national independ-
ence.” These are the words of the late Bishop
Creighton, who further tells us in the same page ' that
““there never was a time in England when the papal

1 Historieal Lectures and Addresses, p. 150,
3
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national
revolution ?
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authority was not resented, and really the final act
of the repudiation of that authority followed quite
naturally as the result of a long series of similar acts
which had taken place from the earliest times.” I
am sorry to differ from so able, conscientious, and
learned an historian, and my difficulty in contra-
dicting him is increased by the consciousness that
in these passages he expresses, not his own opinion
merely, but one to which Protestant writers have
been generally predisposed. But can such state-
ments be justified? Was there anything like a
general dislike of the Roman jurisdiction in Church
matters before Roman jurisdiction was abolished by
Parliament to please Henry VIIL.? Or did the
nation before that day believe that it would be
more independent if the Pope's jurisdiction were
replaced by that of the king? I fail, I must say,
to see any evidence of such a feeling in the copious
correspondence of the twenty years preceding. I
fail to find it even in the prosecutions of heretics
and the articles charged against them—from which,
though a certain number may contain denunciations
of the Pope as Antichrist, it would be difficult to
infer anything like a general desire for the aboli-
tion of his authority in England. Moreover, if any
such general sentiment existed I cannot, for my part,
understand why there never was an attempt to throw
off papal jurisdiction before the days of Henry VIIL
A nation may, no doubt, find it hard to release itself
from the grip of a domestic tyrant or of a foreign
conqueror. But a spiritual power, as such, can
only rule by the willing obedience of its subjects—
unless, indeed, the temporal ruler find it h'is policy
to strengthen spiritual jurisdiction by coercive laws,
But in that case, if his policy do not prove altogether
mistaken, the temporal ruler must for his part rely
for support on a spiritual authority generally recog-
nised and acquiesced in by his subjects.
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That Rome exercised her spiritual power by the
willing obedience of Englishmen in general, and that
they regarded it as a really wholesome power, even
for the control it exercised over secular tyranny, is a
fact which it requires no very intimate knowledge of
early English literature to bring home to us. Who
was ‘“the holy blissful martyr” whom Chaucer’s
pilgrims went to seek at Canterbury? One who
had resisted his sovereign in the attempt to inter-
fere with the claims of the papal Church. For that
cause, and for no other, he had died; and for that
cause, and no other, pilgrims who went to visit his
tomb regarded him as a saint. It was only after an
able and despotic king had proved himself stronger
than the spiritual power of Rome that the people of
England were divorced from their Roman allegi-
ance ; and there is abundant evidence that they
were divorced from it at first against their will.

What, then, was the true nature of that struggle
between papal and secular authority which Bishop
Creighton would have us regard as a struggle for
national independence? We shall see some other
instances of it as we go on. But we may say simply,
in a general way, that it was essentially the same as
it was in the days of Becket. It was a contest,
not of the English people, but of the King and
his Government, with Rome. And it was not
confined to England; for the very same conflict
appears in the history of other nations. The only
difference is that while the Pope exercised a spiritual
supremacy in all kingdoms, his claims have not been
admitted in England now for nearly four centuries.
In her own spiritual sphere men acknowledged the
authority of the Church at large. She had her own
system of law, which all were bound to respect; and
her clergy, as spiritual persons, claimed exemption

from secular jurisdiction. They could not even be tion

punished for crime against the laws of the land until

State of
the Pre-
Reforma-

Church.
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they had first been degraded and put in the position
of mere laymen. In short, there were two systems
of law within the kingdom, canon and civil law. But
canon law declared only what was supposed to be
right in the abstract. It had in itself no coercive
power, except the powers of appointing penance,
excommunicating offenders, and depriving men of cer-
tain offices. The King’s courts alone could deal with
landed property, arrest and imprison for civil crimes,
or pass sentence of death. But a certain power of
arrest came to be allowed to bishops for the preven-
tion of heretical disturbance, as we shall see by and
by. The two systems, indeed, could only work
together on some general understanding, and there
was friction between them at times; but the limits
of each could generally be decided by the Kings
courts, or, in the last resort, by the King himself,
though he, for his part, always professed to be, like
any other layman, an obedient son of Holy Church.
If, on the contrary, he was very perverse, it was in the
power of the Pope to excommunicate him, and even
to assign his kingdom to another, as in the case of
King John; for the spiritual power was theoretically
above all. Few kings, however, cared to push matters
to an extreme, and, as regards national feeling, the
people evidently regarded the cause of the Church as
the cause of liberty. That their freedom suffered
grievously by the abolition of papal jurisdiction
under Henry VIIL there can be no manner of doubt.

Not that the jurisdiction of the Church was
popular among all classes of the community; for
no jurisdiction ever is so. Laws of all kinds press
more or less heavily on particular interests, and,
quite apart from offenders against morals or Church
doctrine, there were naturally some who disliked
being called on even to pay tithes. There were
also various kinds of Church dues, recoverable in
the spiritual courts, which were unpopular among
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the mercantile communities in the large towns. The
Church, moreover, offered in various places the privi-
lege of sanctuary to debtors, and even to criminals;
and the immunity from civil jurisdiction, called
“benefit of clergy,” was not only extended to all
the minor orders and officers of the Church, but
ultimately to all who were able to read. Exemptions
of persons and places from the ordinary law of the
land, however careful may have been the diseipline
of bishops and abbots, could hardly have been
productive of good results, and the termination
of all possibility of conflict between two different
systems of law was, no doubt, a desirable thing in
itself.  But the means by which this was brought
about were beyond measure tyrannical; and the
nation at large assuredly did not estimate independ-
ence of Rome as a very precious boon.

It may, however, be said that the political aspect
of the Reformation as a revolt against Roman juris-
diction, whether on the part of the King or of the
people, is not its only or its most essential aspect;
and there is some truth in the objection. For the
Reformation, of course, carried with it a considerable
amount of doctrinal change, and it may fairly be
asked if doctrinal change was not a cause rather than
a consequence of the movement. If it was a cause,
then the Reformation must be regarded mainly as a
theological revolution, the sources of which are to
be traced in earlier times, and our first study should
be to explore those earlier influences which first
created dissatisfaction with the authoritative teaching
of the Church. Whence did those influences come ?

The popular theory is that they may be traced
back a full century or more to the teaching of Wycliffe
and that of the Lollards who followed him. This
theory is certainly plausible. But though it is un-
doubtedly true that modern Protestants find much in
Wiyecliffe's teaching with which they can very well
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sympathise, they might certainly find much else with
which they could not. And, apart from the value of
his theological views, however we may regard them,
a more vital question comes up for consideration, On
what authority did he rest them? This brings us
once more to the question of jurisdiction ; for, of
course, any resolute attempt to change the fixed
theology of a Church entrenched in such a strong
position as we have just described could only hope
for success by appealing to an authority presumably
stronger than that which it sought to set aside. It
may be doubted, however, whether Wycliffe aimed
thus to alter the very basis of things. He sought
rather to obtain recognition within the Church for
principles which he considered not only consistent
with her teaching, but really involved in it; and if he
was not quite submissive to certain papal bulls and
denunciations, we may presume that he regarded the
end of the controversy as still far off, and conceived
that after a full hearing he should be able to justify
himself. Nor have we a right to suppose that, if
he had failed to do this, he would not ultimately
have submitted.

That he paid less respect to papal authority than
the many before his time and after is undoubtedly
true. But papal authority in his time was excep-
tionally weak, and the way had been paved for his
philosophy, not only by the course of events, but by
thinkers of an earlier period. At the beginning of
the century the poet Dante in Italy (no less a
scholastic philosopher than a poet) had expressed a
theory which doubtless was in the minds of many.
There were two supreme authorities in Christendom
to whom all Christians were alike subject — the
Emperor in temporal things, and the Pope in
spiritual. Their rule was co-extensive, but differed
In character. In matters of faith the Emperor was
the Pope’s subject; in secular matters the Pope
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was the Emperor’s. This was opposed to the older
teaching of the schools, according to which the
Emperor himself derived his authority from the
Pope by virtue of his consecration. And such
teaching had been acknowledged by emperors them-
selves, as when the fiery Frederic Barbarossa held
the stirrup of Pope Alexander III. For the old
theory was that spiritual power was to temporal as
sunlight to moonlight. Even ordinary priesthood
had in it something more exalted than kingly
authority itself, and demanded special respect from
the secular power. This view had really something
to say for itself, namely, that it was not only received,
but to a large extent acted upon. Dante’s view, on
the contrary, was merely a philosophie or poetic dream.
The Holy Roman Empire, in the first place—faneci-
fully regarded as a continuation of that of Augustus
—was a perfect unreality, and only had a semblance
of reality in Dante’s day, when the victorious Henry
VIIL made his way into Italy and was crowned at
Rome. The Papacy, on the other hand, seemed
half to have forfeited its elaims on Christendom by
retreating to Avignon under the wing of X¥rance.
Pope Boniface VIII. had overdone the papal preten-
sions in his struggle with Philip the Fair, and this
was the result. Seven popes, all of them French by
birth, followed each other at Avignon for a space
of about seventy years, and the feeling for papal
authority suffered considerably. John XXII. may
have meant well ; but in his struggle with Lewis of
Bavaria, Henry VIL’s successor in the Empire, the
latter had the sympathy of the great philosopher
Marsiglio of Padua, and of ““the Invincible Doctor,”
William of Ockham, not less famous in the schools of
Paris than in those of his own country at Oxford.
In 1338 the princes of Germany declared the Empire
independent of the Pope, and a German Empire it
virtually remained from that time till its extinetion,
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with the most shadowy claims on Christendom at
large. It was for the Papacy now to recover itself.

In 1377 Pope Gregory XL brought the papal See
back from Avignon to Rome, and there was hope for
one brief moment of better guidance for the Christian
world. But when he died next year and was suc-
ceeded by Urban VI, the French party among the
cardinals set up an anti-pope, and began the Great
Schism which was scarcely extinguished even forty
years later.

Wryecliffe’s activity began during the Avignon
period, some years before the schism, and he died
six years after it broke out. The social, the political,
and the spiritual condition of the world were all alike
bad. The powers of heaven were shaken and those
of earth as well. The shameful traflicking in bene-
fices at “ the sinful city of Avignon” had aroused the
indignation of ““ the Good Parliament” at the end of
Edward IIL’s reign; and when, some years earlier,
Urban V. had demanded of the King of England
arrears of the tribute conceded to the Papacy by
King John, Wycliffe had taken a leading part in the
schools, if not in the council chamber, in repudiating
the unwarrantable claim. But while the things of
the Church were thus mixed with degrading things
of earth, the social life of nations had been upset by
other causes. The world had not yet recovered from
the fearful depopulation caused by the Great Pesti-
lence and the social results which followed it. The
servile classes, whose labour had become more valu-
able from the thinning out of the population, were
becoming dangerous to their superiors, who, blind to
the necessities of the time, strove to bind them to
old conditions. Wat Tyler’s rebellion—the natural
consequence of this—filled the upper classes with
dismay, and John Ball (Wycliffe’s forerunner, as some
called him, though eighteen of Wycliffe’s principles
had been denounced by papal bull four years before),
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alike by his preaching and by his messages, was
stirring up all over the country an agitation against
serfdom. That was the climax mn which civil govern-
ment was paralysed and lost its footing, rocking to
and fro in cabals and parties for a whole generation
after. There was no security anywhere for peace and
order, either in Church or State.

Nor did scholars and philosophers help mauch.
Wyecliffe had been looking long before for firm ground
in his celebrated doctrine that dominion is founded in
grace, a truth that, imperfectly apprehended, prob-
ably added to the general confusion. This doctrine,
as set forth by him, implied that there was no real
dominion, no real authority, and no real ownership of
property without the grace of God. A man in mortal
sin had no right to anything at all, but & man in a
state of grace really possessed all things. Nay more,
among Christians there ought to be a community of
goods. As to the clergy having property of their
own, it was a gross abuse. They ought to live on
alms freely given. Tithes were really of such a
nature, and they ought to be withheld from a clergy-
man who did not do his duty. The withdrawal of
tithes, he said, would be a far better punishment
for a sinful priest than getting him fined by his
archdeacon or his bishop. And he warned the laity
that they neither atoned for nor extenuated their own
sins by endowing churches, but made themselves
partakers of the sins of the clergy as well. The
laity had serious responsibilities no less than the
clergy, and the laity should be instructed in religion
out of the Bible itself translated into their own
E}ngish speech. The Bible was the source of all law,
divine and human, and kings ought to study it in
order to govern rightly. The great duty of the
priesthood was preaching and expounding the Word,
a really more important duty, in his eyes, than even
administering the sacraments. But the clergy were

Wiycliffe’s
philo-
sophy.
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not the Church. The true Church, in Wyecliffe’s
opinion, was the whole community of those persons,
whether clergymen or laymen, who were ultimately
to be saved, and these men were predestined. The
Pope himself, if not predestined, was not a member
of the Church, and the Pope himself could not be
sure of his own salvation. When the Schism broke
out threatening Christendom with bloodshed, Wyecliffe
called both Popes monsters, neither of whom knew
that he was a member of the Church at all.! A Pope
was only to be obeyed when his commands were 1n
harmony with Secripture. Every layman was bound
to believe that he had Christ himself for priest, rector,
bishop, and pope as well. Finally, a king was the
highest of all earthly authorities, and had a perfect
right to take away the temporal endowments of the
Church when he thought fit.

Except in its bearing on the duties of the laity,
teaching like this was scholastic rather than practical,
and was accompanied to some extent by safeguards
which none but thoughtful scholars could be expected
fully to appreciate. It was clearly dangerous to an
existing system, and could not maintain itself as a
school of thought. Wiyecliffe’s chief bequest to posterity
was his English Bible, and the great idea that the
laity too might quench their spiritual thirst directly
from that well of Life. In the realm of mere theology
he was less an innovator than we are apt to suppose.
He believed in purgatory, and it was only in his later
years that he called in question the doctrine of
transubstantiation. He had very.little thought of
Justification by faith. His mode of reforming the
Church was not consistent with practical politics,
and the Church found her own way out of that
virtual anarchy which had suggested such drastic
remedies. In doing so, of course, she denounced
as a heretic the man whose ideas had once been

1 See Trialogi Supp. (ed. Lechler), 425,
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so powerful; and though Wycliffe was allowed to
die in his bed, his body was forty years later ex-
humed and burnt under a decree of the Council of
Constance.

It was really not the theological doctrines half so
much as the external polity of the Church that Wycliffe
called in question. He denounced the political pre-
tensions of the Papacy in a way that revived the
memory of Marsiglio of Padua, the opponent of
John XXII. His defiance of papal bulls led to a
breach between him and the different orders of friars,
whose mode of life he found to be without scriptural
warrant. The friars, whose immunities derived from
Rome had enabled them to cultivate at ease philo-
sophy, science, and theology to an extent of which
the bishops were generally suspicious, now leagued
with the bishops against him, and the bishops were
glad of their aid. Herod and Pilate, as Wycliffe
himself said about the matter, had become friends.!
As an independent divine he had views of his own.
Favoured by the protection of John of Gaunt and
of other influential persons, who at least stood neutral
and wished to see fair play, he drew after him a
considerable body of followers; and the well-known
weaknesses and irregularities of his opponents the
friars * no doubt served to make his preaching all the
more popular, Ere long it was estimated that full
half the population had become his followers. They
were so bold as to denounce the adherents of old
Church traditions as impious, wicked, and perverse,
and so strong had they become with powerful patron-
age that numbers actually accepted their teaching
from fear. They created division among families,
setting up father against son, and son against father,
servants against masters, and, generally speaking,

1 Shirley’s Fascic. Zizan. {Rolls Ser.), p. 284.
2 53;}? é})lse popular poems against them in Brewer’s Monwmenta Franciscana
Pp- 591-608,

His attack
mainly on
the exter-
nal polity
of the
Church.

Number
of his fol-
lowers.
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neighbours against neighbours. Such, at least, was
the accusation against them.!

Now this certainly implies a state of matters which
could not, in its nature, have been lasting. These sharp
social divisions no doubt continued for a generation ;
but we find no marked evidence of their existence at
the eve of the Reformation in the beginning of the
sixteenth century. It may be, of course, that some
Wycliffite leaven had by that time penetrated the
whole community more or less, and influences perhaps
there were of which this might possibly be said. But
In that case they were unrecognised influences, for
the name of Wycliffe was more distinctly branded as
that of a heretic from about thirty years after his
death than it had ever been when he was alive ; and
Wyeliffite teaching continued to be denounced and
prosecuted persistently till the Reformation. Instead
of half the population being Wrycliffite in the begin-
ning of Henry VIIL’s reign, cases of heresy were at
that time comparatively rare, and such heretics as
there were met with very little sympathy from men
of good education or of any social standing.

I will not attempt to discuss the principles of
Wyecliffe more minutely at present ; they are too schol-
astic for the general reader, and we shall see enough by
and by of the doctrinal legacy he left to later ages.
Here it may suffice to say that he himself, quite aware
of the dangerous tendency of some of his principles
taken by themselves, had supplied antidotes which led
occasionally to other paradoxes. The wicked man, no
doubt, according to his view, had no real ownership
of property; but still the wicked owner must be
left in possession. The bad master, too, must be
obeyed ; servants must remain in bondage, even
to heathen lords; “God,” as he strangely put it,
“ought to obey the devil” But the communistic
theory naturally took hold of many to whom the

1 Chronicle of Henry Knighton (Rolls Ser,), ii. 184.7,
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antidote was unacceptable; and if Wyecliffe himself
was far from seeking the subversion of society, he and
his followers were accused of telling subjects to rule
their rulers, bondsmen to throw off the yoke of masters,
and laymen to usurp the proper functions of the
clergy. For he certainly considered, as the reader
has already seen, that the laity should keep the clergy
in order, rather than the clergy the laity; that the
people should withhold tithes from bad priests, and
despise their excommunications; that every layman,
indeed, was a priest, and that the Church should be
controlled in its highest spiritual functions, the chief
duty of the elergy being to preach the Word. More-
over, that kings ought to study the Bible as the
sufficient source of all principles of government, and
should take away the endowments of the Church as a
positive source of evil.

All this was a kind of teaching not much calculated
to commend itself, under ordinary circumstances,
either to devout Christians or to mere men of the
world. But towards the end of the fourteenth
century many forces were tending to revolution;
and, though there is no reason for impeaching either
the sincerity or the consistency of Wyecliffe's teaching,
it would seem that after the great explosion of 1381
he was more anxious about the antidotes to communism
than about the propagation of principles which seemed
to favour it.! Other preachers had been setting forth
dangerous doctrine before the insurrection broke out.
The priest John Ball, who had been proclaiming the
natural equality of men as being all descended from
Adam and Eve, was apparently author of many of the
rhyming ditties distributed over the country in the
names of Jack Mylner, Jack Carter, Jack Trewman,
and so forth; in one of which he even spoke in his
OWI name :—

1 See Trevelyan's England in the Age of Wyeliffe, pp. 199 sq.

John Ball,
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“John Ball greeteth you well
And doth you to understand he hath rungen your bell,”

He rang it to some purpose, and paid the natural
penalty in the end ; for however sincere he too may
have been in wishing * right” to go “ before might”
and “ skill before will,” the movement which followed
—80 well known as the rebellion of Wat Tyler—was
the most appalling thing that ever took place in
England ; and the frightened upper classes, when the
disorder was at length subdued, were by no means
anxious to mitigate the severity of Justice on those
who had brought it about. = For twenty years,
according to the monk of St. Albans, John Ball had
been up and down the country preaching the things
that he knew pleased the vulgar—that tithes should
not be given except by men who were richer than the
rector or vicar himself; that both tithes and other
offerings should be withdrawn when the parishioner
led a better life than his clergyman, and that no one
was fit for the kingdom of God unless he was born in
matrimony. He continually slandered hoth ecclesi.
astical persons and secular lords. He disregarded
excommunication, and, being imprisoned, boasted that
he would be delivered by twenty thousand friends ;
which, indeed, proved true in the insurrection, when
the mob broke open all the gaols. Then in his famoug
sermon at Blackheath about Adam and Eve he had
declared servitude a thing displeasing to God, and
that to shake it off men only required courageous
hearts ; they should kill first all the chief lords of the
kingdom, then all the lawyers, justices, and grand
Jurymen (juratores patrie), and finally remove from
their land any one who in future proved hurtfu] to
the commonalty.

Such was the charge against him; and, even if we
suspect exaggeration, we are in no position to judge

! Walsingham, ii. 32, 33. Comp. Fuascrc. Zizan., 273,
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of its fairness now. His doctrines about tithes
evidently harmonised a good deal with Wryecliffe’s
own subsequent teaching, and there was some justice
in the feeling that tithes (as matters then stood) were
of the nature of voluntary alms, and should not be
considered positive dues that could be exacted under
pain of excommunication. Of many a village priest,
no doubt, it might be said, as well as of Chaucer’s
poor parson—

“ Ful loth were him to cursé for his tythes;”

and though “ cursing,” or excommunication, was the
only process by which those tithes could be levied if
they were wilfully withheld by those quite able to
pay, it did not tend to promote good feeling when
incumbents would not rather forbear their dues than
insist upon them, perhaps vexatiously, as positive
legal rights.  As for the strange doctrine that no one
was fit for the kingdom of God who was not born in
matrimony, one might perhaps suspect some error in
the report; but it is certain that there were some
after his day who said the same thing, however they
might explain it. As to the tenor of his sermon at
Blackheath, whatever he may have actually said, it is
impossible not to believe that he was very largely
responsible for the excesses of the mob.}

Wyecliffe was wholly free from any such responsi-
bility. He sympathised as much as Ball did with
the oppressed bondmen and poor; but he admitted
that the mob had shown themselves lawless. Even
after the insurrection, however, he considered that
the sufferings of the clergy had been brought on
them by their own sins. He said, indeed, that it
would have been far better for temporal lords to take
away the goods of the Church than that the country

1In Shn‘lgy’s Faseic. Zizam., 273, it is specifically stated that he incited
Rhe mgbto kill Archbishop Sudbury. The testimony may be biassed ; but
rehbishop Sudbury was killed by the mob, and Ball was with the mob.
VOL. I C
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people should kill a delinquent archbishop. If the
endowed clergy had given up their temporal posses-
sions to the King to pay the tax the insurrection
would not have taken place. Indeed, he looked at
that movement as only the beginning of evils, and
considered it was high time, even after it abated, for
the clergy to restore what they called the patrimony
of the Church to secular princes to avert like woes in
future.!

Next year (1382) he laid before the Lords in
Parliament, when they met in May, seven proposi-
tions much in accordance with these views.” He
probably felt called on to define his principles clearly;
for he had some time before sent out emissaries to
preach them in different parts of the country, and
there was no small stir in consequence. One William
Swynderby, among others, had maintained fourteen
of his conclusions in a sermon on Palm Sunday at
Leicester ;2 and that there was a great deal of mis-
chief brewing elsewhere we shall see pretty plain
evidence by and by. Wiycliffe, for his part, wanted
his principles approved by Parliament, and for that
reason he addressed himself to the Lords. Of the
Commons he was tolerably sure if only he could get
the Upper House to approve, for he had many sym-
pathisers among the knights of the shires. But the
Commons were not indeed the ruling body in that
day. They could only present petitions to the throne,
of ‘which the Lords were judges; and whether these
petitions were agreed to or rejected, or one-half
accepted and the other half negatived, or an answer
were returned that ordinary law was sufficient to meet
the evils complained of, the Commons must accept the
result. Wyecliffe's fifth proposition, doubtless, would
have commended itself to many of the Lower House :
—“That the commonalty of the kingdom should not

v Wyeclif de Blasphemia, 190-91.
2 Walsingham, ii. 51, 52. 3 Itid., 53.
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be burdened with unusual taxes until the whole
patrimony with which the clergy was endowed should
be exhausted.” But such a policy as this could
scarcely commend itself to the bishops and abbots
who sat in the House of Lords; and the danger of it
was apparent even to many of the knights of shires.
So, being well aware how easily a new insurrection
might be stirred up, even the knights in Parliament
pressed upon Archbishop Courtenay, the successor of
the murdered Sudbury, the necessity of a distinct
official declaration on the subject of heresy.!

The Archbishop, accordingly, held a council—long
afterwards remembered as ‘‘ the Council of the Earth-
guake,” from an occurrence that disturbed its first
sitting—during that same month of May,’ and twenty-
four of Wiyecliffe's conclusions were condemned as
heretical or erroneous.®* And Parliament, to which
Wiyeliffe had appealed, followed up the work of Con-
vocation by action of its own. An Act was passed,’
at the request, no doubt, of the bishops, ordaining
that commissions should be issued to arrest preachers
who went about from county to county and from
town to town without licence of their ordinaries,
preaching daily, “not only in churches and church-
yards, but also in markets, fairs, and other open
places” where there were great congregations of
people, sermons containing heresies and notorious
errors, “ to the great emblemishing of the Christian
faith and destruction of the laws and estate of Holy
Church, to the great peril of the souls of the people
and of all the realm.” So it had been proved, the
Act stated, before the clergy in synod. It was im-
Possible for the bishops to control such men, for they

; Shirley’s Fascie, Zizan., 272.

St. Dunstan’s Day, May 19, is given by Netter as the date on which it
met, but it wag really on the 21st. See Matthew’s Engl. Works of Wycliffe,
Interd.,_ . XXVi, note,

2 Shirley’s Pascic. Zizan., 27591,
Statute the second of 5 Ric. 11. cap. 5.

Statute to
arrest

vagrant
preachers,
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despised their authority, collected mobs, and threatened
violence, besides having always the resource of escap-
ing from one diocese into another, where the summons
of the bishop could not reach them. But this statute
would put some cheek upon vagrant and unauthorised
preaching by making every such preacher responsible
to the ordinary of the place. And there is no doubt
that it effected something ; for commissions in pursu-
ance of it were issued under the Great Seal on the
26th June following,' and there is evidence of action
having been taken under them at various times
afterwards.

And yet there is a singular fact in connection with
this statute that has been urged to prove its invalidity.
Another Parliament was called later in the same
year,’ which met on Monday the octave of Michael-
mas (October 6), and the Commons presented a
petition to the King for its repeal, saying that 1t had
been passed without the assent of the Commons ;
“for it was never their intent to be justifids, or to
bind themselves or their successors to the prelates
more than their ancestors have been in times past.”
More remarkable still, this petition seems to have
had the royal assent; for the words “Y plest au
Roi” are actually written under it in the Parliament
Roll.? Yet the Bill, thus apparently successful, was
never enrolled on the statute roll nor published as an
Act of Parliament; the Act which it was intended to
repeal remained in force, and commissions continued
to be issued from time to time for its execution. If
the words of royal assent to the petition be not
an accidental error upon the roll, the incident only

roves the inconsistencies that arose in a time of
violent turmoil. Who was it that appended those
words to the Bill? King Richard himself was still

! Patent 6, Ric. 1. part 1, memb. 35. See Calendar.

2 In the same year of our Lord, but in the sixthiyear ofsthe reigm, not in

the fifth, like the previous Act.
? Rot, Parl., iil. 141.
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under age and in the hands of his Council. = Was it
John of Gaunt, the friend of Wyecliffe, who objected
to putting new powers into the hands of the bishops?
In any case the Act of Repeal was evidently considered
invalid.!

We must go back, however, to the early summer
and see what was doing in the country about the time
that the Earthquake Council was held in London.
At Oxford, that home for quiet study, Wiyecliffe’s
disciples were creating a rather serious commotion.
One Nicholas of Hereford, a master of theology,
going far beyond Wyecliffe himself, maintained n
the schools that Archbishop Sudbury had been
righteously slain in Tyler’s insurrection because he
wished to censure his beloved master Wyecliffe in
whose writings not a single falsehood could be found.
On this Friar Peter Stokes, a Carmelite, who had
been a whole year preaching against Wycliffe's
doctrines, caused a formal list.of his errors and
heresies to be drawn up by notaries. But Hereford,
modo hereticorum, as our authority remarks, would
not communicate the book or a single sheet of it to
any other divine; he simply went on as he had
begun, and on Ascension Day (May 15), he preached
a violent sermon inciting the people still to insurrec-
tion. Then a newly-made doctor, Philip Repingdon,
a canon of ‘Leicester, who even before his graduation
had been preaching Wyeliffite doctrine in Northamp-
tonshire, was appointed to preach at the cross of St.
Frideswide’s on Corpus Christi Day (June 5). But
as, just after taking his degree, he had professed him-
self ready to defend all that Wycliffe had said on
moral questions, though he would not commit himself
upon the sacrament till God should enlighten the
hearts of the clergy, Catholics feared the conse-
s, oy v whther fn e then oxising ol of he Con

of an Act of Parli 4
in the case of :;l;ﬂ;g:;llfdﬂiacri lack of assent by the bishops would have been
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quences, and Friar Stokes received orders from the
Archbishop to publish that day just before the sermon
the Acts of the Synod in condemnation of Wyeliffe's
conclusions.!

The Archbishop also wrote to the Chancellor of
the University, Dr. Robert Rigge, expressing surprise
that he had shown so much favour to Hereford as to
allow him to preach the University sermon when he
was notoriously suspected of heretical leanings, and
charged him to assist Stokes in publishing the Acts
of the Synod. Friar Stokes did his very best; but
the Chancellor complained that he was proposing to
infringe the liberties of the University, over which
neither bishops nor archbishops had any power, even
in a matter of heresy. And no doubt such a seat of
learning ought to have been a place of free dis-
cussion, though free discussion and authoritative
preaching are somewhat different matters. The
Chancellor, however, on taking counsel, promised
openly that he would aid Friar Stokes; but he
summoned to his assistance about a hundred armed
men, and asked the Mayor of Oxford, whom he had
won over to his side, to bring with him a similar
force. So with the Mayor and his proctors the Chan-
cellor proceeded to the sermon, which proved to be a
very Wiycliffite discourse indeed, suggesting spoliation
of churches, and that temporal lords should be eom-
mended before bishops in sermons, saying also that
the Duke of Lancaster had a mind to defend all
Lollards, and so forth.?

Friar Stokes had presented the Archbishop’s letters
to the Chancellor on Wednesday the 4th, the day
before the sermon. The Chancellor kept them all
that Thursday. Then on Friday, as the Chancellor
had told him that he required evidence at least under
an authentic seal to show that he was bound to assist
him, Stokes delivered to him in full congregation

1 Fascic. Zizan., 296-7, 308-7. 2 Op. cit., 298-300.



CH. I THE EARLY LOLLARDS 23

the Archbishop’s letters patent under his secret seal.
Thereupon he protested that he was willing to assist
Stokes in the publication of the letters, subject, how-
ever, to the approval of the University which he must
consult in the first place. On this Stokes wrote to
the Archbishop that he durst not for his life proceed
-any further.’

He was bolder, however, than he made himself
out to be. For Repingdon having next day dis-
puted in the schools in commendation of his own
order (the Augustinian), as being the nearest approach
to secular life,” Stokes * determined” against him
publicly, proving that spiritual lords, such as the
Pope and the bishops, should be commended before
temporal lords, and that this was not against
Holy Scripture. That day, however, there appeared
in the schools twelve men with armour underneath
their garments, and Stokes was afraid he should
be murdered before he left his chair. On hearing
this the Archbishop wrote to him to leave Oxford at
once and return to him. Stokes, of course, obeyed,
and arriving in London at night made a full report
to the Archbishop at Lambeth on the 13th. The
Chancellor of the University also had come up to
London upon summons along with Master Thomas
Brightwell, another of the new sect, and was heard
on the 12th by the Archbishop, who found both
of them guilty of contempt. The Chancellor was
compelled to ask pardon on his knees, which was
granted at the intercession of Bishop William of
Wykeham.® That same day he and Brightwell,
along with Friar Stokes and eight other additional
divines, attended a second congregation at the
Blackfriars, and added their signatures to the condem-

d& ! Op. cit., 300-301. A very curious Wycliffite account of this Oxford
J;Splltatxon will be found in & contemporary poem, printed in Brewer’s
vgbmnent_a FPranciscana, 591-601.
3 Walsingham, ii, 57.
Fascic. Zizan., 302.3.
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nation of the twenty-four Wyecliffite conclusions. The
Chancellor then went back to Oxford with two letters
from the Archbishop: the first enjoining him to
publish the condemnation and forbid Wyecliffe, Here-
ford, Repingdon, and other suspected heretics from
preaching or discharging any academic function until
they had purged themselves before the Primate, while
the second forbade him to molest any of the clergy
who had agreed in the condemnation.'

On the 18th? a third congregation was held,
at which Nicholas of Hereford, with two other
famous Wiycliffites, Philip Repingdon and John
Ashton, B.D., refused to answer to the twenty-
four conclusions. Hereford and Repingdon, how-
ever, only required time for consideration, which
was granted.  Ashton said he asked for no delay,
but he desired to keep silence. The Archbishop
warned him of the danger of excommunica-
tion as one wvehementer suspectus, and appointed
him to come before him on the 20th at Lam-
beth, or in the same place, to show why sentence
should not be pronounced against him. A fourth
congregation was accordingly held on that day, at
which Ashton was pronounced a heretic. But Here-
ford and Repingdon handed in a full statement touch-
ing the twenty-four Wycliffite conclusions, admitting
in detail that nine were heretical, that one might
lend itself to an heretical interpretation, and that
fourteen were erroneous or liable to misconstruction.’
The Archbishop laid their replies before the doctors
present, but they did not think them satisfactory,
and he felt it his duty to admonish them to give an
unsophisticated answer, ordering them to be before
him again on the 27th wherever he should be.
Before sentence was pronounced on Ashton the Arch-

1 Wilkins, iii. 159, 160 ; Fuscic. Zizan., 309,
2 The date ““xiv. kal. Junii” in Fascic. Zizan., 289, is clearly erroneous,

and Shirley’s suggested correction is wrong also.
3 Faseic. Zizan., 318-25 ; Wilkins, 160-683.
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bishop again formally asked him to state his opinions
on the twenty-four conclusions. He answered, un-
like a scholar, in English, to appeal to popular sym-
pathy, professing always, just as if he were a layman,
to believe as the Church believed ; but whether the
bread remained after consecration bread, material,
particular or universal, he said it was a matter that
passed his understanding; and he would give no
other answer except that he added some unseemly sar-
casms. This from a clerical graduate was not to be
tolerated, and he was declared a convicted heretic.!

Ashton appealed to the people from his prison cell
by writing a confession in English and Latin, and
getting friends to circulate it in various copies through
the streets of London. It was such a confession as
might seem fairly orthodox to the unlearned, if they
were to be the judges. It contained a statement that
the bread held in the priest’s hands became by virtue
of the sacramental words really and truly the very
body of Christ. Further, he agreed with whatever
Scripture or the Church determined in the matter.
He protested that he had never taken up the position
that material bread remained after consecration, for
the matter was beyond his understanding.” But he
had to remain in prison till it was seen what should
be done to him.

On Friday, June 27, Hereford, Repingdon, and
one Thomas Hilman appeared before the Archbishop
at Oxford, but the Archbishop, not having there
assembled a proper court of divines and canonists,
prorogued the hearing to Tuesday the 1st July, when
he was ready for them at Canterbury in the chapter-
house. But only Hilman appeared, and he, being
asked what he thought of the twenty-four conclusions,
agreed in their condemnation. Two other bachelors
of theology and six doctors were added that day to
the divines who had previously condemned them,

! Wilkins, jii. 163-4. 2 Fascic. Zizan., 329-30,

Ashton
pro-
nounced a
heretic.



26 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION sk :

making in all ten bishops, thirty doctors of theology,
six doctors of laws, thirteen bachelors of theology,
and four or more bachelors of canon and civil law.
Hereford and Repingdon were then pronounced con-
tumacious. They set up an appeal to the Holy See,
which they posted on the doors of St. Paul’s and
St. Mary-le-Bow; but the Archbishop declared it
frivolous, and published his sentence of excommunica-
tion against them for contumacy. The King himself
followed up the matter by a writ to the Chancellor
and proctors at Oxford to make striet inquiry, and
banish from the University all who took part with
Wyecliffe, Hereford, Repingdon, or Ashton, until they
had proved their innocence before the Archbishop.’
Next day another writ had to be issued to the same
authorities on a different matter.

The war, in fact, was by no means ended, but was
rather becoming more complicated. =~ When the
Chancellor came up to London to the Archbishop, he
protested that even for fear of his life he durst not
publish at Oxford the condemnation passed upon the
twenty-four theses. ‘ Then,” said the Primate, * the
University is an abettor of heresies and will not allow
Catholic truths to be published.” Next day he pro-
cured from the King’s Council an order to the
Chancellor to execute his mandate, which accordingly
the Chancellor did on the Sunday following at Oxford.
Great was then the outery of the secular clergy
against the friars, whom they accused of wishing to
destroy the University ; while the friars, who on their
part professed only to defend the cause of the Chureh,
stood in fear of personal violence.®

Just then, in spite of all these orders, one Henry
Crumpe, a regent in theology, was suspended at St.
Mary’s Church on the ground that he had provoked
disturbance of the peace by calling the heretics

1 Wilkins, iii. 164-5; Fascic. Zizan., 290-91.
? Wilkins, 166-7. % Fascic. Zizan,, 811.
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Lollards. He was a Cistercian monk of the monas-
tery of Baltinglass in Ireland, and was in London at
the time of his suspension assisting the Archbishop in
the condemnation of the twenty-four theses. So being
pronounced contumacious, judgment was passed upon
him by default. He appealed to the King’s Couneil,
who, having investigated the case, pronounced the
process invalid, and ordered that he should be re-
stored, and that none of the academic authorities
should molest either him or Friar Stokes or Stephen
Patrington, another Carmelite, or any divines, religious
or secular, who supported them in their condemnation
of Wycliffite doctrines.

On July 20 Dr. Rigge certified the Archbishop
that in pursuance of his mandate he had declared
Hereford and Repingdon excommunicated in St.
Mary’s Church, and caused search to be made for
them unsuccessfully. In a few months, however, it
appeared that the Archbishop’s firmness had prevailed.
Philip Repingdon confessed his errors and, having
cleared himself of all heresy before the Archbishop in
Synod, was restored by an archiepiscopal letter of
the 23rd October following; Ashton was restored
likewise on the 27th November ; and both made full
abjurations in Convocation at Oxford,’ while Nicholas
of Hereford, carrying his appeal to Rome, was im-
prisoned there and liberated afterwards by a popular
rising.? Taking leave of this episode, I may add
that Repingdon, being now quite opposed to Wyeliffe,
became successively Abbot of Leicester, Chancellor of
Oxford, Bishop of Lincoln, and finally a cardinal.

Thus it will be seen that, until overruled by
authority, the University of Oxford — perhaps the
most intellectual society in the whole kingdom—was
largely in favour of Wycliffe’s views and proud of
him as a teacher. On the other hand, it is evident

2w ! Fascic. Zizan., 314-17 ; cf. 289 ; Wilkins, 167.
Wilkins, 169, 172. 3 Knighton, il. 172-3.
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that the devotion of his followers was not a little
supported by riot and intimidation. When such
was the case in a seat of learning, what was to be
expected elsewhere ?

In William Swynderby at Leicester we have one
example of the sort of preachers authority was seeking
to control. His early history is related as follows :—
He was generally called “ the hermit,” because he had
led for some time a hermit’s life at Leicester. He
declaimed first against female pride and frailties to
an extent that roused the indignation of the sex, who
threatened to drive him out of the town with stones.
He then attacked rich men and merchants, whom he
made too uncomfortable by repeatedly telling them
that a rich man could not enter the kingdom of
heaven. He again sought a solitary life in the Duke
of Lancaster’s woods near Leicester, sometimes show-
ing himself in the town, but declining offers of food
sent out to him on the ground that he had enough to
support him with the aid of the Duke. His supplies,
however, by and by ran short, and, ashamed to return
to the town, he became a guest in the neighbouring
abbey, where the canons received him with great
reverence as a man of peculiar sanctity. Still avoid-
ing the town, he then visited and preached in country
churches round about; and collecting a little com-
pany of Wycliffites at a chapel of St. John the Baptist
near a leper-house, he began to inveigh against the
liberties of the Church, and revile churchmen and
their ways, telling the people that parishioners were
not bound to give tithes to their curates, and so
forth. On this he was suspended by the Bishop of
Lincoln, who forbade him to preach in any church,
chapel, or churchyard in his diocese. Taking this
inhibition, apparently, by the letter, he made a pulpit
between two millstones placed for sale on the high-
way outside his chapel, and, collecting a crowd, said he
could and would preach in the highway in the teeth



CH. I THE EARLY LOLLARDS 29

of his bishop if he only had the good-will of the people.
Having thus dared the penalty of excommunication,
he drew people after him more than ever. The bishop
then cited him to appear in Lincoln Cathedral; and
he did so, accompanied by a troop of Leicester friends.
To their dismay, however, he was convicted of heresy
on many points, and, as the contemporary historian
remarks, had earned a fiery death. Happily for him,
however, John of Gaunt was that day at Lincoln,
and procured from the bishop a mitigation of his
punishment. He was to confess the falsehood of his
preaching publicly on feast days in the churches
where he had preached, declaring that what he had
said was against the determination of Mother Church
and of holy doctors, and promising that he would
never preach again in the diocese of Lincoln without
the bishop’s licence. He did what was enjoined on
him, first at Lincoln on the 11th July 1382, and
afterwards at Leicester in several of the churches
there and the country round about.’

He was made to renounce five dogmas as errors
and six as heresies.” The errors were :—1. That men
might ask payment of their debts out of charity, but
by no means imprison any one for them. 2. That if
parishioners knew their curate to be incontinent and
a bad man, they ought to withdraw their tithes;
otherwise they were abettors of his sins. 3. That
tithes are pure alms, and if curates were bad men
they might lawfully be given to others. 4. That a
bad curate excommunicating his subjects for with-

; Knighton, ii, 189-98 ; Fascic. Zizan., 334-40.

This distinction deserves some consideration, as showing the anxiety of
the bishop not to be too severe. The five errors were to be censured, although
they were plausible, and such as a loyal churchman might easily be led into

ehevu\g.‘ The six heresies not only were false doctrine, but clearly tended
to confusion and the destruction of all authority and order in the Church.
'1_‘he continuator of Knighton has made a curious confusion between the two
lists, partly due, apparently, to an original error in the record corrected by
the bishop himself, and has made of them only two heresies and eleven errors,

though ever in his own transeript the eleven should be only nine, as there is
1o sixth or seventh error,
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holding tithes was simply an extortioner. 5. That
no prelate could excommunicate any man unless he
first knew him to be excommunicated by God. The
heresies were =—1. That a child was not truly bap-
tized if the priest or any of the sponsors was in
mortal sin. 2. That no one whose mode of living
was against the law of God was a priest, even 1if
ordained by a bishop. 3. That any priest can absolve
a contrite sinner, and notwithstanding his bishop’s
prohibition is bound to preach the gospel to the
people. 4. That a priest receiving any annual allow-
ance by compact is, by the very fact, simoniacal and
excommunicated. 5. That any priest in mortal sin, if
he set himself to make the body of Christ, rather
commits idolatry than consecrates. 6. That no
priest enters any house but to ill-treat the wife, the
daughter, or the maid ; and he therefore begged that
husbands would beware of letting any priest into
their houses.!

After this recantation his popularity in Leicester
suffered a woful diminution, and he remained at his
chapel solitary, no one now caring to visit him. At last
he could bear it no longer and fled to Coventry, where
he recovered his popularity and preached for about a
year, of course bringing many over to his ““ execrable
sect,” till the bishop’s attention was called to the
matter, and he was driven out of that diocese also
‘ with the greatest shame.” *

He retreated apparently into the neighbouring
diocese of Hereford ;* where by and by he was com-
plained of to the bishop, who cited him to appear
before him at Kington on Wednesday the 14th June
1391. How early he came into this diocese does not

1 Pascic. Zizan., 337-9 ; also less accurately in Knighton, ii. 196.7.

2 Knighton, ii. 197-8.

¥ We find his further history in Foxe (iii. 107-131), who, however, is
inaccurate about the first part, dating the Lincoln prosecution in 1389
instead of 1382, and making it appear that he removed to Hereford diocese
immediately after, nothing being said of his abode in that of Coventry.
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appear precisely, but it must have been at least as
early as 1390, when he received warning at Mon-
mouth by episcopal letters, which he read word by
word, that no person whatever was to preach or teach
or expound the Scriptures to the people within that
diocese, either in sacred buildings or elsewhere, with-
out sufficient authority ; notwithstanding which he
preached, on the 1st August that year at Whitney, a
number of objectionable doctrines.

On the 14th June 1391 he appeared before the
bishop according to summons, and was given ftill
Friday, the last day of the month, to make answer
to the articles against him in the church of
Bodenham. On the 30th, accordingly, he ap-
peared again before the bishop, when he handed
in a lengthy written reply, and at once with-
drew, having had a promise of perfect freedom
not only to come but to depart. This document
was a protestation that he did not mean to
assert anything that was against Holy Writ or the
belief of the Church, and to each separate count of
the indictment he replied that he had not said the
things imputed to him, but was accused falsely by
friars ; and he explained in each case what he had
really said, premising that he had offered to purge
himself of those imputations before the Bishop of
Lincoln and his commissaries by the testimony of
thirteen priests of good fame. * And so I did,” he
adds, “with a letter, and twelve seals thereby, from
the Mayor of Leicester and from true burgesses, and
thirty men to witness with me, as the Duke of Lan-
caster knew and heard, the Earl of Derby, and other
great men that were that time in the town, that I
never said them, taught them, ne preached them.
But when I should have made my purgation, there
stooden forth five friars or moe, that some of them
never saw me before, ne heard me, and three lecherous
Priests openly known, some living in their lechery
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twenty year (men sayden) or more, as by their
childer was openly known. Some of these they
clepiden denunciations, and some weren cleped com-
probations, that weren there falsely forsworn, they
suing busily and crying, with many another friar,
with great instance, to give the doom upon me, t0
burn me, and boughten dry wood before, as men
tolden in that town. And [by] these slights, and
swearing and money giving, as men saiden, with favor
of the bishop (by what law I wot mnot, but soothly
not by God’s law), they gaiden, they held me as con-
victed, [and I] might mot have forth my purgation.
So as I fully forsook them, and never granted that I
said them.”*

Here it will be observed that he explains away his
own recantation made nine years before as forced
upon him by the perjury of some friars of very bad
character, who urged the passing of a sentence against
him, in anticipation of which they had actually
bought dry wood to burn him. This statement,
though given as a mere report, must be taken as
a confirmation of what Knighton’s Continuator says,
that it was only through John of Gaunt’s personal
intervention that he was saved from the stake. And
yet, before this time, we have hardly any notice of
such a thing as burning for heresy in England, the
first well-known case, which we shall speak of by
and by, being in the year 1401. Heretics in this
country, in fact, seem to have been rare before
the end of the fourteenth century, and by what
law they could have been sent to the fire even
at that time 1s not quite apparent, excepb that
there was a universal obligation on secular rulers
recognised 1n o1l Christian countries to purge their
dominions of men troublesome to the Christian
commonwealth. Nay, the Council of the Lateran,
in 1215, had decreed that the temporal lord who

1 Foxe, iii. 113.
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declined to do so after admonition himself incurred
excommunication.’

Heresy was, in fact, a thing detested everywhere,
and no one readily admitted that he was a heretic, or
even considered himself so. Swynderby would not
even confess to the Bishop of Hereford that he had
been justly convicted before the Bishop of Lincoln.
He had only, for fear of death, renounced certain
opinions without conceding that he had uttered them.
But whether he felt in his own mind really exculpated
or not, he had no confidence that his justification
would be accepted, and he kept out of the way as
much as possible while the Bishop of Hereford, on the
5th July, cited him by edict to appear at “North
Lodebury ” (or Ledbury) on the 20th. He put in
no appearance, but caused a servant to deliver “a
certain schedule of paper, made like an indenture,
to excuse him.” Not satisfied with this, the Bishop
again summoned him to be at Pontesbury on the
29th, where, as he again failed to appear, he was
pronounced obstinate. The Bishop, nevertheless,
gave him another appointment for the §th August
at Cleobury Mortimer, and, when he again failed,
another for the 16th at Whitbourne, where he was

t 8ee Maitland’s Canon Law in the Church of Englamd, ch. vi. Besides
the extraordinary case in 1222 of the deacon who became an apostate to
marry a Jewess, there were certainly burnings for heresy long before the
fifteenth century. Even in the first half of the fourteenth we hear that the
opposition of the over zealous Franciscans to Pope John XXII. led to many
of them being burned, not only in the south of France, Italy, and Germany,
but even in England, where some were burned, we are told, “in a certain
wood.”—Chron. de Melsa, ii. 328 (Rolls Series). See also Arnold’s Select Eng-
lish Works of Wydlif, Introduction, pp. viii.-xi. I must observe, however,
that Arnelgl’s reference to this passage in the Chronicle of Meaux is mislead-
g, and virtually a misquotation, for it gives the impression that fifty-five
men and eight women were burned in England in the wood referred to,
whereas the words of the Abbot of Meaux imply that that number compre-
hended th'e vietims not only in England, but in various other countries in
the year 1330, The English vietims, very likely, were only four or five, who
must have been driven into the wood like outlaws. Bishop Stubbs considers
gdoubtful whether any one had ever been capitally punished for heresy in
! ngland before Wy(_:liﬁ'e's time, and notes that the chronicler of Meanx lived
]%1;34 ;.sﬂ):er the period he wrote about (Constitutional History, ii. 470, ed.
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once more pronounced obstinate for not appearing.
And now the Bishop, having perused the whole
process against him before the Bishop of Lincoln,
solemnly pronounced him to be a heretic, schismatic,
and © false informer of the people, and such as 1s t0
be avoided of faithful Christians.”

Swynderby, however, was not even then at the
end of his resources. He took a step which was in
that day unusual, though suggested by Wycliffe's
teaching and example.” He appealed to the King in
Council, and at the same time addressed a long letter
t0 the nobles and burgesses in Parliament, a good deal
like a sermon in character, the contents of which he
desired them to set forth *to most worship to our
God, and to showing of the truth and amending of
Holy Church.” It is a strange kind of exhortation
to be addressed to Parliament. The appeal to the
King, however, is a most interesting document. By
the preamble 1t would seem that he did at length
make an appearance before the Bishop of Hereford
and his divines on the 3rd October, and said that if he
could be shown by God’s laws that his conclusions or
answers were erroneous, he was ready to revoke them.
This, however, must have been after the Bishop had
actually given sentence against him, which, apparently,
was on the 16th August; for it i added in the very
same preamble, that because he would not acknow-
ledge himself guilty the Bishop bad pronounced
sentence against him in his absence. But the justi-
fication he puts forward for appealing to the King is
altogether extraordinary, based as it is on principles
which were never acknowledged by the Church till
the days of Henry VIII. He gave five reasons
for it - —

1 See his fifth conciusion promulgated at Leicester (Walsingham, ii. 54).
He himself appealed to Richard I1. against the condemnation of his sacra-
mental views at Oxford, a futile proceeding, as the King could have ne idea

of prononncing judgment on snch a matter. And John of Gaunt came down
and forbade him to speak about it further (Fascic. Zizan,, 114).
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One cause is, for the King’s court, in such matter, is above
the bishop’s court; for after that the bishop has accursed, he
may ne feare (qu. he may no further ¢) by his law, but then
mote he sech (seek ?) succour of the King’s law, and by a
writ of stgnificavit put a man in prison.

The second cause is, for in cause of heresy there liggeth
judgment of death, and that doom may not be given without
the King’s justices. For the bishop will say, Nobis non licet
interficere quenquam ; that is, “ It is not lawful for us to kill
any man,” as they sayden to Pilate when Christ should be
deemed. And for I think that no justice will give suddenly
an untrue doom, as the bishop did, and therefore openly I
appeal to hem, and send my conclusions to the knights of
the parliament to be showed to the lords, and to be
taken to the justices, to be well aviset or that they geven
dome.

The third cause is, for it was a false dome; for no man is
a heretic but he that masterfully defends his error or heresy
and stiffly maintains it. And mine answer has been alway
conditional, as the people openly knows; for ever I say, and
yet say, and always will, that if they cannen shew me by
God’s law that I have erred I will gladly ben amendet and
revoke mine errors. And so I am no heretic, ne never more
in God’s grace will ben in no wise.

The fourth cause is, for the bishop’s law that they deem
men by, is full of errors and heresies, contrary to the truth
of Christ’s law of the gospel.

In proof of this fourth point he says that Christ’s
law bids us love our enemies, while the Pope’s law
gives us leave to slay them, and grants men pardons
to war against the heathen and slay them ; and other
matters are added in which the two are contrasted.
And the fifth cauge given is that “the Pope’s law,
that bishops demen men by, is the same unrightful
law that Christ was deemed by of the bishops, with
the scribes and Pharisees.” For just as the latter
gave more credit to two false witnesses against
Christ than to all the people that witnessed to

1S true Preaching and miracles, so “the bishops
of the Pope’s law " gave more credit to two heretics
and apostates, or two common women, against a
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man in a case of heresy, than to thousands of good
people.*

That this appeal took no effect is presumable from
the mere fact that we know pothing more aboub
it ; and we know nothing cither of what finally became
of Swynderby. He and another heretic named
Stephen Bell had escaped to the borders of Wales,
where they remained in hiding.? It is pretty certain
that he was not burned. He had been favoured both
by John of Gaunt and by his son the Earl of Derby,
afterwards King Henry IV., and no doubt he had
good reason for believing that many of the knights in
Parliament sympathised both with him and with
Wyecliffe. But the King could never have found it
his interest to set his own authority against the
jurisdiction of the Church in the way he was invited
to do; and if Swynderby did not ultimately submit
to episcopal correction, he probably died either n
concealment or in prison. With all the popularity he
at one time commanded, he had repeatedly evaded
summonses to justify himself before the Bishop of
Hereford, and 1t was not wonderful that sentence
against him was at last pronounced, though the Bishop
had been anxious to show him the utmost possible
indulgence. Nor did he improve his case by suggest-
ing, as he did in his fourth and ffth reasons, that the
canon law by which such cases were determined was
iniquitous, and ought to be set aside. And yet there
is something in his attitude towards undoubted abuses
that claims our sympathy. The Church was evidently
in bondage to much moral evil, which the best men in
her knew not how to remedy ; and it is to be feared
that the very earnestness of his denunciations did
much to strengthen the opposition raised against him.
What he said about some of his opponents is only too

1 Foxe, iii. 126-8.
2 Foxe (iii. 195) prints a commission from the King for their arrest, issued
on the 9th March 1392.
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robable. Chaucer, who has nothing to conceal in
what he saw of the world around him, suggests in
one passage of his great poem that it was not
uncommon to find average laymen leading better lives
than the clergy, and what a reproach it was to see a
filthy shepherd and clean sheep! That the friars,
bound to poverty and celibacy, had grown luxurious
by begging, and often unchaste by the opportunities
offered to them by their very popularity, there cannot
be a doubt. The privileges of the clergy and the
laxity of discipline—for confession, with inadequate
penance and far too easy absolution kept them
generally safe from secular interference—could hardly
fail to breed such mischief. And this, no doubt,
was a source of much sympathy with Wyecliffite
principles, which appealed to the laity and to secular
princes to correct the clergy. But if other good men
besides Wycliffites felt the evil, they probably felt at
the same time that it was hopeless to propose to
dethrone the canon law by royal authority; and
secular princes were the last men on earth to take
upon themselves such a responsibility till Henry VIIL
did it at length from passion and self-will.

So Swynderby’s appeal to the King was not very
hopeful. But he had a warm admirer in one Walter
Brute, a learned layman, and, as he called himself, a
Briton, that is, a Welshman, who was not afraid to
eat, drink, and confer with him, even in the J anuary
following the episcopal sentence of excommunication.
The spirit of Lollardy, indeed, had been strong in
Brute for years past. He had often been accused of
heresy before Archbishop Courtenay, and also before
John Gilbert, Bishop of Hereford, now of St. David’s,!
the predecessor of the present bishop, John Treffnant,
who had excommunicated Swynderby. And now he

is sl 1‘1“ the artic]‘?s exhibited against Brute, printed in Foxe, iii. 182, Gilbert
Biaﬁg enf Sof 88 JO}}n, late Bishop of Hereford, your predecessor, and now
P of St. Asaph.” "It should have been *“now Bishop of St. David’s.”

Walter
Brute,
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was denounced to Bishop Treffnant himself. He was
accused of having boldly taught and stubbornly
affirmed a number of outrageous doctrines, among
others that every Christian man and woman being
without sin, could “make the body of Christ as well
as the priest,” and, moreover, that the Pope was Anti-
christ and & seducer of the people. It was not
surprising that such a man ventured to maintain
publicly that the Bishop’s sentence against Swynderby
was unjust, which he did within a fortnight after it
was delivered, declaring that Swynderby’s doctrines
were true and Catholic. Being called on to defend
himself, he presented to the Bishop a writing contain-
ing two “ suppositions,” as they were called in the
schools, upon which he proposed to establish, by aid
of Scripture, two *probable conclusions.” The two
¢ suppositions” were in brief : First, that if the Pope
made laws against Christ’s gospel, he was “ the idol
of desolation sitting in the temple of God,” spoken of
by Daniel, and referred to by our Lord himself ; and,
second, that if the city of Rome accepted his tradi-
tions, she was «Babylon the great.” This is the
kernel of the argument, which is enveloped in a great
mass of scriptural quotations; and prefized 1s a very
long preamble, containing a modest protest that he
might err, and would be glad to be set right by the
authority of Seripture, but that he would not accept
the bare words of any teacher except Christ unless
supported by holy writ.

The Bishop, to judge by his name, was & Welshman
himself? and perhaps might have understood his
countryman ; but he did not quite see that the argu-
ment was conclusive, and informed him that it was
t0o short and obscure, requesting him *to write upon
the same more plainly and more at large.” The
courage shown in making such a request was truly
wonderful, though no doubt the Bishop did it from a

1 There seems to be no biography of him anywhere.
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gense of duty. It brought down upon him, as might
have been expected, an answer which was voluminous
enough. A first part, as printed by Foxe, fills no
less than nineteen closely printed pages in small type
in one edition, at about 930 words to a page! But
this was nothing to the extent of the second part,
of which Foxe avowedly gives only extracts, omitting
considerable passages for the sake of brevity, though
extracts alone, taken by themselves, fill over twenty-
six pages| Of the contents I will only say that the
first part is a wonderful mixture of humility with an
intimation that mysteries are hidden from the wise
and prudent, which are sometimes revealed to lay
persons and sinners; that the time was come for
disclosing Antichrist, as it was “the last conjunction
of Saturn and Jupiter in the sign of the Twins, which
is the house of Mercury,” a token surely of the Second
Coming of Christ! Then follows a multitude of
Apocalyptic arguments to prove that the Pope is
Antichrist, and so forth. For the rest I must be
content to refer the curious reader to the text of both
parts in Foxe.

The Bishop, having taken these papers into con-
sideration, summoned Walter Brute to be before him
in Hereford Cathedral on Friday, the 3rd October
1393. This summons it is clear that he had pre-
pared to resist by force with the aid of some con-
federates. But as the King had sent down a com-
mission to various gentlemen of Herefordshire to
make proclamation against any assemblies or con-
venticles, levies or confederacies dangerous to the
peace on account of him ‘‘ and other such children of
mquity,” ! he was compelled to put in an appearance.
]:'[e was “ apposed ” of a number of errors and heresies
In his writings in the presence of ““divers prelates
and abbots, and twenty bachelors of divinity, whereof

1 Foxe, iii. 196- : :
as given T the mar7g.in_The date, 22nd Sept., 17 Rie. IL, is 1333, not 1394,
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twelve were monks and two doctors of the law.”
With all his ability, Brute found himself unable to
defend his positions before such a tribunal. The
sittings were continued on Saturday and Sunday;
but at last he gave in his gubmission to the Church,
and read it out from a scroll at the cross in the
churchyard on Monday in the presence, not only
of the Bishop, but of a great concourse of people,
including barons, knights, noblemen, and clergy.
Then followed a sermon preached by Thomas Crawley,
B.D., on Romans xi.," ¢ Be not over-wise in your own
conceits, but stand in fear.” ?

So ended a case on which the Bishop and his
assessors had sent to the learned at Cambridge
for advice. And apparently, though the advice
was not required, it gave rise to some university
discussions. Erroneous and unauthorised preaching
were the two great evils that the Church was
chiefly aiming to put down; and its efforts were
seriously hampered when influential knights and
laymen, to say nothing of great lords like John of
Gaunt, afforded protection and even favour to the
preachers. As for John of Gaunt himself, he does
not appear to have been in the least influenced by
Wycliffe’s theories;® he only sought to secure for the
preacher what he considered fair-play. But a con-
siderable body of influential knights took up the
cause of the Wrycliffite clergy in a way that showed
that they believed in their principles most sincerely,
though some of them, like Sir Lewis Clifford, ulti-
mately took alarm at the lengths that they were
prepared to go. Among these knights, besides Sir
Lewis Clifford, were Sir Thomas Latimer, Sir Thomas
Trussel, Sir William Nevill, Sir John Pecche, Sir John

1 TPhe words quoted are partly contained in Rom. xi. 25, but they look a
little more like xii. 16.

2 Foxe, ifi. 131-87-

3 This is made perfectly evident by Mr. Armitage-Smith in his recent
memoir of John of Gaunt.
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Clanvowe, Sir Richard Story, Sir John Montague,
and Sir Reginald de Hilton, while there were dukes
and earls as well who befriended the new preachers.
And many of these knights would attend the lawless
preachings of the enthusiasts, armed with sword and
buckler, to protect them against interference.’

More effective still, perhaps, was the sincere
fanaticism of individual laymen of a much humbler
rank. At Leicester was one William Smith, his sur-
name derived from his occupation, a man deformed
in person, who, having been crossed in love, fell into
a religious melancholy, renouncing for ever the attrac-
tions of the fair sex and all the desirable things of
this world. He gave up the use of flesh meat and
fish; wine and beer he avoided like poison; he
walked about barefoot for many years, and in the
meantime learned to read and write. He had much
conference with Richard Waytestathe, chaplain, at
the chapel of St. John the Baptist, which closely
adjoined a leper-house outside the town of Leicester.
There the sect held frequent meetings, and took
counsel together at an inn, where they had set up
a school for the promotion of their own views. One
day the chaplain and William Smith were both very
hungry. They had a supply of cabbages, but had no
fuel to cook them with, till one of them, casting his
eyes on an old image of St. Katharine in one corner,
sald, “ Look, my friend, God has provided us fuel;
this image will be holy fuel. By hatchet and fire
she will suffer a new martyrdom, and perhaps, by
cruel pains, arrive some time in the kingdom of
heaven.” So the ome took the hatchet while the
other held the image. *‘Let us see if she be a true
saint,” said one; “for, if so, she will bleed; if not,
she will be good for fire to cook with.” This was
quite in accordance with Lollard philosophy; for
they were accustomed to speak of the images to

! Knighton, ii. 181 ; Walsingham, ii. 159.

William
Smith of
Leicester,



Richard IT.
recalled
from
Treland

to avert
danger
from the
Lollards.

42 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION =x.1

which people made pilgrimages as “the Witch of
Lincoln ” and “the Witch of Walsingham.” But
the outrage was a little too great, even for local
feeling, and they were turned out of the inn.!

Now, it would secem to have been true, even at
this time, as stated by Swynderby in his appeal to
the King, that a prosecution for heresy in a spiritual
court might lead on conviction to the heretic being
put to death; but we do not know exactly by what
process this could have been done, nor do we know
an actual instance in which it had yet taken place.
Sorely tried as the Church might be, moreover, with
cases of heresy and irreverence, she could only pro-
secute individuals, sometimes by wearisome stages,
though they commonly had to submit in the end.
But as the Church herself had no coercive power, and
the heretics were largely protected by knights with
armed retinues, it is clear that a state of things
existed which was dangerous to the peace of the
country.

After Richard II had gone to Ireland in 1394,
we learn from the historian Walsingham,” that two
prelates of no less eminence than the Archbishop of
York and the Bishop of London went over to him
there, with other persons deputed by the clergy in
England, to request his immediate return in order
to avert danger from the designs of the Lollards;
for they were seeking not only to take away all the
possessions of the Church, but to destroy all canonical
sanctions. Such is the general statement of their
designs ; and the King was so impressed by the
reality of the danger that he came back from Ireland
as soon as he possibly could, *judging it more neces-
sary,” says the historian, “to succour the faith when
it was in danger than to strive for temporal king-
doms.” On his return, in 1395, he severely rebuked

! Knighton, ii. 180, 183.
1 Walsingham's Hist. dnglicana (Rolls ed.), ii. 215-17.
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several knights and nobles with the most terrible
threats if they should give any encouragement to
Lollards in future; and he bound Sir Richard Story,
in particular, by an oath never to uphold Lollard
opinions any more, warning him that he should die
a most shameful death if he did so.!

The Lollards had been so bold as to affix publicly to
the doors of St. Paul’s Church and Westminster Abbey
placards containing “abominable accusations” of the
clergy, and ¢ conclusions hitherto unheard of ” against
ecclesiastical personages and the sacraments.” That
they had been encouraged by Story and the others
whom the King rebuked was the general opinion,
which there seems no reason to doubt. Nor were
they satisfied with using the most conspicuous church
doors for the publication of their libels, but it would
seem that they embodied their ““abominable accusa-
tions and conclusions” in a bill which they presented
to Parliament, and of which the precise text has been
preserved. For there can be no doubt that the
twelve conclusions urged upon Parliament about
the eighteenth year of Richard IL”® were precisely
those affixed to the doors of Westminster Abbey and
St. Paul’s, and, moreover, that the date was precisely
the eighteenth year, that is to say, during the Parlia-
ment which met in January 1395 while the King
was away.

Prefixed to these conclusions was the following
preamble :—

We, pore men, tresoreris of Cryst and His apostlis,
denuncyn to the lordis and the comunys of the Parlement
certeyn conclusionis and treuthis for the reformaciun of

! Walsingham’s Hist. Anglicana (Rolls ed.), ii. 215-17.
2 Ivid,, p. 216, 7 ( »

See Fuscie. Zizan. (edited by Shirley in the Rolls Series), 360-68, where
the text of these conclusions is given in Latin. It appears, however, that
they were drawn up in English with a preamble which does not appear in
the 'Latm translation, See Mr. Cronin’s article in the English Historical
Review, xxii, 292-304.

The Twelve
Conclu-
sions of the
Lollards.
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Holi Chirche of Yngeland, the gwyche han ben blynde and
leprouse many yere be mayntenaunce of the proude prelacye,
born up with flatringe of priva religion, the qwich is multi-
plied to a gret charge and omerous to puple her (here) in
Yngelonde.

The first conclusion may also be given in the very
words of the original :—

Qwan the Chirche of Yngeland began to dote in tem-
poralte after her stepmodir, the grete Chirche of Rome, and
chirchis were slayne be appropriacion to divers placys, feyth,
hope and charité begunne for to fle out of oure Chirche.
For pride with his sori genealogie of dedly synnes chalingith
it be title of heritage. This conclusiun is general and
provid be experience, custum and manere, as thu schalt
herin aftir.

The fact that the Church is corrupted by temporal
wealth and power is more or less true in every age;
but the remedy of enforced apostolic poverty is of
doubtful application, as every disturbance of the
rights of property is demoralising. The conclusion,
however, was, as the petitioners themselves remarked,
a general one, proved by ordinary experience. In
fact, the petitioners here were on perfectly safe
ground, and pointed only to evils which all
churchmen deplored. Churches were really “slain”
by appropriations—the life was taken out of them,
and the decay of faith, hope, and charity was but a
natural result. Even the aspersion of the Church of
Rome as a stepmother perverted by these causes
implied no real disloyalty to the Church Catholic.
But the remonstrants went on, secondly, to denounce
the “ usual ” priesthood, derived from Rome and said
to be more exalted than the angels, as being quite a
different priesthood from that which Christ ordained
to His apostles; the proof of which was that signs,
rites, and pontifical benedictions were used which
were nowhere set forth in Scripture.

The other conclusions were to the following effect :
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—IIL Priests’ vows of chastity, imposed originally to
the prejudice of women, tended to gross vice. Private
religious orders ought to be abolished. IV. The
feigned miracle of the sacrament led all men except
a few into idolatry ; for they thought that the body
of Christ, which was never out of heaven, could be
enclosed by the words of a priest in a small piece of
bread. But Wyecliffe had shown in his Zralogus that
the bread of the altar is the body of Christ Aabi-
tualiter (i.e. by estimation, or in other words figura-
tively '), and every faithful man and woman who
believed in God’s law could make the sacrament of
that bread without any such miracle. V. Exor-
cisms and blessings pronounced on various things,
such as wine, bread, water and oil, salt, wax and
incense, church walls, vestments, cup, mifre, cross,
pilgrims’ staffs, etc., were but jugglery. VI. It was
against good order in a kingdom if a king was a
bishop, or a prelate a judge in temporal causes, or if
a beneficed clergyman held a worldly office. VIL
Special prayers for the dead, for one person by name
more than another, were a false ground of almsgiving,
and all almshouses (v.e. all religious houses) in
England were founded in iniquity. VIIL. Pil-
grimages made to blind crosses called roods and deaf
images of wood and stone are not far removed from
idolatry. IX. Auricular confession, which was said
to be so necessary to salvation, with the feigned
power of absolution, exalted the pride of the priests,
and gave them opportunity of “privy calling”
(secret vice is evidently insinuated) other than the
petitioners were willing to say; for lords and
ladies affirmed that for fear of their confessors
they durst not say the truth. Moreover, the con-
fessional tended to abuses and mortal sin. The
clergy professed to have the keys of heaven and hell,

! See the Trialogus, lib. iv. ca it i ot
See ihe . iv. cap. 7, where it is clear that preedicatio
habitudinalis means a ffgurative assertion.
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and would sell the blessing of heaven for a bushel of
wheat or twelvepence a year by charter, with a clause
of warranty under their common seal. And the Pope
of Rome called himself high treasurer of the whole
Church, having custody of that worthy jewel, the
Passion of Christ, with the merits of all the Saints in
heaven whereby he gave feigned indulgence o pana
et a culpa; if so, he could liberate, at will, all the
prisoners in hell. X. Manslaughter by battle or pre-
tended law of justice for any temporal cause with-
out a special revelation was expressly contrary to the
New Testament, which is the law of grace and full of
merey. XL Vows of chastity by women, who are
by nature frail and imperfect, lead to many horrible
sins. XIL The multitude of unnecessary crafts used
in our Church encourages sin in waste, curiosity and
disguising ; whereas St. Paul tells us to be content
with food and raiment.

Quch were the views which the Lollards pressed
upon Parliament ten years after the death of Wycliffe.
And, much as there may have been to say in favour
of some of them (for some were really orthodox and
in accordance with the best principles of the Church),
others were certainly revolutionary, and endangered
not only all recognised Church teachings, but even the
existing fabric of society. The Church, however, had
really obtained some protection from that statute
of the fifth year of Richard II. against vagrant
preachers, whether it was truly repealed or not;
for commissions, as we have seen, continued to be
issued under it from time to time. The apparently
successful attempt to repeal it no doubt indicates, to
say the least, that there was a very strong party
in the House of Commons opposed to granting the
Church parliamentary facilities for enforcing her
jurisdiction. ~But, one way or other, the Church
had actually obtained those facilities, and there
seems to have been no opposition to their being
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used ; for few would have denied in that day that
the prevention of vague and unauthorised teaching
was really a good thing in itself. So we may take it
that in the reign of Richard II. something effectual
was done to reduce these irregularities, and make every
preacher responsible to the ordinary of the place.

But, turbulent as King Richard’s days were, those
of Henry IV. were still more so—as might well have
been expected from the way in which he ousted his
predecessor and usurped the throne. And it was
only natural that the general insecurity should tend
to break down whatever order had been established
in the Church. In 1401 heresy had again grown
bold, and vagrant preaching had again become
common. The clergy in Convocation found it neces-
sary to ask Parliament to strengthen their hands;
and the appeal was not made in vain, “A certain
new sect,” says an Act of that year, ““damnably
thinking of the sacraments and usurping the office
of preaching,” went about “under the colour of
dissembled holiness,” propagating doctrines against
the faith. They formed illicit conventicles, kept
schools, wrote books, and held disputations. The
wicked preachers seduced the people into sedition and
insurrection, and the bishops could not correct them
because they went from diocese to diocese, evading
every summons and despising the censures of the
Church. The bishops were accordingly given the
power to arrest and imprison offenders till they
purged themselves, and if canonically convicted, to
kegp them in prison ; finally, if a man refused to
abjure, or relapsed after abjuration, so that by the
canons he was left to the secular court, the sheriff of
the county or municipal authorities of the place
should be present to receive the culprit, and, after
promulgation of the sentence, have him burned ““in
an high place” before the people.?

! Statute 2 Hen, IV. c. 15 ; Rot. Parl,, iii. 466-7, 473-4.
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Such was the celebrated statute de Haretico
Comburendo, which I think clearly owed its origin
to an alarming recrudescence of Lollardy. We have,
in fact, a list of some of the execrable conclusions”
which the heretics taught in those secret conventicles.
For a knight, named Sir Lewis Clifford, who at first

. had shown favour to their zeal and devotion, found

it necessary to inform Archbishop Arundel against
them when he saw the lengths to which they were
prepared to go. They considered—

(1) That the seven sacraments were but dead signs, of no
value as the Church used them.

(2) That virginity and priesthood were not states approved
by God, but the state of wedlock was best, and all virgins
and priests, if they desired to be saved, should at least have
the will to get married; otherwise they were homicides who
destroyed the seed out of which “a second Trinity ” should
arise, and hindered the number both of those to be saved
and of those to be damned.

(3) That agreement between a man and a woman was
sufficient to constitute wedlock without their making further
obedience to the Church, and many more were thus united
than the world was aware.

(4) That the Church was nothing but the synagogue of
Satan, and they would not go to it te honor God, or take
any sacrament, least of all the sacrament of the altar, which
they considered but a mouthful of bread with no life, and a
tower or pinnacle of Antichrist.

(6) That if they had a boy new born, he should not be
baptized by the hands of priests at church ; for that boy was
a second Trinity, not contaminated by sin, and would be
worse if he came into their hands.

(6) That they did not hold any day as hallowed or holy,
not even Sunday; but that any day they were equally free
to work, to eat, and to drink.

(7) That there was no purgatory after this life, nor did it
behove them to do greater penance for any sin than for the
lightest, but only that those who commit it should give it up
and repent it by themselves; because, as they say, whatever
is stands in faith, as Christ said to Mary Magdalene, “ Thy
faith hath made thee whole.” !

1 Walsingham (Rolls ed.), ii. 252-3.
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Of course it was the special duty of the Church to
counteract such poison, whether openly or secretly
disseminated, and to call upon the civil power for aid
in doing so, if needful. But this statute for the
burning of heretics, sometimes called the statute Ha
officio, certainly marks the beginning of a new era
in ecclesiastical and civil history. Heretics may, or
may not, have been burned in England before ; the
point seems rather doubtful. But we must note one
~ thing. In the previous Act of Richard II. the aim
was merely to assist the bishops by ordering commis-
sions for the arrest of those preachers who escaped
out of their jurisdiction by fleeing from county to
county. Now the duty of imprisoning offenders was
thrown upon the bishops themselves. Long before
this, undoubtedly, bishops had possessed prisons for
heretics ; but it was surely a symptom of revolutionary
times when the civil power handed over more of its
own coercive functions to those who were by nature
“ Fathers in God.” Bishops’ prisons remained, how-
ever, an odious, but apparently necessary, institution
till some time after the Reformation, and the civil
ruler made use of them occasionally for his own
convenience,

But already, it would seem, before this Act was
passed, a writ had been issued by the King during
that session for the burning of one heretic, and had
been actually executed under special parliamentary
sanction ; for the writ was dated 26th F ebruary, but
was only issued “ by the King and Council in Parlia-
ment” on Wednesday the 2nd March. The case,
apparently, was considered urgent, fears being enter-
tained of a riotous attempt to intimidate Convoca-
tion, which was then proceeding against the culprit

Y @ regular canonical prosecution. For it was on
Saturday the 12th February that William Sawtré, or
Chatrys, was first called before them to answer for

his heretical preachings. He is described as a chap-
VOL. 1 E
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lain of London, who had already abjured ten articles
of heresy before the Bishop of Norwich, and had
publicly recanted them at Lynn, swearing never to
preach them again. Yet now eight articles of the
like character were found against him, and 1t was
proved that he had again been promulgating the
doctrines which he had abjured, particularly, that in
the sacrament the bread remained of the same nature
as before consecration. A copy of the articles was
given him, and he was allowed ample time for his
answer. When he was questioned about transubstan-
tiation a further day was given him to consider it.
He then replied that he did not understand it; and
being asked more explicitly if the bread was tran-
substantiated into the body of Christ, he said in a
derisive tone that he did not know that. He was
then asked if he would stand to the determination of
the Church, and answered that he would if such
determination was not contrary to the divine will.
His own opinion was then demanded, and he gave it
that the bread remained true bread. His examination
lasted three hours, and he was condemned for obsti-
nately defending his heresies. Four days later the
records of his former prosecution and recantation
were submitted to him and he acknowledged them ;
but he still maintained a tone of mockery on the
principal charge. Asked why he should not be pro-
nounced relapsed, he had nothing to say, and order
was given for his degradation. He was to be stripped
successively of every ecclesiastical function, from that
of priest, deacon, subdeacon, and so forth, down to that
of door-keeper—seven grades in all—so that, finally,
he was reduced to the state of a mere layman.! The
writ for his burning was immediately drawn up and
dated as we have seen. It was, perhaps, conceived at
first that the authority of the King and Council would
be sufficient warrant for the execution ; but the high

1 Wilkins, iii. 254-60.
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importance of the case seemed to _require the'concur-
rence of Parliament, and when this was obtained on
the 2nd March doubtless no time was lost. He
was burned in Smithfield in the presence of many
spectators.’

Since the case of the deacon who had turned Jew,
nearly two hundred years before, Sawtré is the first
heretic whose burning is upon record. That punish-
ment was indeed practised in foreign countries, where
it was warranted by the civil law; and the writ for
Sawtré’s execution clearly speaks of it as recognised
and customary under the sanction of law, both divine
and human.? Yet we may take it that it was an
innovation in English criminal law instituted to allay
dangerous agitations; for whether Sawtré’s theology
was superior to that of the divines, or was compara-
tively superficial, there could be no doubt of the
general impression that he and his sect were a danger
to civil peace. He himself is spoken of as of
“execrable morals "—a judgment which may perhaps
be exaggerated,’ as the monk who penned it may
have thought most of his insubordination to eccle-
siastical authority. But by all accounts his bearing
before the tribunal which condemned him was inso-
lent in the extreme. ‘‘Now thern,” he said to the
Archbishop on hearing the order for his degradation,
“ your malice is consummated. What further injury
can you do me ?”* By another writer it would seem
that his contumacy rose still higher. “I, sent by
God,” he is reported to have told the Archbishop,
“tell thee that thou and thy whole clergy, and the

; Annales Henvici Quarti, Henry IV. (ed. Riley), 835-6.

Atteqdentesque hujusmodi hzreticos in forma predicta convictos et
dampnatos Juxta legem divinam humanam canonica instituta et in hac parte
;t’lns“elgl_l'dmane ignis incendio comburi debere” (Rymer, viii. 178 ; Rot.

Ma'l-, 1. 459 ; compars Stephens’ History of the Criminal Law, ii. 447-8.)
reee'Yfit it may bf‘-‘ noted that a year before, on the 6th February 1400, he
charwed J pardon ““for divers treasons and felonies with which he was lately

Lrge (LPat, Foll, 1 Henry IV, pt. 5, m. 16. See Calendar).

Annales Henrici Quarts, loco citato.
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King also, will shortly die an evil death, and the
tongue of a foreign nation will come to bear rule
in the kingdom. This is awaiting you at the
door.”* The truth is that Lollards from all parts
of London were mustering in the hope of over-
awing Convocation ; but, as this last writer remarks
in another place, the Archbishop was warned, and took
effectual measures for the protection of the clergy.”
What special measures guarded the sittings of Convo-
cation we do not know; but the final sentence and
execution of Sawtré, no doubt, gave complete security,
for his terrible example led at once to a number of
retractations at Paul’s Cross.”

Of these the most notable was that of John
Purvey, who recanted on the 5th March in the same
Convocation, and publicly abjured his heresies next
day (which was a Sunday) at St. Paul's. He had
been one of Wyecliffe's closest friends, and seems
clearly to have been the author of the second
Wrycliffite translation of the Bible. He had held
with his master :—(1) That there could not be in
the sacrament after consecration an * accident ” with-
out a “subject,” but that the bread and wine must
remain in their own natures; (2) He had objected to
the confessional as really entangling the human con-
science in sin; (3) He had maintained that even a
layman, if holy and predestined to eternal life, was
2 true priest competent to administer the sacraments
without episcopal ordination, and that every holy
priest was a bishop and prelate; (4) That prelates
and clergy whose lives were opposed to the doctrine
and example of Christ and His apostles had not the
keys of the kingdom of heaven, but of hell, and

no one should regard their excommunication more

1 Chron. Adee de Usk (ed. 1904), 58.

2 4d. de Usk, 4 The editorial alteration of the text from ¢ Henrici
regis quarti”’ o quinti seems to me quite unwarrantable.

3 Eulogium Historiarum, ed. Haydon, iii. 388

4 Wilkins, iii. 260.
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than the hissing of serpents,—nay, if even the Pope
should interdict the kingdom it could do the people
no hurt, but rather good, for they would thus be
relieved from observing his laws and celebrating
divine offices according to custom ; (5) That whoever
received the office of a priest, even if he had no cure
of souls, not only could, but ought to preach the
gospel before the people freely, otherwise he was a
robber excommunicated by God from Holy Church ;
(6) That a vow of perpetnal chastity, or any other
vow, which may not be accepted by God giving him
grace to perform it, is unreasonable and indiscreet ;
nor can any prelate bind a man to keep it unless it
contravene a divine ordinance, but should commit
him to the government of the Holy Spirit and of his
own conscience; (7) That Innocent III. and the
divines of the General Council of Lyons (of the
Lateran was meant) were all fools, heretics, and blas-
phemers in what they decided about the sacrament
of the altar and the necessity of receiving at Easter.!
- All these heresies he now very expressly re-
pudiated, declaring that he was not induced to do
80 by fear, but renounced them freely and of his own
accord. We will not question his sincerity. Some
of the tenets were manifestly dangerous to all rule
and order in the Church; and the counter proposi-
tions which he now appended seriatim to the state-
ments of his former errors were not mere negatives
of their purport, but very explicit statements in
themselves, the wording of which may well have

am; Sla'ley’s Fasciouli Zizaniorum, 383.407. Shirley has made a curious
taﬁo? 911' complicated mistake at page 400 as to the date of Purvey’s recan-
But e h'n a footnote he corrects Bale, who assigned it to the year 1396.
indeod thlmself dates it in the margin:  Feb. 29, 1400.” Now, 1400 is
putation eﬁr_ea.r as given in the record, but that is according to the old com-

OMverwtﬁeh began the year at Lady Day, so the historic year is 1401,
of Feber © Process against Purvey only began on Monday, the “last” day
Monga lfyt’ which in 1401 would be the 28th {in 1400 the 29th was not a
took pl%c Ut & Sunday) ; and what follows shows that the recantation only

above staie c&n the 5th March, and the abjuration at St. Panl's on the 6th as
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been his own, in support of authoritative doctrine.
Archbishop Arundel seems to have been satisfied
that he could now do good service, and gave him in
August following the vicarage of West Hythe, near
his own castle of Saltwood, in Kent. But apparently
he was not well at ease, for he resigned his benefice
little more than two years afterwards, in October
1403. And in truth he seems to have fallen again
into heresy, and to have been again imprisoned at a
later period.

Another case which came before this Convocation
was indeed scandalous. Robert Bowland, rector of
Qt. Anthonine’s, London, was found guilty of what
was called “incest” with Alice Wodelow, a nun of
Nuneaton, in Warwickshire, having got her with
child when he accepted the hospitality of the nunnery
at one time. He made his submission before the
Synod on the 8th March, and did open penance for
his crime at St. Paul's on the following Sunday.’
We shall hear of other cases hereafter of gross moral
scandals in the Church ; but the important thing to
note is that the Church did not look upon such cases
at any time simply as a matter of course. What
remedy she applied, or attempted to apply in in-
numerable instances, we shall never know; but
wherever vice became conspicuous, as here it did by
the very action of the Church in punishing it, the
reproof and punishment became conspicuous also.

After this we meet with cases of heresy brought
before Convoeation in October 1402, two of which
ended in recantations. Another was that of a man
who had already abjured heresies and *damnable
private opinions,” yet still maintained that the
Sabbath of the Old Testament was to be observed
until good reason should be shown him to the con-
trary ; moreover, that it was unlawful to eat pork, that
being the flesh of an unclean animal. The Archbishop

1 Wilkins, iii. 262.
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committed this man to the custody of the Bishop of
London to be kept in the Bishop’s prison till further
orders. Another case dealt with was that of one who
called himself a chaplain, and who had, during more
than five-and-twenty years, performed various eccle-
siastical functions, from that of apparitor to that of
priest, celebrating divine offices in different parts of
England, cohabiting all the while with a woman as
his wife. As he could not be fully examined at that
time he was remitted to the Archbishop’s prison, and
we know not what was ultimately done to him. The
Convocation, after a grant to the King, presented a
petition complaining that the liberties secured to the
Church by an Act of 25 Edward IIL had been recently
violated by the arrest and trial before secular judges
of divers clerks and religious men, not only on charges
of treason and felony, which touched the Crown, but
also of highway robbery, and that some had been put
to death as common robbers. The King’s answer was
given by advice of Parliament. It was found that the
words Insidiatores viarum et depopulatores agrorum
had not been commonly used in indictments of the
time of Edward IIL or earlier, and he granted that
they should not be used henceforth to debar the
clergy of their privileges. Clerical lawlessness must
be put under the control of clerical discipline, not of
mere secular law.

In 1406 the influence of Wycliffe’s teaching was
still powerful at Oxford, and in October it would
seem the University deemed it right to put on
record their high sense of the purity of his life, the
profundity of his thoughts, the gentleness of his
den}eanour, his constant literary labour, and his
praiseworthy diligence in reading, preaching, and
discussion. It was added that he had never been
convicted of heretical pravity, and that the bishop
had not ordered his body to be burnt after burial.
Sad would it have been, indeed, if English prelates

Tribute to
Wycliffe at
Oxford.
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had condemned as a heretic a man of so much probity
who, as a writer on logie, philosophy, divinity, and
morals, was in the opinion of Oxford without a
peer.}

Such a testimonial, by the very terms in which it
was drawn up, shows that it was a protest against a
growing ecclesiastical feeling that Wyecliffe’s teaching,
however honest, was answerable for much disorder.
And in the turbulent beginnings of the reign of
Henry IV. it was undoubtedly important that the
causes of disorder should be dealt with effectually.
Yet the statute for the burning of heretics had not
brought peace to the Chureh, and only two months
after the Wycliffe protest at Oxford the Lollards were
the subject of a Bill in Parliament presented by the
Speaker to the House of Lords on the 22nd December,
and duly passed with the royal assent,? though not
enrolled on the Statute Roll. The Prince of Wales
headed the petition, which set forth that in previous
reigns, when the realm had been peaceably governed,
the kings had been firm in the faith and devoted to
Holy Church, which had been endowed with temporal
possessions by them and by temporal lords. But now
some troublesome persons, both in public sermons and
in conventicles, and secret places called schools, had
been stirring up the people to take away the possessions
of prelates and ministers of the Church, with which
they were lawfully endowed, and if the designs of these
persons were not resisted they would in time succeed
in depriving temporal lords likewise of their posses-
sions, which they would treat as common property, and
thus raise commotions which would be the complete
destruction of the kingdom. There were also persons
dwelling in privileged places (+.e. sanctuaries) to whom

! Wilkins, #ii. 302. The authenticity of this document has been disputed ;
but even if forged in the way alleged, viz. that the common seal was affixed
to it without authority, it still goes for something. See Lyte's Hist. of the
University of Oxford, 279.

2 Rot. Parl., iii. 583.



o 1 THE EARLY LOLLARDS 57

divers men and women resorted, and others travelled
through the land trying in various ways to create dis-
sensions between the lords spiritual and temporal and
faithful lieges of the realm, publishing that Richard II.
was still alive, and disseminating false prophecies of
a dangerous tendency. To correct these evils it was
enacted that all persons connected with such move-
ments should be arrested without bail, except by
sufficient mainprise before the Lord Chancellor for
their appearance before the next Parliament, to answer
and abide judgment on their conduct; and all lords
spiritual and temporal, justices, and other officers,
were not only empowered, but bound to arrest such
persons and have them examined.

This Act has been a prolific theme of speculations
on which I cannot enter.! But one thing is certain,
that though the Act was not enrolled among the
statutes, and apparently was not put into execution
as enacted, commissions were issued during the two
succeeding years, 9 and 10 Hen. I'V., for the arrest and
imprisonment of preachers of all “new and unheard
of opinions contrary to the Catholic faith,” and for
their imprisonment till the King should give orders
for their delivery.?

In 1407 we meet with a case of heresy which is of
peculiar interest. One William Thorpe, imprisoned
in the Archbishop’s castle of Saltwood in Kent, was
brought up before Archbishop Arundel himself, then
Lord Chancellor, for examination. Our knowledge of
this examination, it should be said, is derived solely
from his own account of it, printed more than a
century afterwards; but the account is very vivid.

laymen were ordered out of the chamber, and the
examination was conducted personally by the Arch-
bishop, assisted by his physician Malvern, parson of

36] .See Hallgm's iddle Ages, iii. 90, notes; Stubbs’ Const. Hist., iii. 859,
(;, Ramsay’s Lancaster and York, i. 103.
See Appendix to this chapter.
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St. Dunstan’s in Tower Street, and two canonists.
The Archbishop charged Thorpe as a vagrant preacher
who had gone about disseminating false doctrine in
the north and other parts of England for more than
twenty years, and urged him, now that he was
sequestered, to kneel down, kiss a book, and promise
faithfully to submit to his direction. Thorpe asked
leave, as he was taken for a heretic, to declare his
belief, and he made a detailed and very orthodox
confession. He hesitated, however, about taking an
oath, and asked what was the object. The Archbishop
said he must swear to forsake all the opinions that
the Lollard sect were charged with, and promise to
withstand such troublers of the Church, and declare
to the bishop of the diocese the names of those
whom he could not persuade to renounce their false
doctrines. Moreover, he must not preach any more
himself till the Archbishop was satisfied. The demand
appalled him; he thought in his heart that it was
“an unlawful asking,” and deemed himself * cursed
of God ” if he consented. Being forced to reply, be
told the Archbishop that if he consented he should
become “an appealer, or every bishop’s spy,” and
“summeoner of all England.” Many who were informed
upon would rather forsake the way of truth than be
troubled, scorned, slandered, or punished as men
were accustomed to be by bishops and their ministers.
He did not find by Seripture that such duties agreed
well with a priest’s functions. The Archbishop, ad-
dressing him as a “lewd losell,” threatened him with
the fate of Sawtré. At this he thought in his heart
that God would do him a great grace if He would in
mercy bring him to such an end. But he considered
two things : first, that the Archbishop “ was not yet
sorrowful that he had made William Sawtré to be
burned,” and that he even thirsted for more innocent
blood. He was sorry there were no laymen present,
and he purposed (he says) to add no more than he
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found necessary. But being still pressed to comply,
he did find it necessary to give some account of him-
gelf; and his story, which contains much matter of
interest, was briefly as follows :—

His father and mother had spent much money on
his education in various places, with a view to make
him a priest; but on coming to years of discretion
he was very unwilling. They threatened him with
« their curse ” if he did not comply, and he obtained
leave of them to consult some “ that were named wise
priests and of virtuous conversation,” whose good
works, he found, surpassed their fame ; so he followed
their gnidance. And now, if in deference to persons
less wise or virtuous he should suddenly forsake all
the learning he had exercised himself in for over
thirty years (that is to say, from 1377 or earlier) his
conscience would be much disquieted. Yet if after-
wards, through remorse, he returned to the way he
was now urged to forsake, all the bishops would
pursue him as a “relapse,” and those who had now
some confidence in him would trust him no more.
He must avoid the example of men like Nicholas of
Hereford, Thomas Brightwell,' John Purvey, and
Philip of Repingdon. These were all friends and
associates of Wyecliffe who had recanted their heresies,
and the last named had become Bishop of Lincoln.
Hereford after his submission went to Rome and
endeavoured, unsuccessfully, to justify before Urban
VI. the sacramental doctrine that he had renounced.
Purvey had received a benefice after his recantation
from Archbishop Arundel himself, but resigned it
two years later. By their recantations Thorpe con-
sidered that they had poisoned the Church, and

1 3 P »s I
and M. Azben, o e B e e e b
authority for this, But the document within a generation after its first

l}bhcatlop was embodied in Foxe's Aects and Monuments; and Foxe
imself gives Brightwell as the name, not, indeed, in that English work,

but in its Latin protot ; ;
ype {Rerum in Eeclesiw Gestarum, etc., pp. 82, 95).
We have seen already that Thomas Brightwell was an early WY(’l%ﬁte‘
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Bishop Repingdon (who was afterwards a cardinal)
now persecuted Christ'’s people. But Thorpe had
been familiar with them all in their earlier days, and
believed in their earlier teaching.

The Archbishop then went into certain charges
made against Thorpe at Shrewsbury, which he said
were falsely imputed to him. But in the course of the
examination it appeared that he had been endeavour-
ing to enforce many of Wryecliffe’s ideas ; as, first, that
it was more important to listen to preaching than even
to attend mass; (2) that he could not understand or
agree to the doctrine of accidents existing without
a subject; (3) that he objected to the worship of
images, and to pilgrimages, which many undertook
more for the health of their bodies than of their
souls, singing wanton songs with piping of bagpipes
and jangling of bells; (4) that he considered laymen
ought not to pay tithes to priests who did not dis-
charge their office rightly; (5) that he objected to
being sworn upon a book, for that was swearing by a
creature ; and (6) that he thought confession to God
sufficient without shrift to man. This last was a
private opinion extracted from him quite recently by
a man who visited him in prison as a sympathiser
seeking his counsel and dissatisfied with his life
at court, but whose object was to inform against
him. Such, at least, 13 Thorpe’s own statement,
and if true, it is impossible to justify such double
dealing.’

We do not know what was done with Thorpe
ultimately. Foxe could not find that he was burned,
but supposed that he must have ended his life in
prison.”

1 Thorpe’s examination is printed in Foxe, iii. 250-82. It has been
reprinted by Mr. Arber in his English Garner.

% Foxe's words are :—* Again, neither is it found that he was burned;
therefore it remaineth most likely to be true that he, being committed to
some straight prison, according as the Archbishop in his examination before

did threaten him there (as Thorpe confesseth himself), was so straightly kept
that either he was secretly made away with, or else he died there by sickness”
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In October 1407 there was a DParliament at
Gloucester, and during a brief recess at the end of
November Archbishop Arundel held a provincial
council of his clergy at Oxford to take measures
against the spread of heresy.! We have just seen
how strong the influence of Wycliffe’s teaching still
remained at his old university; and perhaps the
testimonial of the year before was one reason for the
selection of the place of meeting. To combat Lollard
views at a place which was undoubtedly their strong-
hold was a measure of wise ecclesiastical policy ; and
the Synod did not conclude its sittings till it had
enacted a set of very important constitutions. The
main provisions were, that no one should take upon
himself to preach without being examined by the
ordinary of the place and giving formal evidence that
he wag authorised ; that all who did preach should
limit their discourses to the subjects contained in a
constitution of his predecessor Archbishop Peckham,
beginning Ignorantic sacerdotum?®; that any one
preaching before the clergy should address himself to
their special vices, and any one preaching before the
laity to theirs; that concerning thesacraments orarticles
of faith, none should preach otherwise than according to
what the Church had determined, and if any one did
so willingly he incurred excommunication #pso _facto ;
that schoolmasters should beware of teaching children
anything concerning the Catholic faith or the sacra-
ments contrary to the determinations of the Church,
or of expounding Holy Seriptures, except by such

(Foxe, iii. 285). Foxe was evidently disappointed to find no sort of proof
that he was burnt, but is determined to insinuate the worst he can about his
fate, building somewhat on what he curiously says that **Thorpe confesseth
himself,” In h1§ Latin work he had put the matter somewhat differsntly,
but very much in the same spirit:—*‘Sunt qui testentur (sic) enm eodem
anno Dc_o}mn1.1407 in Augusto exustum, sed locum non designant ; ex quo
;‘_t‘lue aliis quibusdam indiciis colligi poterit quod in privato carcere sit, vel
ame, vel aliis per tortores suppliciis, archiepiscopi consilio mulctatus, guod
et 'f;e'rmmzfms est.”  (Rerum in Eeclesia Gestarum, 96.)
» Vake's State of the Church, 346.
The text of this constitution is printed in Wilkins, ii. 54.
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textual exposition as had prevailed from old times, and
they must not let their scholars dispute about the faith
in public or in private. Further, as new doctrines led
men astray more frequently than old ones, no writ-
ings of Wycliffe must henceforth be read in schools
or elsewhere, unless first examined by the University
of Oxford or of Cambridge, or at least by twelve
persons chosen by them.

Then, as it was a dangerous thing—in which
St. Jerome himself, though inspired, confessed that
he had sometimes gone wrong—to translate Holy
Scripture out of one language into another, for the
true sense was not easily preserved, no one was
henceforth to translate any text of Scripture into
English or other tongue by way of book, booklet, or
tract, or to read any such made in the time of the
said John Wycliffe or later, unless it was approved
by the diocesan of the place or, if the case required,
by a provinecial council. Some other provisions were
added to avoid needless and dangerous disputations,
and for monthly examinations by the heads of colleges
at Oxford to check the promulgation of any but
necessary doctrine."

These constitutions, which were only published in
1409 after being confirmed in another council held
at St. Paul's,? were well devised, and seem to have
been effective for their general purpose. It is a
curious reflection, no doubt, on the scholarship of
the time, that in the preamble St. Peter’'s name of
Cephas (the Hebrew word for “a stone”) is inter-
preted as meaning ““head,” by confusion with the
Greek word xepard.® But learning was certainly on
the decline, and Greek was little known in Europe
before the fall of Constantinople. The organisation
of the Church throughout Christendom, moreover,

1 Wilkins, iil. 314-19.

® Wilkins, loc. cit. Wake, p. 347.
% The same error occurs in Pecock’s Jiepressor, pp. 434, 437. It was

evidently very widespread.
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was at this time paralysed by a thirty years’ Schism
in the Papacy, which men were hoping at last to heal
by a General Council; and such a council, in truth,
not only met at Pisa this very year, but deposed two
rival popes and caused a third to be elected. Yet
as the so-called Benedict XIII. refused to submit,
the Schism still continued till the Council of Con-
stance in 1415, and even for some years later,
as we shall see hereafter. Meanwhile the Church
in England was doing its best; and the constitu-
tions of Archbishop Arundel in 1409 form an im-
portant turning-point in the religious history of the
eriod.

From that year, in fact, there is no doubt that
order was getting gradually strengthened in the
Church, and that the confusions of the bygone age
were disappearing. For some years we hardly meet
with any clergyman burned for heresy after Sawtré ;
for the clergy generally were brought into tolerable
discipline through Archbishop Arundel's constitu-
tions. They were made responsible to their bishops;
they could not wander from one diocese to another,
and they could not preach without being regularly
licensed." If any did, it must be by the support of
some powerful knight or nobleman. But this was
still possible; and the next combat of the Church
was accordingly with laymen of high standing. For
from the days of John of Gaunt, Wyecliffe and his
followers had enjoyed to a considerable extent the
favour of such persons. It was thankfully con-
fessed by Wycliffe himself that knights favoured
the gospel;® and, as we have seen already, his
supporters were both numerous and powerful.

hi ! In 1415, a.‘t the Council of Constance, an English member expressed
V\?}lielf thus : ““In Anglia omnes magistri qui suspecti fuerunt de opinione
icleff, omnes secundum ordinem ex mandato archiepiscopi abjuraverunt”

(Palacky, 136, cited by Loserth, ii. 303),
But oo confort is of knyztti's that thei savoren myche the gospel and

bhan wille to rede in En lishe the gospel of Cristis liif ” (Arnold’s Select
English Works of Wyely, 200), 0 ¢ * ( “
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Even now, a quarter of a century after his
death, there can be no doubt that his followers
had the good-will of a large number of influen-
tial persons, who could not have loved the steps
taken by the bishops to keep their flocks in sub-
jection.  For in 1410 there was an unpleasant
rumour that the knights in Parliament, or some of
them at least, designed to urge upon the King a
grand measure for the spoliation of the Church.
The official records of Parliament are silent about
this; it only appears from them that the Com-
mons prayed for a modification of the statute
against heretics and for confiscation of half the
revenues of absentee incumbents and pluralists, and
of benefices appropriated by untrue suggestions.'
But it would seem that much more was proposed
by some; for the monastic chronicler of St. Albans
records that the knights of shires —the malites
parliamentales, whom he would rather call satellites
Pilatales—presented a bill to the King suggesting a
very large confiscation. The King, it was alleged,
might have of the goods enjoyed and wasted in their
pride by bishops, abbots, and priors, enough to main-
tain fifteen earls, 1500 knights, 6200 esquires, and
100 almshouses.? And the exact text of the petition,
which has been preserved in an English city chronicle,
says, that after all this, £20,000 and more would
remain to go into the King’s own coffers’ But when
the petitioners were called upon to show from what
specific sources those great sums were to be obtained
the investigation failed, and the King administered a
severe rebuke to the petitioners.

If such was the issue of the affair we need not

L Rot. Parl., iii. 626, 645.

2 Walsingham, ii. 282-3.

3 Fabyan. Kingsford's Chronicles of London, 65, where the Parliament in
which the Bill was put up is said to have been holden in the eighth year of
Henry IV. (1407), which seems to be a mistake. The text as printed by

Kingsford from the Cottonian MS. Julius IL. shows that the scheme was a
most elaborate one.
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wonder that there was no mention of it in any official
record. Wiyecliffe would have favoured disendowment
of the clergy with a view to make t_he Church more
spiritually minded. Others' were quite ready to take
up the idea in the secular interests of the common-
wealth. If such a policy was to prevail it was no
doubt high time to strike the blow. The complete
subordination, even of the clergy, admitted in theory
by the Archbishop’s victory at Oxford, was by no
means yet assured. Kven at Oxford Arundel’s con-
stitutions had not been submitted to without a
certain degree of resistance ; and some of the Faculties
refused to concur in the nomination of the twelve
censors who were to examine the writings of Wyecliffe
and his contemporaries before allowing them to be
read In the schools. After some heated correspond-
ence, however, not only were the censors elected, but
before the end of the year they had issued a report
condemning no less than 267 propositions found in

Wycliffe’s writings.! In the preamble to this lengthy
document, it should be noted, the writers speak of 1t
as a constant tendency of heretics to lean too much
on the literal sense of Scripture and despise the
metaphorical ; and they further show that the new
schools were dangerous, because when they could not
conquer their opponents in argument they cunningly
appealed to the secular arm to protect them while
shaking the pillars of the Christian faith.?

. Assertions such as these deserve some little con-
sideration from historians. It has been far too
generally assumed by Protestants that heretics before
the Reformation were the children of light, confuting
the errors of Romanism and preparing the way for a
new and brighter age by their superior wisdom and
independence of judgment. The complaint of their
adversaries was Just the contrary—that they took

" Lyte's History of the University of Oxford, pp. 282-3.
? Wilkins, iii. 335.
VOL. 1 ¥
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slavish views of the literal sense of Secripture, and
that when arguments failed them, they were quite
ready to call in secular aid to justify themselves in
maintaining their own positions. 1 think, moreover,
that the candid student of pre-Reformation history
will hardly be of opinion that Lollardy was produc-
tive of skilled dialecticians capable of overthrowing
in logical combat the positions which had been
established by the great divines and schoolmen of
past ages. Wycliffe himself, indeed, was a genuine
schoolman, and ought never to be reckoned as a
heretic, whatever may be thought of his conclusions;
for there is no appearance that he had advanced any
of his opinions—not even his difficulty about tran-
substantiation—without deference to the possible
judgment of a uanited Church pronounced when all his
arguments had been heard. He was a highly trained
divine, fully entitled to hold his own until his reason-
ings had been confuted. But this could not be said
of many who caught his fire and maintained his
most dangerous opinions without being entitled to
speak as divines or capable of vindicating them by
argument.

The Archbishop acted on the report of the censors
at Oxford, and laid the case of Wyecliffe and his
followers before Pope John XXIIL !'—the case which
was brought before the Couneil of Constance only
a few years later. Meanwhile it was clear enough
that heresy would receive no encouragement from
Henry IV., as indeed it never did from any king after
him #ill the days of Henry VIIL ~ Confiscation of the
goods of the clergy was not really in the interest of
the Crown, as the King could always get them to vote
him in Convocation whatever money aid he required,
and the Church was otherwise a great support of the
throne. The knights in this Parliament did not
receive very encouraging replies even to their more

1 Wilkins, iii. 350.
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moderate petitions on Church matters, but were
referred, for the most part, to the common law or to
existing statutes; and the jurisdiction of the Church
was distinctly recognised. In fact, it must have
already been apparent that Lollardy meant anarchy,
and if there were influential knights who favoured it
the Sovereign was all the more interested in keeping
it down.

No knight, however, had as yet by his personal
actions brought down upon himself a prosecution for
heresy ; or rather, whatever his personal conduct may
have been, it was dangerous to move the spiritual law
against a man of knightly standing. The severity of
that law fell upon a poor tailor of Evesham named John
Badby, who in Lent 1410 was burned in Smithfield
during this same session of Parliament, and his end
was pitiable in the extreme. He had been pronounced
a heretic by the Diocesan Court at Worcester more than
a year before, but was allowed a year for reflection,
and after fourteen months he was brought before
Convocation at London. He would not believe in
the power of a priest to make the body of Christ, and
he adhered to his opinion. The Archbishop did his
utmost to exhort him to recant, but he remained
obdurate and contemptuous. He said the bread was
worse than a toad or a spider, which were living
things; and when asked in public what he would
have said had he been with Christ at the supper, and
heard Him speak the words, *This is my body,” he
replied that he would have said Christ himself had
spoken falsely. He was brought to Smithfield and
Put 1n a barrel. Prince Henry was present, and
urged him even then to recant, but he still refused.

h? fire wag applied, and his cries were terrible, on
Wwhich the Prince made one more effort to save him,
He ordered the burning material to be removed, and
when the _poor wretch was somewhat recovered,
Promised him life and pardon and threepence a day if

Badby, the
tailor,
burnt.
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he would then conform. But having recovered his
spirit he again refused, on which he was once more
shut up in the barrel and burnt to ashes.!

This was but the second vietim of a severe law,
now ten years old, which the King had just refused
to modify at the request of the Commons. Humanity
was not dead in those days any more than it is 1n
ours; but no one doubted that order must be vindi-
cated in the Church as in the realm. To passa law
deemed necessary for the very highest reasons, and to
refuse to execute it against an extreme opponent,
would have been to undo all that the law was supposed
to effect or had effected. But the execution was
unspeakably sad, and perhaps the saddest part of it
was the way it was regarded. That a poor tailor’s
anrefined common sense should have nerved him with
courage to die in the conviction that he was right in
defiance of the judgments of all the most learned
divines is surely a fact that calls for sympathy as
well as wonder. But the age believed in spirits,
good and evil, and, when all was over, could only
attribute his perversity to a very evil spirit. Alas!
coercion is not the way to conquer evil spirits, but
to make them more perverse ; and if men are subdued
by the spirit of fear it is not much better than being
moved by the spirit of audacity.

Such ~poor heretics as Badby proved but feeble
obstacles to the more effective government of the
Church. But the influence of some powerful knight
or nobleman leaning to heresy was a much more
serious matter, for under the protection of such a one
the clergy themselves might defy episcopal authority.
And about this very time a chaplain of Sir John

1 See Wylie, iil 437-40 ; Ramsay, i. 125-6, where the original authorities
are cited. Occleve refers to Badby's case in his poem De Regimine Principum,

11, 12, with great commendation of t}.xe Prince’s solicitude to save him.
Henry certainly was as humane as feeling for the law permitted. On his

accession to the throne in 1413 he regtored to the widows of various heretics
who had recently suffered all the forfeited goods and chattels of their husbands.

See Tyler's Henry of Monmouth, ii. 413,
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Oldeastle was causing considerable trouble. Sir John sir Jomm
was a knight of Herefordshire who had done good Odesstle.
service to the King in the Welsh marches and in the
Scottish war, and having lately married the heiress of
the Cobham family, was now admitted to a seat in
the House of Lords, but apparently only by the title
of Oldcastle, though he was often called Lord Cobham
as in right of his wife. Of this marriage, which of
course had been arranged on feudal principles with
due consideration to property qualifications, some cir-
cumstances may be noted, not perhaps of so unusual
a character in medisval times as in our own. Old-
castle himself had been twice married already, and
had one son by his first wife and three daughters by
his second, while his bride had been three times
married before, though she only brought him one
stepdaughter, as two other children had died. She
brought him, however, a considerable amount of
landed property in Kent, with some other scattered
manors 1n Norfolk, Northamptonshire, and Wiltshire,
in addition to his own lands in Herefordshire. He
also acquired by her a town house called Cobham’s
Inn in the city of London.,
His chaplain® not only preached without licence,
in defiance of Archbishop Arundel’s constitutions, in
the churches of Hoo, Halstow, and Cooling in Kent,
but mixed up “ tares and heresies ” with his preaching,
The Archbishop met this with a mandate to the Dean Tbree
of Rochester to intimate that the churches were inter- churches
dicted, and if it was found dangerous to arrest the interdicted.
chaplain, who was skulking about, to post copies on the
floors.of the neighbouring churches, of a citation requir-
ing him to appear before the Archbishop twelve days
later to show cause why he should not be canonically
punished. But the second day after issuing this
mandate the Archbishop was notified that a marriage
been arranged to take place in Cooling church
* Not, I think, John Lay, soon to be mentioned, who was of Nottingham.
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three days later between Sir Thomas Brooke, a knight
of Somersetshire, and a lady who is described as the
daughter and heir of Lady Cobham, that is to say,
the heiress apparent of Oldeastle’s existing wife.! He
accordingly, out of regard to the nobility of both
parties, relaxed the interdict, so far as Cooling church
was concerned, for the three days following, in order
that the celebration might take place. Afterwards,
at the earnest suit of the bridegroom, and out of
regard for Lady Cobham, he relaxed it altogether, but
only under the condition that the rector with some of
his " parishioners should appear before him the next
time he came into those parts and submit to a
mild correction.? The discipline of the Church had
evidently triumphed, and the Kentish clergy, at
least, had a warning not to let their churches be used
by heretics, even to please great people.

Three years later, when Henry IV. was on his
deathbed, the Convocation of Canterbury met at
St. Paul’s on the 6th March 1413, when it was re-
ported to the Archbishop’s registrar that a chaplain
was present in the church who was gravely sugpected
of heretical pravity (that was the expression), and
that two unknown men were in his company. There
was surely some dangerous electricity in the air when
such things could be noted. The chaplain was
immediately sent for, and replied to the interroga-
tions addressed to him that he came from Nottingham,
where he commonly celebrated in the church of St.
Mary ; that his name was John Lay, and that he was
born in the diocese of Lincoln ; that he had been two
days in the city, and had that day celebrated before
Lord Cobham. Of the two men with him he knew
one, but did not know the name of either. Being
asked for his letters of ordination and his litere
commendatitie, he said he had them not at hand.

1 See @, E. C.’s Complete Peerage, ii. 317, 318; vi. 119.
2 Wilkins, iii. 329-31.
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He was allowed till Saturday following to produce
them, and to declare, if he could, the names of the two
men, and where they dwelt, under pain of the greater
excommunication. But what became of this particular
case we do not know precisely. The King died just
a fortnight later, and the Archbishop, much occupied
with the affairs of Parliament (for a new Parliament
met on the 14th May), was obliged to adjourn the
" Convocation continually from day to day till Wednes-
day, the 6th June. o, at least, it stands upon the
record, but the 6th June that year was a Tuesday, and
apparently Wednesday, the 7th, was meant, on which
day the prelates and clergy assembled at Lambeth,
and condemned certain treatises containing heretical
conclusions. The Archbishop himself read the sentence;
and the names of the treatises, with over three hundred
of the worst conclusions, were quoted at length. They
have not, however, been copied in Arundel’s Register,
though a blank space has been left for their insertion,
which was never filled up.!

The treatises were burnt in St. Paul’s Churchyard,
the Archbishop declaring the reasons for it to the
people. Convocation was then further prorogued till
the Monday after Corpus Christi Day—that is, till the
26th June—when the Bishop of London (Richard
Clifford) was deputed by the Archbishop to preside
for him. A supplication was handed in by the clergy
suggesting various reforms. Among others was one
to put a stop to preaching without licence by making
the offence involve, not only the preachers, but all
who adhered to them or in any way assisted them, in
the sentence of greater excommunication ipso facto.
It was also desired, to prevent evasions of the Oxford
constitution which were practised in several places,

! Wilkins, iii. 338. I am informed by Mr. W. T. Waugh that the account
of ﬂle opening of this Convocation in Wilkins is very defective, even before
the part relating to John Lay, and that there were various sittings between

March and June of which Wilkins takes no notice, though it is clear that
some business was done at them.
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that unlicensed preaching, whether in the church or
churchyard, or elsewhere within the limits of any
particular parish, should be declared to involve not
only the church and churchyard, but the whole
parish in the sentence of interdict ipso facto. Such
measures would naturally be a most effectual check
on the propagation of heresy by preaching,

A particular quest now occupied attention. Among
the burnt treatises two were noticed as particularly
bad. One was in sheets not bound, containing several
small tracts of a most dangerous kind tending to the
subversion of the faith. It belonged to Sir John
Oldcastle, and had been found with a ““lymnore” in
Paternoster Row, with whom it had been left to be
illuminated. The limner teld whose book it was.
The other treatise came from Coventry—a special
nest of heresy, but, full of poisons as it was said to
be, it had no particular history, It was otherwise
with Oldcastle’s book, which was such a serious
matter that “almost all the prelates and nobles of
England ” went to the King in a body at Kennington,
where he received them in an inner chamber, to -
declare its mischievous character in the presence of
Oldcastle himself, who was specially summoned to
attend. The King expressed his detestation of the
contents of the book as containing the worst con-
clusions he had ever heard against the faith of the
Church, and asked Oldcastle whether he did not think
it worthily condemned. Oldcastle confessed that he
did, and being asked why he used it, or had it, he
said he had never used it or read more than two
leaves of it.!

The excuse went for very little. It could not have
been by mere inadvertence that he was the owner of
such an objectionable book when he was going to have
had it illuminated. It was found by the clergy in that
same Convocation that there were evil reports of him

! Wilkins, iii. 351, 352.
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up and down the country, and that in several dioceses
he had asserted and defended heretical conclusions.
He had also received and encouraged chaplains who
favoured such errors, and had sent them to wvarious
places to preach without being licensed by their
ordinaries, in defiance of the provincial constitution.
He had been present himself at their wicked preach-
ings, and had terrified opponents by the power of
the secular sword ; and he thought, dogmatised, and
taught otherwise than the Church did about the
sacrament of the altar, penance, pilgrimages, the
worship of images, and the keys. In fact, he was
the principal protector of Lollards, especially in the
dioceses of Rochester and Hereford ; and Convocation
declared that ‘it was almost impossible to repair the
rent of the seamless garment of our Lord unless first
certain great men of the kingdom who were authors,
favorers, defenders, and receivers of those heretics
were severely reproved, and if necessary revoked
from their waywardness by the invocation of the
secular arm.” They accordingly urged the Archbishop
to proceed against Oldcastle; but for reverence of
the King, whose familiar servant he was, and for the
honour of knighthood, the Primate with his suffragans
and a great part of the clergy again resorted to the
King’s presence at Kennington to represent the
matter before taking further steps.’

The King asked the Archbishop’s forbearance till
he had used his own powers of persuasion with Old-
castle to bring him back to the unity of the Church;
and the Archbishop acquiesced, not without some
murmuring on the part of his clergy, who, of course,
thought this was not a function even for the highest
secular authority. The King's labour, however, was
fruitless. He found Oldcastle altogether incorrigible
and rebuked him severely for his pertinacity. This
was in August, at Windsor; and Oldeastle, ““full of

! Wilkins, iii. 352, 353,
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the devil,” as the record says, withdrew without
leave to his own castle at Cooling. The King then
sent for the Archbishop, who was at Chichester cele-
brating the Assumption of the Virgin (August 15),
and, meeting him when he came in Windsor Park,
ordered him now to proceed against the knight with
all celerity. The Archbishop, accordingly, sent a
citation to Oldcastle, at Cooling, where he had shut
himself up, giving orders to the messenger not to
enter the castle without leave, but to make request
through John Butler, usher of the King’s chamber,
either that he might be permitted to enter in
order to serve the citation, or that Oldcastle would
allow himself to be arrested outside. But even to
the King’s usher Oldcastle openly replied that he
refused to be cited in any way. The Archbishop,
accordingly, determined to cite him by an edict posted
on the door of Rochester Cathedral, only three miles
from Cooling (as miles were reckoned then), to appear
before him on the 11th September. On that day
the Archbishop, sitting in judgment at Leeds, being
certified that Oldcastle still shut himself up in his
castle, where he was fortifying himself against attack,
and defended his opinions, despising the power of the
keys, declared him publicly contumacious, and then
excommunicated him, ordering him to be again cited,
either personally or by edict as before, to appear
before him on the Saturday after St. Matthew’s Day
following, that is to say, on the 23rd September, to
show cause why he should not be proceeded against
ad graviora.'

It seems to have been a life-and-death struggle
between established order and heresy. The Lollards
were strong in London, and had lately affixed placards
to the doors of the London churches magnifying their

1 Wilkins, iii. 353, 364. The matter is contained in two separate records,
the latter of which is likewise printed in Shirley’s Fasciculi Zizaniorum, 433+
450,
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own strength, and declaring that a hundred thousand
men were ready to rise against all those who opposed
their religion. The number was, of course, pre-
posterous, but dangerous things were hatching. Nor
was it any secret that the hope and trust of the dis-
affected reposed in the territorial power of Sir John
Oldcastle.

On the appointed day the Archbishop presided
over a court at the chapter-house of St. Paul’s,
with the Bishops of London and Winchester as his
assessors, and Oldcastle appeared before him in the
custody of Sir Robert Morley, Constable of the Tower.
How he came to be a prisoner is not expressly shown,
except that a London chronicler? says that he was
arrested at Windsor and sent to the Tower. If so, it
was apparently after he had sought another inter-
view with the King, in which he proposed to clear him-
self of heresy by single combat or by the purgation
of a hundred knights and esquires; for this is what
Bale tells us in his Brief Chronicle on the authority
of some old manuscript now unknown. He had first,
however, according to the same authority, wished to
lay before the King a confession of his faith, which
Henry, very properly, refused to receive, telling him
to deliver it to his ecclesiastical judges ; and, finally,
he showed a copy of an appeal to the Pope which he
was prepared to prosecute, but the King forbade this
also while his case was pending before the Arch-
bishop. So on the 23rd September he was brought
before the spiritual court in the keeping of the Con-
stable of the Tower. The Archbishop then related to
him gently the whole story of the proceedings against
hlm_, and offered to absolve him. But he took no
Dotice of the offer, and said he would declare the
faith which he held. This he obtained leave to read

& Idelsingham, ii. 291. 1t is not quite easy to fix the time of year in-
ended by o tempore, but the chronicler undoubtedly means sometime in the
summer or antumn of 1413,

% Collections of & London Citizen, 107 (Camden Soc.).
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at full length from a writing which he took from his
bosom, It was quite an unobjectionable declaration
so far as it went, even confessing the sacrament of the
altar to be the very body of Christ in the form of
bread—the same body that was born of the Virgin,
died on the cross, and rose again. There was room
for suspicion, however, even on this head; while
there were further statements of belief as to penance,
images, and pilgrimages which could not exactly be
taxed as unsound, but left something to be desired.
He was accordingly called on to answer whether he
held that the material bread remained after consecra-
tion, and whether in the sacrament of penance con-
fession of sins to an ordained priest was necessary.
On these points he declined to speak more definitely
than he had done in the confession. The Archbishop
then took counsel with his assessors, and declared to
him some determinations of the Church which all
Catholics ought to observe. Oldcastle replied that
he was willing to observe whatever Holy Church had
determined and whatever God wished him to believe ;
but that the Pope, cardinals, archbishops, and bishops
had the power of determining such things he would
not then in any way affirm.

The judges evidently showed great patience; but
it was their duty to bring the wanderer back to the
fold if possible. They promised to send him an
English translation of the determinations in question
that he might understand them the better, which was
actually delivered to him next day, Sunday ; and he
was asked to consider them and make a full answer
on Monday the 25th. On that day, accordingly, the
Constable of the Tower brought him again before the
court, which was now assembled at the Blackfriars,'
and he was urged to seek in due form the Church’s
absolution. He replied that he would ask no absolu-

1 See Mr. Waugh’s first article on Oldcastle in English Historical Review,
xx. 458,
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tion of the court, but only of God. Being then asked
his opinion of the separate articles, he replied :—
First about the Eucharist, as Christ when he lived
on earth had in himself both divinity and humanity,
yet a divinity veiled and invisible under his humanity
which was open and visible, so in the sacrament of
the altar is a true body and true bread,—the bread,
that is to say, which we see, and the body of Christ
veiled under it which we do not see. And he ex-
pressly denied that the faith touching this sacrament
laid before him as that of the Church of Rome and
holy doctors, could be the determination of the
Church ; but if it was 8o, he sald it had been deter-
mined against Scripture, and after the Church was
endowed and infected with poison.

As to the sacrament of penance and confession, he
said that if any one was in a grave state of sin from
which he could not liberate himself it would be well
for him to take counsel of a holy and discreet priest.
But to confess his sin to his own curate, or to
another priest, in case he had the curate’s leave,
was not necessary to salvation; because such sin
might be extinguished by contrition only, and the
sinner himself purged.

As to the adoration of the Holy Cross, he said that
only the body of Christ which hung upon the cross
ought to be adored, because that body alone was and
is the cross to be adored. And being asked what
honour he would pay to the image on that Cross, he
expressly replied that he would only do it the honour
to clean it and put it in good custody.

As to the power of the keys and of the Pope,
archbishops, bishops, and prelates, he said that the
Pope Wwas very Antichrist, that is, the head of it ; the
archbishops, bishops, and other prelates the members,
and the friars the tail. No obedience was due to the
Pope, archbishops, and prelates, except so far as they
were 1mitators of Christ and Peter in life, morals, and

He de-
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conversation ; and he and no other was the successor
of Peter who was the best in life and purest in
morals.

With this he addressed the bystanders with a loud
voice and hands extended : “Those who judge and
mean to condemn me will seduce you all and them-
selves also, and will lead you to hell.  Therefore
beware of them !”

The judges were pained and addressed him sadly,
using all possible exhortations to induce him to return
to the unity of the Church, and believe and hold what
the Church of Rome held. But he answered expressly
that he would not believe or hold otherwise than he
had said. There was nothing left but to give defini-
tive sentence, which was finally done. He was thus
declared excommunicated and was handed over to the
secular power ; and the Archbishop, by a letter dated
at Maidstone on the 10th October, ordered the
sentence to be read in every church in his province,
that men might be warned against showing him any
favour.!

We have been following the official records of the
process almost word for word, for the case of such a
distinguished person being condemned for heresy was
unprecedented. After passing the sentence, according
to one chronicler, the Archbishop himself interceded
with the King that execution should be delayed till
after forty days’ imprisonment in the Tower, in the
hope that even yet the offender might recant.” But
this hope proved vain. One thing, indeed, may have
seemed to favour it, that after a while he actually
promised what was desired of him, but it was only
for a purpose. For having at first been confined in
chains he was afterwards relieved of them on a promise
that he would revoke his heretical opinions and stand
to the judgment of the Church. But before a meeting

1 Wilkins iii. 354-7 ; Fasc. Zizan., pp. 437-50.
2 Walsingham, ii. 296.
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of the clergy could be convoked to receive his submis-
sion he contrived to escape." Whether his keepers were
bribed or circumvented, the King, who would fain
have hushed the matter up, was obliged by and by to
issue a proclamation against harbouring the fugitive.
In December the Primate, after a meeting with his
suffragans at St. Paul’s, excommunicated Oldcastle
and his adherents at Paul's Cross. There is no doubt
the chroniclers are right, that he was at this time
by secret emissaries organising a formidable outbreak
which was to take place soon after the new year;?
and on Twelfth Day the King at Eltham had news
that Sir John Oldcastle was up and was coming
against him with a strong body of adherents® A
number of lords, both spiritual and temporal, had
been spending the Christmas season with the King;
yet a night attack upon the Court had been planned,
and was revealed only by the timidity of some of the
conspirators. The plan was “ to have made a mum-
ming at Eltham,” as if for the entertainment of the
Court, “and under colour of the mumming to have
destroyed the King and Holy Church.” So the
matter was regarded. But orders were at once sent
to the Mayor of London, William Crowmer, for the
arrest of suspicious persons, and the conspirators were
secured at the Axe, outside Bishopsgate, before they
had set out upon their journey.®

! Henrici Quinti Qesta, pp- 3, 4. The form of abjuration contained in Fasci-
culi Zizaniorum, 414-16, may or may not have been submitted to Oldcastle
when he was in the Tower ; but that he had snbstantially agreed to its con-
tents before he was released from his fetters I see no reason to doubt. Bale
denounced it as a forgery, which it would have been if the clergy had given
out that he had signed it; but apparently it was only a draft of what he was
expected to declare on a further appearance before a eclerical tribunal. In it
he is made to say that he has at length come to his senses and hopes to avoid
ten;pora.l punishment at the hands of the King.

Wa-ISII}gham, ii. 297 ; Henrici Quinti Gesta (ed. Williams), p. 4.

¢ Chronicle of London {ed. Nicolas), p. 97.

* Walsingham, ii. 297,

® Gregory's Chronicle, 108 (in Collections of @ London Citizen, edited by me
for the Camden Society) ; Stowe’s Chronicle, 344. The day on which the
design was to have been accomplished was doubtless Tuesday the 9th, when
the great musters from the country were to have arrived in the neighbourhood
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Fuller information was obtained from the prisoners
about Oldcastle’s designs. He had arranged for a
great muster to take place at night in St. Giles's
fields on Tuesday the 9th. His friend, Sir Roger
Acton of Shropshire, was to be there also. “You
might see the crowds,” writes Walsingham, ¢ drawn
by great promises, hastening along by footpaths,
through villages, by crossways, from almost every
county of the kingdom, to join together at the day
and hour now at hand. And when asked why they
thus hurried and ran themselves almost out of breath,
they answered that they were hastening on to join
Lord Cobham, who had sent for them and retained
them in wages.”' But the King had been quietly
preparing for this great outbreak. A proclamation
against illicit meetings which he had sent orders to
the sheriffs to publish was no doubt too belated to
be of much effect’ But on Monday the 8th he
removed from Eltham to London, “and with him
came his brethren and the Archbishop of Canterbury,
and Courtenay, the Bishop of Norwich, and many
other lords and bachelors.”® In London, however,
the King only gave directions to the authorities and
passed on to Westminster, where he matured his plans
for opposing the rebels.

That Tuesday night following, when the muster
was to take place, the King ordered the gates of the
city to be shut and closely guarded with armed men,
who allowed none to pass out except those who were
to join the King’s troops. At night he held a council
of war at Westminster, having ordered his men to be
ready under arms. The danger was known. Old-
castle sought the King’s overthrow. It was reported,

of London ; but the disguised mummers would presumably have gone to

Eltham on Twelfth Night, the very night that they were arrested, to take
preliminary observations of the Court.

1 Walsingham, ii. 298.

* Waugh in Engl. Hist. Rev., xx. 640.

3 Chronicle of London {ed. Nicolas), p. 97.
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besides, that the rebels designed to destroy the
monasteries of Westminster and St Albans, St.
Paul’'s Cathedral, and all the vicars’ houses; and
really, unless some very serious objects were in con-
templation, it was difficult to say what they came for.
The King proposed at once to go out in the night
to meet the enemy. Some counselled delay till
daylight, when friends and foes could be easily dis-
tinguished ; others suggested the advisability of
waiting till he had gathered a larger army. But the
King would not hear of delay, and against the general
wish set off to the field soon after midnight with his
men. His policy was successful, for, assisted, as it
would seem, by some flashes of lightning to discover
the enemy," he took the rebels by surprise. Many of
them, coming from afar, fell into the King’s camp by
mistake, and being asked what they wanted, said they
were seeking for their master, Lord Cobham. They
were at once taken prisoners, and the whole host were
struck with dismay, especially on finding that they
were not joined by the thousands whom they expected
from the city. Those who were not captured took to
flight, and some were taken in the pursuit and killed.?

A reward of no less than a thousand marks was
offered for the capture of Oldcastle himself, or five
hundred marks to any one giving information which
should lead to it.* But even these immense bribes,
equivalent probably to about £10,000 and £5000 of
modern currency in value, failed to seduce any one
who knew of hig hiding-place to betray him. Freedom
from taxation was also offered by the proclamation to
any city or borough which would secure him. His
followgrs: meanwhile suffered in his absence. A judicial
commission was at once appointed for Middlesex, and

; Elmham’s ¢« Liber Metricus,” in Cole’s Memorials of Henry V., 99.
Walsingham, ji, 298, The chronicier estimates that, but for the measures

taken, 50,000 would haye Joined them from the city. We must, of course,
allow for mueh eXaggeration,

Rymer, ix, 89,
VOL. I G

Defeated.



Indictment
found.

82 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION k.1

next day for other counties for the trial of those
implicated, and an indictment was found on the 11th
January against Sir John Oldcastle for conspiring to
kill the King, his brothers, the prelates, and other
magnates of the realm, his object being, as 1t was
alleged, by the aid of his Lollard followers, to get
himself made regent, put down royal state and the
office of prelates, abolish religious orders, force the
monks to apply themselves to secular occupations,
and plunder and level to the ground cathedral and
other churches.! A most revolutionary scheme, doubt-
less! Butwe must not dismiss it as mere fable or call 1t
absolute infatuation without thinking of the extremely
unsettled state of things which had prevailed both
under Richard IL and under Henry IV., and the
doubts that might well have been entertained whether
the supposed madcap young prince who had just suc-
ceeded was the man to control the forces of disorder.
The Wyecliffe leaven had long been working in Old-
castle, who even in 1410 had been corresponding with
Hus and his followers in Bohemia ;* and in Wrycliffe’s
eyes the religious orders had been nothing less than a
brood of evildoers who ought to be put down. That
revolntionary notions, even of an extreme kind, had
been fermenting in some minds at this period there
seems no reason to doubt; and if one such mind was
that of a knight whose temporal possessions gave him
the command of a large number of followers, the
result would quite naturally be very dangerous to
the peace of the country. Oldcastle’s designs were
undoubtedly so regarded, and that any other view of
them was taken till the days of Queen Elizabeth there
is no evidence to show.

The law was now put in force. Oldcastle himself
could not be found, though a writ was issued to the
Qheriff of Middlesex to bring him before the King at

1 Rolls of Parl., iv. 108.
3 See Wylie's Henry IV., vol. iii. 208.
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Westminster. But there was no difficulty in dealing
with his followers, many of whom were speedily tried
and condemned. Thirty-eight were taken back to
St. Giles's Fields, where four pair of gallows were
made for them, called the Lollards’ gallows. Some
were simply hanged as traitors ; but a certain number
were not only so hanged, but also burned as heretics,
the gallows, too, being burned along with them. Sir
Roger Acton was taken a little later, and (after trial,
presumably) was dragged through the streets to St.
Giles’s likewise, where he was hanged, and, while still
breathing, thrown into the fire.! But the King
showed great desire to be lenient and admitted
many to pardon. The people had been grievously
deluded, even in believing that a great revolution
was possible. Their trust in Oldcastle certainly was
wonderful. A brewer of Dunstable had apparently
expected to receive knighthood from him on his
triumph, for when he was taken there were found in
his possession a pair of gilt spurs which he had
concealed in his bosom, and two war-horses with gold
trappings.®

The rising being now put down, a Parliament met
at Leicester on the 30th April. It is very remark-
able that it should have been summoned to meet in a
place which had hitherto been a hotbed of Lollardy
—the very centre of Swinderby’s first activity, and
the county town of Wycliffe himself as incumbent of
Lutterworth, which was only some twelve miles from
1t. Here, however, Parliament held a session that
8pring, which passed a new enactment against
Lollardy in consequence of the recent ' confederacies
made, as it was declared, “to annul and subvert the

! This last detail is given by Redman (see Memorials of Henry V., ed.
ikl Al i e s Yol

have tested myself. I go not quite agree with all Mr. Waugh’s comments,

:J:;mléiss. research is very valuable, especially as it is not limited to printed

* Walsingham, ii. 299,

Executions
of 0ld-
castle’s
followers.



Statutes
passed at
Leicester.

Disturb-

84 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION k.1

Christian faith and the law of God within this
realm” as well as to destroy the King “and all
other manner of estates, as well spiritual as temporal,
. . and finally the laws of the land.” We may
interpret preambles to Acts of Parliament as we
think most in accordance with probabilities ; but
language like this, so frequently repeated at the
time, must be held of some account by the historian.
The enactment was that, for the future, the Lord
Chancellor, judges, justices of the peace, sherifs,
mayors, and all other officers, should take an oath
to put down all kinds of heresies and errors, com-
monly called Lollardies,” within their jurisdictions ;
and to assist the ordinaries and their commissaries by
riding to arrest Lollards when requested. Persons
convicted of heresy and handed over to the secular
power were to forfeit all their lands. Justices of the
King’s bench, justices of the peace, and justices of
assize, were empowered to inquire of all heretics who
were their maintainers, to award a capias against
them, and have them delivered to the ordinaries
within ten days of their arrest to be tried by the laws
of Holy Church.! Another Act immediately followed
to strengthen a previous enactment against riots.”
These enactments, no doubt, contributed much to
the peace of the country. Yet it was still a question
whether the Lancastrian throne was safe, and whether
revolutionary tendencies could be effectually kept
down. The King was at Southampton in summer on
the point of sailing for Normandy for his first vie-
torious campaign in France, when the plot of the
Farl of Cambridge and Lord Scrope of Masham was
discovered. This was speedily punished under a
special commission, the Earl himself and Sir Thomas
Grey confessing their guilt. But the King had no

ances after oo cailed than the Lollards emerged from their

the King
went
abroad.

hiding-places and stirred up sedition, placing writings
1 Statute, 2 Henry V. c. 7. 2 Jbid. c. 8.
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again on London church doors, with exhortations to
avenge their wrongs, now that ““ the prince of priests,”
as they called him, was gone. And Oldcastle himself,
deceived by a premature report that the King had
crossed, had already ventured from his hiding-place,
which was near Malvern, and threatened Lord Aber-
gavenny at his castle of Hanley. But this lord,
having got warning in the night time, sent immediate
orders to his retainers about Worcester, Pershore, and
Tewkesbury, to come to him in the early morning at
Hanley Castle, and Oldcastle, finding that his enemy
was quite prepared for him, retired and hid himself
once more. But a priest of his, and some other
of his followers, were taken, who, on being ques-
tioned, revealed the secret place where he kept his
stores of arms and money. There his ensigns were
found, with one banner, on which he had got painted
conspicuously a chalice and a host, and others, whereon
were displayed the cross of Christ, with those emblems
of His passion,—the scourges, spear, and nails,—all
intended to impose on the simplicity of the people if
he could have found an opportunity to raise a new
rebellion, for nothing was more opposed to the true
spirit of Lollardy than images and paintings like these.
Hearing, however, of the executions of the Earl of Cam-
bridge and Lord Scrope at Southampton, he had little
desire to lay himself open to the like punishment.’

The spirit of knighthood itself was felt to have
been dishonoured by Oldcastle and by other treason-
mongers as well. It was while the King was at
Southampton about to embark that Occleve composed,
n a poem of sixty-four stanzas, not a railing, but a
sad appeal to Oldcastle as one of whom better things
had been expected. And to any one who would under-
stand the religious and political feelings of the time
thla;tl poem is indispensable. Near the beginning we
read :—

! Walsingham, ii. 306-7.
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Allas, that thou that wer a manly knyght

And shoon ful cleer in famous worthynesse,
Standynge in the fauour of every wight

Haast lost the style of cristenly prowesse
Among alle hem that stande in the cleernesse
Of good byleeue ; and no man with thee holdith
Sauf cursid caitifs, heires of dirknesse :

For verray routhe of thee myn herte coldith.

But the poet urges him even yet to rise up out of
the slough of heresy, and not think it a shame to
obey Holy Church, to which the laity ought to leave
matters of doctrine. He should “climb no more in
Holy Writ so high,” but read the story of Lancelot,
the treatise of Vegetius, or some work on the art
of chivalry. If he wants something “of authority”
he might go to the books of Judges, Kings, and
Joshua, to Judith, or to Paralipomenon (Chronicles)
and Macecabees; for knights did so in times past.
He meddles too much, Occleve tells him, in every-
thing ; he would ‘““shoe the goose.” He contemptu-
ously calls the King “ prince of priests,” not considering
that priests have really a higher authority than earthly
princes, and papal authority is to royal as sunlight
to moonlight. To despise the power of priests was to
be a rebel against Christ; and 1t was a presumptuous
error to say that a priest, even in deadly sin, could
not “make Christ's body.” Finally Oldcastle is
appealed to in these words :—

Cryst of thy soule glad be wolde and fayn,
Retourne knyghtly now vn to his lore.

Repente thee and with him make accord,
Conquere meryt and honour let see

Looke how our cristen Prince, our lige lord,
With many a lord and knyght beyond the see,
Laboure in armes, and thou hydest thee

And darst nat come and shewe thy visage.

O, fy for shame, how can a knyght be

Out of thonur of this rial viage !

L The ballad will be found in 4nglia, vol. v. 23-37, where it is printed by
Miss Toulmin Smith, with prefatory remarks and annotations added.
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It must not be supposed that this poem was the
production of a priest. The poet, indeed, thought
once of becoming one. He was a law student and
clerk in the Privy Seal Office, who married for love,
and is amusingly free in eriticising his own faults in
other of his writings. To all appearance a very
sincere man, and a friend of Chaucer and Gower, he
utters nothing more than the general feeling of all
friends of order.

Similar sentiments, indeed, are to be found in
another contemporary poem or ballad against the Another
Lollards, which apparently was also written just Jyou nim.
about this time, and which, though anonymous, is
even better known than the poem just referred to.
Possibly it, too, may be from the pen of Occleve;
but instead of being directly addressed to Old-
castle, it refers to him indirectly in the following

stanzas :—

Hit is unkyndly for a knight,
That shuld a Kynges castel kepe,
To bable the Bibel day and night
In restyng tyme when he shuld slepe ;
And carefoly awey to crepe,
For alle the chief of chivalrie.
Wel anght hym to wail and wepe
That suyche lust hath in Lollardie.

An Old castel, and not repaired,
With wast walles and wowes wide ;
The wages ben ful yvel wared
With suyche a capitayn to abide ;
That rerethe riot for to ride
Agayns the Kynge and his clergie,
‘With privé peyne and pore pride ;
Ther is a poynt of lollardie.?

In both these poems, it will be seen, Oldcastle is
reproved for his devotion to the Bible. This itself
was highly characteristic of a follower of Wyecliffe,

1 Wright's Political Poems (Rolls Series), il. 244.
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one of whose leading principles was, as we have seen,
that kings and rulers should study the Bible in order
to discover the principles of government. If Wycliffe
was right in this, and also in his dictum that dominion
was founded on grace, it seemed naturally to follow
that a king who did not pursue this course might be
rightfully supplanted even by a subject who would. It
was also a Wyeliffite principle that the Chureh should
be disendowed; and apparently Oldcastle aimed at
nothing for which he could not find plausible warrant
in his master’s teaching. He himself does not appear
to have been a learned man. He may perhaps have
known a little Latin, though there is rather a pre-
sumption to the contrary in the fact that, in 1413,
two days before sentence was pronounced against
him, Archbishop Arundel ordered an English transla-
tion of some determinations of the Church to be laid
before him for his better comprehension. He doubt-
less “babbled the Bible” in Wycliffe’s version, and
got his letters to Hus in Bohemia written for him
by his chaplains. His own vocation was mainly to
support the good cause by the sword when oppor-
tunity offered ; and it does not raise our estimate of
his heroism that he arranged for an attack on London
or the Court by night, that he retreated into obscurity
when convenient, or that he confessed the poisonous
nature of the volume that he was going to have had
illuminated.

Shortly afterwards a certain “inveterate Lollard,”
Prosecu- Damed William Cleydon, was taken and burnt in
%g’ﬁ:rfds London, whose opposition to Church authority was

" 80 outrageous that he thought himself competent to
confer priestly orders upon his own son, and caused
him to perform mass in his house on the day
when his wife, rising from childbed, went to church
for purification. With the name of this Cleydon is
coupled by a chronicler that of Richard Turmyn,
baker, who also suffered like him in Smithfield, and
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possibly in the same fire." Of Turmy

littlee. But of the process agalnst

account is preserved, of which it i

giving some brief abstract to show

may be thought of such prosecutions,

pressed, even in the case of meaner men than Uld-
castle, with that bitterness of clerical hatred, or love
of severity for its own sake, which Puritanism at a
later date persistently imputed to papal and episcopal
authorities.”

On the 17th August 1415 (just at the time Henry
V. had landed in Normandy) Cleydon was examined
at St. Paul's before Archbishop Chichele and the
Bishops of London and Coventry, the Mayor of London
also being present, and some other divines, lawyers,
and clerks. It appears that for twenty years he had
been defamed of heresy, and for two years had been
imprisoned in Conway Castle, and afterwards for some
time in the Fleet; but, being liberated, he had
abjured his heresies before ““ dominus” John Secarle,’
the King’s Chancellor, in the time of Henry IV. He
confessed that he had kept in his house several
English books, which since his arrest were in the
custody of the Mayor, and the Mayor said they were
most perverse and wicked. One, which was a vellum
book, fair written and finely bound in red leather, the
Mayor exhibited to the Bishop, who inquired by whom

1 Walsingham, ii. 807 ; Gregory, 108 ; Kingsford’s Chronicles of London,
69 ; _Rlley’s Memorials of London, 617, 618.  As to Turmyn, there is an
allusion to his burning in Riley, p. 630, in which the name, taken from the
city archives, appears as Richard Surmyn. Foxe gives it as Turming ; but,
curiously enough, Mr. Endell Tyler, in his Henry of Monmouth, ii. 394, note,
ﬁngs it given in the Pipe Rolls as ¢ George Gurmyn.”

It is the more important to give a detailed account of the process,
because Mr. Tyler, the only popular historian, I believe, who has given any
account of it at all (see his Henry of Monmouth, ii. 394), reads into it that same
spirit of clerical hatred and cruelty which is too easily inferred from the
severity of the punishient itself. But there is no warrant for his statement
that the clergy here were * relentless exactors of a cruel and iniquitous law,
str::mmg to the very utmost its enactments to cover their deeds of blood.”

Not ““ Searle,” as the name is printed in Wilkins. He was appointed

Chancellor in 1399, and continued so till 1401. (See Haydn's Book of
Dignities, pp. 354-5, ed, Ockerby. ) (
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it was written, and about the binding. Cleydon said
it was written by one John Grime, but who he was
he could not tell. Asked if he had ever read it,
Cleydon replied that he could not read himself, but
had heard nearly a quarter of it read by ome John
Fuller, 2 man in his service. Asked if he thought
the contents good and catholic, he said he thought
many things in the book profitable to his soul, and
he specially liked it on account of a sermon contained
in it which had once been preached at Horsfaldowne.
He was then asked if since his abjuration he had had
communication with one Richard Baker (i.e. Turmyn)
of London. He said, Yes, for Baker had often come
to his house for that purpose; but he admitted that
he knew him to be defamed of heretical pravity. The
Bishop then ordered the books to be examined by
Robert Gilbert, D.D., the celebrated William Lynde-
wode, LL.D., and others; and directed John Estcourt,
general examiner of the Court of Canterbury, to take
the examination of David Berde, Alexander Philip,
and Balthazar Mero as witnesses. ,

On the following Monday, the 19th, Estcourt read
the statements of these witnesses before the Bishop of
London (Richard Clifford), the Bishop of St. David’s
(Stephen Patrington), and other doctors and clerks.
Of the three witnesses, the first, David Berde, was a.
young man of twenty-three, who had been Cleydon’s
apprentice. He was asked if he knew a little book or
tract called The Lantern of Light, which was shown
him, and had known his late master to read it or have
it Tead to him, and whether he approved of its con-
tents and dogmatisings. He replied that he knew
the book, and that it contained the Ten Command-
ments in English with other things, and he had seen
his master’s servant, John Fuller, reading it to him
by his order in a house of his in St. Martin’s Lane ;
also that his master, Cleydon, was much delighted
with the contents, maintaining them to be good,
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lawful, and catholic. Balthazar Mero and David
Philip, other servants of Cleydon, were often
present. .

Saunder (or Alexander) Philip, who was over
fifteen, and had also been an apprentice of Cleydon’s,
but was now in the household of the Mayor of Lon-
don, gave similar testimony, with the further addition
that about Midlent last he had seen the sheets of the
little book unbound carried to Cleydon’s house by
John Grime, who wrote them, and that Grime and
Fuller had sat from eight in the morning till twilight
on the Sunday following in Cleydon’s house reading
and correcting them, Cleydon being most part of
the day an auditor. And he had heard Cleydon
say he would rather pay three times the value of
that book than be without it. Also he said
that Richard Baker and one Montford, who were
vehemently suspected of Lollardy, came divers
days to Cleydon’s house and disputed frequently
of the contents of the book and of the articles of
the faith.

Bartholomew Mero, a Londoner, aged thirty, who
had been in Cleydon’s service the year before, also
gave similar testimony, and added that he had seen
Cleydon communicating on articles of Holy Scrip-
ture with Richard Baker and Montfort.

There were then read in court divers English
treatises found in Cleydon’s house, which had been
examined by four friars of different orders, whose
names are given; and they were shown to contain
many heresies, especially The Lantern of Light. The
Pope was called Antichrist, archbishops and bishops
generally were declared to be the beast of Antichrist,
the Court of Rome the chief head of Antichrist; and
besides abuse of this kind, were statements that
Christ never planted private religions, that is to
say, religious orders like those of the friars, and
a good many other Wycliffite sentiments sub-
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versive of all Church authority. Sentence was
accordingly pronounced upon Cleydon as a relapsed
heretic.?

Now, of course, in the present age we all value
freedom of opinion, and do not deny the right even
of an illiterate man who thinks himself wiser than
great schoolmen and divines, either of his own or past
ages, to read, or get read to him, what books he
pleases, and to admire what sentiments he thinks
admirable, however noxious they may be held by
the best judges or even by the community at large.
That a system of perfect liberty is the best system in
such matters far be it from me to dispute. And yet
I have known, even in my own day, the great majority
of Englishmen, including many men who were sensible
enough in other matters, convulsed with indignation
about a thing which surely might have been con-
sidered sentimental rather than practical. Nay, so
far did this feeling carry men in the middle of the
nineteenth century, that they actually got an Act of
Parliament passed to take the virus out of ecclesiastical
titles which had been bestowed by the Pope and not
by the sovereign of the realm. Things sentimental
have undoubtedly a serious side ; but if, even in days
of freedom, we can be shaken out of our philosophy of
letting tares and wheat grow together in men’s minds
till the harvest, can we wonder that five hundred
years ago, when religion was much more of a system,
and the question was between maintaining that
system and permitting the encroachments of anarchy
in religion and in temporal matters also, people
resorted to remedies which we now consider extreme
and ill-justified? We must not condemn our ances-
tors too strongly without understanding their ideas
first. But above all, we should not speak of their
judicial processes in matters relating to poisonous
opinions as if their judges were truculent and thirsted

! Wilkins, {ii. 871-5.
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for the blood of misguided men, who were only guilty
of taking different views from their own.
On the 1st July 1416, Archbishop Chichele directed
a pastoral letter to the Bishop of London, and doubt-
less to his other suffragans, to give effect to a recent
constitution enacted in Convocation. By this con-
stitution all bishops and archdeacons were required
to make diligent inquiry at least twice a year in every
deanery and parish touching persons suspected of
heresy, or of holding secret conventicles, or leading
lives at variance with the common conversation of
faithful men, or possessing books written in English,
or receiving persons who favoured heresy. All such
persons were to be at once denounced by the arch-
deacons to their diocesans, who were then to take
proceedings against them and commit to prison those
convicted until the next provincial Convocation at
least, certifying all that was done, and especially
abjurations, to the official of the Court of Canterbury.!
These measures probably kept down the fire for
awhile, and we do not hear of any punishments ex-
" pressly inflicted for Lollardy. On Michaelmas Day
one Benet Wolman (or John Benet, woolman, as Stowe
calls him), who is said to have been a great Lollard,
was hanged, and afterwards beheaded, for treason,
not burnt like a relapsed heretic, which he probably
was not; and on the 8th Oct. William Parchmyner,?
who had rescued Oldcastle from the Tower, suffered
the like fate. The heads of both these offenders were
set upon London Bridge. If either of them had been
prosecuted in the ecclesiastical court he had probably
abjured. Wolman suffered as a partisan of the

1 Wilkins, iii. 378.

2 No doubt the name means parchment maker. ¢ In Jssu¢ Roll, Mich. 1
Hen. Y:, are payments for the arrest of Lollards, especially to one constable
for seizing Lollard books in the house of a parchment-maker ; another for
searching the house of William, the parchment-maker, in Smithfield, where
Sir John Oldcastle dwelt.” Notes to 4n English Chronicle, edited by J. 8.

Davies for the Camden Societ . 1 tries in Devon’s I
FRolls. 330.39, ociety, p. 183. See the entries in 3sue
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pretender Thomas Trumpington, who gave out that
he was Richard II. still alive.! But next year (1417)
we hear of one Henry Greyndor, a bold propagator
of Oldcastle’s principles, who ventured to present a
bill to the King, suggesting that he should resume
possession of all goods and lands given to the Chureh,
which he said would be the fulfilment of an old
prophecy. The King replied that if such a thing
were to be done all other property ought to be
returned likewise, and that he would sooner be cut
in pieces by the sword than resume Church property.
The petitioner was sent to prison for his andacity.”
The Lollards, however, were not yet to be repressed,
and when the King was spending his Christmas at
Kenilworth a squire of Oldcastle’s seems to have laid
an ambush for him?® Renewed proclamations were
issued in the Midland and Western counties for Old-
castle’s apprehension.* The rewards offered for his cap-
ture were much the same as before:—1000 marks, or
lands worth £20 a year for life to any one who could
take him ; or if any city, borough, or town could do so
and bring him to the King, it should be free of any
quinzisme, disme, or other tax during the King’s life,
even though granted by Parliament later. In the
summer of 1417 Henry’s second expedition into
France afforded the Lollards a new opportunity.
Seditious bills attacking the Church were distributed
in every considerable house or inn at St. Albans,
Northampton, and Reading.® Oldcastle himself was
believed to have incited the Scots to invade England
in the King’s absence, and to have had an interview
with William Douglas at Pomfret, promising him

1 Walsingham, ii. 317; Chron. of London (ed. Nicolas), 104; Riley’s
Memorials, 638 ; Stowe, 352.

2 Elmham’s Lib. Metricus in Cole, 148 ; Capgrave de NNlust. Henricis, 121,

$ Walsingham, ii. 317. .

4 Close Roll,4 Hen. V.m. 7d. (cited by Waugh). The form of the proclama-
tion in English may be seen in Hearne’s App. to Titus Livius, 218.

5 Hearne's Otterbourne, 278 ; Elmham’s Lib. Metricus, 158 ; Walsingham,
le.
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£3000 to bring with him the pretended Richard II.
who should show himself as king. A covenant to
that effect was said to have been transmitted to the
Duke of Albany. The Scots, however, only got the
length of besieging Roxburgh, where their mines
were countermined; and they took to flight when
the Dukes of Exeter and Bedford, who were at
Bridlington on pilgrimage, raised the country against
them.

Oldcastle himself kept hiding in various places,
but at last the Abbot of St. Albans heard that he had
been staying some days in the house of one of his
dependants. The Abbot accordingly sent thither some
of his servants by night, who, though they did not
find the man they wanted, succeeded in arresting
some of his principal retainers. This apparently
spoiled some very pretty project, and greatly dis-
concerted Oldcastle himself. In the house were
found some books written in English, and some others
which had been illuminated with pictures of saints,
but the saints’ heads had been erased: and there
were Litanies in which the names of all the saints,
including that of the Virgin, had been so treated,
leaving the Parce nobis, Domine, after them un-
touched. The book which had been thus maltreated
the Abbot sent to the King, who sent it again to the
Archbishop of Canterbury, that it might be exhibited
in sermons at Paul’s Cross as a glaring example of
Lollard irreverence.?

Oldcastle escaped once more to the borders of
Wales®; but he was ultimately secured and made
prisoner in the land of Powis after a stiff fight with
his captors, in which he himself was wounded. He
was brought up to London in a horse-litter. Parlia-
ment had met in November, and the Lords and

> Walsingham, ii. 825 ; Otterbourne, 278 ; Elmham’s Lsb. Metr. 150, 151.
2 Walsingham, ij. 326,

2 See authorities cited by Waugh in Engl, Hist. Review, xx. 655,
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Commons were all desirous that it should not be dis-
solved until the arch-heretic was brought before them
for examination. Lord Powis was despatched with an
armed force to bring him up from Pool Castle, where
he had been secured after his arrest, and he appeared
before Parliament on the 14th December accompanied
by his secretary—a clergyman, of course. The record of
his outlawry was read over to him in English, and he
was asked to show cause why he should not be con-
demned to death. In reply he began a discourse
about the mercy of God, and that mortals should
exalt mercy above judgment, that vengeance belonged
only to God, and so forth, till the Chief Justice
appealed to the Duke of Bedford, who was regent in
the King’s absence, not to allow further waste of time.
The regent, accordingly, told him to answer to the
point, and after a brief pause he said, in the words of
St. Paul (1 Cor. iv. 8), “ With me it is a very small
thing that I should be judged of you or of man’s judg-
ment.” But with this exordium he was entering upon
another irrelevant discourse, when the chief justice
demanded finally that he should show if he could
why he should not suffer death. Being thus pressed
he adopted a haughty mien, and replied that he
acknowledged none of them as his judge, seeing that
his liege lord, King Richard, was still alive in Scotland.
Of course there was nothing more to be done after
such a speech but to pronounce judgment upon him.!

The judgment was passed, as usual in such cases,
on the petition of the Commons. It was that, as a
traitor to God and notorious herefic, proved to be
such by a document delivered into Parliament by the
Archbishop of Canterbury, and also as a traitor to
the King and his realm, he should be taken to the
Tower of London, and from thence drawn through
the city to the new gallows in the parish of St. Giles’s,
outside the bar of the Old Temple, and there hanged

1 Walsingham, ii, 327, 328 ; Ret. Pari., iv, 107-10.
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and burnt.' The sentence seems to have been exe-
cuted at once. On the 14th Dec., the morrow of
St. Lucy the Virgin, he was taken through London
to Tower Hill in the same chair or litter in which he
had been brought to Westminster, and then laid on
a hurdle, on which he was dragged to St. Giles’s.
There the Dukes of Bedford and Exeter, and, generally
speaking, all the lords who had attended Parliament,
had assembled to witness his execution. He was
hung from the gallows by a strong chain with a great
blazing fire beneath him, and the gallows itself was
burnt along with him, Before he suffered, Bedford
said he grieved for him and strongly exhorted him to
be confessed. But he told the regent he had much
more need to grieve for himself ; and as for confession,
he would not declare his sins to St. Peter or St. Paul
if they were present. His last words, however, were
said to have been addressed to Sir Thomas Erping-
ham, declaring that he should rise from the dead
after three days, and adjuring him, when he should
see the miracle, to procure peace for the Lollard
religion. He died without a groan.?

If he really entertained such a belief as that he
would rise from the dead in three days, we must
presume that mental aberration had much to do with
his whole conduct. And this is not an uncharitable
supposition, for the vagaries of fanaticism are in-
scrutable. Nor must we blame the age, rough and
indiscriminating as 1t was in cases of the kind, for
lack of mercy towards him. For he had been shown
much indulgence ; but wrong-headed ideas made him
continually more perverse, and the power which he
undoubtedly exercised over a large part of the popula-
tion made him more and more dangerous as long as
he was not held in check. With his death the high

1 Rot. Pari., iv. 108.
? Walsingham, ii. 328 ; Gregory, 116 ; Elmham’s Lib. Met., 159 ; Chron.
of London (ed. Nicolas), 106 ; Adam of Usk, 131 ; Otterbourne, 280.
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political game of Lollardy was at an end. No man
was able to regret the fate of one who had shown
himself in the eyes of all a disgrace to knighthood ;
and henceforth no powerful patrons set themselves to
encourage disloyal clergymen in disobedience to their
ecclesiastical superiors.  The Church had already
recovered control of her own clergy whenever they
were not thus backed up. Henceforward she could
set her house in order with more deliberation.

APPENDIX TO CHAPTER I
{See page 57.)

T am enabled by the courtesy of Mr. Fowler, of the Public
Record Office, to give the following extracts from a forth-
coming volume of his Calendar of the Patent Rolls of Henry
IV.:—

Patent 9 Hen. IV. pt. 2. m. 25 d. [4.p. 1408].

« May 22, Westin.—Commission to Alexander, bishop of Norwich,
the prior of Holy Trinity, Norwich, the sheriff of Norfolk and
Suffolk, the mayor and sheriffs of Norwich, to cause proclamations
to be made within the said City and the suburbs of the same, and
the said counties, that no one shall preach and teach new and
unheard of opinions contrary to the Catholic faith, and to arrest all
who do so, and commit them to the King’s gaol until the King give
orders for their delivery.”

« January 20, Westm.—Commission as above (against Lollards)
to the prior of St. Mary, Coventre, the mayor and bailiffs of
Coventre, John Smythier and Master Richard Parker, clerk, in the
said city and the suburbs of the same, and elsewhere within the
counties of Warwick and Leicester.”

s August 4, Westm.—The like to R., bishop of London, in the
City of London and suburbs of the same, and elsewhere within his
diocese.”

“ August 3, Westm.—The like to N., bishop of Bath and Wells,
in the cities of Bath and Wells and the suburbs of the same, and
elsewhere within his diocese.”

Patent 10 Hen. IV. pt. 2. m. 21 d. [4.D. 1409].
« June T, Westm.—Commission to N., bishop of Bath and Wells,
on information that certain satellites of Satan preach divers new
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and unheard of doctrines and false opinions and wickednesses in

" certain places within his diocese and the town of Bristol, and hold
schools in occult, attracting to themselves many of the King’s lieges,
to cause proclamations to be made within the said diocese and
town, forbidding this, and to arrest and imprison all who do so.”



CHAPTER II
OF HERESIES, SCHISMS, AND COUNCILS

OF course, there was still very much to do before
Lollardy could be reduced to a mere matter of private
opinion, which in the course of some years it practi-
cally became with all erratic thinkers who valued
either their lives or their respectability. Forin truth,
though the best days of scholastic training were past,
churchmen still were, on the whole, better educated
than the laity ; and men like Sir John Oldcastle and
other laymen could hardly have set themselves up in
avowed opposition to Church authority if they had
not found encouragement to do so in the counsel of
their own divines and the principles of a great leader
like Wycliffe. But even when its first violence was
subdued, Lollardy remained a latent power in the
community. Its leaven, indeed, was very widely
diffused. Its teachings, for good and evil, have in-
Auenced human thought and action more or less
through all succeeding centuries. They mingled
with and domineered over the Reformation, though
they did not bring it on. They provoked tyranny,
intolerance, and revolution, which again, In ifs turn,
produced reaction. They found in later times a too
injurious antidote in Rationalism, and in our day
have suffered serious shipwreck from the Higher
Criticism. But many of the results still remain and
always will remain; for there was good as well as

evil in Lollardy.

100
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And it is desirable, before we go farther, to examine
the good as well as the evil at the fountain head. 1
have said that Wyecliffe’s chief bequest to posterity
was the English Bible. His great aim was to popu-
larise the Scriptures by translation into the vernacular
speech, and, notwithstanding the disapproval of con-
temporary churchmen, he succeeded to an extent
which was thought altogether unbecoming. “This
Master Wyecliffe,” says a chronicler of that age,
““ translated into the English, not an angelic, tongue
(in Anglicam linguam, non angelicam) the gospel
that Christ committed to the clergy and doctors of
the Church that they might administer it gently to
laymen and infirm persons according to the require-
ments of the time and their individual wants and
mental hunger. So by him it is becoming common,
and more open to lay men and women who know
how to read than it usually is to clerks of good
understanding with a fair amount of learning. And
thus the gospel pearl is cast forth and trodden by
swine ; what is usually held dear by clerks and laymen
is rendered, as it were, a common subject of merri-
ment to both (quast jocositas communis utrusque) ;
the gem of clerks is turned into the sport of lay-
men; so that what was once a talent given from
above to clergy and doctors of the Church may be a
commune aternuwm to the laity.”* The feeling was
that Scripture was a thing too sacred to be handled
by any but a sacred order of men trained to use it
properly ; and, familiar as we have become with a
vernacular Bible, if we could only transfer ourselves
backwards some centuries to a period when the sacred

1 What was meant by the words commune elernum appears from a refer-
ence mz}de immediately afterwards to a prediction of William de Saint
Amour in these words: **Some labour to change the gospel of Christ into
anqther gospel which they say will be more perfect, and better and worthier,
which they _cga.ll the Eternal Gospel (Evangelium cfernum), or the Gospel of
the Holy Spirit.” *“ Eternal it may be called,” adds the chronicler, ‘‘ because
now vu}gar and common in our mother tongue and so in eternal memory”
(Chronice H. Knighton (ed, Lumby), ii. 152).

Effect of
Wryeliffe’s
Bible,
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text had always been studied in Latin, and when
laymen who could read had been accustomed to quite
other literature, we might not feel upon reflection
that the vulgarisation of Holy Writ was a thing
altogether free from objection.

Yet if the sacred order of men had themselves so
valued their high privileges as to become really well
versed in the Word which it was their business thus
economically to dispense to the laity, there ought
surely to have been little ground for the complaint
that Scripture was becoming better known_to laymen
who could read than it commonly was to clerks of
good understanding. Scripture, no doubt, is an in-
exhaustible mine, and no one man, Or body of men,
clerks or laymen, can explore it thoroughly ; but
this is surely no reason for limiting the number of
labourers engaged in the operation. The danger, of
course, was that, without special learning, a man was
too apt to be led astray about the true sense. And
such is undoubtedly the case, though there are mis-
apprehensions that no amount of learning can avert.
Yet, on the other hand, the faculty of true inter-
pretation comes very often of a certain gift which is
not conferred by mere scholastic training or even by
the laying on of hands.

Exaggera- Some exaggeration, indeed, of what Wyecliffe did
%{,’;cfi%e,s appears to have prevailed even from an early period.
s, It has been a common belief that he was the first to
translate the Bible into English, and also that it was
the whole Bible that he himself translated. ~Both
these ideas must be considered questionable; the latter
extremely so. Within thirty years of his death, it is
true, John Hus in Bohemia writes of it as a report
among the English that Wyeliffe had translated the
whole Bible from the Latin into their language ; but
the thing is out of the question. The labour of such
a work would have been enormous even for a man of
Wycliffe's extraordinary energy, and his immense
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activity in other things would assuredly have made it
impossible to him. Nor does Knighton, the authority
above quoted, say anything of the kind. What “Master
Wiycliffe” translated and vulgarised, he tells us, was
« the gospel that Christ committed to the clergy and
doctors of the Church” ; and “the gospel” here can-
not be understood as more than the Four Gospels at
the utmost. It may, in fact, mean less. But that
Wycliffe aimed at getting a mew translation of the
whole Scriptures made is what we should naturally
understand by the words of Archbishop Arundel
within a generation after his death. For writing to
Pope John XXIIL the Archbishop says of him : “ He
even tried by every means in his power to undermine
the very faith and teaching of Holy Church, filling
up the measure of his malice by devising the ex-
pedient of a new translation of the Scripture in the
mother tongue (nove ad sue malitie complementum
Seripturarum wn linguam maternam translations
practica adinventa).! The words do not imply that
Wryecliffe himself had done more than start a con-
siderable scheme, which we may believe, reasonably
enough, that his followers did much to complete,
notwithstanding the Archbishop’s own efforts to bring
their labours under control.

It is true there had always been vernacular trans-
lations of the Bible, in whole or in part. In
Cranmer’s Preface to the Bible, written mainly to
recommend the domestic reading of the Scriptures
which had hitherto been discouraged, he says:—

It is not much above one hundred years ago since Scrip-
ture hath not been accustomed to be read in the vulgar
tongue within this realm; and many hundred years before
that it was translated and read in the Saxons’ tongue, which
at that time was our mothers’ tongue: whereof there
remaineth yet divers copies found lately in old abbeys, of
such antique manners of writing and speaking, that few men

! Wilkins, iii. 350.

Old trans-
lations
before
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now been able to read and understand them. And when
this language waxed old and out of common usage, because
folk should not lack the fruit of reading, it was again trans-
lated in the newer language. Whereof yet also many copies
remain and be daily found.!

This was written, it should be observed, just after
the dissolution of the monasteries, when all their
literary treasures came to light. And Cranmer, it
may be further noted, does not even hint that the
newer translations replacing the obsolete Anglo-
Saxon versions were due to Wycliffe. This, how-
ever, is not very wonderful, as Wyecliffe was still
regarded in England as a heretic. But Sir Thomas
More in his Dialogue, written some years before,
makes a statement which suggests that there were
readable English translations of an earlier date than
Wyecliffe’s :—

The whole Bible was, long before his days, by virtuous
and well-learned men translated into the KEnglish tongue,
and by good and godly people with devotion and soberness
well and reverently read.?

And a little farther on he tells us that he himself
had seen some of these old translations (in MS. of
course), authorised for use by the bishop of the
diocese, when they were left in the hands of men
and women among the laity.® This statement it is
important to note for more than one reason, but
chiefly in correction of a vulgar error which was
sedulously propagated by some even in Sir Thomas
More’s day, and which has been current ever since—
that the Church of Rome was always opposed to any
translation whatever of the Bible, and to its use by
laymen. The only ground for such an insinuation in

1 Cranmer’s Miscellaneous Writings (Parker Soe.), p. 119,

2 More’s Works, p. 233.

3 ¢« Myself have seen and can show you Bibles fair and old written in
English, which have been known and seen by the bishop of the diocese and
left in laymen’s hands and wornen’s, to such as he knew for good and Catholic
folk that used it with devotion and soberness” (More’s Works, 234).
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More’s day was the suppression of Tyndale’s New
Testament, and of other corrupt translations with
heretical commentaries. But the truth is, the Church
of Rome was not at all opposed to the making of
translations of Scripture, or to placing them in the
hands of the laity under what were deemed proper
precautions. It was only judged necessary to see
that no unauthorised or corrupt translations got
abroad, and even in this matter it would seem the
authorities were not roused to special vigilance till
they took alarm at the diffusion of Wycliffite transla-
tions in the generation after his death. We have
already seen the determination taken by a provincial
council at Oxford, and published in January 1409,
that no one was either to make translations from
Scripture or to read any such that had been made in
the days of Wycliffe, or since his time, until such
translations had been approved by the bishop of
the diocese or by the provincial council.' It is this
restriction which is glanced at by Cranmer in the
passage above quoted, where he says that it is not
much above a hundred years “ since Scripture hath not
been accustomed to be read in the vulgar tongue”;
and we may add that it was a restriction peculiar to
England. For old vernacular translations ahound
which were used in foreign countries; and the dis-
putant who in More’s Dealogue pleads in favour of
Tyndale’s translation, referring to this eonstitution of
the Synod of Oxford, says, “And this is a law very
provincial, for it holdeth but here. For in all other
countries of Christendom the people have the Secrip-
ture translated into their own tongue, and the clergy
there findeth no such fault therein.” ?

The clergy, in short, as they were charged with the
care of men’s souls, were bound, according to the
prevailing view of their duty, to see that what men
read was entirely wholesome, We may well feel in

1 Wilkins, iii, 817, ? More’s Works, p. 224
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this twentieth century, as we have done for some cen-
turies past, that the law of perfect liberty is best, and
the attempt which Rome still keeps up to control such
matters by the “Index ” deserves as little sympathy as
it commands. But if we would understand the history
of past times we must enter into the spirit of past
times. We must conceive of the clergy as a self-
governing body having a divine commission to guide,
direct, and even control the laity in all that concerned
the welfare of their souls, expounding Scripture to
them according to their several needs, while inculcating
the principles of the faith and commanding obedience
to Church ordinances as the necessary means of grace.
To allow the use of Seripture to get out of their
control when it was easy to keep it under their
supervision would have been on their part a manifest
dereliction of duty.

On the other hand, it may well be presumed that
the great majority of laymen easily conceded to the
clergy the full right to guide and govern them in
matters which were not very oppressive. Few
laymen could have cared to read the Scriptures in
the vernacular themselves, and if it was thought
“unkindly ” for a knight ““to babble the Bible” when
he should be keeping a king's castle, we cannot
imagine that it was much the practice for laymen
to give a very attentive study to Holy Writ. An
English Bible, moreover, must have been an expensive
luxury, merely for the use of the wealthy, so that the
demand for copies even in Wyecliffe's day must have
been somewhat limited. The question therefore arises,
Could there really have been before his time any
native versions of later date than the almost unread-
able Anglo-Saxon ones? More’s testimony is that there
were such, earlier than Wyecliffe’s, made by virtuous
and well-learned men ; but some doubt may possibly
be entertained as to whether he judged rightly of
their antiquity. He had seen some old MSS. of the
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sacred text in English authorised by bishops for use
of special persons, and possibly judged from that very
fact that they must have been anterior to the poisoned
translation of Wycliffe. On the contrary, the author-
isation at least was probably, for a reason we shall
see presently, not earlier than Archbishop Arundel’s
decree in 1409. And why should Wycliffe’'s transla-
tion have been a poisonous one? Wyecliffe himself
was counscious of no disloyalty to the Church, nor do
his writings show that he construed texts in a very
different manner from what churchmen generally did.
His teaching was objected to, but he was never con-
demned as a heretic while he lived; and it is quite
possible that it was his translation of the Bible, or
translations made in connection with his scheme, that
bishops may have authorised after his day for the use
of the laity. Earlier translations in a tongue rightly
called English we should, in fact, hardly look for.
English literature was then just at the birth. William
Langland, no doubt, had written in English allitera-
tive verse his Vision of Piers Plowman, but no
considerable work either of Chaucer or of Gower had
appeared in their own mother tongue before the death
of Wycliffe. French was still the language of the
Court and of cultivated people. Sir John Mandeville,
who wrote his travels in Latin, had translated them
into French in the first place, though he afterwards
translated them into English also. It seems as if an
English reading public could hardly have existed very
long when Wyeliffe began to set on foot the transla-
tion of the Bible,

_In fact, Wyecliffe's own arguments for having the
Bible in English go far to show that an English Bible
did not then exist. He refers to the gift of tongues
bestowed upon the apostles at Pentecost in proof
that God wished people to be taught in divers
tongues. He says that St Jerome translated the
Bible into Latin that it might afterwards be trans-
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lated into other tongues, and he adds: “ Also the
worthy realm of France, notwithstanding all lettings,
hath translated the Bible and the Gospels, with other
true sentences of doctors, out of Latin into French.
Why shoulden not English men do so? As lords of
England have the Bible in French, so it were not
against reason that they hadden the same sentence in
English ; for thus God’s law would be better known
and more trowed for one-head of wit, and more accord
be betwixt realms. And heretofore friars have taught
in England the Paternoster in English tongue, as men
sayen in the play of York and in many other countries.
Sithen the Paternoster is part of Matthew’s Gospel, as
clerks knowen, why may not all be turned to English
truly, as is this part ?—specially sith all Christian
men, learned and lewed, that shulen be saved, moten
algates sue [z.e. follow] Christ, and know his ore and
his life.”?

Thus it was for the common people that Wyecliffe
desired to translate the Bible. No objection had ever
been raised to lords and knights having it in French.
But English was still regarded as the language of
clodhoppers and country bumpkins. It was the
Anglica lingua non angelica of Knighton, and to
translate Scripture into such a tongue for general use
among the people was esteemed a serious profanation.

It may be argued, undoubtedly, that the Church
must have found some things seriously wrong in
Wyecliffe’s translation when the provincial decree was
passed at Oxford, published in 1409, in which his name
was expressly mentioned. For the prohibition was
against any one translating by his own authority any
passage of Scripture (¢extus aliquis sancte Seripture)
in the form of a book, booklet, or tract, and against
any one reading such book, booklet, or tract, lately
made in the time of the said John Wycliffe or since,”
until such translation should have been approved by

1 Matthew's English Works of Wyclif, 429, 430.
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the bishop of the diocese, or, if necessary, by the pro-
vincial council. But looking closely at these words
we find nothing like a distinct intimation that the
Wiyecliffite version was erroneous." Nay, not even in
Archbishop Arundel’s letter to the Pope is there any
statement to that effect. The Archbishop does,
indeed, write to the Pope that Wycliffe’s plan of a
new translation was the climax of his malicious
endeavours to undermine the faith and teaching of
the Church; but he says nothing about particular
mistranslations. The subject of complaint is appar-
ently just what it clearly is in Knighton, that the holy
book was vulgarised, and its exposition taken out of
the hands of the clergy by a translation intended for
the free use of laymen, who had been always guided
hitherto by their spiritual advisers in the reading and
interpretation of Scripture. It is this abuse against
which the constitution of Oxford was directed, and it
did not forbid the laity to have such translations—
even Wyecliffe’s translations—if the MSS. had been
submitted to the approval of the diocesan bishop and
had received his sanction. And there is no appear-
ance that such episcopal authorisations were ever
issued before.

At all events the evidence is clear that MS. trans-
lations existing at the present day, and generally
esteemed to be Wyecliffite, obtained such authorisation,
and were not only beautifully executed, but held in
very high esteem. Thus, Messrs. Forshall and Madden
write in their Introduction to the Wyeliffite Bible :—

The new copies passed into the hands of all classes of the
people. Even the Sovereign himself and the princes of the

.} The preamble of the decree only indicates a general danger connected
with new translations. It is to the following etfect :—
¢*It is a dangerous thing, as St. Jerome declares, to translate the text of
Eoly Scripture out of one idiom into another, since it is not easy, in transla-
tions, to pregerve exactly the same meaning in all things; and St. Jerome
himself, though inspired, confessed he had often erred in that matter.”—
Wilking’ Cencilia, iil. 317.
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blood royal did not disdain to possess them. The volumes
were in many instances executed in a costly manner, and
were usually written upon vellum by experienced seribes.
This implies not merely the value which was set upon the
Word of God, but also that the scribes found a reward
for their labours among the wealthier part of the com-
munity.

One question only, I think, can be raised about
these statements, and that is about the first sentence.
Did the new copies really pass into the hands of all
classes? It may have been Wycliffe's desire that they
should do so, as I have indeed suggested. But how
could they have got into the hands of poor labouring
men? Unlearned squires might have had them, who
had money, and did not even know,French. Wealthy
merchants also, who were more at home in English.
But how could they have got into the hands of other
than wealthy people? Among royal owners of them
it is known that the saintly King Henry VI possessed
a beautiful vellum copy which he gave to the monks
of the London Charter House, and that Henry VIL
possessed another, illuminated with the royal arms,
the Beaufort portcullis, and the red and white roses
of the Tudors. Another illuminated copy belonged
to Thomas of Woodstock, Duke of Gloucester, the

oungest son of Edward IIL, who was murdered at
Calais in 1397. The celebrated Dr. Adam Clarke,
who once possessed this MS., would not allow it
to be of Wyecliffite origin. “How long before 1397
this work was written,” he truly remarks, “is un-
certain; but it must have been, in the very
nature of things, several years before that time.”
That, of course, is indisputable ; but the date
of the Duke’s murder was thirteen years after
Wycliffe's death, and as_yet neither the Church nor
even a provincial council had forbidden either the
reading or the translation. So that there really was
no reason why Thomas of Woodstock should not have
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procured a copy of a work set on foot by the most
notable divine of his own day. Nor, indeed, would
the restriction afterwards placed on translations by
the Council at Oxford have kept it out of the hands
of a royal duke, for a copy is extant bearing the
autograph of that other Duke of Gloucester known as
“ the good Duke Humphrey,” in the time of Henry V1.
Besides, as already stated, Henry VI. himself had one.
And all these are commonly reputed to be of Wycliffite
origin,

%ibbot Gasquet, on the contrary, contends that
they must be copies of that earlier Bible which, on Sir
Thomas More’s authority, he believes to have existed
before Wycliffe. But if this theory be true, Wyecliffe’s
new translation (supposing that such an earlier work
existed) was disfigured, as Tyndale’s was afterwards,
by objectionable renderings of various passages of
Scripture which had been better translated before ;
and we know not where such mistranslations were
ever exposed, or were even ever noticed. Abbot Gas-
quet, indeed, is extremely dubious as to Wiyecliffe
having left behind him any biblical translation of his
own ; and he explains the words of Knighton to refer
only to the vulgarising of the gospel message in
English, not to the translation even of a single one
of the four Gospels in MS. But besides the state-
ment of John Hus that in Bohemia a report existed
to the effect that Wyecliffe had translated the whole
Bible—which undoubtedly he could not have done,
though Axchbishop Arundel’s words imply that he
intended it—we have another passage in Sir Thomas
More’s writings which rather strongly suggests the
existence of a Wyecliffite version of Scripture. For
such a version, apparently, was found to exist even in
More’s own day. Speaking of the peculiar case of
Richard Hunne, who after his death was condemned Hunne's
and burned for heresy, he remarks, that when he was Bitle-
denounced as a heretic—
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There lay his English Bible open and some other English
books of his, that every man might see, the places noted
with his own hand, such words and in such wise that there
would no wise man that good were have any great doubt
after the sight thereof what naughty minds the men had,
both he that so noted them and he that so made them. I
remember not now the specialities of the matter, nor the
formal words as they were written. But this I remember
well, that besides other things framed for the favor of divers
other heresies, there were in the prologue of that Bible such
words touching the Blessed Sacrament as good Christian men
did much abhor to hear, and which gave the readers undeubted
occasion to think that the book was written after Wycliffe’s
copy and by him translated into our tongue. And yet
whether the book be burned or secretly kept, I cannot
surely say.”?

He adds that if the clergy were of his mind, it
ought to be kept in justification of what they had
done. Now what could be the meaning of the opinion
“that the book was written after Wyecliffe’s copy and
by him translated into our tongue”? Surely, nothing
else than that the Bible in question was a copy of a
translation attributed to Wyecliffe. And the further
progress of the conversation of which this passage
forms a part seems to make the matter even more
distinct. For More’s visitor who converses with him
on this subject, objects : “For all this can I see no
reason why the clergy should keep the Bible out of
laymen’s hands;” and he is answered by More: “1
had went (i.e. weened) quod I, that I had proved
you plainly that they keep it not from them. . . .
For as for some of the old ones that were before
Wyecliffe’s days, [they] remain lawful and be in some
folk’s hands had and read.”? There were, therefore,
in More’s opinion, good Catholic translations current,
and also at least one Wyecliffite version, which he
apparently supposed to have been the work of
Wyecliffe himself.

1 More's Works, p. 240. 2 Ibid., pp. 240-41.
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Hunne’s book was the Wyecliffite version, and it
evidently inspired More with horror; yet we may be
a little doubtful whether it was the text of the
translation, or only the prologue and occasional
comments on the text, with the marks made against
some passages by Hunne himself, that seemed to him
so objectionable. More could not remember particu-
lars of the matter and phraseology, and he may, even
though he believed the translation itself to be corrupt,
have been mistaken in that belief It was from the
marks and the comments made, and especially from
the prologue, that he judged the book to be * written
after Wycliffe’s copy.” As for the text of the trans-
lation, he clearly had never compared it with that of
“the old ones that were” (in his estimation) “ before
Wycliffe’s days.” Nor does it appear that any excep-
tion was taken to it by others besides himself Tt
was from the prologue alone, according to Foxe's
testimony derived from the episcopal register, that
the thirteen ““ new articles commenced against Hunne
after his death” were collected, which were read on
the Sunday following by the preacher at Paul’s
Cross.!

Nevertheless, More’s belief that there were English
translations before Wycliffe's was not altogether a
mistaken one. For there is no doubt that in the
north of England the Psalter, at least, had been
translated by Richard Rolle, the Hermit of Hampole,
and elsewhere apparently by others. In the north
also the separate Gospels and other books of the
New Testament had been fully translated, apparently
before Wycliffe's version appeared, in the form of
commentaries, In one version the Acts of the
Apostles begins :—

Also St. Luke tells and writes of the deeds of the Apostles,
and says this wise, “ Forsooth, thou Theophul, the first sermon
I made of all that Jesus began to do and teach.”

1 Foxe, iv. 186.
VOL. I * I
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Of some books also there are versions which appear
to be of southern, and probably of Kentish origin.
In fact there exist in different libraries five compo-
site MSS. of a version containing the greater part
of the New Testament made in the fourteenth
century independently of Wyecliffe’s influence. This
version has been recently published by the Cam-
bridge University Press.! Very few MSS. of it,
however, are extant,? and it is not likely that
such versions were very numerous. This particular
one seems to have been made for the use of the
inmates of some nunnery, to assist their intelligence
of the Latin text; for the idea of using a translation
as a substitute for the Latin did not commend itself
to loyal children of the Church, even when there
was no ordinance either against making or reading
such translations. On this point an extract from the
Chastising of God's Children—a work also written
for nuns very early in the fifteenth century *—is highly
instructive and interesting :—

Many men reproveth to have the Psalter or Matins, or
the Gospel, in English, or the Bible, because they may not be
translated into no vulgar word as it standeth without circum-
locution after the feeling of the first writers which translated
that into Latin by the teaching of the Holy Ghost. Nathe-
less I will not reprove such translations, ne I reprove not to
have them in English, ne to read on them where they may
stir you to more devotion and to the love of God. But
utterly to use them in English and to leave the Latin I hold
it not commendable, and namely in them that been bounden
to say their Psalter or Mating of our Lady. For a man’s
confessor giveth him in penance to say his Psalter withouten

1 A Fourteenth Century English Biblical Version, edited by Anna C.
Paues. The text was first published in 1902, with a very interesting intro-
duction, which was replaced by another, more devoted to the language and
the translation, in 1904.

2 The known MSS. are only five in number,

% See Miss Paues's Introduction, pp. xxv., xxviii. The extract is quoted
by her on the latter page. I have modernised the spelling for the sake of
the reader.
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any other words, and [if] he go forth and say it in English
and not in Latin as was ordained, this man, I ween, doeth
not his penance. Skills [<.e. reasons] I may show reasonable
and many, but because that I trust to God that ye will not
use your Psalter in that manner, therefore I leave off to
speaken of this matter, and counsel you, as I said before, that
ye pray entirely in time of your service whereto ye been
bounden by the ordinance of Holy Church and in the
manner as it was ordained by our holy fathers.

The writer of these words was entirely opposed
to any one taking liberties with the discipline of the
Church, but he favoured the legitimate use of English
translations. He appreciated, nevertheless, the reasons
that were sometimes urged against translating the
Bible into English at all—reasons which were really
not without weight, and deserve more consideration
than is given to them in modern times, when we
imagine that a modern version should present the
reader with the whole thought contained in the
original Greek or Hebrew. The men of the Middle
Ages had not many opportunities of studying either
of those two languages, but the venerable transla-
tion made by St. Jerome brought them nearer to the
mind of the inspired writers than any other version
could do; and a vernacular translation was only to
be regarded as a paraphrase or commentary. But
even paraphrases were to be used with caution and
not placed before everybody. For it was, as we have
seen, the very idea of making the Scriptures common
in English to every layman who could read that
seemed at first something like desecration. If these
translations were to be read freely without having
been ever examined by episcopal authority, and even
by persons not very deferential to authority at all,
the province of the clergy, as then understood, was
distinctly invaded, and they could not properly dis-
chfi.rge their duties towards the laity. By and by
episcopal authority was recognised, and MS. transla-
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tions, having been submitted to episcopal supervision,
were sanctioned for private use. ~Why should not
these have been of Wycliffite origin? = If anything
was discovered in such a translation that good scholars
considered wrong, it could be easily corrected. There
was no mechanical multiplication of copies to per-
petuate an error and spread it wide. ~Nay more,
correction was expressly invited by the author of the
second Wyecliffite version, who is presumed to have
been Purvey.

In truth it is by no means clear that the episcopal
licence was wanted particularly as a guarantee for the
accuracy and soundness of the translation ; for it was
quite as much an object to prevent any translation
whatever getting into the hands of those who
might make bad use of it. There was no objection,
apparently, to giving a licence to keep an English
Bible to those who could be trusted to use it dis-
creetly, ~After the control of such matters was
handed over to Parliament by Henry VIIL this idea
appears clearly in the Act ““for the advancement of
true religion,”* which forbade women, artificers,
husbandmen, and the like, to read the Bible at all,
but permitted noblemen, gentlemen, and even mer-
chants to read it quietly in their families ; also noble-
women and gentlewomen might read it to themselves
privately.  Statutes like this, rough and clumsy in
their regulations, must undoubtedly have been in-
tended to give at least plausible effect to sentiments
which had been always in the public mind ; and ne
doubt the Act simply attempted to do what the
Church had for a long time done with much greater
delicacy. It was at the instigation of the friars,
apparently, that this policy was originally adopted ;
and it would seem that even before the decree of
Oxford many of the secular clergy complained of
those orders for collecting and virtually imprisoning

1 Statute 34 and 35 Hen. VIIL cap. 1.
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“the books of Holy Writ” by putting them “in
treasury.” !

The evidences, then, would seem to lead to the
following conclusions :—The Church was not wholly
opposed to the use of vernacular translations, for such
translations actually existed, even before Wyecliffe’s,
at least of separate books of Scripture. But: it did
not favour the use of such translations except as com-
mentaries. A whole Bible, moreover, in the English
language, as distinguished from Anglo-Saxon, could
hardly have existed before Wycliffe’s time, or have
been much required, although there was no express
prohibition of such an undertaking till Bishop
Arundel’s constitution, which, however, did not
forbid the attempt, but only required that the work
should be produced under episcopal supervision.
That which made Wycliffe’'s translation so objection-
able in the eyes of his contemporaries was not corrupt
renderings or anything liable to censure in the text,
but simply the fact that it was composed for the
general use of the laity, who were encouraged to
interpret it in their own way without reference to
their spiritual directors. To the possession by worthy
laymen of licensed translations the Church was never
opposed ; but to place such a weapon as an English
Bible in the hands of men who had no regard for
authority, and who would use it without being
instructed how to use it properly, was dangerous not
only to the souls of those who read, but to the peace
and order of the Church.

The question between the Church and the
followers of Wycliffe thus became simply a question
between submission to authority and the interpreta-
tion of Scripture, not merely as a rule of faith, but of
conduct also, by the individual judgment. And if the
latter principle were to prevail, not only would the
Church have no authority at all, but civil government

! 8ee Jack Upland’s poem in Wright's Political Poems, ii. 32.
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itself would be left at the mercy of private systems of
ethics. The case of Wycliffe’s lay followers, however,
should be distinguished from that of Wycliffe himself
and that of learned divines like Hus and Jerome of
Prague, who spread his doctrines in Bohemia. For
these were at least well equipped for the conflict on
which they entered with such melancholy results,
whereas the lay followers of Wycliffe in England were
men who naturally had no particular right to contra-
dict the decisions of the learned. And as churchmen,
better disciplined and with superior education, yielded
more and more—whether from entire convietion or for
fear of consequences, or simply because they could not
help it—to the decisions laid down by authority, the
Lollards in England, in the second stage of their
history, came generally to be known as the lay party
in the Church. Erratic clergymen, indeed, had no
longer such power for mischief. Priests, even of
irreproachable character, could not preach in any
diocese but their own without leave of the bishop,
and the law was strictly enforced. By Archbishop
Arundel’s constitution the admission of an un-
authorised preacher in any church or churchyard or
adjoining places involved an interdict upso facto on
the church or place.! Thus irregularities like those
of Swynderby were no longer possible; and it is no
wonder that after they lost the support of a powerful
knight like Oldecastle we hear little for some time of
heretical clergymen.

But the Church at large was putting her house in
order as well as the Church in England. At the very
time that Oldcastle was creating so much disturbance
here, the Council of Constance was doing its best to
terminate the Great Schism which had been the
distress of Christendom for nearly forty years. For
more than a century, indeed, the Papacy had been
existing under abnormal conditions, and scarcely had

1 Wilkins, iii. 316,
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the “ Babylonish captivity ” at Avignon been put an
end to when another line of Avignon popes was
started in opposition to a newly elected Pope at
Rome. After more than twenty years an attempt
was made to set matters right by the election of
Alexander V. at the Council of Pisa in 1409. But it
really made things worse, as neither of the two rival
popes would fulfil his obligation to abdicate, so there
were three popes now instead of two. And though
Alexander V. died the very next year, the infamous
John XXIIL was elected to succeed him, while the
two rivals who had been deposed at Pisa each refused
to give way. It was in this state of matters that the
Council of Constance met in November 1414. Next
year it deposed Pope John and received the abdication
of Gregory XII. ; and in 1417, having pronounced
Benedict XIII. contumacious and schismatical, it
elected Martin V., whose authority was still disputed
by Benedict, and indeed by another anti-pope after
him, until the year 1429. So the Council of Con-
stance, though it had done much to bring Christendom
again under one head, was obliged to leave its work
incomplete when, after having sat for nearly three
years and a half, it at last came to an end in April
1418. Nevertheless it had made provision for the
further regulation of the Church in time to come by
the assembling of successive councils at fixed inter-
vals, the first to take place five years later, the second
seven years after that, and subsequent ones every ten
years. The idea clearly was that the government of
the Church was not an absolute monarchy, but that
its head must listen from time to time to what the
representatives of different countries had to say to
him.  How this idea was gradually abandoned and
gave way to that of a spiritual autocracy, we shall
have occasion to see hereafter.

But the Council of Constance had much other
business besides the claims of rival popes to dispose

The .
Couneil of
Constance.
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of. The peace and unity of the Church were naturally
a first object. Its purification in morals was to have
been another. But its purification in doctrine was
felt to be more urgent (as it certainly was more easy),
and its action in this matter demands our attention
here, because it was from this council that the doc-
trines of Wyecliffe met with their final and authorita-
tive condemnation. The sentence was pronounced on
the 4th May 1415, and the council decreed that his
bones should be dug up and burned. After which it
proceeded to deal with two living followers of Wiyecliffe,
whose fate produced a far greater commotion than any
sentence pronounced upon the dead. These were the
Bohemians, John Hus and Jerome of Prague.
Bohemia was a rich and fertile country, cut off
from the adjoining lands by mountain ranges on every
side, and inhabited by a Slavonic race who spoke a
language of their own. It was a kingdom by itself,
proud of its national life, and continually jealous of
(German ascendency. The last king, Charles, who
became the Emperor Charles IV., had enlarged and
beautified his capital, Prague, which he had made an
archbishopric independent of Mainz, and the seat
of a flourishing university. His reign was looked
back to as the golden time of Bohemia. A few years
after his death his youngest daughter, Anne, became
the queen of our King Richard I1.—that queen whose
premature death he so bitterly bewailed. From this
connection there arose a considerable intercourse
wyclitite between England and Bohemia, of which one result
Toashing I was that the writings of Wyecliffe were studied on the
banks of the Moldau as they were nowhere else in
continental FEurope. The teaching of Hus was
simply the teaching of Wycliffe, and, as in Wyeliffe’s
own case, it meant no real disloyalty to the Church—
at least, as he understood the Church’s authority and
functions. As for Jerome of Prague, he had actually
been in England, had studied at Oxford, and had tran-
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seribed some of Wyecliffe’s treatises, which he brought
home with him to Bohemia. Other Bohemians, too,
had done the like, of whom one Nicholas Faulfisch
is particularly noted ; and so, we may presume, it
happens that at this day there are more MSS. of
Wyeliffe’s Latin writings at Vienna and at Prague
than we have in England, where, probably, more were
destroyed than in Bohemia. For there was much in
Wiyecliffe’s teaching, especially in his desire to popu-
larise the Bible in the vernacular speech of his country,
which awoke peculiar sympathy in a nation such as
the Bohemians.!

In fact, it created a very serious revolution. Hus
became not only a religious leader, but the chief re-
presentative of Bohemian nationality as opposed to
German ascendency. He was a favourite at Court
and confessor to Queen Sophia. By his influence
with King Wenceslaus he procured such a change in
the condition of the university of Prague as led to
the withdrawal of thousands of Germans, who, going
back to their own country, founded a new university
at Leipzig, and resorted to other seats of learning
also, leaving Prague sadly diminished in European
influence, and Bohemia ill spoken of over the whole
of Germany. Nor was this all. He went on to defy
an interdict of Pope Alexander V., who had con-
demned the doctrines of Wycliffe, and he appealed
from the sovereign pontiff to Christ and the coming
Council. He also opposed the indulgences proclaimed
for a crusade against Ladislaus of Naples, and he
pronounced three young men to be saints who had
suffered death for crying out in church that these
indulgences were a lie. The young men may have
been right in their feeling, but this was rather strong ;
and the position which Hus took up against estab-
lished authority at length alienated even King
Wenceslaus. In short, Bohemia was torn asunder by

' Bnew Sylvii Opp., p. 103 ; English Historical Review, vii. 306-7,

John Hus.
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his preaching, and he did not mend matters, before
he came to Constance, by a treatise which he wrote
“on the Church,” and on which he was examined
there in prison. For his “ Church” was the Church
only of those predestined to eternal life, whom
nobody, of course, could name; so that external
authority weighed with him but little.

I need not recount in detail what befell him and
his friend Jerome at Constance. He came to the
Council without even waiting for his promised safe-
conduct from the Emperor, to vindicate the principles
in which he believed so firmly; and Sigismund,
having given him this guarantee, was very angry
when he found that they had put him in gaol. But
the crucial question was whether he could success-
fully defend those principles, and whether, if he
failed, he would submit to the Council. He took up
a position which looked anything but obstinate; he
was willing enough to be corrected if his errors were
pointed out. But then he meant, if they were proved
erroneous by Scripture, for that was the only final
authority that he admitted. And whether it be true,
as his partisans maintained, that he had not a fair trial
18 a question that need hardly be discussed. No trial is
fair in the eyes of those who dispute the authority of
the tribunal. The whole of the proceedings turned
really on the question of authority in matters of faith
and practice. So the final issue was inevitable; for
there could be no doubt that the effect of his teach-
ing was fatal to the authority, not only of the Counecil,
but of the Church itself as a visible and organised
society. Even Sigismund, who had been so angry at
the violation of his safe-conduct when they first put
him in prison, declared that he had no notion of pro-
tecting a heretic who had not justified his doctrines
and would not submit to the decisions of the Council.
For it was to do either the one thing or the other
that he had come to Constance, and he was held to
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have done neither. So he was duly condemned and
burned. His fate raised a storm of indignation in
Bohemia. But it terrified for a while his friend
Jerome, who at first recanted, but, later on, mustered
courage to face the fire himself. And the fortitude
of both victims at the last commanded the admira-
tion even of papal courtiers. Their ashes were
thrown into the lake lest they should be treasured
as relics. But the very earth on which they were
burned was carried off and venerated.’

The Bohemian nobles got up a memorial to the
Council denying with strange emphasis that heresy
prevailed in Bohemia, and yet, at the same time,
defying excommunication. Hven before they wrote,
however, heresies had sprung up there abundantly,
more than Hus himself had cared for. During his
absence at Constance his friend Jakaubek had in-
stituted in Bohemia the practice of communion in
both kinds, which he himself, on hearing of it, agreed
to rather than approved. But the Council passed a
decree in favour of the ancient practice of the Church
in this matter. The news of Hus’s death, however,
animated the men of Prague with a spirit of defiance.
The new practice was adopted with greater fervour.
It was opposed with a like fervour. Riots took place
both in the city and in the country round about;
churches and monasteries were overthrown, such as
were not excelled for splendour in all Europe.? The
death of Wenceslaus in 1419 only made matters
worse; for he left the kingdom to his brother the
Emperor Sigismund, who at first was wanted else-
where to defend Hungary against the Turks, and
when he came to his new kingdom soon lost all con-
trol of it. The sects became more extreme. Zizka
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fortified the hill which they called Mount Tabor Pehem

and defeated the army of Sigismund, who was soon
driven out of Bohemia. But the victorious Hussites

Y Enew Sylvii Opp., 105, 2 Thid., 106,
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became more divided among themselves. The more
moderate body, called Calixtines or Utraquists, who
remained within the city of Prague, differed mainly
from the Church in the practice of communion in
both kinds. The Taborites differed from these in
rejecting transubstantiation, and showing generally
less respect for authority. A third sect, called the
Adamites, because they were content to live without
clothes, became an abomination to both the others
and were exterminated by Zizka. But Zizka also
held his own against Sigismund, and even after his
death in 1424, though the Hussites became more
divided than ever, other leaders continued for some
time to maintain the opposition to the Germans,
and also to repeated crusades which had been pro-
claimed over Europe against them.

We shall have to say more about the Bohemians
and about General Councils by and by. Meanwhile
we may return to England. During the sitting of
the Council of Constance the attention of the clergy
there was not by any means engrossed by Lol-
lardy to the exclusion of other subjects. On the
1st July 1416, the same day as that in which he
addressed his pastoral letter to the Bishop of London
for local inquiries, twice a year, touching heresies,
Archbishop Chichele in another letter took notice of
the fact that there was a good deal of dissatisfac-
tion at the way the bishops and other ecclesiastics
exercised their jurisdiction touching the goods of
deceased persons. Administration of such property
was at that time and long after, most naturally con-
fided to ecclesiastical judges, who determined the
just claims of surviving relations and dependants,
whether the deceased had made a will or not, and
how his will was to be interpreted, thus putting an
end to many quarrels by decisions which could be
respected as those of men accustomed to deal with
questions of equity and justice. The Primate, accord-
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ingly, in the letter referlfed to, lays down certain
regulations of procedure in such matters with the
view of establishing clear principles and preventing
interested parties from obtaining undue advantages.!
This is, no doubt, a matter somewhat apart from our
general subject here; yet, as will be seen hereafter,
it is not entirely alien to questions which will crop
up again in connection with the great movement
against ecclesiastical jurisdiction more than a hundred
years later.

In 1417 the Archbishop was occupied in endeavour-
ing to meet complaints about the state of the uni-
versities and the difficulty of procuring promotion in
the Church for their worthy sons.? But of these
matters and some others that came before him later,
touching outrages in particular churches and church-
yards, it is unnecessary to speak. Nor need I dwell
upon the prayers and litanies ordered during Henry
V.’s last expedition into France to protect his army,
not only from the designs of his enemies, but from
the operations of necromancers.® Such things may
be worth noting, but we cannot pause to discuss
them. Our main subject is Lollardy ; and apparently
Lollardy was now beginning to declme. Before Old-
castle’s arrest in Wales we find one of his chaplains,
named Robert Chapel or Holbeche, and another priest
named John Barton, mentioned by Foxe as having
been convented before Convocation in 1416 and
compelled to abjure. Besides which cases the same
authority mentions a number of others most of which
are undoubtedly twelve years later.* In the reign
of Henry V., apparently, there were not many
martyrdoms after Oldcastle’s day; but we know of
a few recantations from the records of Convocation.
In 1419 there were presented before that body at St.
Paul's four chaplains: the first of whom, Richard

L Wilkins, iii. 877. 2 Op. cit., 381-4.
2 Op. cit., 392, 393. 4 Foxe, iil. 535-41.
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Walker, was obliged to confess that he had practised
magic arts and been a fortune-teller; for which he
had to do penance in Cheap, his two books of magic
hung, the one at his neck, the other behind his back,
till they were taken from him when he reached the
south side of St. Paul's Cathedral and cast into the
fire. Two of the other chaplains, Ralph Owtrede and
William Browne, abjured their heresies. The third,
named Richard Wiche, of whom we shall speak more
fully hereafter, had already been condemned as a
heretic by Walter Skirlaw, the late Bishop of Durham,
and had given new offence, for which he was com-
mitted to prison.}

It is, however, a sign that Lollardy was still carry-
ing on the war against ancient devotion, that Bishop
Repingdon felt obliged in 1419 to issue a strong
admonition to the clergy of Lincoln, many of whom
neglected to attend the processions long observed. on
Corpus Christi Day and the Sunday after, in which
the sacrament was solemnly borne from the church of
Wigford, in the suburbs, to the cathedral. The feast
of Corpus Christi was instituted in honour of that
sacrament, which it was the special function of priests
to consecrate. 1t became them, therefore, to take part
in these processions, duly arrayed in surplices, and to
show an example of devout bearing to the people. And
to all who so joined in these solemnities the bishop gave
an indulgence of forty days as often as they did so.”

In 1420, on Palm Sunday, one William James, M. A.,
appeared of his own free will before Archbishop
Chichele to abjure Lollardy, of which he had been
many years defamed, and for which he had suffered
imprisonment. The Archbishop allowed him to go in
freedom and walk about at his pleasure within the
archiepiscopal manor of Maidstone, where he might
have free intercourse with all who came to him, and
might practise as a physician, dispensing medicine to

1 Wilkins, iii. 394, 395. 2 Op. cit., 396.
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those who desired it.' Another heretic, a priest
named William Taylor, who was brought before Con- winiam
vocation first in May 1421, was an old and notable To¥lor
offender.* He had already confessed his heresies
before Archbishop Chichele at Lambeth on Monday,

12th February 1419 [-20]. He had, in fact, before

that been impeached before Archbishop Arundel, and
being excommunicated for contumacy in non-appear-
ance, had remained under that excommunication for
about fourteen years, when Chichele gave him

the absolution that he desired on condition of his
appearance before next Convocation to do penance.

He was accordingly brought before that body on
Saturday, 24th May 1421, by Philip, Bishop of
Worcester,* to whose custody he had been committed,

and in whose diocese at Bristol he had written and
maintained these heresies :—

1. ““That whoso hangs about his neck any writing,
by so doing takes away the honour due only to God
and gives it to the devil.”

2. “That Christ ought not to be prayed to in
respect of His humanity.”

3. “That the Saints in heaven are not to be prayed
to by the people.”®

Taylor, however, denied that he had preached such
doctrines, or even held them with the intention of de-
fending them ; but he had written and communicated
the second and third per modum communicationss,
and in justification of his opinion produced from his
bosom certain articles and sayings of doctors. He
was made to withdraw, and a consultation took place.
The articles were delivered to the Chancellors of
Oxford and Cambridge Universities, and to Dr. John

! Wilkins, iii. 397. 2 Op. cit., 399.

3 He is called heresiarcha eorum by Walden in De Sacramentis, f. 9, col. 2,
ed. Salamanca, 1557,

* Bishop Philip Morgan, afterwards Bishop of Ely, an able diplomatist,

who nevertheless seems to have had a, strong f his duty as a bishop.
See Dict. Nat. Biog, TOng sense © v P

* Comp. Walden, De Sacramentalibus (1556), f. 217, col. 4, n. 5.
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Langdon, a monk of Christchurch, Canterbury, to
deliberate upon and communicate with Taylor. The
result was that he abjured them on the following
Monday. His penance was then considered, and as
the offence was very serious, it was agreed by the
whole Synod that he should be imprisoned for life.
But the Archbishop and his suffragans perceiving
tokens of repentance in him, mitigated it to this, that
if he should find security satisfactory to the Chancellor
of England, that henceforth he would never maintain
an opinion contrary to the determination of the Church
of Rome, the Bishop of Worcester should have power
to release him.

Of this clemency he appears to have availed
himself, and to have been liberated. Unfortunately
he soon gave new offence, and on the 11th February
1422 [-3] he was brought again before the Archbishop
and a body of divines at a house called ¢ The Hostry,”
belonging to the Black Friars of London. Some
sheets were produced which he acknowledged to have
been written by himself since his abjuration, and
communicated by him to a priest at Bristol named
Thomas Smyth. In these he maintained as orthodox
the position that all prayer for any supernatural gift
should be directed to God alone, and claimed that this
was really supported by an authority which Smyth
had cited against it. This proposition, although he
did not mean altogether to condemn prayer to saints,
or to deny that the dead and living profited by their
merits, was condemned along with three other positions
of his on the 25th of the month, and a definitive
sentence was pronounced against the unhappy man at
St. Paul's on the 27th.' On the 1st March he was
degraded from the priesthood, and next day he was
burnt in Smithfield.”

1 Wilkins, ii. 404-13.
2 Kingsford's Chronicles of London, 75, 128 ; Gregory’s Chronicle in Collec-

tion of & London Citizen (edited by me for the Camden Society), 149. The
date “second” is correct as to Taylor's martyrdom, notwithstanding the
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He was doubtless one who, in the age of laxity
immediately after Wycliffe, had ventilated very free
opinions, and though afterwards appalled at his own
temerity, could not bring himself back to the orthodox
standard. Walden, who was present at his first
examination before Archbishop Arundel, says that on
that occasion he declined to acknowledge the host as
anything more than ““ blessed bread,” and when asked
to do reverence to it, declared outrageously, * Why, a
spider is more worthy of reverence.” * And straight-
way,” says Walden, “a great spider of horrid aspect
came down from the roof by its thread to the very
mouth of the blasphemer, which it sought hard to
enter, and could scarcely be kept away by the hands
of many others. There was present on the occasion
Thomas, Duke of Exeter, then Chancellor of the
kingdom, who saw the prodigy. And the Archbishop
rising declared to all the people what the avenging
hand of the Lord had done to the blasphemer.”? It
is not difficult to imagine here a rather unusual
 incident, a little exaggerated in the telling from the
way it affected devout beholders,

The date of Taylor's burning was in the first year
of Henry VI. But let us go back a little. On the
11th July of the year preceding (1422) one William
White, chaplain, was produced in Convocation as a
transgressor of ordinances. For he had preached at
Tenterden without licence, and had been apprehended
and kept in prison by the Archbishop in consequence.
He admitted his offence, but said he had been absolved
by the Archbishop at Oxford. He confessed, however,
that he was much defamed of heresy by good and

grave men, and, being required, he made a full
abjuration.?

footnote. But it is clear that Gregory followed some authority which had
previously recorded Taylor’s degradation on the 1st, and he has wrongly
repeated ‘‘the foresaid second day” instead of the **foresaid first day” as
the date of the treaty of Pont Meulan.
1 T._W.xaldenals, Doctrinale, ii. 386-7 (Blanciotti’s ed., Venice, 1757-9).
? Wilkins, iii. 404,
VOL. I K

William
White.
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Another point of interest in the last year of
Henry V. is that the King himself proposed to a
provincial chapter of the Black Monks—that is to
say, the great Order of the Benedictines—which met
then at Westminster, the necessity of reforming some
irregularities that seemed incompatible with the true
observance of their rule. The suggestions of royalty
were generally to the effect that abbots ought to give
more assiduous attendance to the divine offices in
their own convents, and not live apart in their own
manors for more than three months in the year, nor
ride with such sumptuous equipages or great array of
servants ; that strict accounts should be taken yearly
of the property of each monastery, and given in to
the chapter at Michaelmas; that uniformity of habits
should be everywhere required, and excesses corrected,
as sleeves were commonly worn hanging down a great
length, often to the ground. And various other
provisions were advocated about things such as the
periodical blood-lettings in use, and for allowing some
slight relief from fish-eating, especially in monasteries
far from the sea. The King’s proposals, of course,
met with very respectful consideration from the
chapter. They must have been originally suggested
by members of the Order itself. But the chapter
proposed modifications, and gave reasons for them ;
and, finally, statutes were passed to give effect to the
King’s object.

In 1424, the second year of Henry VI, there
was another Convocation at St. Paul’s, in which
a Qrey Friar of Stamford, named John Russell,
appeared under a decree of his bishop in visita-
tion to answer the charge of having preached in
English “an erroneous conclusion,” and fixed on the
door of St. Mary’s church at Stamford a writing in
which he declared himself ready to defend it. The
“ conclusion ” was certainly not one to command the

1 Wilkins, iii. 413-27.
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CH. 11

sympathy of good men ; fpr it was thus expl_'essed, viz.
that  a religious man” (t.e. a monk or friar) “may
lie with a woman and not sin mortally.” We may
leave to casuists that which was, of course, the real

uestion from an academical point of view, viz.
whether the sin itself amounted to mortal sin; but
to ventilate such a question in a sermon before an
ordinary audience on a public festival day (for it was
on the feast of Corpus Christi) was a gratuitous out-
rage on decency, which was absolutely inexcusable.
In Convocation, however, Russell acknowledged his
error and submitted to correction. As penance he
was enjoined to revoke it on Advent Sunday following
in the same church in which he had preached it.' The
mildness of the punishment is remarkable.

Then a chaplain named John Wathe was compelled
to confess a forgery of apostolic letters and received
due punishment. He was mounted on a horse without
a saddle, and, having the forged bulls hung about his
neck, he rode through Cheap, Walbroke, and Watling
* Street, to the south door of St. Paul's with a paper
hat on his head, on which every one might read the
inscription, “Forger of apostolic letters.” Then
when he had reached the south door of St. Paul’s the
forged bulls were thrown into a fire and burnt to
ashes. The offender then was taken into the church,
and before the Archbishop as his judge swore that he
would undergo the like penance in the city of Lincoln
and at Grimsby, where he formerly dwelt, and when-
ever he entered any part of Lincoln diocese in future ;
also that he would as soon as possible petition the
Holy See for absolution from the excommunication in
which he was involved.

Convocation then went on to pass regulations
aganst certain abuses in connection with the publica-
tion of indulgences by “pardoners.” These indulgences
had come to be frequently forged ; and the Synod

! Wilkins, iii, 428, 429, 431, 2 Tbid,
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forbade that henceforth any pardoner should be
admitted to proclaim them except in behalf of some
one of three places, viz. the house of St. John’s,
commonly called “The Frary,” St. Anthony’s, or the
Hospital of St. Thomas the Martyr at Rome. The
pardoner was not to exceed his commission, but confine
himself to the exact words given him in a schedule,
and must not publish them to the interruption of
divine service or of preaching in any church ; and no
such proctor was to be admitted without having been
first presented to the Archbishop, and receiving sealed
letters testimonial, both from him and from the bishop
of the diocese to which he was sent. We may imagine
the state of matters which provisions hike these were
intended to remedy.

The Synod after this was occupied with a demand
made by councillors of the King for a subsidy, which
was refused, notwithstanding repeated applications,
on account of the poverty of the clergy.'

Next year, 1425, Convocation met again at St.
Paul’s, and had some further cases of heresy to deal
with, of which the most celebrated was that of
William Russell, Warden of the Minorites, or Grey
Friars, of London. There were also two secular
clergymen brought before them, who had been for
years defamed of Lollardy, and had each abjured,
but now made complete submission, and were liberated
on finding security for their future good behaviour.
But Russell's case, which was not one of ordinary
Lollard teaching, created a much more serious stir.
He had maintained, in a sermon at Paul’s Cross, that
personal tithes did not fall under divine law, at least
the payment of them to a parish clergyman, and that
any one could dispose of them to pious uses for the
poor. This was clearly a doctrine favourable to the
Mendicant Orders, to one of which Russell himself
belonged ; but it was injurious to the parochial

! Wilkins, iii. 429.
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clergy, from whom many citizens of London had
actually withheld their tithes in consequence of his
sermon. Convocation held such teaching to be
entirely erroneous, and Russell himself, failing to
defend it before them, after a time submitted. He
was then enjoined as his penance to abjure on the
following Sunday in the same place where he had
offended, between prayers and the beginning of the
sermon. This, however, he failed to do. He with-
drew, apparently, into his convent, neglected citations
to appear again .before Convocation, and was pro-
nounced contumacious. The opinions of the univer-
sities were also taken against his doctrine of tithes.
But he betook himself to Rome, where, process being
begun against him, he had a day given to revoke his
error. Instead of doing this, however, he broke
prison and escaped. Judgment was then pronounced
against him at Rome, and, returning to England, he
was compelled to surrender himself to the custody
of the Bishop of London. At last, in March 1428,
~ he was obliged to make a public recantation at Paul’s
Cross, and on the day he did so his bishop was
enjoined by the Primate to keep him thenceforth
safely in prison.!

But this was not all. On returning from Rome
early in 1426 he had gone back at first to his old
convent, and reports of his reception by the brethren
required investigation. Dr. Thomas Winchelsea, one
of the most influential of the brethren, having been
summoned, with three of the others, before Convoca-
tion, admitted that, on hearing of his arrival in
London, he had gone thither in haste from Sheen ; only
he denied that it was to welcome him home again, but
rather to turn him out. He was obliged, however, to
confess further that Russell had remained a whole
night within the house. He had been placed alone
In a separate chamber, and had left for good about

1 Wilkins, iii, 434-59.
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four o’clock in the morning at the first opening of
the gates; nor did Winchelsea know whither he had
gone. The Archbishop then said this was enough to
prove Winchelsea a receiver of a heretic. He sub-
mitted to the rebuke, and was ordered to attend on
a Saturday two days later with his three brethren
to hear further, when it was thought right by the
bishops and eclergy that Winchelsea, as the most
famous doctor of his order, should read a paper at
Paul’s Cross in opposition to the doctrine that had
been propounded there by Russell. The paper was
delivered to him on Monday following, and being
called again before the Synod on Tuesday, and asked
if he was willing to read it next day, he said Yes, if
some hard words in it were mended. This was agreed
to, and he preached at Paul’s Cross on the Wednes-
day to the effect required.*

In the midst of these proceedings this Convocation
received a royal message, brought in by the Arch-
bishop of York as Lord Chancellor and Lord
Hungerford as Treasurer, which the former, as a
spiritual person, was careful to introduce under three
heads—*“first and chiefly,” exhorting them to all
virtuous living, alleging authorities of certain doctors ;
second, commending to them the state of the king-
dom ; and, third (which, of course, was the real matter),
requiring a subvention for the King’s need on the
coming over from France of the Regent Bedford, who
could not go back to recover the King’s rights without
it. Eight days later a moiety of a tenth was voted
for the purpose.’

I have been somewhat minute, as the reader will
think, in reporting the proceedings of these Con-
vocations, especially in matters of heresy; and yet
what I have said is only a condensed summary of
exceedingly lengthy records, which show, even by
their tedious repetitions, the care taken by the

1 Wilkins, iii. 459-61. ? Op. eit., 460-61.
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Church authorities, while anxious to_ stop the pro-
pagation of error, to give every possible opportunity
to an accused person of purging himself of imputa-
tions esteemed dangerous alike to ecclesiastical and
to social order. For in truth the times were full of
gerious problems; and never was there more feeling
of the need of some stable authority in Europe than
at this period between the Council of Constance and
that of Basel. The election of Martin V. at Con-
stance had indeed been received almost everywhere
with satisfaction. For it promised not only extine-
tion of the schism, but other boons as well, if Bohemia
were once quieted. Christendom was surely to be put
at last under one government, papal influence would
procure peace among nations, and the authority of
Rome would be acknowledged everywhere in its ful-
ness. Papal influence, doubtless, did but little to
stay the conquering arms of Henry V. in France;
but the Pope was delighted to hear that Henry fully
intended to preserve the liberties of the Church in
his new dominions, and also to restore them in
England where they had been set aside by his pre-
decessors. At least he had given a promise, a year
before his death, as soon as he should get back from
France, to call his Parliament in England to consider
the question about abrogating certain laws passed in
derogation of the rights of the Holy See.! But he
died at Vincennes before he could return to England,
and the Pope next pressed upon the council of his
infant son the advisability not only of restoring peace
to France, but also of abolishing a certain question-
able statute? by which the freedom of the Church
had long been oppressed.* What this statute was we
shall see presently. Meanwhile the Pope had a sore
grievance against Archbishop Chichele, who, in 1423,

1 Raynaldus, viii, 538,

2 “De abolitione illius asserti statuti,” suggesting that it was a sham

statute passed by an usurped authority.
3 Raynaldus, viii. 557.p 7
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had proclaimed indulgences to persons visiting Can-
terbury on pilgrimage-—an usurpation of apostolic
privileges which not unnaturally brought down upon
him a severe reprimand.}

It is indeed rather surprising that an Archbishop
of Canterbury should have thought himself competent
to proclaim indulgences without reference to the Holy
See. But the Pope’s correspondence with Chichele
about the statutes of Provisors and Preemunire is
more surprising still. These statutes had been
deliberately drawn up and approved by Parliament
in the reigns of Edward III. and Richard IL. to resist
encroachments of the Holy See upon what had been
always regarded as the just rights of kings and
patrons in the matter of Church benefices. Even in
the days of Edward I., the Parliament which he held
at Carlisle in 1307, while it forbade the taxation of
religious houses in England at the demand of their
foreign heads,” had also made strong representations
to the Pope himself on the multitude of papal
provisions, which tended to exclude Englishmen
from ecclesiastical promotions, especially deaneries, so
necessary for the government of cathedral churches,
which were freely bestowed upon aliens® But
the remonstrance seems to have had little effect.
Forty-four years later Parliament found that these
papal interferences were even carried farther, and
that the Pope was endeavouring to keep in his own
hands the disposal of the highest benefices in the
kingdom, reserving first fruits and other profits upon
them to himself. It therefore enacted that elections
to episcopal and other dignities should be frée, as
they were intended to be when founded, and that all
who possessed advowsons should present freely. And
if there were any attempt by the Court of Rome to
interfere with this freedom by reservation or pro-

! Raynaldus, viii. 573 2 Stat. 35 Edw. I. st. 1.
 Rot. Parl., i. 207,
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vision, the collations should go to the King, by whose
ancestors the right of election had been originally
given, on licence to choose (congé d'clire) being
desired of him.! This was followed by the first
statute of premunire two years later (1853), to pre-
vent people being called out of the realm in causes
the cognisance of which belonged to the King’s courts,
and also to prevent judgments delivered in the King’s
courts being overruled elsewhere. That is to say, the
object was to prevent any suits to Rome which might
interfere with decisions in England. All persons who
began such actions were to be warned to appear before
the King’s Council under penalty of outlawry and
forfeiture of lands and goods.? These two Acts of
Provisors and Pramunire were felt to be so im-
portant that they were strengthened by other two
Acts of the same kind in the reign of Richard II.?

But these statutes were a sore grievance to
Martin V., and the way he continued to speak of
them in writing to young King Henry V1., his Council,
and Archbishop Chichele, implied that he considered
laws passed by an English Parliament of no validity
at all if they came into conflict with the claims of the
Papacy. He had sent to England on this subject Car-
dinal Cesarini, to whom a reply was made in the King’s
name that Parliament would be convoked as soon as
possible, when the King would do what he could, and
that there was no desire to detract from the rights and
privileges of the Holy See. On receiving this answer
the Pope wrote again to the young King on the 1st
December 1426, and what he wrote was in the fol-
lowing terms :—

How reasonable, dearest son, this delay is to be considered,
let those judge who are at thy side to advise thee. For if
the Holy See had demanded it now for the first time, perhaps
it might be less grievously borne. But as the same petition

1 Stat. 25 Edw. II.I. st. 4. 2 Stat. 27 Edw. IIL st. 1.
# 18 Rie. IL st. ii. ¢, 2, and 16 Ric. I1. ¢. 5.
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has been urged by numerous nuncios in various Parliaments,
and now you allege once more a Parliament, what else does it
seemm to intimate to men of understanding but a desire to
put the matter further off? As if the disgrace of that
statute had not already endured in thy kingdom for so many
years past!

He goes on to say that, even if no one had
asked for its abolition, all divine and human reason,
and the authority alike of the Old and of the New
Testament, of councils, of holy fathers, the decrees of
popes and the rtus et observantia of the universal
Church, condemned that statute [of Provisors] as most
unjust. Other nations, too, murmured and spoke
against it. “ You honor St. Thomas,” adds the Pope,
“the martyr who died to defend the liberty of the
Church. Why do you persecute and impugn that
liberty? . . . In his time delinquent clerks were
subjected to secular judgment. Now, without any
crime, only because they go to the Vicar of Christ to
obtain some ecclesiastical benefice, they have all their
goods taken from them as sacrilegious persons, they
are banished the kingdom, and under like pain they
are forbidden to be received by others. And those
who bring process of excommunication against any one
of your kingdom, over and above the said penalties
(shocking to say or hear) incur, in the words of that
statute, penalty of life and members, and in some
cases those who attempt anything against the statute
are exposed as enemies of the King and kingdom to
be taken and killed by anybody.! What can be
worse? There is no one who cannot understand.
No such statutes, we imagine, are passed against Jews
or Saracens.”

A day or two later he wrote to the Archbishop
reproaching him as a negligent pastor who allowed
the sheep to stray from the fold, and as a dumb dog
who could not even bark when the wolf approached.

! Richard IL’s statute of provisors increased the penalties to this extent.
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Had Chichele considered seriously his responsibility
to the Eternal Judge? “ Look at that royal statute,
if it be rightly called a statute, or rightly royal. For
how can that be a statute which is against the laws
of God and the Church? How royal, which allows
things instituted against what is written, Honor Regus
judictum diligit.  Consider, as a venerable brother
and Christian bishop, if it be just or equitable, or to
be kept by a Christian people.” And the letter goes
on to point out that by that “execrable statute” the
King made laws over churches, benefices, clergy, and
the ecclesiastical state, calling spiritual causes before
him and his lay courts. Another brief was addressed
to both the primates, in which the Archbishop of
York was named first, telling them that they and
some other bishops besides, did not blush to put
their sickle in another man’s crop, daring to dispose
of benefices which were properly in the gift of the
Holy See.’

The reader must not suppose that Pope Martin V.,
though a member of a branch of the powerful family
of Colonna, was a man of extraordinary arrogance,
putting forth unheard-of claims for the See of St.
Peter's. Quite the reverse. By some estimates, at
least, he was noted at his election as “the poorest
and simplest of the Cardinals,” a kindly man, but no
politician.® He seems simply to have followed the
traditions of the Papacy, and declared alike to kings,
archbishops, and parliaments the full extent of their
obligations to Rome. It was mere duty that made
him censure the Archbishop so severely. But the
Archbishop, for his part, following the customs of
England, made matters worse still by appropriating
the emoluments of cathedral sees during their vacan-
cies and using them to oppose apostolic provisions.

! The le.tters above referred to will be found in Wilkins, iii. 480, 482, 471,
not quite in chronclogical order, with others of a later date. The second
letter is also printed by Burnet (vol. iv. 148, Pocock’s edition).

® Creighton’s History of the Papacy, ii. 101-2 (ed. 1905).
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The Pope met this by a brief suspending him from
the office of legatus nmatus, or legate in ordinary,
attached to the archbishopric of Canterbury ; where-
upon in March and April 1427 he drew up appeals to
the next General Couneil.!

The first of these appeals was dated on the 22nd
March.? In it he professes only to fear that suspen-
sion or excommunication is intended against him, for
as yet he knows nothing of the fact officially. The
papal letters must have been withheld from him, or
their messenger detained. A week later, however,
there repaired to him at his palace at Canterbury the
papal nuncio, Dr. John de Obizis, and presented the
bulls, which the Archbishop carried with him to his
manor of Forde. Next day, the 30th March, he
received a visit there from Geoffrey Lowther, Constable
of Dover Castle, sent specially by Duke Humphrey,

Papal bulls the Protector, to arrest any bulls lately transmitted to
wrested: England, as he had heard on trustworthy authority that
bulls derogatory to the King’s right had come to the
hands of the Archbishop; and the messenger warned
him under grave penalties to transmit them to the
Protector. Then eight days later, on the 7th April,
one Watts, called a ‘“grocer,”® came to Forde and
presented the Archbishop with a King’s writ,command-
ing him to refrain from publishing any such bulls
that might come to him before Michaelmas, but to
keep them safely and transmit them to the council
without delay.* Moreover, to prevent any further
mischief, the Pope’s collector who had brought the
bulls was put in prison for delivering them against

! Wilkins, iii. 484, 485. Comp. note in Pocock’s Burnet, iv, 148.

2 The date in the record is March 22, 1427, secundum cursum et compu-
tationem Feclesie Anglicarnce, which would properly mean 1428 of the
historic year beginning in January. But this is certainly a mistake, The
further additions, Indiction V. and tenth year of Martin V., remove all doubt.

3 According to Murray’s Dictionary this word originally meant ‘‘ one who
buys and sells in the gross,” 4.e. a wholesale dealer, and there is early
authority for the expression °‘groser of fysche”; but I have a slight

suspicion that it sometimes meant an ‘“ engrosser ” of legal documents,
4 Wilkins, 485, 486.
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the King's statutes, and he was not liberated, even
on bail, at the request of the lords spiritual, until he
had been made to take an oath before the council not
to attempt anything against the King or the statutes
of the realm.!

That was the way it was done. There was no
intention, of course, to show disrespect for the Church,
which was the supreme director of consciences, the
infallible guide to all truth and righteousness. But
the wicked world and its wicked rulers had their own
laws in their own kingdoms, and were not going to
allow the interests of those kingdoms, as understood
by them, to be set aside by any theoretical view of
abstract right. And really the preacher of righteous-
ness, be his gospel sound or unsound, stands a very
poor chance in this world in opposition to the self-
interest of strong men and princes. So even bishops
and archbishops, if they mean to be accounted loyal
subjects, must find some means of accommodating
themselves to the requirements of temporal rulers.
The Archbishop afterwards followed up his first
appeal with further appeals; and he was not without
supporters. The University of Oxford wrote to the
Pope in his favour; a number of the temporal lords
did the same?; and the Commons in Parliament
petitioned the King to intervene in his behalf.?

Chichele himself had already written to the Pope
on the 10th March, not only in his own vindication,
but also in that of the Protector, Humphrey Duke of
Gloucester, who, he understood, had been denounced
to his Holiness along with him as the two principal
opponents of the Church’s liberty.* But the Pope
answered him on the 6th May that he had heard
nothing against Gloucester, and that for the Arch-
bishop the only real way to vindicate himself was by
deeds, not words. He must do his very utmost to

1 Nicolas's Acts of the Privy Counci?, iii. 268. 2 Wilkins, 476, 478,
® Rot. Parl., iv. 322. 4 Wilkins, 472.
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procure the abolition of that “ execrable” statute, and
censure in season and out of season all those who
observed it. Moreover, the Pope must correct a very
improper observation which he was told the Archbishop
had made, that the Holy See only sought to abolish
the statute for the sake of raising money. How little
the Pope was moved by that consideration might be
seen by the nuncios he had frequently sent to England,
and the offers he had made through them, which were
such as no previous Pope had made to any other
nation! In October the Pope wrote earnestly on
the subject once more in separate briefs to the King,
to the Parliament of England, and to Chichele, as he
understood that the promised Parliament was now
about to meet.”

The final result of it all was that on Friday
the 30th Jan. 1427[-8] the Archbishop, with his
brother of York and five other bishops and the
abbots of Westminster and Reading, left the House
of Lords and proceeded to the refectory of West-
minster Abbey, where the Commons were assembled,
to whom Chichele declared in English the cause of
their coming. He protested that he did not mean in
anything he was going to say to derogate from the
rights of the Crown, and, taking for his text the
words “ Render unto Ceesar the things which are
Cwesar’s, and unto God the things that are God’s,” he
declared to them what was due to ecclesiastical juris-
diction and what to that of Cwssar. He then laid
before them the question of the abolition of the
Statute of Provisors, showed what might be said for
the Pope’s contention, and urged them for the weal of
their souls and the peace of the kingdom to weigh
the matter carefully, warning them, even with tears,
of the danger of ecclesiastical censures. He and the

1 Wilkins, 473, 474 ; Raynaldus, ix. 57.

2 The first in Burnet, iv. 155, also in Wilkins, 479 ; the second in Ray-
naldus, ix. 56, also in Burnet, iv. 157, and Wilkins, 479; the third in
Wilkins, 480.
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other prelates then withdrew, and a notarial instru-
ment was drawn up to record what he had done—
doubtless as evidence to satisfy the Pope that he
could do nothing more.* His own and his brethren’s
entreaties seem to have been utterly ignored, as
nothing whatever is said about the incident in the
Rolls of Parliament. The action of the prelates,
indeed, was not at all parliamentary.

There is an appearance of little-mindedness in the
age in matters both ecclesiastical and secular. For,
apart from the elements of confusion in Europe
generally, England was labouring under the curse
of an infant King, with a Council quarrelling with
each other and filling town and country with feuds.
Everyone knows about the bitter dissensions between
“the good Duke Humphrey ” of Gloucester and Bishop
Henry Beaufort of Winchester, afterwards cardinal.
Duke Humphrey was the favourite of the London
citizens, while Beaufort, whose diocese included
Southwark, across the water, had retainers enough *
at hand when, in 1425, Gloucester ordered the Mayor
to keep London Bridge shut against him and his
men. I need but remind the reader how the Duke
of Bedford had to come over to make peace between
them, and how the charges of Gloucester against
Beaufort were made and answered next year at
Leicester at ““the Parliament of Bats.” A sort of
pacification was made ; after which Beaufort resigned
the chaneellorship. In March 1427 he went to Calais,
where he received his cardinal’s hat, and thence pro-
ceeded as papal legate to Germany to lead an expedi-
tion against the Hussites of Bohemia.

Of the two rivals there is no doubt that he was
the real statesman. He had been at the Council of
Constance, and had promoted the election of Martin V.,

; Wilkins, 483 ; Burnet, iv. 159 (compare the editor’s note at p. 148).
Not men of his own diocese merely, if, indeed, at all. They were “of

the cm_mties of Lancaster and Chester, and of other countries” (Kingsford’s
Chronicles of London, 130),

Duke
Humphrey
and Bishop
Beaufort.
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who would have made him a cardinal, it is said, even
there if Henry V. would have suffered it. He had
assisted Henry V., however, with large loans, which
could not have come merely out of the revenues of
his see, showing that he fully understood the value
of money. Even in the days of Henry IV. he had
received his bishopric of Winchester by papal pro-
vision—an example of that practice which the English
Government was generally seeking to control. And
if English government sought to hmit papal influence
in matters ecclesiastical from a purely political point
of view, it cannot be said that papal influence itself
was truly spiritualising. No man understood better
than Beaufort the powers of this world, and if he
helped his King with money, he was ready to help
the Church also with armed battalions. He proved,
indeed, a most gallant leader in the invasion of
Bohemia, and withstood to the last a panic which
seized his German host when it fled before Procopius,
Zizka’s successor, before Mies in 1427. But in spite
of his valour this crusade was abortive ; and another,
for the same object, as we shall see, which he organised
after his return, proved still more so.

Meanwhile, what about the heretics in England ?
It did not strengthen Archbishop Chichele’s hands in
dealing with them when he was met with papal
rebukes for not setting aside the laws of the kingdom
at the Pope’s command. But the Archbishop clearly
did his best. The Pope, indeed, was much more con-
cerned about the heretics in Bohemia, and on the
10th May 1428 Conzo de Zwola presented bulls to the
Council, with a message desiring the aid of the King
and kingdom for an army to exterminate that perverse
set of men. He received an answer from the council
which is not recorded, but no doubt it was a most
respectful one.! In July the Archbishop opened
another Convocation at St. Paul’s, which he said in

1 Nicolas, Acts of P.C., iil. 295.
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his address that he had convoked “ for the tranquillity
of the Church, the conservation of the faith, and the
destruction and weakening of heretics who were now
increasing in strength more than wusually.” The
nuncio was brought into the chapter-house, and
related how the Church and all good Catholics were
harassed and persecuted by the heretics of Bohemia.!
Already, indeed, as we learn from a contemporary
writer, the nuncio had proclaimed his ‘“pardon
against heretics . . . in the city of Prague; the
which pardon was that men should every Sunday in
the beginning of every month go in procession with
seven psalms and the litany, and they should have a
hundred days of pardon unto the same procession.
The King and the Queen (z.e. the Queen mother) and
all other lords, spiritual and temporal, went on pro-
cession through London the second day of June.”*
So Convocation was very well aware of the business
on which the nuncio was sent before he had declared it
to them. But the clergy do not seem to have been
eager to tax themselves to put down disorders abroad
while they had difficulties enough with heretics at
home, and the King’s ministers were urging them for
a subsidy besides. Three persons from each of the
two houses were appointed to receive and audit sub-
sidies : first, for those to be sent to coming General
Councils ; and, secondly, for the aid granted for the
prosecution of William Russell. Then, by and by, a
number of heretics were brought before the assembled
divines,

First, there was one John J ourdelay, brought in by
servants of the Bishop of Lincoln as a man grievously
suspected, because he kept for a long time a book fu
of heresies, and had not delivered it to the ordinary
within the time prescribed by the statute of Leicester.
He at once abjured. Then came Katharine Dertford,
a spinster, much suspected of heresy, who had hid

1 Wilkins, iii, 493, 2 Qregory’s Chroniele, 162.
VOL. 1 L
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herself from examination, and to whom a great con-
course of people was in the habit of resorting. Articles
were objected to her touching the sacrament of the
altar, the worship of images, pilgrimages, and so forth,
which she declined to answer because ghe had only
been taught the Creed and the Decalogue. She was
delivered to the Abbot of Chertsey, who was vicar-
general of the Bishop of Winchester (Cardinal Beau-
fort) during his absence abroad. Next there was
brought from the Tower in chains, Robert, whose
surname is not given, Rector of Heggeley (Hedgerley
in Bucks), in Lincoln diocese, who had been confessor
to the notorious thief William Wawe, hanged at
Tyburn a year before.! Being much suspected of
‘“error and heresy,” the keeper of the Tower delivered
him up to the Archbishop’s custody by writ of the
King, and the Archbishop passed him on to that of
the Bishop of Lincoln. Axticles were objected to him
of the sacrament, pilgrimages, images, and whether it
was lawful for spiritual men to have temporal posses-
sions. To all which he made dubious answers with
seeming irony (ficte et dubitative ac semper quast
ridendo respondebat), except that, after some hesita-
tion, he made a clear answer about the sacrament.
After over an hour’s examination he was ordered to
withdraw, and the bishop was enjoined to keep him
in prison and have him examined more fully, and

1 Bee Gregory's Chronicle, 161, Pretty full notices of Wawe will be found
in Amundesham,i. 17,11, 12, 14; ii. 182. He had been outlawed * for divers
treasons and felonies,” and committed to the Marshalsea prison ; but he, with
other robbers confined there, broke prison, invaded churches and nunneries,
and robbed passengers on the highways. £100 was offered for his capture,
or 100 marks with pardon to any of his accomplices. He by and by took
agylum in Beaulieu Abbey, and the abbot was called upon to produce his
franchises, and show if he had a right to detain such a ‘ heretic and traitor
and common highwayman and public thief” (Nicolas's Aets of Privy CounciZ,
iii. 257, 268-9). The order of these last epithets is instructive. Heresy,
which in this case was a violation of sacred places, was regarded as a crime of
far deeper dye than mere treason and highway robbery. He was captured at
length by Sir John Radelyf, who, being a knight, doubtless did not apply
for the £100 reward, but a warrant was issned to the Exchequer to pay him
£60 (Op. cit. 312).
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then to proceed against him as his ordinary. Four
days later he was brought up again, when be abjured
and promised to denounce any heretical books in
future to his ordinary.*

Afterwards there was brought in William Harvey
of Tenterden, who had fled to other parts in the city
of London. He acknowledged that he had read
geveral books of Holy Scripture in English, and had
been often in secret conventicles among men suspected
of Lollardy. He abjured, but not being able to find
sufficient surety, was remitted to the custody of his
bishop. Then came John Calle, a London chaplain,
noted for heresy and error. He refused to confess
anything amiss; but there was found with him an
English book of the Gospels, well written, called * the
Book of the New Law,” in English, and he was com-
mitted to the Bishop of London for examination. The
session was then prorogued with an exhortation by the
Archbishop to his brethren to make diligent inquiry
before it met again about Lollards and heretics,
especially concerning certain persons in their several
dioceses, lists of whose names he had delivered to
them three days before.?

The sittings were resumed after nearly four months’
vacation on Friday the morrow of St. Martin, 12th
November 1428, when the Archbishop was commis-
sioned to go and meet Cardinal Beaufort, now returned
from abroad, and conduct him to Westminster. The
Cardinal had now come, after his valorous conduct in
Bohemia, to raise an English force against the heretics
there, with what result we shall sce presently. On
Monday the 16th the Archbishop declared to Con-
vocation the causes of their being again assembled,
chlef_of which was to counteract the malice of the
heretics, which was daily increasing in the province

oo ; Wilkins, iii, 493-4.
V.rs 3}7- cit,, 494. These cases are erroneously given by Foxe as of Henry
.'s time,
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of Canterbury. How best to deal with the growing
evil seems really to have been at this time a little
perplexing. Suggestions were made and met with
objections. Among other things it was proposed that
when the bishops of the province, as ordinaries, sent
any heretics or Lollards to the houses of the ‘re-
ligious,” that is to say, of monks or friars, to be kept
as prisoners, these should accept their custody for the
time assigned to them. But this was altogether so
unusual that the “ religious ” made a stand against it,
and asked for repeated delays to consult lawyers, who
probably supported them in their objections.’ _

On the 23rd Conzo appeared again with his fellow-
nuncio Jacopo, and laid before Convocation a corre-
spondence he had had with the Pope, who asked for a
whole tenth from the clergy in England for the war
against the Bohemians. This, however, was opposed
as grievous and unaccustomed ; and consideration of
the subject was deferred till the 26th, when new cases
of heresy came before them. Mr. David Price, vicar-
general of the Bishop of London, at that time absent
abroad, brought in Ralph Mungyn, priest, who had
been four months detained in the bishop’s prison.
Articles against him were produced by Price, who
showed that by lawful inquisition he had been for
twenty years defamed of heresy and Lollardy, both
in the University of Oxford and elsewhere. Asked
if he would abjure, he said he thought it not right to
do so, and was recommitted to custody.

On the 30th, an Italian merchant entered and
presented several bulls for the confirmation of the
faith and resistance of heretics who in various parts
of the world were increasing more than ever. On
the 2nd December Ralph Mungyn was brought
in again, when there were not only a considerable
number of bishops present, but divines of each of
the four Mendicant Orders had been specially sum-

! Wilkins, iii. 494-6.
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moned for the occasion. Being again asked to abjure,
he offered to purge himself of the fama imputed to
him—in other words he would not admit that he
was held in bad repute; but he would give no plain
answer whether he would abjure or not. The Arch-
bishop addressed him personally, and implored him
with tears to do as he was required, otherwise process
must begin against him at once. The Primate then
withdrew to celebrate the requiem of the last Bishop
of Salisbury at the high altar of the cathedral. On
his return Mungyn still refused to abjure. Then by
the advice of all his brethren the Archbishop objected
to him the following articles :—

1. That he had said that it was not lawful to make
war on the notorious heretics who had rebelled in
Bohemia. This he denied having ever said.

2. That he had said 1t was not lawful for any one
to have private property, but all things should be
common. This also he denied having said.

The Archbishop then ordered David Price to
examine witnesses on these two articles and produce
their examinations for judgments. After which
Mungyn withdrew.

Richard Monk, priest, was then produced, who was
also arrested for heresy. The articles objected to
him were :—

1. That he had been for many years, and was, in
the city of London and in the diocese of Lincoln and
elsewhere, defamed of heretical pravity and Lollardy.
This he confessed.

2. That he, being Vicar of Chesham, was convented
before Richard, Bishop of Lincoln, for heretical pravity
and Lollardy. This, too, he confessed, and, being
asked to abjure, he agreed to do so.

. On Friday (the 3rd) the Archbishop, being occupied
in the King’s Council, commissioned the Bishop of
Lincoln to preside for him, when Mungyn was again
brought before the assembled prelates and a consider-

Richard
Monk.
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able body of divines of the four Orders. Dr. Liynd-
wood, the official of the Court of Canterbury, then
objected the following articles against him :—

1. That he had known Peter Clarke, M.A., while
he dwelt in England. This person, also known as
Peter Payne, was at one time Vice-Principal of St.
Edmund’s Hall, Oxford, and had fled abroad and
joined the Bohemians.! This he confessed.

2. That this Peter Clarke was of ill-fame,
notoriously defamed of Wyecliffite heresy and errors,
at Oxford, in London, and elsewhere. This also
Mungyn confessed.

8. That, knowing him to be such, he adhered
to him and had much communication with him.
Confessed likewise, except that he had no communica-
tion with him in London, and received no doctrine
from him but only sophistria. (That is to say,
Mungyn wished it to be understood that his mind was
quite unaffected by Payne’s teaching.)

4. That he kept and gave to various persons
English books containing errors of Wyecliffe and of
Peter Clarke. Replied that he had had the Trialogus
and Evangelha of Wyecliffe for twelve years, and had
sold them to John Botte, a chaplain of Hampshire ;
but otherwise he did not believe the contents of the
said article to be true.

5. That the said books contained heretical opinions
and doctrines condemned by the Church. This he
confessed.

6. That he communicated the said doctrine,
opinions, and books with divers men and women in
the University of Oxford, the city of London, and
elsewhere, and taught them to them. This he denied
entirely.

7. That in consequence of these and other things

1 Acecording to Dr. Gascoigne (L3, Verit. 20) this Peter Clarke (or Olerk)
stole the common seal of Oxford University and wrote with it to the

heretics of Prague that Oxford and all England were with them except the
false Friars Mendicant. See p. 56 note, ante.
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he had been twenty years suspected as of the sect and
rite of the Lollards and so reputed. Replied that
he did not know that he was in any of these cases
defamed, but thought himself a man of good fame.

8. That he was several times called to answer con-
cerning faith before divers judges, viz. once before the
late Bishop Clifford of London. Confessed that he was
cited before Bishop Clifford for a sermon preached in
London, and suspended for a time from cure of souls
in that diocese.—Again, he was arrested by the
Chancellor of England for suspicion of Lollardy
and delivered to Archbishop Chichele; and, finally,
“ detected ” (z.e. informed against) and delivered to
William (Grey), present Bishop of London, for
various heresies and errors. This he confessed.

9. That he knowingly visited Bartholomew Corn-
monger, notoriously defamed and suspected as of
the Lollard sect, and did not ‘“detect” him to his
ordinary. Answered : He did communicate with him,
knowing him to be suspected, but he denounced him
three times to the present Bishop of London.

10. That he had frequent access to Richard Monk,
chaplain, a man likewise defamed of Lellardy, and
knowingly communicated with him and did not
‘““detect” him. Answered : He did not know him to
be suspected.

11. Also with one Hoper, once a servant of Old-
castle, a man likewise much suspected and defamed
of the premises, and, knowing him to be so, did not
“detect” him. Confessed that he had been very
familiar with him, but did not communicate with him
on any Lollardy.

12. Also he had been very familiar with Thomas
Garenter, chaplain to one Shadworth, citizen of
London, a2 man not only much suspected of the
premises, but also convicted on his own confession,
and, knowing him as such, did not detect him.
Answered : He did not know him to be suspected.
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13. That in Shadworth’s house he had said openly
that it was not lawful for any Christian to fight
against the heretics of Bohemia, and that all things
should be common, and none should have private
property. This he denied entirely.

- 14, That bhe is accordingly most vehemently sus-
pected. Said that he did not believe the contents of
this article to be true.

15. That by reason of the premises he is bound,
at least, publicly to abjure the sect. Answered that
he did not believe the contents of the same to be
true.

16. That on being asked, he refused to abjure,
incurring thereby a violent suspicion of heresy and
error. Confessed that he refused.

The official then explained to the said Ralph
various cases, from which and for which any one
might be lawfully regarded as vehemently suspected
of heresy, and the President showed him the danger
of the law to a suspected person refusing to abjure.
The President then asked him if he would or would
not abjure all errors and heresies precise et penatus.
He still refused.

After long parleying, the President adjourned the
Convocation till the coming of the Archbishop that
same Friday afternoon. At this afternoon sitting
the above-named Thomas Garenter was first brought
in, and, articles being objected against him, he made
his submission. Ther Mungyn was brought in once
more, and after the previous process against him had
been recited he denied that he was suspected, and
therefore declined to abjure. Again a long confer-
ence, and his case was adjourned till next day (Satur-
day, December 4).

On that day his case was preceded by that of
Richard Monk, who, being brought up again, submitted,
like Garenter, and for his penance agreed to abjure
publicly next day at Paul’s Cross, Then Mungyn
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was brought in once more. He answered point blank
that he was not suspected of any error or heresy, and
would never abjure while he lived. In the first part
of this answer, at least, he surely went rather far.
The Archbishop then asked if Price had examined
witnesses about him as directed. Price said he had,
and produced the evidences he had obtained.

A formal inquisition had been made at the parish
church of St. Michael Bassishaw as to Mungyn’s life
and conversation on the 27th July preceding, when
the Vicar of St. Laurence Jewry could say nothing
against him from his own knowledge, except that he
was graviter et enormiter defamed of errors and
heresies in London, and that formerly at Oxford
there was a vehemens infamia against him. This was
confirmed by a canon of Elsingspittle who served the
parish church of Aldermanbury, and who was further
told by W. Essfield, an alderman, that he had one
day at dinner upheld two erroneous opinions: First,
that it was not lawful for a Christian to fight against
the heretics of Bohemia; and, second, that all goods
ought to be common, and no one should have private
property. The chaplain of St. Alban’s, Wood Street,
agreed with the Vicar of St. Laurence Jewry. And
S0 on, nine witnesses in all being summoned, who
partly confirmed each other’s testimony; on which
he was ‘““detected ” to the bishop next day at the
chapter-house of St. Paul’'s. But he denied that he
ever said the two things imputed to him; and he
very persistently refused to abjure, though urgently
entreated to do so by the bishop then, who there-
upon said that he did not wish to proceed too hastily,
but to inquire further.

David Price, accordingly, on the 4th December
procured further evidence of what Mungyn had said
at a dinner-table, when he maintained that a Christian
ought rather to let himself be killed than kill one of
the Bohemians, as killing was against God’s command-
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ment ; and also that a man in necessity might receive
goods of others without sin, and thus all goods should
be common. One of the company present had asked
him if indulgences granted by the Pope for redemp-
tion of captives in the power of pagans were valid or
profited the souls of contributors; and he said No,
the Pope had no more power to grant such in-
dulgences than he had.

These testimonies were then read out, and the
Archbishop asked Mungyn if he would now abjure,
but he replied as before: he would never abjure as
a man suspected of error or heresy so long as he
lived. Hereupon he was pronounced a heretic, and
committed to the prisons of the Bishop of London to
undergo perpetual penance, reserving only to the
Archbishop and his brethren, in some future pro-
vincial council, power to mitigate the sentence if
they thought fit.

Next day, Sunday (December 5), Garenter and
Monk abjured at Paul’s Cross. Garenter confessed
that he had called the Pope Antichrist; that he
had said the bread remained in the sacrament; and
that pilgrimage was not lawful, “and it was better
to abide at home and beat the stools with their heels ;
for it was but tree and stone that they soughten”;
that he held no Seripture catholic or holy but that
contained in the Bible, and considered the legends of
saints nought, and the miracles untrue.!

Cardinal Beaufort had returned to England before
this last session of Convocation. He was received
in London with great solemnity by the Mayor and
citizens on the 1st September. But a new constitu-
tional question arose out of the fact that the Pope
had appointed him legate to raise money in Eng-
land for the war against the Hussites. As long as
he had been legate only in continental countries
England was not concerned ; but the Protector, Duke

! Wilkins, 496-503.
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Humphrey, caused a notary to make a formal protest
against his exercising legatine authority in England
as an Invasion of the privileges of the kingdom. The
incident, however, was apparently little more than a
necessary formality. The Pope’s appointment was
valid ; but action upon it could not be taken without
the King’s sanction, which evidently was not with-
held. On the 17th December the Convocation, whose
acts we have just been following, granted a moiety
of a tenth for the proposed crusade, and then was
prorogued to October following.! And on the 1st
January 1429 Archbishop Chichele wrote to the prior
and archdeacon of his own cathedral church of Can-
terbury, to give effect to the papal brief by which
Beaufort had been constituted legate in March 1427.7
The Cardinal then set out for Scotland in February
to engage the interest of James I. in the same cause.’
On his return in April a question was raised in the
King's Council whether he should be allowed to per-
form service at Windsor on St. George’s day by right
of his bishopric of Winchester with the state of a
cardinal—a matter which was considered so doubt-
ful that he was asked to forbear coming thither;
for the case of a cardinal retaining the bishopric at
Winchester was not a usual one, and the Council
were afraid to do anything to the prejudice of regal
rights during a minority.* In June, however, he
obtained from the Council liberty to publish his
crusade, and to raise, under specified conditions so
a8 not to be injurious to the kingdom, 250 spears
and 2000 bows for the purpose.®

He had asked for 500 spears and 5000 archers;
but the population had been so diminished by pesti-

i 15%'3301'3”3 Chron., 162 ; Amundesham, i. 26; Foxe, iii. 717 ; Wilkins,
: Wilkins, 511-14.
Nicolas's dets of Privy Council, iii. 318 ; Amundesham, i. 28.
% Nicolas’s etz P, C’.,?ii. 323, s SIEREesRA
® Nicolas's dcts P, €., 330-38 ; Rymer, x. 419 sg., 423-4.
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lence and by war that the number granted was all
that could be spared; and the Council particularly
required that the King’s soldiers in France should
not be solicited to abandon their duties there in order
to go with the Cardinal. In point of fact the Council
did not know how very ill even the number that they
allowed to Beaufort could be spared. For their agree-
ment with him was made at Westminster on the 18th
June, the very day of the disastrous battle of Patay,
when the reinforcements that Talbot and Sir John
Fastolf were bringing against Joan of Arc were

-defeated. The Maid had already relieved Orleans,

and was preparing to take Charles VII. to Reims.
When the news reached England the Council felt at
once that the agreement must be cancelled. They
and Cardinal Beaufort were at Rochester on the 1st
July,—the Cardinal, of course, about to cross the
Channel with his men. But a new indenture was
executed that day, by which the Cardinal consented
to lead the men only into France. The Regent
Bedford could then, by the King’s authority, forbid
any one of them, on pain of forfeiture of life and
limb, to leave that realm of France until the 21st
day of December following. The Cardinal was thus
to be absolved from responsibility for the employ-
ment of his forces against the French, and the Pope
was to be assured that the Council were only driven
by necessity, and that they would repay him the
wages of the men, and grant him another force
against the Bohemians in May following.’

It was about this time, in the seventh year of
Henry VI., that, in accordance with the decree of
the Council of Constance, Wyecliffe's bones were
disinterred and burnt at Lutterworth.?

Of the prosecutions for heresy at this time else-
where than in London we have few detailed notices,
though the fact that heresy was increasing all over

1 Nicolas’s 4. P. C., 339-44. % Gregory, 163.
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There could be but one end to such a man, a
relapsed heretic, guilty of serious offences after
abjuration. He was burnt at Norwich. Foxe also
gives the names of a large number of other heretics
in that diocese examined during this period. Some
of these were accused of holding views of baptism
which were not found, apparently, among the heretics
of other dioceses, and which Foxe himself, who in-
spected the registers, is unwilling to believe that
they really entertained. He takes it for granted, in
fact, as he frequently does when the evidence con-
tained in such documents is not agreeable to him,
that the accused were wilfully slandered. We, who
have the experience of later centuries to go by, will
not quite so readily believe that * the notaries slan-
derously depraved their assertion, to make it more
odious to the ears of the people, as though they
should hold that the sacrament of baptism, used in
the Church by water, is but a light matter and of
small effect.” Foxe himself seems to feel quite
assured that they only spoke lightly of ““the cere-
monial and superfluous traditions then used in
baptism, as salt, oil, spittle, taper, light, chrisms,
exorcising of the water, with such other like.” But
the documents he consulted required a somewhat
stronger effort of disbelief on his part than even this
suggestion, and to do full justice to his incredulity
we must quote the next few paragraphs:—

Again, in speaking against the christening which the
midwives use in private houses, against the opinion of such
as think such children to be damned who depart before they
come %o their baptism, they are falsely reported as though
they should say: That Christian people be sufficiently bap-
tized if their parents be baptized before them. Which thing
is so contrary to the manifest Word, that ¢ s not fo Be
thought that any are so ignorant of the Gospel that they
ever would, or did, affirm the same.

Moreover they thought or said peradventure, That in
certain cases tithes might be withholden from wicked priests
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the province of Canterbury was lamented by Con-
vocation. At Norwich there was one notable case—
the priest William White who, as we have seen, in
1422, had abjured heretical opinions before Arch-
bishop Chichele. He had since that ventured to
take a wife, living two years in the guise of a lay-
man within the diocese of Norwich, where he was
not known. Nor was this, apparently, the worst
thing of which he was guilty in matters of mere
conduct ; for it was found that he had introduced
into the sect a young man of property, whose
inheritance he dissipated within a twelvemonth.’
In fact, he seems to have been a dangerous character,
and on the 13th September 1428 he was brought up
from prison in chains before the Bishop of Norwich,
the Prior of Norwich Cathedral, Friars Thomas of
Walden and John Lowe (the provincials of the Car-
melite and Augustinian Orders respectively), four
other Carmelites and four other Augustinians, two
Franciscans, two Dominicans, and other divines and
canonists—a very strong court to try his cause. The
articles objected to him were thirty in number, and
were mostly of an ordinary Wyeclifite type about the
eucharist, endowment of the clergy, mendicancy, and
so forth. He confessed to having held most of them
before his abjuration and some even after, but he
strongly denied some others. He admitted that since
his abjuration he had claimed for the clergy the right
of marriage, calling the Pope Antichrist, and his
councillors clerks of Lucifer; he admitted also his
own relations with the woman whom he called his
wife.?

! Netter of Walden writes about him as follows: **Vix item sunt sex
menses ex quo sectatorum ejus [4.e. Wycliffe's] doctor quidam et presbyter
uxoratus Guillelmus, dictus eognomine Albus, coram Guillelmo prasule
Norvicensi est examinatus in hwresi et compertus dissipasse totam hare.
ditatem cujusdam juvenis quem induxit, circiter quadraginta libraronm
Anglici numismatis intra annum” (Th. Waldensis, de Sacramentalibus, in
Blanciotti's ed., iii. 630).

2 Fascie. Zizam., 417-32. Several of his opinions are noted and refuted
by Walden. See Blanciotti’s ed., index under Guillelmus Albus.
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sometimes, and be conferred to better uses, to the behoof of
the poor. Therefore they are falsely slandered as saying and
affirming, that no tithes are to be given to the ministers and

curates of the churches.

And likewise for matrimony, wherein they are reported
to hold and affirm as though it consisted only in the mutual
consent betwixt the man and the woman, needing no other
golemnising in the public church; and all because (as i s
likely) they denied it to be a sacrament.!

Foxe's great work has been so generally regarded
hitherto as a standard authority touching heresies
and persecutions for heresy, that it is really necessary
to call attention to the way in which he interprets
evidences which are not laid before the reader text-
ually. He had just been giving lists of “good men
and women that were taken and examined upon
suspicion of heresy,” and of others who were forced
to abjure and put to penance with comments
vindicating from the charge of novelty ‘the true
doctrine of the Word of God,” and insinuating that
these so-called heretics agreed in one faith as mem-
bers of the true Church (not the Pope’s), which
existed long before the Reformation. But to make
this out he actually rejected the plain meaning of the
very documents he used !

In London an heretical woolpacker named Richard
Hounden, or Hunden, is mentioned by the chroniclers
as having been burned on Tower Hill on the 20th
January 1430.° A year later, in March 1431, Thomas
Bagley, Vicar of Manewden in Essex, was burned in
Smithfield in the presence of the Protector, Humphrey
Duke of Gloucester. He had been brought before
Convocation early in March as an avowed disciple of
Wyeliffe, for whose tenets he declared himself quite
ready to suffer, saying that he believed that Wycliffe
resided higher in heaven than St. Thomas of Canter-

. 1 Adets and Monwments, iii. 589, 590.
2 Op. eit., 587, 588, 3 Fabyan, 602 ; Gregory, 171.
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bury. The assembled divines did their best to remove
him from his “ perverse opinions,” which they showed
him were in some things opposed to those of Wyecliffe
himself. But their efforts were in vain. He was
delivered to the Bishop of London to be proceeded
against, and very soon met with his judgment.’
Bagley’s case was evidently a very special one,
when the Protector thought it necessary to be
present at his burning. DBut scon after Easter Duke
Humphrey's attention was called to something much
more serious—*‘ an assembly of heretics at Abing-
don.” So they are described by Fabyan, and from
him and other contemporaries we learn that they
had formed “a meyne of risers,” declaring that they
“would have three priests’ heads for a penny.” Their
leader was a weaver, the bailiff of the town, whose
proper name was Willlam Maundevyle. But he was
also known as William Perkyns, and as captain he
thought best to call himself Jack Sharpe of Wig-
moresland. He had been dispersing bills in London,
Coventry, Oxford, and other towns, suggesting a large
confiscation of Church property on the lines of the
Lollard petition of 1410. News of the movement
reached the Protector at Greenwich, and he immedi-
ately set out for Abingdon with a company. On
Whitsunday Eve, the 19th May, the captain, with
his confederates, seven in number, including those
who had written his bills for him, was taken at
Oxford. On Tuesday in Whitsun week he was
drawn, hanged, and beheaded at Abingdon, and his
head was sent up to London and impaled on London
1 Amundesham, i. 61. Gregory, 171, says that he was burned on the 2nd
March, which is certainly a mistake. Fabyan, 602, says ‘‘about mid-Lent,”
which was in that year the 11th March. The exact day was St. Gregory’s
day, March 12. See note in Kingsford’s Chronicles, 308, The * Maben-
don” of the H. MS, should have been Manewdon, which is in the same
part of Essex as Thaxted. DBagley’s examination before Convocation is given
in Wilkins, iil. 515, 516, and dated ““1429” by the editor, who, of course,
means 1429-30, being before Ladyday. But the dates cited in the record,

Friday, March 2, and Wednesday, March 7, prove conclusively that it was
in the historical year 1431, in which he also suffered.
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Bridge. His followers also were put to death at
Abingdon.’

The just severity with which this outbreak was
repressed seems to have had a wholesome effect.
Down to the year 1428 it had been always said that
Lollardy was increasing in England, and in the end
of that year, as we have seen, many cases came before
Convocation. In 1429 we hear of none at all—
at least in the ordinary sources of information;? in
1430 only of the woolpacker Hunden; but in the
first half of 1431 we have the martyrdom of Bagley
and the rising of Jack Sharpe. Again, however, in
the latter half of that year the records are silent
about any cases of heresy; and even during the
nine years following we hear of no further ones. This
sudden arrest of an evil which till the end of 1428
seemed to be continually on the increase is not a
little remarkable, and I may perhaps quote here what
a German historian has said upon the subject :—

With the year 1431 [says Lechler]® a pause began in
England as regards the Lollards. 'We hear nothing more of
executions, which were regarded as “acts of {aith,”—not even
once of processes before the spiritual jurisdiction against
Wiyecliffites. The English hierarchy appears to be occupied
only with the affairs of the collective Church, especially with
the Council of Basel and the Hussites. On the 20th August
1432 Chichele, Archbishop of Canterbury, issued an order, in
accordance with a demand of the Council of Basel, for prayers
and masses to be celebrated for the conversion of the
Bohemians. And in the year 1433 the Convocation of the
province of Canterbury passed several resolutions with
regargl to the Council of Basel, especially in matters of the
Hussites. The utterances were decided against any conces-

! Amundesham, i, 83, 64, 453, 456 ; Fabyan, 602; Kingsford’s Chronicles ;
Gregory, 172.

? A Bristol Lollard, named William Curayn, was brought before John
Stafford, Bishop of Bath and Wells, in 1429 and abjured. He had been cited
elsewhere four times before. See Hunt's The Somerset Diocese, 143 (in
** Diocesan Histories” Series, 8.P.C.K.)

S Johann von Wiclif und die Vorgeschichie der Reformotion, ii. 348
(Leipzig, 1873).
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the Chureh indeed, a plural Papacy had ceased TO ex1st; 1or
et though Benedict XIII. would not give up his pre-
tensions, they were little regarded. Neither did his
creation of four new cardinals, just before his death
in 1424, tend very much to prolong the schism. From

their number, indeed, was elected one more anti-

! Wilkins, iii, 519, 521 sg.
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Pope, who was supported feebly for five years by
Alfonso V. of Aragon. But in 1429 even he sub-
mitted to Martin V., and the unity of the Papacy
seemed now secure. One thing only was wanted to
complete matters—the fulfilment of that provision
made at Constance for the frequent assembling of
further councils; and in the beginning of 1431 men
were looking forward to that Council o%Basel referred
to in the above extract to strengthen the papal
monarchy on a constitutional foundation.

Another General Council had indeed been sum-
moned by Martin V. to meet at Pavia in 1423, in
accordance with the provisions of Constance, but it
commanded little attention. It had scarcely met
when, owing to an outbreak of plague, it was"
removed to Siena, where it did nothing of conse-
quence, and it was dissolved next year. In 1430,
when a new General Council was due in March fol-
lowing, Pope Martin was by no means anxious to
see it meet. In November, however, on a day when
three new cardinals were to be created, a document
was affixed to the door of the papal palace, notifying
that since the Council of Constance numbers had
been perverted from the faith by the Hussites; that
two Christian princes were prepared to defend some
stated conclusions before the Council which should
meet in March following; that the Hussite heresy,
like all previous heresies, could only be extirpated by
a Council ; and that, if the Pope did not summon one
at the appointed time, it still ought to meet, and those
present at it should withdraw from his obedience.
The author of this document was unknown, and the
two Christian princes remained unknown also. But
Martin was alarmed, and appointed Cesarini, whom he
made cardinal for the purpose, legate for Germany,
With a commission also to open the Council in the
Pope’s absence, and, if he found it desirable, to
change the place of its meeting. The bull giving
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him these powers only reached Cesarini at Nuremberg
after Martin’s death.

But how were the Bohemians to be won to a
Council when they were excommunicated, and
crusade after crusade had been sent against them
as enemies to Christianity ? Even Cesarini thought
of nothing but of uniting Europe against them,
though he still appealed to them to avert hostilities
by coming back to Mother Church. But in August
1431, being with the German army invading Bohemia,
he witnessed a painful discomfiture of the crusading
host, and was himself compelled to fly before the
heretics. He arrived at Basel in September, where
his deputies bad already opened the Council in July,
with the conviction that a more conciliatory treat-
ment of the Bohemians was necessary, and he wrote
to the new Pope Eugenius IV. to that effect. The
reunion of Christendom was desired, which a Council
alone could effect, and not only the Bohemians, but
the Greek Church were invited to send representa-
tives to Basel, for it was hoped that the long-standing
schism between Hast and West would at length be
terminated.

But Pope Eugenius could not see that it was at all
a proper step to treat with excommunicated heretics,
especially without his approval. He wrote to Cesarini
in November to dissolve the Council, and summon
another to be held at Bologna a year and a half later.
Then began a long struggle between Pope and Council
as to which was the superior authority. The Acts of
the Council of Constance had already gone far to show
that the Pope could not dissolve a Council without
its own consent. The Emperor Sigismund was
specially interested in the peace of Germany, for
which the conciliation of the Bohemians was
absolutely indispensable, and he gave his hearty
support to the Council against the Pope. The
French clergy also sympathised with the Council,
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and the Bohemians were won over to come to it.
A great embassy from Bohemia entered Basel on the
4th January 1438, with a company of horse which
had protected them through Germany, headed by the
great Procopius himself. Their divines were Rokycana
of Prague, representing the Calixtines, Nicholas of
Pilgram, Bishop of the Taborites, and the Englishman
Peter Payne, who had fled from Oxford to Bohemia
when the tide had turned against the teaching of
Wyecliffe in England.

They came to defend what were called ‘‘the four
articles of Prague.” Rokycana addressed the Council
for three whole days on the subject of communion in
both kinds. For two days more Bishop Nicholas
upheld the thesis that sin ought to be punished even
by secular authority, and inveighed at times on the
vices of the clergy with so much indiscretion that he
was blamed by Rokycana himself. Then another
speaker, Ulrich of Zynaim, spent two days more in
defence of the third article on freedom of preaching.
Finally, Peter Payne held forth for three days on the
temporal possessions of the clergy. Then speakers
were set up to answer them at equal length, and
though there were some exhibitions of feeling during
the conference, on the whole there was mutual for-
bearance, and the Bohemians left for their own land
in April, having really, it would seem, succeeded in
mitigating prejudices on both sides, however little
they could congratulate themselves on any tangible
results. But ten ambassadors of the Council were
deputed to go to Prague, and on their report it was
afterwards agreed to concede to the Bohemians liberty
to receive the communion in both kinds. A basis of
peace was laid, and the chief difficulty was really due
to the divisions and civil war which prevailed among
t}_le Bohemians themselves till the irreconcilable fac-
t1_ons were completely crushed, and Procopius was
killed at the battle of Lipan in May 1434.
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Now, at the beginning of that same year, 1434,
Sigismund had achieved a very great triumph ; he had
reconciled Pope Eugenius and the Council. The Pope
issued a bull acknowledging the Council’s authority,
and giving validity to all that it had done; and the
Council on the 3rd February declared itself fully
satisfied. The principle of constitutional government
in the Church seemed to be completely acknowledged,
and there was a fair prospect, besides, not only of
stilling the troubles in Bohemia, but even of some
steps being taken towards reuniting the Greek and
Latin Churches. For the Greeks, being exposed to
Turkish invasions, had good reason for desiring the
sympathy of Western Christians, and even at the
Council of Constance in 1417 the newly elected Pope,
Martin V., had received an embassy from the Greek
Emperor to negotiate for an object so devoutly to be
wished. But this Council of Basel now showed a
disposition to encroach too far on papal prerogatives,
and slighted even the mediation of Sigismund. Then
Eugenius had negotiations of his own with the
Greeks, and the Greeks had communications with
both powers to see how much could be made out of
either. The old differences again broke out between
the two in 1435, on the Council passing a decree
for the abolition of annates as simoniacal, which
would have deprived Eugenius of his principal
revenues.

Next year it decreed a complete reformation
of the Papacy and the cardinals, and the injured
Pope appealed to Christian princes to withdraw
their ambassadors from Basel. TEurope was com-
paratively indifferent, but the Council had some
difficulty in raising money to sustain the contest,
while the Pope wished to shift the Council to Italy,
as it would be hard for the Greeks to come to Basel
through all the rugged country between them and the
Rhine. The Council, however, in 1437 summoned
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the Pope to Basel, and pronounced him contumacious
for not appearing. But Eugenius had already replied
to their summons by a bull for the dissolution of
the Council, which the latter immediately declared
null on the ground of its own superiority to the
Pope.

The death of Sigismund on the 9th December 1437
took away the only man who could have prevented a
complete rupture. On the 30th Kugenius, by his own
authority, transferred the Council to Ferrara. On the
24th January following the fathers at Basel declared
the Pope suspended from his office. But they had
not the courage to go further and depose him. To
Ferrara came, in March 1438, the Emperor John
Palaeologus II. with his brother, the Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, and twenty-two bishops ; and after some
months’ conference the Pope with their consent (which
they were unable to refuse) transferred the Council to
Florence, where, among other subjects, an interesting
discussion was held on the celebrated Filioque clause
in the Creed, declaring that the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds from the Son as well as from the Father.
This clause the Greeks admitted to be justifiable.
A few days later the Patriarch Joseph died.
Shortly afterwards terms of union between the
Churches were actually agreed upon, and a decree
signed on the 5th July. But the Greeks when they
returned to their own country were received with
anything but cordiality. They were considered to
have betrayed the principles of their Church. Mean-
while the Western nations were seriously perplexed
by_the conflict between two great authorities, each
claiming supremacy in matters ecclesiastical. A new
schism was dreaded all over Europe, and interim
arrangements became necessary for particular realms.
France adopted a pragmatic sanction agreed on by a
synod at Bourges. The German Electors after vain
attempts at mediation held a diet at Mainz, which at
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last decided in favour of the Council at Basel in
March 1439.

With this encouragement the Council went on to
discuss whether the Pope were not a heretic, and even
a relapsed heretic, and they found that he was both,
for the contempt that he had shown to their authority.
It was declared to be a verity of the Catholic faith that
a General Council had authority over the Pope and
every other Christian man ; also that the Pope could
not by his own authority dissolve, remove, or prorogue
such a Council ; further, that whoever opposed these
truths was to be considered a heretic ; and that Pope
Eugenius had first opposed them, then, on being
admonished, had recanted his errors, and yet after-
wards had fallen into the same errors again by renewed
attempts to dissolve or remove the Council. These
propositions, however, were not carried without long
and stormy discussions ; and but for the extraordinary
pertinacity of Louis d’Allemand, Cardinal of Arles, it
does not seem that they would have been carried at
all, at least those bearing personally on Eugenius
himself. Indeed, when the decree condemning his
heresies was passed in May most of the prelates feared
to put in an appearance, but the Cardinal having a
large body of the inferior clergy on his side, had their
places supplied by the relics of saints carried in
procession from the churches. With this strange
solemnity the decree was read and passed amid intense
emotion; and notwithstanding the intervention of
ambassadors arriving rather late from Mainz, it was
followed by a decree of the Pope’s deposition on the
25th June.

This step involved something further, and again
the Cardinal of Arles had occasion to show his in-
domitable perseverance. For after they had agreed
to defer a new election for sixty days, an outhreak of
plague which had already begun became intense, and
filled the streets with funerals. Among others the
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celebrated Aneas Sylvius Piccolomini was smitten
by the scourge, but he survived not only to write a
very vivid account of the Council, but to become
ultimately Pope Pius II. Other important members
were carried off, but the Cardinal stuck to his post
and kept the Council from breaking up. He was,
however, the only cardinal present, and even when
the business of making a new Pope was resumed in
October a special mode of nominating electors had
to be adopted, under which, on the 5th November,
was chosen Amadeus, Duke of Savoy, who was not
only a secular prince, but a married man with a
family, though he had for some years retired into
monastic seclusion. Twelve days later the election
was confirmed by the synod, and Amadeus being
informed of it, renounced his dukedom, and took the
name of Felix V. Next year, 1440, on the 24th July,
he was crowned at Basel by the Cardinal of Arles.
Thus a new schism was created, but the business
had been clearly overdone. The election, though
great formalities had been observed, had certainly
been effected under strange conditions, and the
coronation of Felix did but little to strengthen him.
Frederic III. had just been elected Emperor, and
whether he would recognise him was doubtful. Some
of the electors, indeed, were drawn to Felix, but
France would have nothing to do with him, and
many princes would not commit themselves. Money
difficulties became serious, and Pope Eugenius was
growing stronger every day. Eugenius transferred
his Council from Florence to Rome, which gave it
much greater weight, and though Frederic 1I1. was
induced to come to Basel, he was careful not to address
Felix as Pope. At last Felix himself in 1443 quitted
Basel for Lausanne in ill-health, and though the
Council lingered for six years longer it at last lost
even German support, and terminated its own existence
in 1449 when Felix V. abdicated, and it accepted as
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Pope Nicholas V., who had been elected two years
before at Rome.'

Thus the idea of conciliar government for the
Church—-corresponding to what we call nowadays
constitutional government in states—was found to be
hopeless as a steady and continuous working principle,
and the provisions made at Constance for frequent
General Councils fell into disrepute. The tendency
of the times in mere political matters was really
towards autocracy as the only strong government
for kingdoms; and the Papacy, too, from the very
same causes was becoming a spiritual autocracy.
Each of the different realms of Christendom had 1ts
own problems, and could not afford to be distracted
with continual controversies between an official head
of the Church and a body set up to control him.
The expense too of maintaining a Council apart
from Rome was unendurable, and vulgar considera-
tions of money, whatever we may think of them,
determine ultimately between what is practicable and
what is not. The Council of Basel had prolonged its
memorable, but not altogether happy, existence over
a period of nineteen years. No other Council in the
whole annals of the Church had ever approached that
degree of longevity, and yet it was only kept alive by
strange devices and by the hopeless stirrings of a
small and diminishing minority. Maintaining its
authority to the last, 1t nevertheless found it neces-
sary to decree its own dissolution, and the Church was
freed once more from every trace of schism.

Along with all this, however, the spiritual rule of
nations was becoming more self-centred. The Prag-

1 For the facts relating to the Council of Basel, a3 well as the story of
the Council of Constance, it was not necessary to go much to original
sources ; and as to both these Councils, though I have referred to neas
Sylvius, and verified some points from Hefelo, I have generally followed the
guidance of Wylie's Council of Constance, and Creigiton’s History of the
Papacy. For the Bohemian history, too, I have mainly followed Creighton’s
book and Lechler ( Wiclif und die Vorgeschichte der Reformation), not being
concerned with any but undisputed facts,
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matic Sanction in France and the Diets in Germany
were suggesting something like spiritual independence,
alike of Pope and Council ; and the Pope, in his new
autocracy, could only hope to maintain himself by
acting continually in the character he had always
professed, as ‘“servant of the servants of God.”
England, too, like other nations, had spiritual problems
of her own apart from the rest of Christendom, and
how her bishops were dealing with them we have
already partly seen.

The lull in heretical prosecutions in England seems
to have lasted for nine years, when on the 17th June
1440 a priest named Richard Wiche, who had been
Vicar of Deptford, was burnt on Tower Hill, having,
of course, been degraded beforehand ; and along with
him was burnt a layman who was his servant.! This
priest’s case created quite an unusual excitement; for
he had been long known to the world, and had many
sympathisers who considered him to be a saint put
to death for malice, and even believed that he had
proved his sanctity by miracles. Men and women
went by night to the place where he had suffered,
made their prayers there kneeling, as they would
have done to a saint, offering money and images of
wax, kissed the ground, and carried away his ashes
as relics. When this had gone on for eight days the
Mayor and aldermen set men-at-arms from all the
wards of London to stop it; and they kept the hill
both day and night till the beginning of August.
Numbers of the devotees were arrested and sent to
prison; and with them the Vicar of All Hallows
Barking, in whose parish the burning had taken
place. TFor he had turned the occasion to his own
profit by strewing in the place other ashes mixed
Wlth. spice powders, in order to receive more ample
offerings from the misguided people, who mistook the

! Fabyan, 613 ; Gregory, 183 ; Kingsford's Chronicles of London, 147,163
812 ; Davies's Fnglish Chrumicls, 56, = " d I
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odour of spices for the sweet flavour of a martyr's
remains,

These doings, of course, created a very unpleasant
impression, and a King's writ was issued to the
sheriffs of various counties on the 15th July, strictly
forbidding such pilgrimages and offerings as not only
seditious but idolatrous. For it was shown that
Wiche had been duly punished as a relapsed heretic ;
that it was unlawful to worship any man as a saint
before he was canonised at Rome; and that the
alleged miracles were altogether fabulous.! Yet the
fact that writs were issued for other counties besides
London and Middlesex shows that pilgrims had come
from a distance to do him reverence.

What was the history of this man whose case
attracted so much sympathy? He was one of the
first generation of Wycliffe’s followers, and must have
been not far from sixty at the very least when he was
burned. He had been priest nearly forty years before
of the diocese of Hereford, and had wandered into
that of Durham, where he had been admitted freely
to preach by the rectors of different parishes. This
apparently was irregular, though it was in the
northern province, and some years before the
constitution of Archbishop Arundel expressly forbade
preaching in the southern without episcopal licence.
He was brought before the Bishop of Durham (Bishop
Skirlaw) accused of preaching false doctrine, and he
himself has written an account of what followed.
He denied the conclusions that he was said to have
propounded, or that he had ever preached them.
The Bishop told him he was gravely suspected of
being of the Lollard sect, who did not believe the
truth of the eucharist, and required him to declare
his sentiments on that subject. He did so in words
which seemed very explicit, admitting that the Host
after consecration was the true body of our Lord in

1 Foxe, iii. 703,
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the form of bread, no matter into how many parts it
was divided. ¢ But,” said the Bishop, “is it bread
after consecration?” He was uncomfortable, and
the Archdeacon of Durham said, *“See how he hesi-
tates in the faith.” “No,” he replied, “I believe
that the Host is the true body of our Lord in the
form of bread.” “That is wrong,” said the Chancellor;
and the Archdeacon subjoined, “In the appearance
(spectes) of bread, not in the form.” Wiche replied,
“Then the whole people is outside the faith”; and
he turned to the people and said, “Do you not
believe the eucharist to be the body of Christ in
the form of bread?” “No,” they replied. “But I
believe it,” he said.

There was further talk, and when the Chancellor
asked him if he believed it was material bread or not,
he said Scripture did not call it material bread, and
therefore he could not believe it to be so as an article
of faith. He was remitted to prison and afterwards
examined before one of the Bishop’s council, an
Augustinian friar of Newcastle, whose name appears
to have been Richard Holme. Again he made his
declaration of faith as before, and two knights sitting
beside the presiding judge thought he had shown
himself a true believer. But again bemg asked
whether the Host was material bread, he said he
thought it sufficient to keep to the language of
Scripture. Then he was asked to take an oath, but
declined, and justified himself by scholastic argu-
ments; then, after some further inquiry about the
necessity of confession, which he admitted, and how
often and to whom he had been confessed, which he
evaded, he was again sent back to prison. But after-
wards he was visited there by the friar on behalf of
the Bishop, who was anxious to bring him to accord,
and very willing to promote him if he could do so.
About three weeks later he was brought again before
the Bishop, who asked him why he would not swear
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the oath required of him. * We, too,” he said, *love
our own souls as well as thou.” But Wiche protested
that he was not bound to obey any one, except so far
as was consonant with the law of God. “Who was
to be the judge of that?” said the court. A Grey
Friar was present who had been a master in theology
forty years, and spoke much in favour of papal laws.
Wiche endeavoured to answer his arguments by
suggesting some very extraordinary matrimonial
cases in which he maintained that a Catholic was
not bound to obey the canon law; but his arguments
only excited derision, as there were no such cases in
the books. A conversation followed, in which the
Bishop, having got him to acknowledge that the law
forbidding priests to marry was a good law, en-
deavoured to show that it was against the text of
St. Paul, who allowed every one to have his own
wife. “True,” said Wiche; “but St. Paul adds, ‘on
account of fornication.’” He considered that the
Bishop was trying to exalt the canon law above the
gospel, and he would not allow it.

Again he went back to prison, and the Bishop,
still hoping to persuade him, sent thither to him a
knight with his chancellor and a notary priest. The
knight took a seat while the other two stood, and
spoke to him in a friendly way, wishing to know his
objection to the oath required. He said there were
three causes why he could not take it. One was
founded on the case he had put to the Bishop about
a son espoused to his mother. The Archdeacon said
there was no such case in the whole canon law. He
replied that it might occur, and there were several
cases of divorce of daily occurrence in which the
faithful were not bound to obey the law, otherwise
they would break the commandments of God. “How
would you judge in such cases?” asked the Arch-
deacon. “God knows,” said Wiche. “That cause
is not pertinent to your oath,” remarked the knight.
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“Very well,” he replied. ““ Another cause is, that in
case any one is accused unjustly, and the judge
knows 1t, yet if the accuser has got false witnesses
against him the judge is still obliged by law to con-
demn the innocent, which a Christian judge should
not do.” He was answered, “ Neither 1s that cause
pertinent to your oath.” < Well,” he said, “ another
cause is, that whatever laws or constitutions any one
is bound to obey, he is bound to fulfil those laws
contained in four books (perhaps meaning the
Gospels). In like manner you are not bound to
obey any law or precept whatever, except so far as
it is consonant to the will of God. A layman is
not bound to obey the laws belonging to the office
of Pope, bishops, or priests, because he is not bound
to fulil them.” “Thou sayest well,” said the knight;
“I am not bound to sit and hear confessions.”

The knight then added, ¢ Richard, canst thou find
it in thy conscience to obey the law of the Church
Catholic as far as pertains to thee?” ¢ Certainly,”
said Wiche, “because I know that the law of God is
the law of the Church Catholic, and God forbid that I
should not obey the law of our God as far as pertains
to me.” “Thou sayest well,” said the other; *keep
that in thy heart and let that be thy oath, and thou
wilt swear that as limited in thy heart.” ¢ Well, sir,”
Wiche replied; “but you know well, if I should
receive an oath from a judge, I ought to receive it
according to the intent of the judge, and not accord-
ing to my own.” “Thou mayest know assuredly,”
sald the Archdeacon, “that my lord would receive
from thee this oath, because I am sent from my lord
to treat with thee upon the same oath; and if thou
wouldst do so, my lord will absolve thee from any
other oath, and thus wilt thou make a good end. It
18 better for thee to do so than to be thus imprisoned.”
“I would willingly be liberated,” said Wiche, “if it
bleased God.” ¢ But of one thing,” said the Arch-
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deacon, “thou must beware, that whatever oath he show
thee, thou ask no questions about it, because a subject
should not ask such questions of his superior, for the
pot does not ask of the potter, ¢ Why hast thou made
me for this use, or for that?’ And my lord is some-
what capricious {capitosus scilicet testis). And if thou
wouldst agree to this, I will, if thou be willing, go
to my lord and treat to this end.” He said he would
willingly, if the Bishop would receive his oath subject
to the inward reservation that he was bound to obey
the law of God so far as pertained to him. ‘Do not
doubt,” said the knight. But the chancellor said,
“By God, thou shalt swear as we will before thou
shalt depart.” The knight rose, and said to him at
the door, * Richard, wilt thou, in faith, keep promise
of things which thou hast said ?” “Yes,” he replied,
“if my lord will keep promise in the things which
you have said.” The knight said he might be sure of
that, and withdrew.

He was brought before the Bishop next day
about the hour of prime (6 a.m.). They gave him an
oath to read first by himself, and he read it three
times over. He found it “full of iniquity,” and
appealing to the knight, who was standing beside the
fire, he said, “ That is not the oath of the compact ;
I will never swear it.” “No,” he said, “ wilt thou
not swear the oath with the reservation in thy heart?”
“Well,” he said, “I will.” The Bishop sat on a form
and he knelt before him. He said, “ My lord, I am
willing to swear the oath of agreement limited to me
in the heart by my master, the knight here, if you
desire it.” The Bishop said, “ Swear, then ; put your
hand upon the book.” He did so. They read the oath
to him and he kissed the book. He hoped that was
all ; but they gave him another oath to read touching
the eucharist, which he was afterwards sent to prison
for refusing to swear. The Grey Friar told him he
was bound to swear it by virtue of the oath already



ce.u  HERESIES, SCHISMS, COUNCILS 177

taken, for he very much feared he had taken it with
some subterfuge. The Bishop cited to him the case
of Berengarius, whose recantation on that subject
they caused them to read to him, and they showed
him that it was not against the gospel which every
one is bound to believe. Then followed a discussion
in which he begged of the Bishop that if anything
were demanded of him as an article of faith it should
be shown him in the law of God. The Bishop told
him that he and “James”® perverted the people in
Northumberland. The Grey Friar put a question to
him about the foundation of his belief regarding the
Host, and after much debate the Bishop, on the
chancellor’s suggestion, asked him when and to
whom he was last confessed; which he did not
directly answer, but said he had been six times
confessed within a short period.

Shut up in prisen again for three days till the
following Sunday, he was much afflicted in spirit
about that “ poisoned oath,” not knowing what he
should do if the Bishop did not keep to the agreement.
But the day for which he was summoned passed by
without a sitting, and he comforted himself, having
heard from jurists that in such a case an accused
person was not bound to appear again without a new
process. Yet he was brought before the Bishop the
Sunday after that, and they read to him Purvey’s
recantation, and asked him if he would do likewise.
He remonstrated against what he thought an irregular
proceeding. But he said he had nothing to do with
that recantation, and was prepared to declare his faith
touching the eucharist. It was sufficient for every
faithful Christian to believe what Christ said, without
adding to His words. * Certainly,” said the Bishop,
“either he is outside the faith or we are.” He was again
sent to prison, and the Bishop sent him a writing by
his chancellor, with a clear statement of the doctrine of

1 “Jacobus.” Was this William James? See p. 126, anfe,
VOL. I N
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transubstantiation, requiring him to reply precisely in
writing what he thought of the conclusion and of each
part of the argument. He said he could not declare
it ; but the chancellor left the writing with him, and
paper and ink, and visited him next day to receive
his declaration. But he said he was not a declarator
and did not know how to declare ; if they would lend
him a Bible he would write his faith willingly. His
private remark on the matter was that because they
could not ecatch him in sermone they tried to do it
wn declaratione,

His first examination by the Bishop had been on
the 7th December, and the proceedings already men-
tioned must have lasted into, or over the new year.
He was still in prison just before Ash Wednesday,
when he was visited by a white canon (that is, a
Premonstratensian), who wished to persuade him by
the adviee of Solomon not to trust to his own wisdom,
but to consider that it was the belief of the whole
Church that the eucharist after consecration was not
bread, but the body of our Lord. ¢ Show me that
pegative,” he replied, “in the law of the Lord, and 1
am ready to believe it.” “Oh,” said the canon,
“ here is the Bishop’s butler, and thou wilt not believe
it is the Bishop’s butler unless thou seest the butler’s
keys in his hands!” And then followed another
long collogquy, in which the canon sought to prepare
him for a further appearance before the Bishop, before
whom, indeed, he was actually brought again a fort-
night later, though without any summons. The Bishop
was seated in a chair near the fire, Wiche’s old friend,
the knight, on a form before the fire, and two masters,
the one a Black Friar named Paris, the other the prior
of the Augustinians at Newcastle, a monk called
Rome, and the household of the Bishop at the back,
Wiche himself being between them and the fire. The
chancellor then stood before the Bishop and said to
him, “Master, my lord demands of thee if yet thou
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wilt write thy intention and answer to every particular
of that writing?” Wiche said to the Bishop, “ My
lord, if you will move the common law to me you
have no process against me.” And he gave his reason
as already stated. He was pressed, however, with
the oath which he had already taken, and he said he
never intended to take it without the reservation
agreed to by the knight. But the knight denied
having urged him to swear in that way. He pro-
tested that he said the truth and that he had been
betrayed. But his protest was not accepted, and the
Bishop warned him that he was in danger of a relapse.

At last, after repeated appearances and discussions,
the Bishop’s chancellor pronounced sentence of excom-
munication against him as a heretic, and that he
should remain in prison till they had arranged a time
for his degradation. On this he protested that the
process was irregular, and besides the want of sum-
mons, he noted an error in the form of oath thrust
upon him, in which he was called a priest of Worcester
diocese, though he did not belong to that diocese.
Finally he appealed to the Pope. “ Thou hast come
late,” they said. Brother Paris told him the Bishop
had done a greater act of charity in adjudging him a
heretic than if he had fed a thousand poor men at his
table. But Wiche would not take this patiently.
“For what am I a heretic?” he said. “1I said
nothing but the law of our God. Certainly if it were
possible that Christ should stand personally before
you, you would judge him a heretic as you have done
me.”  And he said to the people: “I ask you to bear
witness that this is my faith which I have six times
said before them : I believe that the venerable sacra-
ment is the true body of Christ and the true blood in
form of bread.” He was then taken again to prison.!

All this is but a condensed abstract of his own
account of a very long process, in which neither the

1 English Historical Review, v. 531-41.
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judicial proceedings nor the logical arguments used in
the defence appeal much to the sympathies of modern
times. We have almost lost the feeling that truth is
the special charge in keeping of the Church, and still
more that truth is to be evolved by Aristotelian
philosophy and logic from the words of Scripture as
understood by the Fathers and the great divines of
past ages. Wiyecliffe himself had made the appeal to
Scripture more direct, and had made the pious laity
joint trustees with the clergy in its interpretation.
But it was still felt that a priest must have the truth
to preach and nothing but the truth, else he was a
misleader of the people. Bishop Skirlaw evidently
thought the case a very grave one, and was anxious
to give the accused every possible chance; but as
Wiche’s theology did not exactly square with the
standard, he was obliged to pass sentence upon him
at last.

It must be observed, however, that a man’s account
of his own case, however sincere and honest, when he
differs from his fellow-mortals, is probably not the
whole truth ; and least of all when he describes it for
the information of a sympathising brother, probably
in a foreign land. For such is the story we have just
read. We do not know to whom it was addressed,
but it begins with the words “ Reverende domine et
frater,” and the manuseript is preserved to this day in
the library of the University of Prague. At the head
also is written, apparently by a Bohemian, who has
altered the spelling of Wiche’s name with a view to
its proper pronunciation in the Czech language:
“ (festa cum Richardo Wycz presbytero in Anglia.”
This, then, is Wiche’s account of his examination
before Bishop Skirlaw, written for the encouragement
of friends afar off, and it contains not a word about
what we know by documentary evidence to.have been
the real conclusion of the business. For it appears
that after all these repeated examinations and im-
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prisonments Wiche at length yielded to persuasion,
or, perhaps more probably, to fear of comsequences.
His courage gave way, and he made a declaration
recanting not only his sacramental heresy, but also a
good many other things that he had maintained, of
which there is no mention whatever in his own
elaborate account of his examination. The preamble
of his recantation, which is in Latin, is recorded as
follows :—

I, Richard Wiche, priest of Hereford, say and affirm that
lately the Reverend Father in Christ William [skould be
Walter], by the grace of God Bishop of Durham, warned me
to reply to certain articles touching the Catholic faith, and
that I should declare how I felt in them; and because I did
not reply to his command and did not declare myself, he
twice excommunicated me. And in this I confess that I
erred and fell short of duty. Therefore I submit myself
humbly to his correction, seeking absolution from the afore-
said censures passed against me, and reformation of my state.
And T swear, etc.

He then confesses that he had been denounced to
the Bishop for preaching fourteen several conclusions,
viz, -—

1. That images should not be worshipped. 2. That God
cannot by His ordinary power make an image bleed. 3. That
a man ought not to confess to a vicious priest, but choose a
confessor of good life, and such & one would give him as full
absolution as if St. Peter himself came down from heaven
and absolved him. 4. That every layman was bound to
know the whole gospel, and after he knows it, to preach it.
5. A layman ought always to pray in his own native tongue,
that he may understand what he prays. 6. Every priest
ought to the best of his capacity to know the whole sacred
Scripture according to the four senses of it; and he is bound
in duty to preach it. 7. It is no use going to Jerusalem or
to Rome, because whatever you will have there you will have
here, as baptism for the deletion of original sin, and so forth.
8. Men and women going on pilgrimage ought always to make
Holy Scripture the subject of their conversations.

One cannot but pause for a moment to ask what
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would Chaucer’s pilgrims have said to that last? In
that pleasant company the parson was regarded as a
Lollard because he objected to profane swearing, and
his tale was deferred till after all the others. But to
eontinue :—

9. No priest ought to beg anything. 10. Alms ought to
be given only to the decrepit and the feeble, the sick and
persons robbed. 11. The cross of Christ on which He died
18 not to be worshipped. 12. Every place is just as good as
another for prayer. 13. They who burn men act unlawfully.
14. They are fools who say that Richard Wiche erred in
anything.

These conclusions, he confessed, were false and
erroneous, being contrary to the Catholic faith and
sound doctrine, and he swore never to maintain
them in public or in private, but always uphold the
contrary as orthodox. And he further accepted six
articles proposed to him by the Bishop as true and
Catholic, promising always to hold and affirm them.
These were as follows :—

1. The bread, made of flour and water, which is placed
upon the altar to be consecrated by the ministry of the
priest, after the words of consecration have been duly pro-
nounced by him, does not remain the bread made of corn
which was then placed before, but it is transubstantiated into
the very body of Christ, born of the Virgin, which suffered
on the cross; and there remain there the accidents of the
material bread placed there, without any substance of the
same.

2. The wine placed on the altar to be consecrated by the
ministry of the priest, after the words of consecration have
been duly pronounced by him, is not wine, but is transubstan-
tiated into the very blood of Christ shed for our redemption
on the cross, and there remain only the accidents of wine
without any substance of the same,

3. That every Christian is bound to obey all the constitu-
tions and ordinances contained in the Decrees, Decretals,
Sext, and Clementines, as far as the Church of Rome obliges
him to obey thern.

4. That the four orders of mendicant friars approved
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by the authority of the Church of Rome and by law, are
allowable, and that any one may meritoriously enter any of
them and profess and duly serve there.

5. That no priest, nor any other, ought publicly to preach
the Word of God, except to his parishioners and subjects, if
a cure of souls be committed to him by his superior, or he be
otherwise specially licensed thereto by the ordinary of the
place, or by another who lawfully may give special licence
thereto.

6. Whosoever has entered any order of the approved
religious mendicants, however strong he may be in body and
able to labour, may justly and lawfully beg.

To this he subjoined a very solemn abjuration of
all the heresies for which he was denounced to the
Bishop, declaring that of his own free will and in-
clination he held and believed all that was taught
by Holy Mother Church, of which Pope Innocent VII.
was the head.!

Thus the date of the document is brought within
very narrow limits; for Pope Innocent VII. was
elected in October 1404, and died on the 6th
November 1406. And as Bishop Skirlaw himself
died as early as March in the latter year, we may
pretty safely say that the long examination before
him began before Christmas 1404, and ended in a
sentence in Lent 1405. After which this recantation
took place, perhaps before Easter. And it should be
noted that in the six articles subjoined the third is
precisely to the same effect as the * iniquitous ” oath,
which he said he had been induced to subscribe on a
wrong understanding; while the fifth constitutes
additional evidence that the strict limitation of the
right of preaching to parish clergymen and those
specially licensed by the ordinary, was the under-
stood law of the Church recognised here in the
northern province two or three years before it was
enforced by Archbishop Arundel’s constitutions in the
southern.

1 Shirley's Fascic. Zizan. 501-5.
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Wiche, no doubt, saved himself from extreme
punishment by his recantation; but he was not at
once liberated from prison. He was brought up to
Westminster, however, by a writ of corpus cum
causd, and was set free there by the Court of
Chancery. Unluckily, after a time, he again fell
under suspicion of heresy, and was apprehended and
imprisoned once more. In 1419, as we have already
seen,’ he was one of four chaplains brought before
Convocation, of whom one had to do penance for
practising magical arts, and two others abjured.
But he, the last, as an old offender, could only be
remitted to the Fleet Prison from which he had been
taken, until it could be determined what to do with
him.

From this time he was probably kept in prison till
1440, though why his case did not come to final
judgment before then we do not know. We have
his answers to another set of fourteen articles, differ-
ing materially from the fourteen above noticed, but
at what date these were objected to him there is
nothing to show. It appears he had said that images,
etc. should rather be burnt than worshipped; that
he would rather eat earth than beg; that every good
priest had quite as much power as the Pope; that
those were not (necessarily) excommunicated whom
the Pope excommunicated. He had objected to
offerings at churching of women, at baptism, and at
reception of the eucharist. He had said that a priest
receiving a salary was excommunicated ; that bastards
could not be saved; that no offerings were lawful
except animals; that a boy could bless bread as well
as the priest; that no one should give tithes, or a
mortuary ; that no order of friars should exist; that
nuns should not be; and that masses for the dead
did not profit their souls, but rather increased their
pains.’

1 See p. 126, ante. 2 Fascic. Zizan., 370-82.
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These may have been early extravagances. They
look rather like those of the first age of Lollardy,
where some went beyond Wyecliffe himself. The
strange article about bastards, for instance, looks
very like one of the teachings of John Ball; and the
mind that could suggest in argument the possibility
of a son being bound to marry his mother under
the canon law was surely capable of maintaining
great absurdities. But it may be observed that these
articles are each of them, except the fifth and sixth,
followed by a defence or explanation of the position
taken up, and that the explanation comes occasionally
very near to explaining the article away. Thus the
doctrine that “neither the son of a priest nor any
other man born out of matrimony can be saved” is
made to rest upon scriptural texts, “‘from which I
inferred,” says Wiche, ‘that boys born out of matri-
mony were in some way (quodammodo) more unfitted
and out of order and more inclined te evil than sons
born in matrimony. But I always believe, have
believed, and confess and have confessed, that the
son will not bear for ever the iniquity of his father
or mother; because at whatever hour the sinner
groan, God will not remember his sins. Moreover,
our Lord Jesus says to the Pharisees and scribes,
‘ The publicans and the harlots shall enter the kingdom
of heaven before you,” for Christ came to save sinners,
And ‘“whosoever believeth and is baptized shall be
saved, but he that believeth not shall be con-
demned.””

It would seem that sometimes these “ Biblemen ”
of the new school were as hard put to it to build a
religion upon texts, and then to make the result intel-
ligible, as any scholar at the university to discuss his
quodlibet.
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CHAPTER III
WRITERS AGAINST LOLLARDY

Kine Hexry V., apparently near the end of his reign,
took as his confessor a Carmelite friar, by name
Thomas Netter, known better in literature as Thomas
Waldensis, or Thomas of Walden, because he was a
native of Saffron Walden in Essex. His great abilities
must have been manifest to the world even before
1409, when he was sent to the Council of Pisa, at
which he is said to have vindicated by strong argu-
ments that Council’s validity against some plausible
objections. After his return to England he took a
prominent part in the prosecution of Wryecliffe’s
followers, among others in that of William Taylor, on
his first impeachment before Archbishop Arundel, and
then in that of Sir John Oldcastle. In 1414, at a
council of the order held at Yarmouth, he was elected
provincial of the English Carmelites in succession
to his friend and patron, Stephen Patrington, who
had just been promoted to the bishopric of St.
David’s. Next year he went as one of the English
representatives to the Council of Constance; after
which, in 1419, he was sent by Henry V. to Lithuania
to negotiate between the King of Poland and the
Teutonic knights. On this occasion he no doubt used
his opportunities to promote the faith in pagan
Lithuania; but it is not true, as tradition afterwards
reported, that he converted Duke Vitovt, and got him
crowned as king, for it seems that Vitovt was neither
186
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crowned nor converted. Netter returned to England,
and on the 21st April 1421 he presided over an
assembly of his order at Norwich. Then, as King
Henry’s confessor, he went over with him on his last
crossing to France, and attended him on his death-bed
at Vincennes, After which, returning home once
more, he preached his funeral sermon at Westminster
in November 1422.

There is not much else to be said about his career
except that he was confessor to the young King
Henry VI as he had been to his father, and that he
went over with him also to France, and died at Rouen
in November 1430. During the interval of more than
seven years of Henry VL’s reign, which he spent in
England, it is hardly necessary to say that he was as
fervent against Lollardy as ever, and for one thing,
as we have seen already, he was a member of the
court presided over by the Bishop of Norwich which
tried William White for heresy in 1428.

It is stated by Bale, and perhaps not untruly, that
he preached once at Paul’'s Cross,' admonishing
Henry V. for his slackness in punishing heretics, and
that Henry showed how well he accepted the reproof
by making him a member of his Council, and after-
wards his confessor. But the reproof, if so given,
must have been very early in the reign,® whereas his
appointment as the King’s confessor seems to have
been late. And in the interval he himself addressed
Henry in terms of the highest praise for the great
zeal that he had shown against heretics, seeing that
he had made it a primary object to put them down
Just after his coronation.®

Before Henry’s death he had begun to write against

. ! Compare as to this Bale's Seripfores with his book of Carmelite writers
in Hayl, MS. 3838, f. 355.

# It might have been for showing undue favour to Oldcastle.

2 For the facts of Netter's life the reader may be referred to the General
_Pl‘eface of Blaneciotti’s edition of the Doctrinale, and to Mr. Kingsford’s article
in the Dictionary of National Biography.
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the Lollards that great work by which he is best
known. It is entitled Doctrinale Antiquitatum Fides
Catholice Ecclesie, and as a mere monument of
literary industry, especially when taken along with
the two supplements by which it was very shortly
followed up, it is indeed amazing. Apart from these
two supplements, each about as large as itself, the
work consists of four books, the contents of each
being very systematically divided into ‘“articles” and
chapters. The first book contains three of these
“ articles,” or sections, through which forty - four
chapters are consecutively numbered. The second
has likewise three articles with eighty-three chapters
running through them in the same way. The third
has three articles in thirty-two chapters, and the
fourth has three articles in forty-seven chapters.
There is a general prologue, but each book has also a
separate one besides, and prefixed to the whole is a
letter of dedication to Martin V.

This dedicatory epistle begins with the observation
that there is a great storm at sea, so that St. Peter’s
boat has a hard battle with the waves of heresies and
errors. And to whom should the faithful fly except
to the Vicar of Christ, erying out, “ Lord, save us, we
perish.” The Church, his only bride, calls upon him
for help. He has the power and resources at com-
mand. Yet how great soever be the weight of
authority which . he wields, it should not be left
to stand alone, lest the enemy should say, “I pre-
vailed against him. He cannot defend himself by
the laws of Christ, but by the mere weight of his
authority he oppresses us against the law.” For this
is the saying of our heretics. ~And Walden begs
that though he be the least of his servants he may
with the Holy Father's blessing strive to answer
their boasting. For when, in youth, he lent ear to
their logical disputations, he was astounded with the
boldness of their assertions. His faith remained
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intact, but he had to wrestle with their opinions, and
when he turned to the study of the Scriptures he
found that they had distorted their sense in a way to
which all commentators were opposed.

In the general prologue to the work he finds it
necessary to discuss ten doctrines before entering on
points of detail. He is going to write, he tells us,
against the new Wycliffites who of late days have
filled the churches of England, and now have invaded
the whole realm of Bohemia. First of all he expresses
his abhorrence that Wryecliffe, in all his arguments,
should cut the Christian faith in two, and only accept
the one-half; for Wyecliffe, he says, pretends that he
admits the faith of the Scriptures, but he neglects
that faith of the whole Christian Church which Jesus
Christ, and even St. Paul, delivered unwritten, and
without which any one errs, no matter how much of
the Scriptures he brings forward. But to meet
objections from those who think so much of Wyecliffe
and undervalue a man like himself as a follower of the
Fathers, he will rest his argument, not on human
wisdom, but on the Word of God. My doctrine,
truly,” he says, “ will not be mine, but His who sent
me.”

Even a constant man, he considers, may well be
appalled with the persecution of the Lollards, which he
fully expects in the future.! Later writers, who could
not realise the condition of the world in pre-Reforma-
tion times, have talked about *the persecution of the
Lollards” in a very different sense from this. It was
persecution by the Lollards that Thomas of Walden
expected. Oldcastle, we may surmise, was still at
large, meditating a new rebellion to put down all
Church order and civil order also in the name of the
gospel of Wycliffe. “ But let them rage, and let them
laugh,” he adds ; “a son of the Church of England I

1 ¢*Terrere posset constantem virum persecutio Lollardorum quam de certo
futuram expecto.”

Danger
frowm the
Lollards.
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remain, and trusting in the consolation of my Mother,
for whom I wish that it might be given me to die, I
lend an ear to what St. Hilarius says on those words
of Psalm cxviil.,, Iniqus persecutr sunt me, adjuve
me : 1t is necessary, says Hilarius, that the wicked
should persecute, because wickedness is the effect of
an unjust doing. The apostle knows this iniquity of
persecutions when he says, ¢ All that will live godly
in Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution,’”? and so
forth. The followers of Wycliffe, arrayed for battle,
provoke the Church to fight, and the writer has felt
stimulated by their challenge. “1 was suddenly
called to action,” he says, “in Oxford University,
along with my brother William (a brother Carmelite
named Beaufo?), who was chosen for this by a certain
nobleman, by one of their most aundacious champions
named Peter Clerk to dispute touching pilgrimages, the
eucharist, the religious life, and voluntary mendi-
cancy. We came, we were there ; but, as those know
and still declare who were present, before we came to
close quarters Peter Clerk, choked with silliness, took
himself off. Yet daily Catholic men of the true
Israel hear the sermons of such a Philistine, and
are stupefied by their grandiloquent display.” To
counteract such influences he proceeds to controvert
ten Wyclifite doctrines or contentions, which are as
follows :—

1. That whatever the Pope or the Church says is
to be condemned if they do not prove it from Holy
Scripture.

2. That Holy Scripture is the sole rule of faith,
and whatever the Church at large or the Fathers have
taught is to be despised, even what holy Councils
have decreed.

3. The Wycliffites despise not only the teachings

1 2 Tim, iii. 12.
2 This, I have no doubt, is the name given by Bale in his Seriptores, 517,

as Bevvfv. Beaufo was not an uncommon name, end William Beaufo actually
oceurs, though apparently not an ecclesiastic, on Pat. 8 Ric. IL p. 1, m. 9
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of holy doctors, but declare that their expositions are
to be rejected, after the example of Wyeliffe, who said
that all holy Fathers since the first millennium were
in error.

4. The Wyecliffites set themselves up as far more
learned than bishops and other Catholics; that so,
when they are openly vanquished, they may escape
-and make the orthodox seem vile in comparison with
themselves.

5. They preach that Catholic doctors are incapable
of understanding Wyecliffe’s doctrines.

6. They praise greatly Wyecliffe's books that they
may provoke the orthodox to read them.

7. They affect piety, declaim against vices, and
inculcate the divine Scripture that they may the
more skilfully deceive the simple-minded.

8. They adjust not only their words but their
morals also to the end that they may seduce others
by an opinion of their good life.

9. After the fashion of early heretics they prate
against Catholics, insinuating that they do not under-
stand the sayings of Wyecliffe; but they recite them
falsely, or they rashly attribute to him things which
he did not say.

10. They excuse their master, Wyecliffe, alleging
that he retracted several things before his death, and
altered some, and that Catholic writers are silent
about certain points, and show up certain things in
hatred of him.

This syllabus is to us on the whole more interesting
than the contents of the work itself, for it shows us
the main questions in dispute between orthodoxy and
Lollardy. “The first three headings especially indi-
cate the fundamental basis of the whole Wyecliffite
pPhilosophy; and we shall find from many other
evidences besides that not only Wycliffe himself, but
- the whole of his followers, even to our own time (for
he has real followers still), have rested their case
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entirely on Scripture, regarding it as the sole rule of
faith without reference to ecclesiastical tradition or
the teaching of the Church apart from Holy Writ.
It was this view that was the root of all the mischief,
and Walden set himself to oppose it to the utmost of
his power. At the end of this prologue he grieves
that there is no authority, no order that heretics
respect, no Pope whom they do not treat either as
unprofitable (inutilis) or as a perfidious Antichrist,
no cardinal or bishop whom they do not call “ Imperial
clerk,” and so forth (the phrase *“ Emperor’s clerks” was
continually used by Wyecliffe to signify those who
accepted civil offices, honours, and endowments, to
the detriment of their spiritual functions). “And if
we go beyond men,” he adds, “ who is not distressed
to hear our God described as ‘anything that can be
named '—this ass, that devil ; and to be told that the
Almighty Lord can do nothing more than He does,
nor could He yesterday have killed the gnat that
survives to-day, and many other blasphemies?”
Wryecliffe’s theology, in short, is impeached as what
we might call necessarian and pantheistic.

It is against these and other sophistries of Wycliffe,
scattered throughout his writings, that the first book
of the Doctrinale itself is directed, especially in the
first two articles, and there is little occasion here to
sketch the outline of an argument against propositions
which hardly any Christian would think of maintain-
ing now. The title of Article L. is “ On the Essence,
Power, and Knowledge of God”; that of Article II.,
“De Compositione Hominis,” indicates a discussion of
Wyecliffe's view that man is a trinity consisting of
an immortal spirit, a corruptible body, and an inter-
mediate soul (animationis medie); Article I11. is “Of
Christ, who is God and Man,” and attacks Wyeliffe’s
view of the two natures as unsound, suggesting,
among other things, that if his view of the human
trinity was right, it makes Christ a quaternity.
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Book IL is of greater interest. It is “ Of the Body
of Christ, which is the Church, and of its varicus
members.” Article I. is on St. Peter’s bishopric,
showing that he was the chief of the apostles and
head of the Church. Wyecliffe was a modern Herod
who sought to behead St. Peter by exterminating the
whole line of Popes, and so forth. Article II. sets
forth the true nature of the Church in opposition to
Wycliffe’s view that it consists of the whole of the
predestined. It is shown that the Church mentioned
in the Creed has authority to put an end to all doubts,
and that besides the Scriptures it is necessary to
ponder the sayings of the Fathers. In the course of
this book, in chapter 23, the author alludes to the
case of a learned female disciple of Wycliffe who
defended in the city of London the position that
Mary did not remain a virgin after the birth of our
Lord because it is not stated in Seripture. Many
heresies, the author points out, might arise in this
way. In chapter 26 the authority of a General
Council is vindicated ; for Wyeliffe had said that even
a council of the Apostles was not to be trusted except
so far as it is believed that the Holy Spirit confirmed
their judgment. And as for modern councils, many
of those who resorted to them were apostates, fools,
and ignorant, and it was blasphemous to lay down a
law binding men to stand to the judgment of the
majority.

Article III. of this book is the longest. It is
entitled ““Of the Members of the Church of Jesus
Christ according to their Professions and Offices
serwatym.” Beginning with a detailed vindication of
papal authority, and of the need that a Pope should
exist on earth notwithstanding that Christ resides
above in heaven,—a reason for which Wyecliffe main-
tained that the Church could do without any Pope at
all,—it goes on to discuss the functions of cardinals,
patriarchs, primates, archbishops, and bishops, the

VOL. I 0
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need of bishops for confirmations and other functions,
and the importance of their being canonically elected ;
then treats of archdeacons, officials, and deans; then
of pastors of the second order, and of the right to
tithes. Next the author discusses universities and
degrees, which Wyecliffe had virtually slighted, making
no account of a Catholic scholastic doctorate obtained
by long study and approved by qualified judges.
Then he repels an attack on cathedral and uni-
versity colleges, which Wrycliffe had classed as
“ Caimitical.” This term requires explanation to the
modern reader. In many MSS. of the Vulgate the
last letter of the first murderer’s name was inaccn-
rately given as m, not n, and the common practice of
leaving money to the four orders of friars (Carmelites,
Augustinians, Jacobites, and Minorites'), whose
initials formed the name “Caim,” was called by
Wryecliffe, and apparently by others before him,
endowing ¢ Cain’s castles” (castra Caimitica). As
these orders furnished the greater number of the
divines who upheld Catholic doctrine, Wycliffe seems
to have applied the name also to other orthodox
bodies. ““ All these sects,” Wyeliffe had said, meaning
the orders of friars, * and all novelties which are not
founded in Christ the Lord, tempt Christ with [the
help of] Satan, when they despise the free ordination
of His sect (v.e. His followers), and prefer another
servile sect which is not so good; as if they would
not ascend the steps which God has ordained into the
celestial Zion, but like better to fly through the air
with Satan’s aid, carried up to the pinnacles of the
Temple. What alms, then, is it to nourish such a child
of the devil in Cain’s castles against Christ ?” This
argument is severely rebuked, and the author is not
spared for his confusion of two letters of the alphabet.

} The Jacobites, so called from their church of St. James at Paris, were
the Dominicans or Black Friars ; the Minorites were the Franciscan or Grey
Friars.
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Then comes the question of Wyeliffe's encourage-
ment of unordained and unlearned preachers. ¢ It
is at the suggestion of the devil,” Wycliffe says,
«that bishops of the disciples of Antichrist deny
the right of poor priests to preach the Gospel
unless they have licence from them.” On the
contrary, he maintains that they have by special
gift of God the knowledge and the mind to preach
the gospel, and neither God nor man ought to stop
them.! He does indeed, in one sermon, condescend
to bishops who judge rightly. But he rages against
¢ the Council of the Earthquake,” in which he and his
diseiples were forbidden to preach; and ome of his
conclusions (No. 18), twice condemned, was that
*those who forbear to preach or hear the Word of
God on account of the excommunication of men are
themselves excommunicated, and will be held traitors
to Christ in the day of judgment.” One of his
disciples, indeed, an eminent doctor of great authority
named Purvey, goes so far as to say that all priests
are bound to preach, whoever says nay, and all
deacons, clerks, kings, princes, fathers of families,
and laymen are so likewise. This he states in a work
written by him, de Compendiss Scripturarum, poter-
narum doctrinarum et canonum ;® and in the second
chapter he extends this duty even to women, whom
the apostle expressly excludes. So far, indeed, has
this heresy prevailed that women have even been
bold enough to claim this right in Parliament (so I
suppose we must understand the words, *“in majoribus
eJusdem regni conciliis ’), and demand without a blush
the right of preaching freely. This is a point which

does not come out in our ordinary histories, but such

! Et arguit sic contra eos: “‘Sacerdotes preedicti habent ex speciali domo
Dei notitiam et animum evangelizandi ; sed nec licet Deo nec homini impedire
€08, ne in hoc impleant verbum Dei, ut currat sermo Christi liberius: ergo
non licet episcopis in hoc impedire dictos presbyteros” (Cap. 70, citing
Sermon 62 of Wycliffe’s Sermones Epistolares).

2 Tanner gives among other works of Purvey’s Concordiam Scripturarum
et Canonum,
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testimony makes the fact indisputable. Women, no
doubt, were free to petition Parliament as well as
men, and they joined in Lollard petitions. Walden
adds that it is not a year since the Bohemian heretics
in writings sent to different kingdoms demanded this
for them as the removal of an injustice.

In a later chapter® Walden reverts to the subject
of Purvey’s bock, of which he possesses a copy, taken
from the author, who had just been committed to
prison, and says it consists of three chapters : the first
proving that all priests are bound to preach under
penalty of sin; the second, that kings and knights
and all faithful laymen are at liberty to do so; and
the third, that women, too, may preach when they
will. In Purvey’s opinion it did not matter who
preached, but what he preached, and he refers to the
woman of Samaria as having “ preached” the Christ
to her fellow-citizens. This example of Lollard
arguments may perhaps satisfy the reader without
Walden’s answer to it.

The rest of Article IlI. discusses the difference
between the Christian priesthood and royal power.
Wrycliffe, as a follower of Ockham, maintained that
royal power and authority were derived immediately
from God, thus placing the authority of kings above
that of priests; in opposition to which Walden insists
that it is unlawful to appeal from episcopal judgment
in matters of faith to any earthly prince.

The Third Book is entitled, “Of Religious Men,
made perfect in the Law of Christ.” Perfect religion
was that set forth by Christ to the rich young man
who had kept all the commandments, when He bade
him sell all that he had to follow Him. So every
profession truly made after the counsel of Christ
was a religion of perfection which so far went beyond
the common religion of Christians. The author, how-
ever, has to combat the Wycliffite arguments that

! Chap. 73, printed lxiii. by mistake in Blanciotti’s edition.
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CH. III

Christ did not found any religious order, but only
common Christianity ; that superiority of merit corre-
sponds to superiority of perfection only in being a
substantial means of attaining it; and that a religion
burdened with such signs and rites as the particulards
religio which the author calls perfectriz, is thereby
disqualified for beatitude. The author feels that in
his answer he may expose himself to detraction, but
he must not evade his task, and if, in endeavouring
to fulfil it, he commit any indiscretion, he submits to
the correction of the Holy See. Such is the drift of
the prologue, and it really may suffice for an account
of this third book itself, for the reader will hardly be
interested in a lengthy argument drawn from Old
and New Testament authorities no less than from
later Christian history, though in some chapters of
the second article, where religious vows are discussed,
he comes naturally into conflict with the celebrated
Fitzralph, Archbishop of Armagh, the great opponent
of the mendicant orders before Wyeliffe. The third
article is a vindication of the habits and usages of
the religious orders.

Book IV. is in answer to Wyecliffe’s arguments
against the different ways in which the clergy gained
their living. And here the author regrets—a matter
to be noted in the religious history of the time—that
all orders do not make common cause together. The
endowed clergyman cries out when Wycliffe would
desecrate endowments, but he smiles and approves
when he attacks the holy mendicants. The parson
18 distressed when Wycliffe attacks tithes or stipends,
but he rejoices and finds him quite in the right when
he pronounces a rash judgment, to the shame of all
religion, touching manual labour. Wycliffe actually
would not allow one order to live in wealth or another
In poverty, though St. Paul approved both ways,

-saying that he knew both how to abound and how to
suffer need (Phil. iv. 12). The author, accordingly,
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first vindicates mendicancy as a religious mode of life,
showing, in spite of some heretical writers, not only
by Scripture, but by the general assent of old doctors,
that Christ himself begged. This even Wycliffe was
obliged to admit from Scripture, but he said that
Christ only begged insinuatingly, not clamorously,
like the friars, which the author also contests.
Christ, he shows, not only begged himself, but taught
His disciples to beg, and he answers various arguments
against Christians doing the like. In Article II. he
goes on to vindicate those orders of religious who
lived by the labour of their hands, repudiating alike
an opinion condemned by St. Augustine that this was
wrong, and another, originated by William de Saint
Amour, whom Wycliffe followed, that every religious
man was bound to do it. In Article III. Wycliffe’s
arguments against the endowment of the Church
are answered in fifteen chapters, and the work is
concluded.

Pope Martin V. was greatly pleased with the book,
The book and desired Walden to write another on the Sacra-
do Sara- ments. This accordingly he did, intending to send it

"~ to the Pope through the medium of King Henry V.,
to whom the prologue is addressed, but Henry died
before he had completed it. A very brief analysis of
this work may be sufficient. The preface takes for
its text Heb. xiii. 9: “Be not carried about with
divers and strange doctrines;” and, following in this
the plan of the original Doctrinale, the writer again
discusses various Wiycliffite doctrines or modes of
teaching, twelve in number this time, and partly
the same as before. He warns readers how
the heretics perverted the sense of Seripture, and
falsely claimed the authority of various Fathers on
their behalf; how they denied that Wyecliffe had
really aimed at teaching the things for which his
teaching was condemned; how they had procured
forged letters under the seal of the University of



ce. . WRITERS AGAINST LOLLARDY 199

Oxford in support of their doctrines; how Wyecliffe
himself had despised the judgment passed upon him
by the Council, which he called “the Council of the
Earthquake,” and so forth. At the end of the
eleventh Doctrina there 1s a reference to the con-
demnation and punishment of William Taylor, which
had just occurred as he was writing. Thus it appears
this part of the work was written in the beginning of
March 1423. The book itself is divided into one
hundred and sixty-four chapters, of which the first
sixteen are devoted to a discussion of old and new
sacramental heresies. Chapters 17 to 95 are on the
Eucharist ; chapters 96 to 110 on Baptism ; chapters
111 to 115 on Confirmation ; chapters 116 to 129
on Orders ; chapters 130 to 133 on Matrimony ; chap-
ters 135 to 162 on Penance, and chapters 163 and
164 on Extreme Unction.

On the 10th Augnst 1427 Pope Martin V. acknow-
ledged the receipt of this new volume, which he said
had been examined and universally approved, like its
predecessor, by a company of grave and learned men,’
and he asked the author to complete the good work
by a third volume de Sacramentalibus—that is to
say, on things connected with the Sacraments.
Walden expressed himself as quite overcome by a
sense of honour and responsibility, and of course he
obeyed once more. Again, after a preface, he begins
with ten chapters on the mischievous teachings of the
Wyecliffites, and then enters on the matter of the
work, which is divided under twenty-four * titles,”
extending through one hundred and seventy chapters
m all.  “Titulus 1.” in fifteen chapters, is on Prayer,
and even on this subject comes at once into conflict
with Wyecliffe, whose views are shown to be Pelagian.
Wryecliffe, indeed, had depreciated the set prayers of

! They began their examination of the work on the 17th June and finished

» lst gn the 23rd July, when the volume was presented to the Pope in Con-
istory.

The book
de Sacra-
mentalibus,
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the Church and their prolixity, insinuating that a
good life without prayer was better than such devo-
tions. It may be observed that his teaching here
was almost the contrary of that of Luther, who,
insisting on justification by faith, really undervalued
a good life. From this under Titulus 1l. the author is
led to the subject of chants, which he claims to have
been instituted by Christ and taught by the apostles;
under Titulus III. to the apostolic origin and use of
canonical “ hours,” and under Titulus IV. to the insti-
tution of the Mass and a disquisition on the sacred
vessels and vestments, the altar, corporal, chalice,
thurible and phial, the introit, lection, washing of the
priest’s hands, etc. Then under “titles” V. to VIIL are
discussed the sacramental prayers and rites of Baptism,
of Confirmation, of Order and of Penance. Titulus IX.,
which extends from chapter 73 to chapter 92, is devoted
to the clergy and the religious orders, and the vindi-
cation of both from Wyecliffite aspersions—a subject
which is further developed under Titulus X., showing
that clergy and monks are equally needful to the one
body of Christ, and participate in the benefit of each
other’s prayers. Then in the further  titles” are dis-
cussed the value of general and special prayers, the
practice of praying to saints, and of worshipping them
and their relics, their canonization, the going on pil-
grimage, the celebration of saints’ days, the fabrics of
churches, their ornaments and furniture, the building
of houses for the religious orders, the adoration of
the cross, special pilgrimages to images, and the
dedication of churches.

This very brief analysis of the great work of
Walden and its two supplements will suffice to show
how thoroughly the whole ground of Church institu-
tions and doctrine was examined and defended against
Wycliffe. The work was authoritative, and no reply
to it was even so much as attempted. The theory of
the Church, it must be owned, was high, clear, and
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symmetrical ; but the confession is contained in the
work itself that there was a very dangerous spirit of
rebellion abroad which still supported itself by the
influence of Wyeliffe’s name, and the plausible theory
that all truth and all authority must find their justifi-
cation in the Bible, while the true interpretation of
the Bible was the privilege of an exclusive sect.
Against mere popular sophistries like this the influ-
ence of a learned book could not speedily prevail,
and Lollardy remained still among the people for
several generations. Yet the book itself must have
been far more effective for a generation or two than
we are apt to imagine. The clergy, doubtless, were
not all such as they ought to have been, even in
the matter of education, for learning was certainly
on the decline. But, as a body, they knew generally
that Wycliffe had been very fully answered, and they
knew, further, how the discipline of the Church in
such matters had nearly put an end to anything like
irresponsible preaching. So Lollard clergymen gradu-
ally became less outspoken, and the * tares” sown
invisibly sprang up chiefly among the laity. Even
from them, indeed, Church authority received more
deference than it had done before; but it was an
external deference rather than internal, and wherever
there was real fervour it went rather to protect the
outward authority than the inward mind of the
Church,

The Lollards of this new age, accordingly, came to
be called ““the lay party” in the Church. Lollardy
had become a popular influence with no particular
pretensions to learning, least of all to scholastic train-
ing. Much of the language of the English Bible had
been disseminated; and the native power of the
words was sincerely felt by many who, with what-
ever disadvantages of training, still preferred living
thoughts to mere formal observances. Nor were
there wanting painful evidences of human error and

Lollards
becoms
“the lay
party.”’
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imperfection in that which named itself the Church
of Christ, and claimed a right to rule over the king-
doms of this world in a way which the divine
Founder of our religion absolutely refused to do him-
self. 8o respect for Church authority and contempt
for Church authority grew up side by side. Indeed,
the two sentiments were not incompatible, and if the
Church was content with lip service, things were
doing well.

But earnest men could not be content with this
state of matters; and about twenty years later a
very earnest churchman, whose discretion was not
altogether equal to his zeal, began to take in hand
the defence of the Church against Lollardy in a new
fashion. It is impossible to withhold sympathy from

Reginald  such a divine as Reginald Pecock ; for not only was

Feeosk " he whole-hearted in the work to which he applied
himself, but his method was one which really deserved
success. He was thoroughly convinced that the
Church’s position was right and reasonable, and he
believed that opposition might be disarmed if the
Church would only condescend te the weakness of
the unlearned laity, and defend itself, not by erudite
treatises in Latin, but by writings in plain English
adapted to the ordinary understanding.

Of the birth and parentage of this remarkable man
we know virtually nothing, except that he is said to
have been a Welshman, which is the more likely, as
the papal bull which gave him his first bishopric calls
him a priest of the diocese of St. David’s. He is
supposed to have been born towards the end of the
fourteenth century, and to have received the rudi-
ments of his education in his own country. But he
studied at Oriel College, Oxford, of which he became
a fellow in 1417, receiving at the same time ordina-
tion as acolyte and subdeacon from Bishop Fleming
of Lincoln. He became a priest in 1421, and was
admitted as bachelor of divinity in 1425, when the
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celebrated Dr. Gascoigne was Chancellor of the Uni-
versity. His proficiency in theological studies was
marked, and, under the patronage of Humphrey,
Duke of Gloucester, he obtained, in 1431, the
mastership of Whittington College in London along
with a city rectory. Kven by that time he seems to
have begun writing books which were intended to
reconcile Lollards to the Church by better arguments
than the fires of Smithfield.

In 1444 Duke Humphrey’s influence obtained
for him the bishopric of St. Asaph. From that
bishopric he was promoted to Chichester in 1450 by
the ill-fated Duke of Suffolk, at the suggestion of
Walter Hart, Bishop of Norwich, who had a very
high opinion of Pecock’s abilities, and who may have
been interested in his great work The Repressor,
supposed to have been written in the preceding year.
Meanwhile, however, Pecock’s path had not been
altogether smooth. In the opinion of the academic
Dr. Gascoigne he had owed a little too much to
favour when on receiving his first episcopate he was
made doctor of divinity at Oxford in his absence, by
special grace, without any exercise, or responding to
any other doctor, or keeping any scholastic act what-
ever, even after graduation. But this was nothing
to the stir he created in 1447 by a sermon at Paul’s
Cross, in which he declared that preaching was
no mnecessary part of a bishop’s functions, and
even vindicated occasional non-residence. Was this
energetic bishop, promoted by court favour, going to
be an unblushing defender of abuses? In nothing
did the Lollards carry the public feeling with them
so far as in their objection to the infrequency of
preaching. Possibly the acts of Archbishop Arundel,
lntended to check irresponsible preaching, had in
some cases tended to discourage the practice of
preaching at all. Certain it is that the neglect of
preaching had now become a subject of animad-



204 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION sk 1

version, even by those who were not Lollards; while
to the Lollard party themselves and those of the
same school in later generations, even when the name
ceased to be wused, “unpreaching prelates” and
“dusty pulpits”! constituted always a particular
theme of reprobation.

But Pecock had no mind to vindicate real abuses,
least of all from a personal love of ease. He was not
an infrequent preacher himself—in fact, he preached
much more than most other bishops did, and was
busy with his pen besides, while no doubt discharg-
ing with assiduity all the duties incumbent on his
position. The exact dates at which he composed or
published his different works is uncertain. Among
his principal early ones was his Donet, or introduc-
tion to the chief truths of the Christian religion,
which is supposed to have been written about the
year 1440. Then came his Follower to the Donet,
probably about 1454, in which he complains of the
premature publication of some other writings which
he had only intended to circulate among friends, but
which had been copied and had ““run abroad ” against
his will. The great work, however, which he had
been long preparing, came out probably about 1449;
and it is of this work that we must more especially
speak, for it was one long argument against the
Lollards and their doctrine, which gives us a more
vivid account of them than we receive from any
other source. This work, after lying four hundred
years in MS., was at length edited for the Rolls
Series in 1860 by the late Dr. Babington, to whose
able and well-written introduction I am indebted for
the facts in the last two or three pages.

From the general character of his book we may
infer that Lollardy had long ceased to inspire terror.
No dangerous social revolutions from this cause were

! See Foxe, iii. 535, note: ‘You should be better occupied to shake off
the dust from your dusty pulpits.”
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apprehended.  Sir John Oldecastle was not forgotten
—perhaps, even now men were beginning to keep his
memory green by historic plays in which that military
reformer of the Church was introduced as something
between a highwayman and a fanatic; for there is no
doubt that Shakespeare carried on a dramatic tradition
of that kind, though he was induced to spare the
feelings of a dominant Puritanism by changing the
name of Oldecastle into Falstaff.® Be this, however,
as it may, the Church had by this time recovered her
influence, her order was generally submitted to, and
Lollardy had become a mere sentiment, no longer
seriously threatening the peace of society, but still
mischievous in its way, and manifestly derogating
from the respect due to a social organisation which
claimed to rest upon divine authority. Pecock,
accordingly, named his great work The Repressing of Pecock's
over miche wyting of the Clergie; but the hook 1s Faresor
more commonly known as The Repressor, from the
form in which this title was docketed and modernised
by a later hand — The Represser of over myche
blamyng the Clergie.®

That was the theme. The clergy, not individually,
but as an order, were too much censured among the
community, and Pecock wishes to inquire into the
reasons for the censures commonly passed upon them,
which, he felt, were far too inefliciently answered.
The study of this book is, therefore, peculiarly
interesting, because it reveals to us the origin of
a religious philesophy which has been one of the
most potent forces in English history. A philosophy
of scriptural foundation, it began with the use of
the Bible in English, and gathering strength through
successive generations, proved powerful enough, in
two hundred years after Pecock’s day, really to

! See on this subject a paper by me ‘‘On the Historical Element in Shake-
speare’s Falstaff " (Studies in English History), and Halliwell's tract *‘ On the

Character of Sir John Falstaff,” .
? See . 4 of the work compared with Babington’s Introduction, p. lxii,
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subvert for a time the English constitution. And
though, after this great triumph, it lost much of its
tyrannical power when the Church and nation once
more righted themselves, its force was not entirely
spent for two hundred years more. In fact, though
sorely discomfited now, by the advance of civilisation
through the various avenues of science, criticism,
travel, and experience, it remains among us still, and
a generation or two may pass even yet before it is
wholly extinct.

For the Lollard philosophy was built on the
sanctity of Holy Writ. The Bible was the Word of
(God, and must therefore be infallible. This, indeed,
might have been conceded in the abstract—even
the second of these two axioms—by logical-minded
churchmen; but they would have maintained that
the interpretation of this infallible book was the
special function of the Church as an aggregate, and
of its learned clergy, not of the individual. The
Lollard would hear nothing of this. The infallible
book was for the use of every devout Christian ; and
every humble-minded man had the power to interpret
it aright. But if you had an infallible book capable
of infallible interpretation by humble-minded men,
what was the use of the Church’s authority and guid-
ance ? If the humble-minded agreed in their views, as
of course they must on this hypothesis, there arose a
new Church of humble-minded men who had the true
power of interpretation which the old Church must
evidently have lost. The existing Church, therefore,
was not the true Church, but was tending to become
the Church of Antichrist,—as, in fact, the bolder spirits
did not scruple to pronounce it. And, of course, the
separation from Rome in the sixteenth century tended
greatly to the predominance of this very sophistical
philosophy.

Now, let us see how Bishop Pecock set himself
to grapple with these errors even before they were
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fully developed. 1In the prologue of his book he
reminds the laity of St. Paul's commandment to
Timothy (2 Tim. iv. 2), to use patience as well as
learning in reproof and exhortation. If such a charge
was given by the apostle to Timothy, who as a bishop
had a special duty to correct and reprove, it was still
more incumbent on the laity to use gentleness in
remonstrating against what they thought wrong. It
might be that some laymen who passed over-hasty
judgment on what the clergy ordained were animated,
like the Jews of old (Rom. x. 2), by a good zeal, “ but
not according to knowledge ”; for they had been the
occasion of schism and disturbance for many years.
And those who undertook to correct others ought
certainly to look to themselves in the first place
(according to Luke iv. 23 and vi. 42). But to stop
the mouths of these lay censors who do so much
mischief by their over-hasty judgments, he proposes
to justify eleven “ governances” of the clergy which
some of them unjustly censured; among which he
specially mentions at the outset the use of images in
churches, the going on pilgrimages to saints, ““and
that pilgrimagis and offringis mowe be doon weel,
not only prively but also openli, and not oonli so of
lay men, but rather of preestis and of bischopis.”
These and other matters objected to he proposes to
discuss serzatim. The book is to be divided into
five parts, the first being a general argument and the
other four parts special. As for any other ¢ gover-
nauncis of the clergie,” for which they really deserved
“brotherly and neighbourly correption,” Pecock is
not concerned to defend them, and hopes they will
be amended.

The first part of the book certainly interests us
most. He starts with the observation that almost all
the errors of “ the lay party,” in their unjust censures
of the clergy, are founded on three erroneous *trow-
ings” or opinions, which it was important in the first
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place to refute. And the first of these “ trowings ” is
given as follows :—

That no governaunce is to be holde of Cristen men the
service or the lawe of God, save it which is groundid in Holi
Seripture of the Newe Testament, as summe of the bifore
seid men holden; or namelich (i.e. especially) save it which
is groundid in the Newe Testament or in the Oold, and is
not bi the Newe Testament revokid, as summe othere of hem
holden.

That is to say, that no ordinances of the Church
rightly claimed the obedience of Christians unless
Scripture warrant could be shown for their observance.
“In this trowing and holding,” adds the Bishop,

thel ben so kete (¢.e. so bold) and so smert and so wantoun
that whanne ever eny clerk affermeth to hem eny gover-
naunce being contrarie to her witt or plesauncie, though it
ligge ful open and ful surelie in doom of resoun, and ther
fore sureli in moral lawe of kinde (i.e. of nature), which is
lawe of God, for to be doon, yit thei anoon asken “ Where
groundist thou it in the Newe Testament?” or “ Where
groundist thou it in Holi Scripture in such place which is
not bi the Newe Testament revokid ?” And if thei heere
not where so in Holi Scripture it is witnessid, thei it dispisen
and not receyven as a governaunce of Goddis service and
of Goddis moral lawe. This opinioun thei weenen to be
grounded, Mat. xxij° ¢’. where Crist seid to the Saduceis thus
“Ye erren, not knowing Scripturis, neither the vertu or
strengthe of God.” . . . Also thei weenen this opinioun be
groundid Johun ve ¢, where Crist seide to Jewis thus:
“Serche ye Scripturis, for ye trowen you for to have ever-
lasting li}f in hem, and thei ben whiche beren witnes of me.” ?

The second “trowing,” or temet of the sect, was
that any Christlan man or woman, meek and willin
to understand the Scripture, would infallibly arrive
at its true meaning, even if it were in the Apocalypse.
This opinion they founded on a passage in Isaiah
(Ixvi. 2), translated in Wycliffe's Bible: “To whom

1 Pecock’s Repressor, 5. 6.
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schal y behold but to a litle pore man, broken in
herte and trembling at mi wordis?” and on various
other texts in praise of meekness. The third trowing
—not quite consistent with meekness—was that when
any one had thus gained an insight into the meaning
of Scripture he should listen to no argument to the
contrary which any clerk might propound, either
from reason or Scripture, and especially to none from
reason. For this they found warrant in some passages
in the Epistle to the Colossians and the first chapter
of First Corinthians, where the apostle warns disciples
against being beguiled by philosophy and traditions
of men, and shows that the wisdom of this world was
to be despised.!

Before setting himself to confute these * trowings,”
Pecock feels it necessary to set forth briefly, for the
benefit of the laity, the conditions required by logic
for a sound argument. He cannot enter into a
full discussion of the principles of logic as it is
taught in the schools; but he heartily wishes it were
taught to the common people in their mother tongue
to prevent them indulging in such “ruydnes and
boistosenes which thei han now in resonyng,” for
they would then know when an argument was con-
clusive and when it was not so, and thus learn to
avoid errors which they continually fall into.? He
then proceeds to enunciate and to justify the first of
thirteen conclusions which he opposes to the first of
the eleven erroneous trowings, viz. that it is not
the true function of Scripture to serve as the founda-
tion of any “governance, or deed, or service of
God, or any law of God, or any truth” which man’s
Teason may discover by the light of nature.® This
18 proved by six different lines of argument, with
further illustrations,* and a very striking corollary is
drawn—

! Pecock’s Repressor, 6, 7. 2 Op. cit., & 9.
3 Pages 9-32, 4 Ibid.
VOL. 1 P

Pecock
wishes
logic
taught in
English to
thezpeople.



210 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION sx.:

That whanne evere and where evere in Holi Scripture
or out of Holi Secripture be writen eny point or eny
governaunce of the seide lawe of kinde [t of nature],
it is more verrili writen in the book of mannis soule than
in the outward book of parchemyn or of velym; and if
eny semyng discorde be bitwixe the wordis writen in the
outward book of Holi Scripture and the doom [judgment]
of resoun write in mannis soule and herte, the wordis so
writen withoutforth oughten be expowned and be inter-
pretid and brought forto accorde with the doom of resoun
mn thilk mater; and the doom of resoun oughte not forto be
expowned, glosid, interpretid, and broughte for to accorde
with the seid outward writing in Holi Scripture of the Bible
or ough-where [anywhere] ellis out of the Bible. Forwhi,
whanne ever eny mater is tretid bi it which is his ground
and bi it which is not his ground, it is more to truste to the
treting which is mad ther of bi the ground than bi the tret-
ing ther of bi it which is not ther of the ground; and if
thilke ij. tretingis oughten not discorde, it folewith that the
treting doon bi it which is not the ground oughte be mad for
to accord with the treting which is maad bi the ground. And
therfore this corelarie conclusioun muste nedis be trewe.l

It may well surprise readers of a more modern
date that a fifteenth century bishop should have
committed himself in this way to a position which
was positively rationalistic; and this, too, in an
attempt to defend the Church against heretics! But
so it actually was, and the position should be noted
for reasons quite apart from the merits of Pecock’s
argument. That the Lollards were the reasoners and
questioners who first challenged the dictates of an
old indefensible theology by pure argument is a
conception which we have seen already to be very
wide of the mark. But here we have evidence that

1 Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 25, 26, The spelling in this and other extracts
from Pecock is as close to that of the original as may conveniently be pre-
sented. But there is & special letter in the original, in form somewhat
like 2 which would have required a special type cast for it. This letter
has heen changed into gh, which it represents in modern spelling; o has
also been substituted for u, accordiriig to modern usage, and some other very
slight changes have heen made to aid the reader’s apprehension of the words
used.
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the very contrary was the case. For it was not the
Lollards, but Pecock who was rationalistic, and he
was actually using rationalism to defeat the scrip-
tural arguments of Lollardy. He made, apparently,
one little slip, and said just a trifle more than he
was ultimately able to defend. Yet what he meant
was true enough, and ought to be appreciated in an age
when science and criticism, of a kind unknown in his
day, have shaken to the ground the main fallacy that
he was endeavouring to combat. A little farther on
he expresses himself in these striking words :(—

If eny man be feerd lest he trespace to God if he make
over litle of Holy Seripture, which is the outward writing of
the Oold Testament and of the Newe, y aske whi he is not
afeerd lest he make over litle and apprise over litle the
inward Scripture of the bifore spoken lawe of kinde, writen
by God him silf in mannis soule whanne He made mannis
soule to his ymage and liknes ? Of which inward Secripture
Poul spekith, Romans ij.* ¢’, and Jeremye in his xxxj.*
chapiter; and Poul takith the same processe, Hebr. viij. ¢
For certis this inward book or Seripture of lawe of kinde is
more necessarie to Cristen men, and is more worthi than is
the outward Bible and the kunnyng ther of, as fer as thei
both treten of the more parti of Goddis lawe to man.!

Apart from style and phraseology, we might almost
imagine a passage like this to have been written by
some fervid modern rationalist rather than by a fif-
teenth century bishop; nay, the expression *“inward
Scripture ” almost suggests Quaker authorship. The
wonder is that the same battle remained to be fought
through so many centuries. For Bishop Pecock, if he
pushed the argument a little too far, was right in
maintaining that the authority of Scripture cannot be
exalted over that of logic; and he certainly was not
alone in such a view. Nay, it had been insinuated
without offence before his day that Scripture itself was
not infallible in all its statements. For in Higden’s
Polychronicon, the great historical encyclopaedia of

! Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 61, 52.
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the preceding century, it is said in the preamble that
certainty in historical matters is not always to be
looked for, seeing that even the apostle Paul does
not assert that whatsoever things were written are
necessarily true, but “ Whatsoever things were written
were written for our learning” (Rom. xv. 4);! and
we do not hear that this remark was ever cen-
sured by episcopal authority. In fact, the philosophy
of that day did not necessarily attribute historical
infallibility to the Bible? The sacred text, no
doubt, was considered true in all its parts; but the
kind of truth which it contained might be matter of
speculation.

Pecock has no hesitation about his own view.
He considers that the whole purpose for which God
ordained Holy Scripture was to serve as a foundation
for articles of faith, and also to bear witness to those
moral truths which were already founded in ““law of
kind”"—that is to say,“‘in doom of reason,” as he himself
explains it. Reading the Scriptures, no doubt, incited
and encouraged men the better to keep those moral
laws which were founded in “doom of reason,” but
the Secriptures themselves were the foundation only
of articles of faith, of which some were not laws at all,
as, for instance, that God made heaven and earth in
the beginning of time, while others were laws such
as ““ that each man ought to be baptized in water if
he may come thereto.”® On the other hand, it was
not the function of “moral law of kind” (or moral
philosophy) to establish any article of faith grounded

1 See Babington’s edition of Trevisa’s Higden (Rolls Series), 1. 18, 19.

? Nor indeed does Biblical infallibility appear to have been strongly
maintained even by the Reformers generally. Pn the Thirty-nine Articles it
is not explicitly set forth, though the very careful language of the Sixth Article
would, no doubt, have been understood by many as carrying it by implica-
tion. Indeed, the authorities of the Church of Rome were before the Re-
formers in setting it forth on the ground that as God was its author Holy
Secripture could not err (see decree of the Council of Trent, Session I1V.). It
was on this ground, as every one knows, that Galileo was condemned by the
Inquisition. Yet the doctrine is still acknowledged by the Church of Rome,
and has been reaffirmed in our own day by Pope Leo XI1I.

3 Pecock’s Repressor, p. 85.
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in Holy Scripture, for all that moral philosophy
established was grounded in * doom of man’s reason,”
Yet books of such philosophy might very well bear
witness to conclusions of faith grounded in Holy
Scripture, and confirm them. By far the greater part
of God’s law to man was grounded, not in Hol
Scripture, but “in the inward book of law of kind
and of moral philosophy.”*

From this it further followed that no man could
fully understand Scripture where 1t appealed to moral
virtues which were not positive law of faith, without
being well versed in moral philosophy; and the
knowledge of that subject was quite indispensable to
Christian men. Even the use of the sacraments,
Pecock somewhat strangely maintained, though
founded both in reason and in Seripture, was more
truly justified by the former, and the unlearned laity
ought to value the help of learned clerks.?

But the Lollards appealed to various texts in proof Lollara

that the Bible could be understood without special
learning., One of these was a text (1 Cor. xiv. 38),
the translation of which in Wyecliffe's Bible—*‘ Sotheli
if eny man unknowith he schal be unknowun "—is
very different from that of our Authorised Version.?
Wyecliffe, however, translated from the Vulgate, while
King James’s translators followed a Greek text, and
the Lollard interpretation of the passage had a very
serious aspect indeed. For it meant that ignorance
of the sacred writings was inexcusable; and any one
who had not made it his business to learn them,
especially to learn the New Testament, would be
“unknown of God for to be any of His.” Such a view
naturally made a marked difference between these
men and others, and they called themselves “known

! Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 37-40.

2 Op. cit., pp. 43-6.

 ““But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorant.” The Revised
Version, however, says in a marginal note that many authorities read, *‘ But
if any man knoweth not, he is not known.”

views of
Scripture.
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men” to indicate the fact. So that in conversation
one would ask another, “Is he a known man?” and
if a negative reply were given, it was considered
unsafe to deal with him.!

Another text bearing, in Lollard eyes, the like
awful significance was 2 Cor. iv. 3, 4, translated thus
by Wyecliffe, “ That and if oure Evangelie is covered
it is covered to hem whiche spillen [s.e. who perish];
in which (whom) god of this world hath blindid the
myndis or wittis of unfeithful men that the lighting or
cleering of the Evangelie of the glorie of Crist, which
is the ymage of God, schine not.” The gospel was
hid to none but to those who were lost; any one in a
state of salvation would be able to understand the true
meaning of Seripture, especially of the New Testa-
ment, including even the Apocalypse, by devout
study. The “known men ” were children of salvation;
all others were in danger of perishing. Yet Pecock
would wager his arm that “the very law of kind and
of faith (as it is purely in itself, and so the substantial
law of God to man in earth)” was worse known to
such men than to many others.

There was also the text in the Apocalypse (xxii. 18,
19) against any one adding to or taking from ‘‘ the
words of the book of this prophecy,” which they took
to be either the whole Bible or the New Testament ;
and they considered that commentaries and glosses
came under the curse denounced against such
additions.

To expose such misinterpretations was an easy
task. The ignorance spoken of in the first text could
not have been ignorance of the New Testament, of
which some books, such as the Second Epistle to the
Corinthians and the book of Revelation, were as yet
unwritten ; and St. Paul's words would have been
equally true before any single book of the New
Testament canon was composed; for it was always

! Pecock’s Repressor, p. 53.
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true that whoever, either by negligence or of his own
free will, was ignorant of the law would be unknown
of God unless he made amends for his fault. Nor did
the text make mention of any writing, and the know-
ledge required could be got better out of other
writings than the Scriptures. So also in the second
text, the gospel spoken of was an existing gospel,
though all the books of the New Testament had not
then been written. It was, in fact, the gospel of God
which existed before a single word of the New Testa-
ment was written, and which Christ himself at His
ascension had ordered His disciples to preach every-
where. The text said simply that this gospel was
not obscure to those who wished to believe it, and
that those who did not were in a perishing condition.
As to the third text, the curse denounced was
evidently against those who misused the book of
Apocalypse itself, and, moreover, it was against making
the book longer or shorter than it was, not against
adding a gloss or commentary which neither increased
nor diminished the words of the book itself.!

Having enforced these arguments at some length,
Pecock then takes cognisance of one great cause which
had contributed to the first of the erroneous opinions
he has been controverting, and that is, that the reading
of the Bible, especially the historical parts of the Old
Testament and of the New, “is miche delectable and
sweete, and drawith the reders into a devocioun and
a love to God and fro love and deinte (Z.e. fondness)
of the world.” This he had known to be the case

with some readers.

And thanne bi cause that the seid reeding was to hem so
graceful and so delectable, and into the seid eende so profit-
able, it fil into her conceit forto trowe ful soone, enformyng
and tising ther to unsufficientli leerned clerkis, that God had
made or purveied the Bible to mennis behove after, as it were,
or bi, the utterist degre of his power and kunnyng for to so

1 Pecock’s Hepressor, pp. 53-63.
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ordeyne, and therefore al the hoole Bible (or, as sum men
trowiden, the Newe Testament) schulde conteyne al that is
to be doon in the lawe and service to God bi Cristen men,
withoute nede to have ther with eny doctrine (ie. any
learning).!

He had even himself been told that no man ever
erred by reading and studying the Bible, though there
was no book in the world from which a man might
sooner take occasion to err, as he had shown in another
book entitled The Just Apprising of Holy Seripture.
The Lollards were like the early Jewish converts to
Christianity who, as St. Paul showed, over magnified
their Scriptures; but both in this book and in The
Just Apprising Pecock was doing what he could to
correct their mistaken estimate by showing that the
provinces of Scripture and of moral philosophy were
perfectly distinct, and that the one must not be
allowed to usurp the functions of the other. But lest
some of “the lay party” should object that even
among the writings of the Fathers passages might be
found in support of their opinions and against his,
he was beginning to compose in Latin another book
called The Just Apprising of Doctors. To that book
he would refer those interested in the subject, seeing
that none of those with whose opinions he was now
dealing valued patristic authority themselves, though
they might perhaps think that it could be used with
effect against Pecock’s view.?

Still, there were two objections which the ““ Bible
men ” might raise to Pecock’s argument : first, reason
was fallible, and God could hardly wish them to rely
on a fallacious guide in matters which concerned His
service; second, Holy Scripture was a thing to be
revered as the source from which the whole Christian
Church derived its faith, and God would hardly
approve of subjecting it to the fallible judgment of
reason. To the first of these objections Pecock

1 Pecock’s Repressor, p. 66. % Op. cit., pp. 66-72.
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answers that it is important to man to have sure
knowledge of visible truths by the power of sight ;
but what other eyes or seeing power has God given
him than such as sometimes fail? It is important
also that he have sure knowledge of audible truths
through his ears; but what other ears or power of
hearing has God given him than such as sometimes
mislead ? So also it is important to be able to move
about with legs and feet, but what limbs will not
occasionally stumble? No wonder, then, that God
has given us no power of reasoning that will not
sometimes err. We must simply do our best with
every faculty we have. God will forgive involuntary
error. But the surest guide is the judgment of reason
in a complete and formal syllogism when both premises
are known as surely or likely to be true. Such a
judgment never fails, and can never possibly err.
The only cause of fallacy is hasty judgments before
the arguments are reduced into the form of syllogisms
or the premises sufficiently verified.!

As to the second objection, from considerations
already shown 1t is clear that it would not be un-
becoming in God to ordain the human reason and
judgment to be “rulers of Holy Writ” in all the
truths therein set forth. It is alleged that Holy
Scripture was worthier than ““doom of reason.” But
what was Holy Scripture? It might be taken to
mean the letters of various shapes and figures written
on parchment or vellum ; but in this sense it was not
holier or better than any other writing “ which hath
like good ink and is like craftily figured.” In another
sense it may be understood as “ the kunnyng wherebi
the thing is kunne which is signified and bitokened
by the now seid outward Holi Writt”; or it may be
taken for the outward writing coupled with the know-
ledge of the truths signified thereby. So also doom

of reason” may be taken in two senses. In one sense
* Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 73-80.
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it is the act of reasoning by making syllogisms; in
another sense it is the cognisance of the conclusion
come to by such syllogisms. Now, if in the second
objection Holy Scripture be understood in the second
sense, and doom of reason in the second sense, surely
Holy Writ, where it rehearses and teaches ¢ moral
law of kind,” is less worthy than ‘““moral law of
kind ” itself, and therefore less worthy than * doom
of reason” taken in the second sense, for here it only
borrows the truths which it sets forth from ‘“moral
law of kind.” Certainly if Holy Scripture be worthier
in any of its truths than the doom of reason, it is in
matters of faith which are not laws to man, and which
reason cannot ground, such as the doctrines of the
Trinity, the Incarnation, and so forth. And yet,
whether Secripture be more profitable to man than
doom of reason in the second sense to enable him to
serve God and deserve meed in heaven, the author
will not discuss in his book, but may perhaps in
other writings ““ to hearers of higher understanding.”
He will only refer to proofs already given that all
the faith grounded on Seripture which is a positive
law to man is not so valuable or necessary for him
“as is the said doom of reason, being moral law of
kind.”?

Here the author seems to have felt for a moment
that he was glancing at arguments above the heads
of those that he was addressing; and he goes on to
say that if he has written or said more “ than wole
anoon accorde with the capacité of the Bible men”
with whom he is disputing, he would rather do so than
either say or write less, and so leave them under
an impression that their two objections could not
be answered. For they might thus be led to believe
that by poring over the Bible alone they would be
able to solve all difficulties without taking counsel of
“ substancial clerkis weel leerned in logic and in moral

1 Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 80-84. -
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philosophie.” If there were not such men to expound
Scripture, or the laity would not attend to their The laity
teaching, but trust only their own wits and texts of fepi
the Bible before them, it would give rise to such of learned
various opinions “that al the world schulde be ™™
cumbrid therwith, and men schulden accorde to
gidere in keping her service to God as doggis doon

i a market whanne ech of hem terith otheris coot.”

One man would understand a text one way, another

in another way, and a third in a third way. For
wherever Holy Writ speaks of any point of “moral

law of kind,” the language is such as requires “a
redressing of it into accordance with lawe of kinde

and with doom of reson”’; and there would be no end

of strife if there were no judge to settle disputes.

This was the very cause of the ruin of *“the worthy

city and university of Prague” and of the whole
realm of Bohemia. And now, after the destruction

of that realm, people were glad to return to the
Catholic faith and to build up again what was burnt

and thrown down. So true it is, as our Lord said,

that “ every kingdom divided against itself is brought

to desolation”; and Pecock earnestly prays that God

will keep England from a like fate. Men could only
decide differences by the use of reason, and who so

fit as men specially trained to the work ?

And therefore, ye Bible men, bi this here now seid, which
ye must nedis graunte, for experience which ye han of the
disturblaunce in Beeme, and also of the disturblaunce and
dyverse feelingis had among you silf now in Ynglond, so that
summe of you ben clepid Doctour-mongers, and summe ben
clepid Opinioun-holders, and summe ben Newtralis, that of
80 presumptuose a cisme abhominacioun to othere men and
schame to you it is to heere; rebuke now you silf, for as
miche as ye wolden not bifore this tyme allowe that resoun
and his doom schulde have such and so greet interesse in the
lawe of God and in expownyng of Holi Scripture, as I have
seid and proved hem to have.!

! Pecock's Repressor, pp. 85-8.
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So the “Bible men,” 'who would not rely upon
reason but on humility to interpret Scripture rightly,
were split up into sects among themselves, and clearly
in need of guidance for their own part. But Pecock
must also warn them that as one star differs from
another in brightness, so one clerk differs from another
in learning ; and he would advise any one of them to
be careful in selecting such a counsellor :—

And in special be waar that thou not accepte, chese and
take a clerk for to be sufficient to thee into the now seid
purpos bi this aloon, that he mai were a pilioun [a doctor’s
hat] on his heed ; neither bi this that he is a famose and a
plesaunt precher to the peple in a pulpit; neither by this,
that he is a greet and thikke rateler out of textis of Holi
Scripture or of Doctouris in feestis or in othere cumpany-
ingis: for certis experience hath ofte taught and mai here
teche surely ynough that summe werers of piliouns in scole
of dyvynyte han scantli be worthi for to be in the same scole
a good seoler; and ful manye of the ij° and iij* soortis
appeering ful gloriose to the heering of the lay parti, and
also summe of othere maner of clerkis, whanne thei schulden
come forto dispute and examyne and trie and juge in harde
doutis of Goddis lawe, were not worthi forto therto unnethis
opene her mouth.!

The office of preaching, no doubt, was profitable
for exhortation, but it was not so wvaluable for
teaching, which required proof and argument. For
many whose schooling had advanced no further than
grammar had a great command of texts in the Bible
or in Doctors (i.e. the Fathers), and took people’s
fancy by pouring out texts, narratives, and parables ;
but if they were well apposed in any of those texts
and parables, they could not defend or fully interpret
any of them. The neglect of these considerations has
been “a great cause of the wickedly infected school
of heresy among the lay people in England, which is
not yet conquered.” Pecock wishes heartily that the
King would take as much pains to reclaim England

1 Pecock’s Repressor, p. 88.
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from this “wicked school” of heresy as he does to
conquer Normandy and France. He also wishes that
degrees in the schools were only given to those who
had shown their competence in the faculty in which
they graduated. He wishes preaching duly honoured,
but logic, philosophy, and divinity should not be
neglected. For people were too easily led away.
Both men and women had come to Pecock telling
him, “ Thus hath a doctor said in this matter”; and
“ Thus hath a doctor said in that matter”; and
“Thus hath this famous preacher preached.” To
which he had made answer : “ Though he, and he, and
he, and he have so taught and preached, yet it is not
therefore and thereby ever the rather true; but it is
untrue, and needs must be untrue, and may be showed
and proved undoubtedly to be untrue.” He did not
mean to say that he never fell into error himself, but
he felt bound to warn people from his experience of
the failings of other preachers.’

Having devoted so much argument to the refuta-
tion of the first erroneous °trowing,” Pecock now
proceeds to deal with the second, which he disposes
of much more briefly by the evidence, first of experi-
ence, and then of reason, and the third, which he
disproves both by Scripture and by reason. Then a
fourth opinion was brought to his notice which was
also very dangerous, viz. that if any man not only
was meek, but would keep the law of God, he would
have true understanding of Holy Scripture without
any teaching but God’s ; but those who are not “ true
livers in the law of God” would never understand the
true sense of Scripture by any amount of exertion
with the help of others like them. And as they con-
sidered that the bishops, archdeacons, and clergy
generally “lived all out of God’s law,” they believed
that they all taught amiss. This fourth opinion it
was easy to refute by positive experience ; for Pecock

1 Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 88-91.
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had full evidence that many of the very men who held
it were well known among their neighbours as persons
of evil life; indeed, many of their most influential
leaders were most vicious persons, and they could not
deny it, for it could be clearly proved against them.
And yet these very men pretended that they had the
true sense of Scripture! So it was evident that they
could not really hold the opinion they professed, and
Pecock hopes they would not henceforth attempt to
maintain it for very shame. He then briefly replies
to the scriptural argument adduced in its favour, and
as to the similar charge brought by some against the
clergy, while he acknowledges that even prelates sin,
as they are men and not angels, he maintains that the
charges against them are exaggerated and sometimes
mistaken. Acts, moreover, should be judged by their
motives, not by the mere facts. He himself has heard
of censures passed upon him for the government of
his diocese, which he is sure the censors themselves
would have revoked if they had known all the cir-
cumstances. And no doubt other bishops suffer
in the same way. Some men, “lettered in gram-
mar only,” seemed to think prelates should govern
still in the same fashion as in past times, notwith-
standing how change of times required change of
methods.

Character There is a good deal in these remarks that deserves

of the . careful consideration ; for, whatever trouble befell the
writer afterwards, it was not on account of anything
he had said about the character of the Lollards, either as
reasonable men or as good citizens. That their modes
of thinking were altogether unreasonable he shows
very distinctly ; and that the characters of many of
these promoters of new doctrine were positively bad,
he asserts in such a way as evidently defied contra-
diction. In short, a movement which sprang among
purer-minded men, touched by the wonderful beauty

1 Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 92-110,
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and “sweetness” of Holy Writ in their mother
tongue, had, for want of proper control, lent itself
greatly to the guidance of men who were not pure-
minded, or pure in morals either; for it encouraged
an unreasoning hatred both of the clergy and of the
established institutions of religion, and destroyed the
sanctions by which the Church was endeavouring to
uphold the eternal principles of morality. No good
and thoughtful man, Pecock held, could really be a
Lollard ; but unhappily many were beguiled by
shallow reasonings into paths full of social danger.
Pecock next proposes to begin his defence of the
eleven Church ordinances, or “governances,” most
impugned ; but before treating of them individually
he lays down, in the systematic fashion of the school-
men, a general argument founded upon three rules
from which four conclusions follow. The first rule,
put concisely in modern language, is that any ordin-
ance expressly enjoined, whether by God, man,
angel, or Scripture, requires also the deing of every-
thing which it logically involves; if it can be
carried out in different ways, a discretion, no doubt,
is allowed, but that way is best which fulfils the
ordinance most effectually. The second is that the
same 1s true where an ordinance is not expressly
enjoined by words, but the will of the authority
is shown by example or otherwise. The third 1s
that wherever the authority in ecither of these ways
indicates that an ordinance should be observed, it
thereby enjoins or sanctions everything necessary to
its observance. These rules, he says, are obvious.
If he, Pecock, being in London within Whittingten
College, ordered, or advised, or suggested to his ser-
vant to go and give an attentive hearing to a sermon
at Paul’s Cross, he of course ordered, advised, or
suggested that the man should learn somewhat by
that sermon and take some of its teaching to heart.
Also, it implied that Pecock ordered or counselled
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him to go out at the College gate. Further, that as
there were several ways to Paul's Cross, he left him
free to take whichever way he pleased, but that if
there was any reason for avoiding one way he would
approve of his taking a more convenient one.’

Hence follow the four conclusions: First, that
Scripture in teaching us to love God with all our
hearts, directs us to love all that God wishes us to
love and hate all that He wishes us to hate. From
these principles arise all the points of His law and
service; and these require meditation, which again
requires such means to maintain it as reading and
hearing of Holy Scripture and other writings, listen-
ing to sermons, beholding of pictures and images, and
going to places where holy men have lived or where
holy men dwell, or where relics of them remain.
And so Holy Seripture sanctions all these methods.
Secondly, each of the eleven ordinances which he
proposes to justify is virtually commanded or
recommended by Holy Seripture. Thirdly, each of
them is thus really grounded on Holy Scripture.
Fourthly, if the bidding, counselling, or witnessing of
Holy Secripture to a truth of “moral law of kind ”
were a grounding in Scripture in the sense indicated
in previous passages of his treatise, undoubtedly the
whole of the eleven ordinances which he proposes to
vindicate were really grounded in Holy Seripture
properly understood.”

But in confirmation of conclusions (1) and (2),
even if it be contended ‘that each governaunce of
God’s moral law and service is grounded ” in the New
Testament or the Bible, it cannot be maintained that
it must be so grounded expressly; and if it be so
grounded ‘includingly,” or by inference, by the
above rules, it will be hereafter shown that each of
the eleven Church ordinances or “governaunces” which
he proposes to defend is so grounded; while proofs

1 Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 110-183. 2 Op. cit., pp. 113-16.
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are given at some length that many things are lawful
in God’s service which are not expressly enjoined.
And so ends the first part of The Repressor, which
is divided into twenty chapters.'

Of the remaining four parts it is not necessary to
speak at length. The second, which is also in twenty
chapters, is a vindication of images and pilgrimages ;
the third, a justification of the endowments of the
clergy. The fourth is an answer to some Lollard
views that there should be no clerical orders but
priests and deacons, and that all priests should be of
one degree. This theory, as Pecock’s editor observes,
took its rise from Wycliffe, who in his Dralogue asserts
that there were no other orders but these two in the
primitive Church ; that a priest and a bishop were the
same in St. Paul's time, and that the dignities of pope
and cardinals, patriarchs, and archbishops, were of later
invention. But Pecock shows the lawfulness of a
variety of ranks among the clergy, in doing which,
unhappily, he falls into the same strange blunder
that we have seen Archbishop Arundel had committed
before him, of declaring that Christ made Peter head
of the apostles when he called him Cephas. This
error he extends still further by claiming for it most
untruly the authority of St. Jerome, to whom he
refers as stating that Cephas was not a Hebrew, but
a Greek word, signifying head, whereas St. Jerome,
on the contrary, says that it is a Hebrew word
equivalent to the Greek and Latin petra, signifying
rock. Pecock also vindicates the clergy’s right to
make ordinances, though he admits that an excessive
number of positive laws is objectionable.

The fifth part is a vindication of the religious
orders, showing incidentally that men led better
lives within them than they would have done outside
them. The writer also vindicates their possession
of stately mansions, where they may offer hospitality

! Pecock’s Repressor, pp. 117-30.
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to lords and ladies who desire to avoid much inter-
course with the world, and of large churches seemingly
unsuitable to mendicants, where great congregations
came to hear them preach on rainy days. He even
justifies the practice of the Franciscans who literally
observed their rule not to touch money by counting
it with a stick,—a practice which, he observes, could
not tend to make them greater lovers of money than
they otherwise would be. In this wise six of the
eleven “ governances” are upheld. There remain
now five to be discussed, for a full justification of
which the author in each case refers to some of his
other writings; so that it only concerns us here to
note the subjects. They were, first (the seventh
ordinance objected to), the invocation of saints and
intercessions offered by priests for particular persons ;
then (eighth) the costly ornaments, bells, banners,
and the like, inside churches, which were considered
not only wasteful, but things tending to idolatry and
superstitious pilgrimages; ninth, the use of sacra-
ments, which were held to be “ pointis of wicchecraft
and blindings, brought into Cristen men bi the feend
and the anticrist and hise lymes.” Not only were
baptism and confirmation objected to, but that highest
sacrament of all, the body and blood of Christ, was
scorned and hated and called by foul names. Tenth,
the clergy, in certain causes, took oaths and induced
others to do so,~—a thing which some of the lay people
held to be expressly against God’s commandment.
Eleventh, and last, the clergy are reproved by some
for not speaking out against capital punishments and
against war, whether among Christians or between
Christians and heathens, for all killing was unlawful,
for whatever offences. All these objections and cen-
sures Pecock had fully answered elsewhere.

Such are the contents of this very curious and
interesting book, of which it must surely be said that
its merits were great, whatever we may feel of its
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blemishes and shortcomings. These, indeed, are com-
paratively few, but, unfortunately, there was something
in the main argument which the Church could not
overlook. We are grateful to Pecock for showing us,
more clearly than any other writer, what Lollardy
actually was. Through his pages we can even sympa-
thise not a little with ifs origin—seeing that it arose
from that sense of “sweetness” in Holy Writ which
may not untruly be called the witness of the Holy
Ghost within us to His own work in past times. But
private and individual interpretation was the danger,
especially when it led men to undervalue that reason-
ing faculty which is necessary to the right apprehension
and proper application of the truths of Revelation.
Here, undoubtedly, the Lollards went astray; but
Pecock, unfortunately, did not see that he was going
astray himself very much in the same way. To con-
vince the multitude that the faith and usages of the
Church were reasonable was in itself a most excel-
lent aim. But to exalt “ doom of reason” over the
very authority which supplied the fundamental
datas of belief was an error not unlike that of
those who wrongly regarded themselves as humble-
minded readers of the Seriptures. He found, like
a great modern thinker,' “the seat of authority”
within himself, and unwarily announced a prin-
ciple which only required to be pushed to its
natural conclusion to destroy belief in Revelation
altogether.

His fervid intellect thus isolated him from his
contemporaries, and not unnaturally brought about
his fall. 8o keen a thinker, impatient even of scrip-
tural authority where it seemed to conflict with
reason, was not likely to treat minor authorities with
overmuch respect. Even to a quotation from the
Fathers he had been known to say, “ Pooh, pooh!”
The popularity of the friars did not prevent him

1 Dr. Martineau.
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speaking of them as “ pulpit bawlers” ; and since the
deaths of Duke Humphrey of Gloucester and the Duke
of Suffolk he does not seem to have had powerful
friends among the lords of either party in the State,
Yorkist or Lancastrian, At a council held apparently
in October 1457 the lords refused to proceed to busi-
ness while he was present. The very fact that he
had written in English on profound subjects and
spoken with scorn of the old doctors, marked him
as a dangerous man. ‘““He had even,” says Mr.
Babington, “made a new creed of his own, and
denied that the Apostles’ Creed was composed by the
apostles!”' But this was by no means all; and if
we would understand the violent rush of public senti-
ment against him we may appreciate it best from
scattered notices in the writings of his contemporary,
the garrulous Dr. Gascoigne.

The first of all his offences evidently was that to
which the doctor again and again reverts, his famous
Paul’'s Cross sermon in 1449, maintaining that a
bishop was not bound to preach by reason of his
office as bishop. Along with this he had even then
given vent to his other heresy, that a man should trust
reason rather than authority, and he had defended
some ecclesiastical abuses. But the vindication of
non-preaching bishops was, in Gascoigne’s opinion,
the parent of all evils. It was very agreeable doctrine
at the time, of course, to such of his brother bishops
as wished to take things easily; but the disastrous
results very soon became apparent. From day to day
matters grew worse for the prelates. Occupied with
civil business and affairs of state many of them had
already left their dioceses unvisited for years. Adam
de Moleyns, Bishop of Chichester, was Keeper of the
Privy Seal, and William Ayscough, Bishop of Salis-
bury, was the King’s confessor. This was too much
in accordance with the bad turn many things had

! Repressor, Preface, xxxvii.
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been taking, for before the days of Henry VI. the
Kings of England had been wont to select as con-
fessors men who were merely ripe scholars and doctors
of theology, leaving bishops free to attend to their
own proper cures. Then John Stafford, Archbishop
of Canterbury, a man even of bastard birth (such
great irregularities had crept in), was Chancellor of
England ; while Marmaduke Lumley, Bishop of Car-
lisle, and afterwards of Lincoln, was Lord High
Treasurer; Walter Lyard, or Hart, Bishop of Nor-
wich, was the Queen’s confessor resident in Court,
and William Booth, Bishop of Coventry and Lichfield,
was her chancellor.!

Gascoigne’s hatred of abuses somewhat outran his
accuracy in relating them. Bishops had served in
royal offices, even of a secular nature, long before
Henry VL’s day; and Archhishop Stafford was born
in wedlock. But court employment of the clergy
was always attended with spiritual dangers. Bishops
might be more capable than secular lords of the work
of governing a kingdom; but it was a breach of the
old ecclesiastical theory, and it exposed them, on the
other hand, to popular ill-will. For if, deserting
their proper functions, they became responsible for
the state of the realm, that responsibility was liable to
be brought home to them in very unpleasant ways.
And so it actually was; for in the very year after
Pecock’s sermon at Paul’s Cross, Bishop Moleyns
was murdered by a mob at Portsmouth, and Bishop
Ayscough by another mob in Wiltshire. Even as
the King’s confessor, the rioters held that Ayscough

! Loci e Libro Feritatum (passages selected from Gascoigne’s Theological
Dictionary). By J. E. T. Rogers, pp. 88-42. Pecock himself, according to
gﬂsml_gne, had previously written and preached that bishops cught to reside
In their dioceses and preach both by word and example, but, after having,
by the inflnence of worldly men, obtained a Welsh bishoprie, he was in some
gzuc‘lse slcarcely seen, or only for a short time, in his diocese, andlm_ I;ﬁngo_n

clared that bishops were not bound to preach to the people—that is
to say, in the popular sense of the word preach, viz., to deliver & set discourse

On some particular text. This mode of preaching, he said, had come in with
the Friars, and was really modern (pp. 18, 44).
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should have insisted on the amendment of much that
was amiss in the kingdom, and if he was not listened
to should have given up his office. But the autho-
rities took no warning. For even then it was that
Pecock himself was promoted from St. Asaph to
Chichester as Bishop Moleyns' successor, notwith-
standing that the principle he had maintained at
Paul’s Cross had been discussed in the schools at
Oxford, and denounced by almost all the learned
doctors in England in speech and writing. And so
far had he carried his novel ideas, that in a debate
with Dr. Millington in London, he had actually con-
ceded that a bishop could not preach in a parish
church in his own diocese without leave of the rector
or vicar.!

Not only were those two bishops murdered and
several others robbed in that terrible year 1450, but
many rectors and vicars in Kent and in the west of
England were robbed as well. Other bishops besides
had their houses thrown down and expected death
daily. People of every grade would cry out “Woe
to the bishops, who are endowed, who wish to be
called lords and served with bended knees, who ride
with so many pompous horses, and will do nothing in
preaching the Word for the health of souls! For
they either know not how to preach or cannot do it,
being encumbered with secular affairs or the delights
of the body, or else because they cannot preach truly
unless they denounce those evils of which they
themselves are guilty; nor do they preach good
works, which they themselves neglect to do, but
deride or do mnot consider those who actually do
them.” This, according to Dr. Gascoigne, was
the common saying everywhere. And that same

1 Gascoigne, . 8. 40. Dr, Millington had preached at Paul’'s Cross him-
self shorily after Pecock’s sermon in defence of bishops vot preaching, and
said he would maintain, on penalty of his head, that the kingdom would
never prosper till those who favoured Pecock’s conclusion met with eondign
correction, p. 44.
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year the Duke of York came over from Ireland:®
—an event which produced everywhere more than
usual agitation, importing quite a new turn of
affairs, whether for good or evil—it could hardly be
for the latter.?

In 1457 the clamour against Pecock was so
great that he was expelled from a Council held
at Westminster. By that time he had been writing
English books for twenty years, not much to the
mind of steady-going old churchmen and university
dons, like Gascoigne, nor, it is to be feared, quite
go much to the edification of the unlearned as he
ardently desired. But he had got into serious dis-
grace the year before by a letter which he wrote to
Thomas Canyng, Mayor of London. What the actual
contents of that letter were we do not know; but
the Mayor thought them so very dangerous that he
sent the letter to the King, and both the King and
his lords were greatly incensed. For they found
that it contained suggestions of a change in the faith,
and even of popular tumults, together with scandalous
imputations on the great lords of the kingdom, whom
Pecock claimed as adherents of himself and of his
English writings. What he had sald about the
Apostles’ Creed added to the general horror; for
he had not only denied that it was made by the
apostles, but he had denied several articles in it
both by words and by writings, and for that reason
he himself had composed a long new creed in English
which was condemned at London by the two arch-
bishops and a number of the bishops. The sentence
of condemnation was read in London at Paul's Cross

! Gascoigne says *‘against his will by the King's orders  (contra voluntatem
suam, ex mandato Regis Anglie Henrict Sexts). That he came over by royal
mandate does not appear elsewhere, and seems against probabiliy. Nor does
he say so himself in his letter to the King (see Paston Lctters, lntm‘dnct‘xon).
The Court, in fact, by no means wished for his presence. But his friends
may have been able to procure & royal mandate that he should come over and
clear himself of charges made against him in his absence.

* Loct e Libro Veritatum, 41, 42.

His fall.
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in 1457, on Sunday within the octaves of St. Martin
(¢.e. Sunday, November 13)."

This, in fact, was the result of the council already
mentioned, when the lords would mnot proceed to
business till he was expelled. They insisted on his
books being examined, and he was summoned to
appear at Lambeth before the Archbishop on St.
Martin’s Day, the 11th November, and bring them
with him. He did so, though he explained before-
hand that some of them had been circulated pre-
maturely before they had received his own final
corrections, and that he would not like to be re-
sponsible for any that were more than three years
old. Nine of them were submitted to twenty-four
doctors, who reported to the Primate and three other
bishops appointed to try him that they contained
many errors and heretical opinions. An incident in
his examination recorded by Gascoigne is that George
Nevill, bishop-elect of Exeter, a young man of
twenty-four, whose elevation to that see—or rather
to the profits of the see, a year before—was a papal
scandal, assailed him passionately with the words,
“My lord of Chichester, God of His just judgment
wills you to undergo these great indignities because
you most unworthily reproved and denied to be true
the writings of St. Jerome, St. Augustine, and St.
Gregory the Pope, as well as the works of other
saints.” The young man was not among the judges,
but only a looker-on at the proceedings; but Bishop
Pecock replied humbly, “I am sorry I have so
written, for I was not sufficiently well informed.”*
At the beginning of the proceedings he had de-
manded of the court that he should not be
judged by the appointed divines, but by his
equals in scholastic disputation, and he did not
count English bishops such, for they were believed

1 Loei e Libro Veritatum, 212-14.
2 Op. cit., 210, 213. Cp. about Bp. Neville, 16, 17,
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to have been found unskilful; but his request was
not allowed.

A thundercloud had burst upon his head, and
though he had long seen it approaching he was un-
prepared. In comparatively old writings new matter
of accusation had been found; and there were pas-
sages that he had corrected himgself, and others that
he wished to correct. His writings still extant bear
numerous marks of erasure and cancellation." Yet,
bold as many of his arguments were, his object had
been to defend, not to subvert the authority of the
Church ; and now that authority had turned against
himself! Some of his criticisms of popular errors
were undoubtedly sound. His denial that the
Apostles’ Creed was composed by the apostles will
not be denounced in our day; and his statement
that the article about Christ’'s descent into hell was
no part of the original formula will not be contested
either. But he carried matters to a dangerous length
by his depreciation of the Fathers, and especially
where in his book on Faith he had objected to the
saying of St. Gregory, that “Faith has no merit
where human reason offers the proof.”* Gascoigne’s
theory (and that of most people, no doubt) was that
such doctors of old could be judged only by their
peers—saints by saints, just as lords in the English
Parliament could be judged only by their peers.’
And Pecock, after all, had not the courage of a saint
or the confidence of a martyr. Doubtless, though he
had said many things truly, he felt that he had said
some things amiss.

On the 21st November (the morrow of St. Edmund
the King and Martyr) he revoked divers conclusions
contained in his books before Archbishop Bourchier
and a number of other bishops and doctors. A week

! See Gasvoigne’s Lib. Perit., 211, and Babington’s Introduction, xxxix.
2 ¢ Fides non habet meritum cui ratio humana prebet experimentum,
3 Loci e Libro Veritat., 101,
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later, on the 28th, probably at Westminster, though
Gascoigne says at Lambeth,' a definite judgment was
passed upon him by the Archbishop before an assembly,
not only of bishops and divines, but of laymen also,
with two noblemen at their head — Lord Stanley
and Lord Scales. The Archbishop addressed him
solemnly with an exordium, to the following effect :—

Dear brother, Master Reginald, since all heretics are
blinded by the light of their own understandings, and will
not own the perverse obstinacy of their own conclusions, we
shall not dispute with you in many words (for we see that
you abound more in talk than in reasoning), but briefly show
you that you have manifestly presumed to contravene the
sayings of the more authentic doctors.

The Archbishop proceeded to state that, according
to a certain “Tarentine doctor” who had inquired
into the subject, the article of Christ’s descent into
hell was left out of the Nicene and Athanasian
Creeds because no heretics had then called it in
question. As to the authority of the Catholic Church,
St. Augustine said, “ Unless the authority of the
Church moved me, I should not believe the gospel.”
He also cited St. Gregory and others upon General
Councils to show that they could not err in matters
of faith, though they might in matters of fact; and
he referred to St. Jerome and Bishop Grosseteste to
show that whoever taught an opinion contrary to
Holy Scripture must be accounted a heretic. It was
necessary now to remove a sickly sheep from the fold,
and Pecock was told that he had only the alternative
of abjuring his errors, or being delivered after
degradation to the secular power as fuel for the
fire.?

He stood silent for a brief space, and then said:

1 Whethamstede says at Westminster. See his account of the matter
printed by Hearne at the end of Hemingford, vol. ii, p. 493. The meeting
a week before was probably at Lambeth, and Gascoigne might easily have made
such a slip. .

2 Babington’s Introd., xliv. xlv.
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“I am in a strait betwixt two, and hesitate in despair
as to what I shall choose. If I defend my opinions
and positions I shall be burned to death ; if I do not
I shall be a byeword and reproach. Yet it is better
to incur the taunts of the people than to forsake the
law of faith, and to depart after death into hell-fire
and the place of torment. I choose, therefore, to
make an abjuration, and intend for the future so to
live that no suspicion shall arise against me all the
days of my life.” He then made a general confession
of his errors and recanted the heresies contained in
his books. But this was only a preliminary step, for
the meeting, though a large one, was not public. On
the 8rd December he solemnly abjured before divines
at Lambeth, and on Sunday the 4th before a great
concourse of people at Paul’s Cross, seven (or at least
six) particular errors and heresies which he confessed
that he had upheld. They were as follows :—

1. That it is not necessary to salvation to believe
that Jesus Christ after death descended into hell ;

2. Nor to believe in the Holy Ghost ;

3. Nor to believe in the Holy Catholic Church ;

4. Nor in the Communion of Saints.

5. That the universal Church may err in the
things which are of faith.

6. That it is not necessary to salvation to believe
and hold that what a General Council of the whole
Church has ordained, approves, or determines in
favour of faith and for the health of souls, is to be
approved and held by all the faithful of Christ; and
that what it reproves and determines or condemns to
be contrary to the Catholic faith or to good morals is
to be considered by them as reproved and condemned.

And 7 (according to one MS.).—It is lawful for
every one to understand Holy Scripture in a literal
sense; nor is any one bound by necessity of salva-
tion to adhere to any other sense.

This last article, we are told, is absent from most

His
abjuration.



236 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION sx. 1

copies and seems a little doubtful.’ Neither is it
clear to what statement in his writings it refers, nor
how it was made out to be a heresy. But in truth
there are other matters in this abjuration which' seem
a little questionable. How could Pecock, the reader
may ask, have confessed it unnecessary to believe in
the Holy Ghost? He himself in his Repressor not
only expresses distinctly his full belief in the Trinity,
but particularly affirms in his Donet his belief in the
Holy Ghost.? Pecock, however, apparently held a
doctrine which has really a good deal to say for itself
—that it is not de necessitate salutrs to believe in the
Holy Ghost. That is to say, that a man might be in
the way of salvation, who, like the early Ephesian
disciples (Acts xix. 2), had not so much as heard
whether there was a Holy Ghost. Even so he might
have justified all the first four articles® while believ-
ing himself in the doctrines therein referred to. But
the fifth was certainly dangerous, as implying that
the whole Church might not have been under the
guidance of that Spirit who was to lead her into all
truth. And as regards the first he had, perhaps, not
quite agreed with the doctrine himself. At all events
(what was almost as bad in some people’s eyes) he
had dared to disagree with “ the Subtle Doctor,”
Scotus, who maintained that the descent into hell
must be an article of faith, because the apostles had

! See Babington’s Introd., p. xlix. note ; lii. note.

2 Ibid., 1. note.

? Even the Catechism of the Council of Trent (Pars i. cap. x. § 22) points
out that there is a material difference in the kind of belief when a man says
“1 believe in God ” (or ‘‘4nto God ), as Pecock literally translated from the
Latin, and ‘1 believe the Holy Catholic Church” omitting the word *“in.”
—*Tres enim Trinitatis personas, Patrem, Filium et Spiritum Sanctum ita
eredimus ut in eis fidem nostram collocemus. Nunc autem, mutatd dicendi
form, Sanctam, et nom #n Sanctam Ecclesiam credere profitemur, ut hac
etiam diversi loquendi ratione, Deus omnium effector & creatis rebus dis-
tinguatur, preclaraque illa omnia que in Eecclesiam collata sunt beneficia
Divinw bonitati aceepts referamus.”  The word in, however, seems certainly
to be implied in the Latin of the Apostles’ Creed, before Sanctam Ecclesiam
Catholicam, and might even be understood in the Nicene before unam
Sanctam. Indeed, as a learned friend points out to me, the preposition eis
is expressly used in the Greek in this place.



e, it WRITERS AGAINST LOLLARDY 237

pub it in the Creed, whereas that article was not in
the Creed in the time of St. Augustine ; and holding,
with Scotus himself, that there was no ground for it
merely in Secripture, he considered that the Church
could not insist upon it.'! Nay more, he had made
an English version of the Creed without it for popular
use.

His recantation, however, was humble enough, and
even abject. He acknowledged that he had walked
in darkness, and was now brought into the light of
truth, and that he submitted himself as a contrite and
penitent sinner to the correction of the Church and
my Lord of Canterbury. He desired that no man
should give faith to his pernicious doctrines, nor read
nor keep his books, but bring them to my Lord of
Canterbury or his commissaries; and with his own He burs
hands he delivered to the executioner, who cast them }is owu
into the fire, three folios and eleven quartos of his
writings. As they blazed up he said aloud, “My
pride and my presumption have led me into these
troubles and reproaches.” Yet if he had gone down
to the fire himself it was the opinion of Gascoigne
that the people would have thrown him into it after
his books.?

It is all very sad and painful, and the shout of
triumph over his fall was anything but becoming.
Doggrel Latin verses, punning upon his name, declared
that the Peacock had been stripped of his feathers and
become an owl, and Abbot Whethamstede wrote about
the impious poisoner having been compelled to spew
out his venom in public, so that he should never dare
to reimbibe it.* The Archbishop sent him a prisoner
to Canterbury, and afterwards to Maidstone ; but he
found means to appeal to the Pope, and actually
obtained bulls for restitution to his bishopric, which,
however, were frustrated by an application to the

1 Babingten's Pref., li, lii. note ; Gascoigne’s Liber Verit., 210.
4 Lib. Verit., 215, 216. 3 Wheth., u.s., 501,
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King. Ultimately, whether compelled to resign or
not, he was secluded in the Abbey of Thorney in
Cambridgeshire, and a successor was appointed to him
in his bishopric.'! And so ends all that we know of
his history.

It may be true, no doubt, that Pecock was a little
vainglorious, as his constant references to his own
writings seem to show. On the other hand, he could
scarcely avoid making such references, having set
himself so great a task in which he found no co-
operation. The policy of strengthening the Church
against heresy by condescending to reason on high
matters with the laity in their own vernacular speech
was a novel policy which found little favour; and,
indeed, as the event showed, it was not without danger
to the single-handed combatant. If it could have
been adopted as the fruit of consultations among the
best divines in England it would have gone far to
neutralise the poison of heresy. But argument was
so manifestly the business of the schools that the
attempt to popularise it in the vernacular for the
benefit of the laity was not generally approved of.

And Pecock’s argument, after all, was not so sound
as he imagined it to be. A proper answer to it had
indeed been composed at the request of Archbishop
Bourchier, apparently even before the proceedings
taken against him, by an Augustinian friar named

Friar John Bury, a treatise entitled by its author Gladius
oy 0 Salomonis (the Sword of Solomon), of which, unfor-
Pecock.  tunately, only a first part has been preserved to us,
though it contains the promise of a second, which
perhaps was actually written. The plan of the whole
work is set forth in his Epistle Dedicatory to Arch-
bishop Bourchier, and a slight sketch of Book I. will
probably be enough for the reader. The author
declares in his Dedicatory Epistle that he does not
mean to track out the particular errors of Pecock, but

1 Babington’s Inir., liii.-lvii,
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to lay his axe to the root of the whole evil in Pecock’s
exaltation of human reason above Scripture as a guide
in morals. The first book of the work was to show
that sound morals came from the womb of Holy
Secripture when the fair offspring of reason, while the
mother was oppressed by the sleep of ignorance, was
found languishing to death. The second would
examine piecemeal Pecock’s arguments in favour of
the drowsy reason, and show their worthlessness,
thereby proving that the living child, that is to say,
the moral life, which was the subject of their dispute,
was born of Scripture. In the first book sentence
was to be given by “ the Sword of Seclomon,” that is,
the word of God; in the second execution was to
follow. But the first book alone remains divided into
forty-two chapters, out of which Mr. Babington has
given extracts containing all the real matter of the
argument.

At the outset Bury proposes to meet Pecock’s
thirteen conclusions with thirteen opposite conclusions
of his own. He maintains that it really is the office
of Scripture to found governments, acts, laws, and so
forth, even such as the natural reason of man might
teach. Scripture was ordained by God for that very
purpose, as is shown by an examination of its content.
But in science it is not as in the foundation of a house
which can only be in the ground it stands on. Morals
may be founded in human philesophy though in an
imperfect way, but in Secripture the evidences are
most certain. Moreover, Bury denies that moral
teaching would remain as before if the Scriptures
were burnt. He also denies Pecock’s assertion that
Scripture did not exist before Abraham. The whole
of it did not, just as the fulness of day is not till noon.
But the first positive law given to man was Scripture,
and so Scripture was really as old as Adam. The
Old Testament existed before it was written, Just as
the laws of grammar did before they were reduced to
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writing. This, we might remark, is not unlike
Pecock’s *inward Secripture”; but no doubt the
positive law given to Adam would be understood as
an audible command. And so the author maintains
in opposition to Pecock, that the rule of natural justice
is more truly written in the Bible than in the inward
book of the soul or of the human heart. Those who,
like him, would expound Scripture when any difficulty
oceurred, 5o as to make it accord with the judgment
of reason, were like those who said of Christ's words
at Capernaum, ““This is an hard saying. Who can
bear it ?”!

Then with a passing reflection on Pecock’s self-
sufficient way of referring to his own books for the
proof of things that he was discussing, the writer
asserts that he has not proved his case in some of
them, and having perused his Donet—an English work
on the subject de Donato Christiane Religionis—
he says he is prepared to show that the whole fabrie
of moral government there set forth as founded in
reason has its foundation very particularly in the
divine word. Moreover, granting that we may know
by the natural reason that there is one God from
whom proceeded his creatures of various kinds, and
also that we may know what true happiness is by
the same guidance, viz. to be joined together in
loving and serving God; yet, says Friar Bury, as
these very things are taught by the Spirit of God
through Holy Scripture in a better and surer fashion
than they are in the writings of this or that man
endowed merely with natural reason, who that
wishes to avoid such presumption as to place him-
self above God as the authority for human morals,
will not humbly yield himself to the teaching of
Seripture ? Pecock himself, perhaps, has been ungrate-
ful for that teaching on which even he was fed,

1 In cur Bibles the readin'g i3, ““ Who can hear it ! and so also in the
Vulgate audire ; but the text i3 quoted here, ‘* Quis potest sustinere eum t”
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attributing to his own powers the strength he had
gained from the sacred writings. And, indeed, he is
inconsistent with himself, for he says in one place that
the office of Scripture is to found articles of faith, of
which the very first is that God is the creator of
heaven and earth—an article which in that case is
not founded in the natural reason, but first of all in
Scripture.

It is scarcely necessary to pursue the whole of
Bury’s argument in detail, which in fact I have not
done even so far. He has an easy task in answering
Pecock’s extraordinary remarks about the sacraments,
in the course of which he cites Titus 1ii. 5, and points
out that the “works of righteousness which we have
done ” are those founded on the natural reason and on
moral philosophy—those very works of righteousness
which Isaiah (Ixiv. 6) declared to be filthy rags. But
God saved us, according to St. Paul, by the washing
of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost.
Sacraments were instituted that men might be saved
by them; no judgments of reason, philosophy, or
natural law contributed to that effect. Moreover
faith, from which the sacraments derive all their
value, requires consent, not inquiry or search, like the
human reason, and so is above the judgment of reason;
for all consent of the mind which is not sought out,
but infused, exceeds every judgment of reason.

Then Pecock had said that the unlearned ought to
esteem highly clerks learned in moral philosophy, and
accept their guidance to understand Holy Scripture.
But our author, on the contrary, declares that the
unlearned are bound to thank God that they have
been taught the true rules of living, not by natural
philosophers or human teaching, but by holy fathers,
prophets, and apostles, for all philosophy of men
contains human error or the suspicion of error, which
18 always and everywhere begotten of invincible
1gnorance ; but the secret providence of God has merci-

VOL. I R
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fully brought out a sure light to the people, not by
men of lively wit, but chiefly by chosen vessels hidden
till the time came. So the world has accepted not
only, as Pecock was wont to prate, some scanty
teaching about the Seven Sacraments, but the most
beautiful and perfect law of all human life, taught by
faithful men without learning, not by human reason,
sense, ingenuity, and investigation, faculties which
halt, but by illumination from God himself. Pecock’s
books are more to be avoided than those of Mahomet,
Sabellius, Arius, or Wycliffe; their novel doctrines are
crafty and plausible, while their author’s exalted
station deceives the simple-minded ; and so forth.

It was really a very able treatise. But however
much we agree with it, we may be pardoned for
thinking that of Pecock far more interesting, and for
sympathising with the author of a most sincere and
noble-minded attempt to exhibit a rational basis for
belief in the principles, ordinances, and usages of the
Christian Church, That churchmen should have
taken fright at the methods of such a champion, and
refused him even fair play, was by no means a
wholesome thing for the future of the Church of
England.



CHAPTER IV
THE EVE OF THE REFORMATION

It was sad that really conscientious men were so
bitterly opposed to each other at a time when the
Church was greatly in need of purification, not merely
from heresy, but from other scandals as well, such as
we should naturally regard as far more serious. The
worst of it was that heresy paralysed the power of
the Church even to amend herself; and when a bishop
made a mistake in his mode of warfare, it really
tended to encourage existing abuses, for those who
profited by them had him at an advantage. Who
was George Nevill, Bishop-elect of Exeter, that he
should administer a rebuke to such a one as Pecock ?
A son of Richard, Earl of Salisbury, and brother of
that Earl of Warwick known afterwards as *the
King-maker,” he had been raised to episcopal dignity
the year before by Pope Calixtus IIl., who, as Dr.
Gascoigne remarks, “ dispensed, or rather dissipated ”
with him, that he, when only about twenty-three
years old, should enjoy all the emoluments of the
bishopric of Exeter, retaining at the same time some
other benefices that he had already until he should
attain the age of twenty-seven and be consecrated.
“He was licensed at Rome,” says Gascoigne, “to
gather the moneys of the bishopric of Exeter, not to
gather the souls of that bishopric to God.” The
Pope had authorised his being called “elect and
confirmed Bishop of Exeter” for no higher object,
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and thus a poison had entered into the Church of
England and an evil example to posterity.!

Dr. Gascoigne felt deeply the growing evils and
corruptions, but his censures are not generally quite
judicial.  Calixtus III. was not altogether a model
Pope ; but he had some fervid good intentions, and
if weak in this matter he acted under pressure from
a powerful family in England. He had actually
given the bishopric of Exeter to another man, when
he was induced to revoke what he had done and give
it to George Nevill. In short, George Nevill's
episcopate was due to the ascendency, at the time,
of the House of York, and showed merely that a
Church which was theoretically free from State con-
trol could be swayed by factions within a kingdom
to an extent that would be considered scandalous in
a State Church of more recent times. Truly there
was much for the devout churchman to com-
plain of in the fifteenth century, and Dr. Gascoigne,
no doubt, felt the evils of the time all the more
when they had a personal bearing on himself. “Ij
is notorious,” he writes, “now in the kingdom of
England that boys, young men, and men living in the
courts of the worldly, are placed in churches and in
great offices and prelacies, others being passed over
who bhave long been occupied in study and preaching,
and in the government of the people without worldly
gain. For I knew a Chancellor of the University of
Oxford” (he means himself) “ who by public report
was a good ruler and Chancellor of the University,
and was twice elected to that office, and resigned it
at length against the will of the town and University,
and had for twelve years previously ruled there in
divinity ; and during all that time of his regency and
all the time he was Chancellor of the University, no
one offered him any church, or prebend, or dignity,
or bishopric, nor any ecclesiastical preferment on

1 Rogers' Gascoigne, p. 16.



cu.w THE EVE OF THE REFORMATION 245

which he could live as a priest or as a graduate elerk,
but he lived all that time on his own small temporal
patrimony to which he was born, for he was an only
gon, after the death of his father. And I knew,
at the very time that the said doctor was Chancellor
of Oxford, well famed for knowledge and good rule
among men, that among others unworthily promoted,
a foolish youth,! eighteen years of age, was promoted
to twelve prebends and a great archdeaconry of one
hundred pounds’ value, and to a great rectory, and a
secular man received the rents of all the said benefices,
and spent upon the said youth just as much as he, the
secular man, pleased, and never gave an account ; and
the said youth was son of a simple knight, and like
an idiot, almost every day drunk. The bishops pro-
moted him to please a great worldly lord whose play-
mate he had been in his boyhood ; and he remained
nearly twenty years in the enjoyment of those pre-
bends and of that archdeaconry, during which time
he was never judged capable of being a priest, nor
did he ever reside in any of his prebends, nor in the
archdeaconry, nor in the rectory, but all things were
dispensed (or dissipated) with him from the See of
Rome, which was in old times the mother of errors
and superstitions, as witnessed by St. Leo the Pope in
his sermon on the martyrdom of the blessed apostles
St. Peter and St. Paul.” *

(Gascoigne declares that he was frequently grieved
over all this, believing that many punishments
awaited the Church in which such a host of evils
prevailed. And if a note of personal complaint some-
times mingled with his deep sense of ecclesiastical
abuses, there was really nothing selfish in his
querulousness. He was only one example of ill-
merited neglect contrasted with many instances of
easy-going transgression and luxury. He wrote from

1 This was Fulk Bermingham, Archdeacon of Oxford.
? Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 13, 14.
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his own knowledge, and could not leave himself out.
In another passage® he mentions that he did receive a
rectory once—the rectory of Dighton in York diocese,
probably Kirk Deighton, near Wetherby ; but this his
“vineyard ” he resigned to Dr. Thomas Eborall, who
was more competent to go about and preach in York
diocese than himself, I presume because he himself
was tied to Oxford, being probably then at the
beginning of his career. But Eborall was afterwards
withdrawn from that cure by Richard Praty, Bishop
of Chichester—a good bishop, whose conduct Gascoigne
highly commends in another matter which shall be
mentioned presently. And so, perhaps, this parish
of Dighton was worse off than if he, Gascoigne, had
accepted the incumbency. But he is thankful to say
that he never desired or received licence from the
Pope to hold two incompatible benefices; for why
should he accept a plurality, when he saw a number of
holy and good priests without even a single benefice ?
He had been at Windsor once when Henry VI
asked him “Why are not you, Dr. Gascoigne, a
bishop?” To which his answer was, ““Sir, I tell you,
if it were my aim honestly to acquire much money,
I would rather be a good shoemaker than the most
learned doctor in England, the state of things in
England being such as it is in these days.” *
Gascoigne, in fact, felt the evils of the time so
much that he was determined to leave a record of
them in writing as a warning to future ages. He made
notes under a number of different headings, often
repeating the same story nearly in the same words,
sometimes with slight additions; and, in accordance
with his will, the whole of these scattered memoranda
were transcribed into two folio volumes, with the
headings in alphabetical order. The work is accord-

ingly called Gascoigne’s Theological Dictionary.®

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 175-6. 2 Op. cit., pp. 176-7,
"3 Yoo Rogers’ Introd. xviii, F
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From this abundant fountain, therefore, we can
draw pretty copious information concerning the grow-
ing ecclesiastical abuses of the fifteenth century. The
worthy doctor, indeed, was of opinion (and perhaps
he was not altogether wrong) that it was precisely
these abuses in the Church that brought on disorder
and civil war within the realm. It was the neglect of
bishops and clergy to do their several duties, he con-
sidered, that led to the insurrection of 1450. That they
did not reside in their cures, but in the King’s palace
or in the households of great lords; that they did not
keep hospitality ; that they did not preach, either by
word or example, but were notorious sinners and
luxurious and pompous livers; that they did not
correct vice except under the influence of bribes and
fear of displeasure; that justice was not to be had
from lords or judges, and that complaints met with no
remedy—these things, together with the plurality of
benefices, the appropriation of parish churches and
the purchase of livings, were declared to be the prin-
cipal causes of that rising of a poverty-stricken people
against the misrule, cupidity, and injustice that pre-
vailed in high places.!

A fruitful source of evils was the appropriation of
parish churches. Some nobleman or landed pro-
prietor who had a few livings at his disposal would
hand over some church to a large monastery, as an earl
handed over to the monks of Jervaux the valuable
living of Haghkarth (Aysgarth), worth £100 a year,
receiving from the abbey in return lands of their
foundation to the value of £40 a year, with the assur-
ance, of course, that masses would be sung for his soul.
Even so the monks of St. Mary’s at York had the church
of Ormyshede * appropriated to them in return for the
manor of Scotton, and thereupon they ceased to send

! Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 43, 191, R
2 This would seem to be Ormside, in Westmoreland, but it does not seem

to have been in the hands of the mouks at York at the dissolution, and it is
a rectory at the present day, not a vicarage.
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scholars with exhibitions to the university, Thus not
only learning decayed, but the souls of parishioners
were neglected, for instead of a rector a poor vicar was
put in to do duty, while the incumbent appeared per-
haps once a year at the end of autumn, or very likely
sent a deputy even then, to gather the tithes and sell
them that he might himself live in luxury at court.!

Again, look at this example :—

An abbot lately obtained of the Pope several privileges
against his bishop in perpetuity, and he pays to every Pope
yearly 20 marks, and £20 a year to the King, that the King
may not have the temporal rents of the abbey after death of
any abbot of that place; and he, the same abbot, appropriated
a great parish church to his abbey, from the goods of which
church he pays the said sums yearly to the Pope and King,
20 marks and £20 ; and the care and good rule of that parish
church is by that appropriation destroyed. And that abbey
is able to spend thousands every year, and they live there
like luxurious lords.?

Then bishops’ officials in their avarice were endeav-
ouring to get many things prohibited to the people
that they might be applied to for indulgences. They
got five marks from an esquire whom Gascoigne knew
for leave to marry without banns being proclaimed—
a fee which apparently they had no right to claim-—
and ten marks from a widow for leave to vow chastity
before any bishop or abbot without being bound to do
so before her own diocesan; and they insisted on
having 40 shillings from an anchorite who desired to
be translated from a narrow cell into a more spacious
one. Worse than these was the practice at York
Cathedral, where all the beneficed clergy of the pro-
vince were enjoined to charge their parishioners con-
fessing to them in Lent to pay somewhat yearly out
of their goods to the mother church for the repair of
the fabric though it was amply endowed. One poor
man who had not threepence altogether was enjoined
by his parson to pay forty pence for this object!

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, Pp. 3, 4, 5, 6, 19. 2 Op, cit., p- 130,
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Another parson who held his church from the
Cathedral and paid five shillings rent for it, actually
got forty pence from poor men on this plea, though
arbitrary penances like these were quite against prin-
ciples laid down by Scotus. But though quite recently
started, for it only began about 1440, this practice at
York seems to have become customary ; the livings
generally were let to farm and were readily taken, as
an incumbent sometimes made as much as 90 shillings
a year by these extortions.!

Such things were indefensible, but Church law
itself had become an instrument of wrong in the
hands of worldly men. Offices were secured by great
people before they fell vacant, and the functions com-
mitted to others, who discharged them well or ill as
might be. All true pastoral care and correction of
souls was ruined by appeals and inhibitions of the
Court of Arches.? The Court of Rome itself was
corrupt to a most painful degree, and papal conces-
gions and indulgences were procured through the
instrumentality of Roman courtesans. Some bishops,
no doubt, would make a good fight when they were
fully alive to the situnation. Dr. Richard Praty,
Bishop of Chichester, had excommunicated and
deprived of his benefice a vicar of bad character.
The immediate result was that the man began a long
suit against him in the Court of Arches, and at length,
under threat of heavy penalty, required the bishop to
absolve him by virtue of a power of absolution granted
by Pope Eugenius IV. to any competent priest for
every one who was of the paternity of the house of
St. Anthony in London. The bishop, however, re-
fused, and would never restore him to his vicarage,
even at the request of the Earl of Arundel. The bull,
he said, would destroy all episcopal power whatever ;
the Pope was fallible; and he knew quite well that
after the Pope granted a petition with his Fiat ut

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 2, 10, 11, 2 Op. cit., p. 34.
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petitur, the papal chamberlains, influenced by bribery,
added or diminished clauses in the bull without the
Pope’s knowledge. ‘I will not obey that bull, there-
fore,” said the bishop, “for I believe that the Pope
did not concede this vocally, and I know that he
could not do it really.”*

The excuses put forward for some prevalent usages
met with little sympathy from Gascoigne. Men of
the world would plausibly say, “It is better that a
church should be appropriated to such a place, because
it maintains (exhibet, or gives exhibitions to) many
persons from the endowments of the church, and
many masses are said there for the parishioners of
the church appropriated, than that one proud man
should have that rectory and live in luxury where he
pleases on the goods of that church.” His answer
was that to multiply abuses was not to put an end to
them. The men who used such arguments were the
very causes why churches were handed over to the care
of unworthy persons and church property wasted by
the bad men on whom they bestowed livings. They
themselves would confess that if a valuable rectory
were bestowed on a worthy and competent man
who engaged to reside there, much good would be
done among the parishioners, as was only just,
and it would also enable the good rector to give
exhibitions to young men who might become, some
of them, great clerks in schools, and others priests,
who by their prayers and masses and preachings and
holy example would better please God than all those
were likely to do to whom the church was appro-
priated. Such incumbents received tithes and made
proper use of them according to law and to the will
of God; but those outside the parish to whom the
tithes of the church were appropriated had them by
the Pope’s licence, and were poor almsmen of the
parishioners.”

! Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 32, 33. 2 Op. cit., pp. 148, 149, 207,
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Gascoigne was evidently in sympathy with Chauncer
and his “poor parson of a town” (which, of course,
meant a village), a learned man who did his duty
in his parish, and was content with little. We all
know the lines—

He sette not his benefice to huyre,

And lefte his schepe encombred in the myre,
And ran to Londone, unto Seynté Poulés,
To seeken him a chaunterie for soulés,

Or with a brotherhedé be withholds,

But dwelt at home and kept2 wel his folde.

The easy duty of singing masses for souls was
greatly preferred by hirelings, while country parishes
were frequently neglected ; and we may well suspect
that this abuse, like others, had increased greatly
since the days of Chaucer. But there were worthy
clergymen still. ““ I knew one rector,” says GGascoigne,
‘““ who, out of the revenues of the one only church he
had, kept at school and at study twenty young men,
and made them priests.”' Such an example went far
within its own limits to counteract prevailing evils.
Such examples, however, were rare. Let us hear
again what Gascoigne has to say about these
matters :—

O Lord God, incline the heart of the Pope, thy vicar, to
remedy the evils which occur through the appropriation of
churches and by the non-residence of good curates in the
same! For now in England a time is drawing near in which
it will be said, “ Once there were rectors in England, and now
there are ruinous churches in which educated men cannot
live with decency and afford exhibitions to others.” O God,
bless Sir Thomas Cumberworth, a knight of Lincoln diocese,
who for the love of Thee and the benefit of human souls
gave lands and tenements to divers parish churches which
were too poor to meet the wants of a curate, so that their
parsons might have competent livings. O, how meritorious
it would be for the Pope if he would cause the superfluous
endowments of several places, even mitred benefices, to be

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, p. 112.



252 LOLLARDY AND THE REFORMATION sx.1

united to devout rulers of souls, and would bind them to due
and necessary residence in their cures under a great penalty!
For the Lord transferred the Kingdom from the hand, that
is, the property, of Saul, and gave it to David, a better man
than Saul, as appears in 1 Kings cap. xv.! So the Vicar of
Christ, the lord Pope, who is the dispenser and minister of
the goods of the Church by the authority of Christ, can, to
augment the worship of God and the gain of souls, dispose of
things given to the use of any church, and deliver them in
commendam to the prudence of any man, and apply those
goods to better and more holy uses, and especially for those
acts from which follow the greater health and profit of souls.
In divers epistles of the holy Pope Gregory we read that St.
Gregory made two bishopries out of one, and gave lands and
rents of one church to the better use of another church, and
granted that a good pastor of one church should have to him
and his successors the property of another church where
there were few persons and where few goods or rents came
of the lands. Also, the same holy Pope gave licence to the
men of a church to commute their lands and rents for
greater usefulness, as appears in the same register of St.
Gregory.?

It was natural that a man deeply conscious of
abuses in the Church should turn his eyes to Rome
for a remedy. Rome itself might be full of corrup-
tion, but the supreme governing power was there,
and nothing could be done without support from the
Papacy in the end. Yet in such a great republic as
the Church, extending throughout all Christendom,
with tribunals in every kingdom, and a last court of
appeal at Rome, justice had to fight its way through
many tedious delays and intricacies. We have seen
how one bishop resisted a papal bull. Here is another
case of resistance which, though successful also, led
to results not by any means satisfactory :—

One man, very incapable, had the deanery of an English
cathedral—the church of Wells—granted to him by papal

! That is to say, 1 Samuel xv., the allusion being to verse 28, But the
writer seems to have had in mind the expression in a later passage, 1 Kings
xi, 12, ** De manu filii tui scindam illud,”

2 Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 149, 150.
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provision, and the King of England, Henry VI, gave him
licence to accept the provision granted to him by Pope
Eugenius [IV.]; but at the cathedral they resisted him with
the strong hand and would not let him enter the church,
gaying they and the chapter of that church had licence of
the Pope of Rome to elect a dean for themselves. So he
who had been provided to the deanery of Wells by Pope
Eugenius was not admitted, and he then obtained papal bulls
and excommunicated all those who had elected another dean
and hindered him from obtaining possession. And while
they were thus excommunicated and the case was under
appeal, this incapable man, rejected by the chapter, by much
money given to those about the King, was made Bishop of
St. David’s in Wales,! with the Pope’s consent, the King
writing to the Pope in his behalf. And a wicked bishop
and other graduates of the schools of Oxford in the King's
house told the King that it was better and more virtuous to
make a bishop of the man provided as dean than to promote
the very best and most learned man in England; because
thereby, they said, an end would follow of the dispute
between the said provisus and the elected dean. So they
made great evils to avoid a smaller evil.?

A similar thing is recorded to have happened in
another case where two bad men competed to be
abbot of one monastery. Of these one, who was
quasi laveus, was elected abbot, and the other was
made a bishop in Wales, simply to end the dispute,
as the abbey was of royal foundation and a place of
burial of kings.” ®

But in how many cases did the abuse of authority
defeat law and justice? ‘I knew a man,” says Gas-
coigne, *“ who, wishing to be elected Dean of Salisbury,
on the day of the election by the authority of the
Archbishop, pronounced certain men by name to be
then excommunicated and to have been for several

! This was John de la Bere, promoted to St. David’s by papal bull in
1447. He resigned in 1460. .

* Rogers’ Gascoigne, p. 200. The same story is given at p. 130, with the
additional details that the man had spent 1400 marks in getting provided to
the deanery, and that he himself confessed, to Gascoigne’s knowledge, that he
hardly knew Latin grammar. He was very worldly, says Gascoigne, and
. carnal in morals.

* Op. cit., p. 181,
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[vears ?] before pronounced contumacious; and this
he did because he knew that those men would not
elect him to the deanery, and so by excommunication
they would not have a voice in that election.” !

When high positions in the Church could be
secured by such devices, and even scholarship was
not indispensable in many promotions, we need not
be surprised to learn that degrees were often sold at
the universities ; and of course lacklearning and evil-
living went hand in hand.? It had been a project of
King Henry V. to reform the University of Oxford
by new and more binding statutes, and also to
found there a college of divines and masters of
arts to which he proposed to annex all the alien
priories in the kingdom ; but his designs were inter-
rupted by death. Young Henry VI., however, gave
effect to that part of his ideas by giving the endow-
ments of those priories to his colleges of Eton by
Windsor and St. Nicholas (commonly known as King’s
College) at Cambridge.® Only the University remained
unreformed.

Where was a remedy to be found for so many
evils? Were there zealous reformers in the Church
at that day, impatient alike of corrupt doctrine and
corrupt practices, and accordingly stigmatised as
heretics ? If so, it was unfortunate that those who
protested most against the evils of the time were
just those who protested most against heretics,
(rascoigne’s denunciations against them are particu-
larly strong. “ Heretics,” he distinctly says, “love
lust ; a heretic who loves chastity is really difficult
to find,—not that he forbears commending it with
his lips.” Their ability is not denied.

¢ Heretics,” we read again, “ are sharp-witted and
of ardent disposition; for no man can construct a
heresy except one who is of ardent mind and has

i Rogers' Gascoigne, p. 131 2 Op. cit., pp. 20, 208.
8" Op. cit., pp. 218, 219. v e
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good gifts. of nature, which are created by God’s
workmanship. Heretics are like the locust, which
cannot fly high, although it strives to bound upwards
from the ground, and with wings defective and con-
tracted by cold, it falls into a hedge, on footpaths,
on twigs, or on confused heaps of stones. So heretics
do not fly high, because they do not eatch the divine
sense, but a human and erroneous one, and they have
not warmth of the Sun of righteousness, the charity
of the Lord freezing in them ; they sit in thorny seats,
because when it freezes and they cannot fly for want of
strength, they find their seat and limitation between
the thorn-bushes of Aristotle and Chrysippus, found-
ing themselves on the sayings of these philosophers,
Hence Eunomius sets forth that ¢ what is born was
not before it was born.” Hence Manicheus, that he
might liberate God from the condition of evil things,
brings in another author of evil,” ' etc. So Gascoigne
agrees, alike with Walden and with Pecock, that
heretics are men both of unsound judgment and of
impure lives.

The remedy for abuses, then, was hardly in the
keeping of these men, Within certain limits honest
parsons and honest bishops could do a good deal. But
the great machine of Church government whose head
was at Rome seemed to defy all possibility of reform.
“Rome,” says our author once more, “as a special
and principal wild beast, has laid waste the vineyard
of the Church, her court reserving to themselves the
election of bishops, that none may confer an episcopal
church on any one unless they first pay the annates,
or first-fruits and produce of the vacant church.
Likewise she has destroyed the vineyard of the
Church of God in several places, by annulling the
elections of all the bishops in England. Likewise

_ ! Rogers' Gascoigne, pp. 117, 118.  Gascoigne, or his transcribers, ocea-
sionally make slips in grammar ; but the meaning of the passage quoted is
Pretty clear.
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she destroys the Church by promoting evil men
according as the King and he (the Pope) consent.
Herein has she ravaged like a wild beast, that she has
annulled all the elections made in cathedral churches,
ordaining that all elections of bishops belong to the
Apostolic Chamber, that is, to the judgment of the
Pope and his cardinals. Also, that Rome does not
call any one a bishop except one whom the Pope and
cardinals elect as bishop or as archbishop, having
previously had paid to them at Rome fruits to the
extent of thousands of marks, and also presents to
Roman and papal courtesans.”’

This is not a Protestant indictment of papal
abuses, but could anything be stronger ? It expresses
the bitter regrets of a loyal son of the Church that
corruption and wrong-doing prevailed everywhere,
even at the chief seat of authority. All over Europe
the mischief was felt. The system of indulgences
was fully in operation, with all the demoralising
effects that might naturally be expected. Men felt
themselves at liberty to sin, for *“ Rome,” they said,
“was at their gates” ; they would not be damned if
they had a dispensation.? But when, in 1451, indul-
gences were issued for the past year of jubilee, there
arose a more particular scandal. Cardinal de Cusa
proclaimed the matter in Hungary. Everybody in
that kingdom who gave half the money that he
would have spent on a pilgrimage to Rome was to
be spiritually benefited. But John Hunniades, the
Governor of Hungary, with the nobles of that king-
dom, determined that the moneys collected should
not go to Rome, but remain in their country, where
funds were very much wanted for defence against
the invading Turks. Hereupon they were excom-
municated by the Pope, with all who had consented
to the act. But they made this protest : “ We appeal
from Pope Nicholas to Christ Jesus, for the defence of

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, p. 13. ? Op. cit., pp. 118, 123,



ce.v. THE EVE OF THE REFORMATION 257

whose faith we keep this money against the Emperor
of the Turk, who is aiming at the destruction of
Christendom.” And Pope Nicholas felt compelled to
take off the excommunication. The money remained
in Hungary, and was of great service five years later,
enabling the Christians to win their great victory
over the Turks at Belgrade.!

One of the abuses at Rome referred to in the
above invective was the payment of annates, or first-
fruits on bishoprics; and as Rome always insisted,
or tried hard to insist, on keeping the elections of
bishopries in her own hands, she had very good
security for their payment. To bestow a benefice
by bargain for a sum of money was simple simony ;
but it was virtually from simony, with fraud super-
added, that the practice took its rise. Listen again
to what our doctor says. He seems to have been
speaking about early ages before our extract begins :—

Who then paid annafes to the Roman pontiff before he
was a bishop? Certainly no one. But Pope John XXII.
obtained such moneys for the See of Rome to rescue the
Land of Promise from the hands of Pagans and Gentiles,
and since then these moneys remain to the Pope’s Chamber,
to be distributed among cardinals and chamberlains of the
Pope and his other ministers, who now, as is clearly evident
from their acts, make much more account of receiving the
money than of having holy fathers appointed in the Church ;
because, when the money is not forthcoming the papal bulls
are denied which are required for a bishop and the confirma-
tion of the election, and every election almost is annulled by
[the Pope’s] own will—I only wish it were not done without
reason. And they have defiled the temple of God, and put it
in the hands of those whom they do not trust to keep their
apples safely ! 2

But the conditions of the Papacy itself kept the
Pope in bondage to the abuses of the time. At least
this is how Gascoigne understood the matter :—

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, pp. 120, 172, 207. 2 Op. cit., p. 34.
VOL. I S
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From the multiplication of licences and the like con-
cessions, and of appropriations of parish churches and of
exemptions grows the profit of the courtezans about the
Pope, and of other officers and Romans; and unless the
Pope concede such things, and ordain whatever they want
him to grant for the increase of their lucre, those about the
Pope insult him and stir up enemies to him and labour to
have him deposed or poisomed. Another thing there is
which is very detrimental to the Pope, namely, the election
which he makes of cardinals, who are chosen by him on
account of their blood, or because they are rich; and after
election to the cardinalate they have licence to retain their
former bishopries ¢n commendam, although it was the practice
for bishops elected as Roman cardinals ¢pso facto to resign
their former bishoprics, and to assist the Pope in consulta-
tions and in things to be ordained and reformed. Hence in
modern times divers have been cardinals in England and
France, and in other countries, who were never at Rome
nor with the Pope after being made cardinals, but always
remained in their own countries, occupied with their honours
rather than with their cures; and they retained their pre-
vious bishoprics in commendam, and yet never saw the Pope
as long as they lived.!

In the passage which immediately follows,
Gascoigne shows how this was simply a perversion
of a method instituted for a good purpose :—

For of old, holy popes, seeing monasteries live luxuriously,
possessing far more property than was necessary for their
use, withdrew from them much of their wealth, which instead
of being needful was rather a hindrance to them by too much
anxiety, and gave the goods they did not require to other
good men devoted to learning and human needs; for our
lord the Pope is steward of the goods committed to the
Church, and so can confer them for such uses on those men
who can, will, and know how to, spend them best to the praise
of God and the health of souls; and this alienation of goods
from certain men and conferring them on others is called
commenda of the goods of the Church, or collatio in com-
mendam. And so our lord the Pope alienated the lordship
of Bernalwyk from the Abbey of Kirkstall and gave the
abbot a licence to alienate it.” 2

! Rogers’ Gascoigne, p. 146, 2 Op. ¢it., p. 147.
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Nor- are the further remarks here without in-
terest :—

For many religious men in their foundation, besides their
spiritual work, laboured with their hands, and lived on
that labour and on their foundation, and had small rents
and few fields, on which they lived by their own manual
labour. For I know a place (.. a monastery) which from
its foundation had lands and fields to the value of £60, and
in a few years they bought for money rents to the value of
1000 marks; for goods were given them that, having what
was necessary to themselves, they might minister the rest
to others, and especially to poor and holy men who are
devoted to learning and holy life, and to the increase of
knowledge. For those who confer property on religious men
and colleges and chantries cannot prevent the things given
by them from being at the disposal of the Pope, and subject
to his judgment, who ought to judge what seems just before
God and dispose of them accordingly. For lately a religious
prior, having sixteen churches appropriated to his house,
gave a great annual pension to a certain legist who executes
the mandates of a bishop in the great office of a court of
Christianity ; and the same prior gave the same legist the
right of presentation to all those churches, on the under-
standing. that he should defend him from all vicars and
parish priests who should bring suits against the prior in
the bishop’s court for those things which he should do in
the churches appropriated to his priory. And this wicked
legist, against law, gives sentence for the prior; and therefore
they seek remedy in the law of the kingdom.!

Great hopes had been entertained of a reform of
the Church on the election of Nicholas V. as Pope in
1447. Rival parties had each found it impossible to
carry their man, and had consented to place in the seat
of St. Peter a poor man and a scholar of undoubted
virtue. Two years later the anti-Pope Felix V. re-
signed his feeble pretensions, and the last remains
of schism were at an end. In 1450 Pope Nicholas
brought crowds of pilgrims to Rome for a jubilee,
and in 1452 the Emperor Frederic III. came thither

1 Rogers' Qascoigne, pp. 147, 148, Note, ““the law of the kingdom ” as
opposed to the law of the Church—a step from the higher to the lower.
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to him to be crowned. But this Pope, who had begun
so hopefully, died after an eight years’ reign, depressed
by the fall of Constantinople, without having effected
any reform either of the Church or of the Roman
Curia. On which Gascoigne expresses his sad dis-
appointment, and goes on to remark : “It is believed
for truth that if any Pope would destroy those things
from which pleasure and abundance of moneys ensue
in the Court of Rome, then that Pope will be privily
poisoned by those about him or publicly slain, or
turned out of his See, as was Pope Eugenius, the
predecessor of Nicholas V., by the Prince of Salerno
and by the young Cardinal Prosper de Colonna,
nepotulus of Martin V.”!

Such was the almost hopeless condition of the
Church and its supreme government in the middle of
the fifteenth century. Gascoigne’s general view of the
facts can hardly be mistaken, though occasionally he
may be a little credulous. His prevailing impression
was that things were getting worse ; for he noted the
beginnings of some abuses in his own time, and could
give positive dates for the more modern ones, as we
have already seen in the case of a practice at York
which he dated from 1440. Annates, indeed, even
if they only began with Pope John XXII., began
certainly before (tascoigne’s day ; and perhaps he was
scarcely a competent judge of the acts of Archbishop
Arundel, whose famous “constitution” he thought
answerable for the general neglect of preaching.? For
at the date of that constitution he himself was a mere
babe. With greater justice he complained, though
the abuse, perhaps, was not altogether novel, that
since the accession of the reigning King bishops had
been so much withdrawn from their dioceses to attend
the court. For this had really not been so much the
case before, at least in such an office as that of
the King's confessor. Henry IV., when his con-

1 Rogers’ Gascotgne, pp. 157-8. 2 Op. cit., p. 34,



ca.iv THE EVE OF THE REFORMATION 261

fessor was made a bishop, dismissed him to take care
of his diocese.! Then in the secular world the doctor
wishes that ladies would give up the use of trains,
which were never worn by pious dames of old;
indeed, he understood that the bad fashion had
come in since the days of Richard I and Queen
Anne, when such flowing dresses descending to the
ground with tails were never worn. A train, he
said, was truly so called, ““ quia trahitur et ad malum
trahit.”? But worse fashions had grown up still
later, when women, wearing profuse and costly orna-
ments, painted their faces and showed uncovered
bosoms; while a change in the style of male gar-
ments since the year 1429, indecent in itself, was a
cause of shameful and notorious profligacy.?®

Whether Gascoigne’s judgment was right about
everything is a question which concerns us less than
the facts which impressed themselves upon his mind.
The year 1457 was a year of great mortality, which
be considers to have been a judgment of God upon
the prevalent practice of swearing. Men died bleeding
at the mouth, at the nostrils, at the eyes, at the nails,
Joints, and so forth—in short, just as those parts of
the body by which it had been their habit horribly to
swear ; for they would swear by the eyes of Christ,
by the face of Christ, by His sides, blood, heart, and
by the nails in His hands and feet. This ought to be
a warning to many who were provoking the anger
of God by placing young sprigs among the people
instead of living pillars in churches, and so forth.*

Through the whole of Gascoigne’s laments one sees
clearly the mind of a medizval churchman. The
world was bad enough, but with so corrupt a Church

! Rogers’ Qascoigne, pp. 11, 175, 186, 220. Henry IV.’s confessor, here
referred to, was Philip Repyngdon, who was made Bishop of Liucoln in 1404.
See Wylie's Henry IV, iil. 849,

2 Op. cit., pp. 11, 12.

8 Op, cit., p. 144,

4 Op. cit., p. 12.
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the salt had lost its savour; and unless the Church
was restored to health, how could the world be? He
looked back, as all looked back, to the noble example
of Becket struggling with earthly power.' He ap-
parently thought Pope Martin V., if he had lived,
would have been quite justified in excommunicating
Archbishop Chichele and the whole kingdom for not
annulling the statutes of Provisors and Premunire.?
He seemed quite to undervalue what Chichele’s pre-
decessor, Archbishop Arundel, had done to check the
preaching of heresy, because it had led, in many
places, to a neglect of preaching altogether. In fact,
he found that it had given rise to more abuses; for
now none but incumbents could preach in parish
churches without special licences, which were not
obtained without much entreaty by others, and
sometimes only for money, while the bishops them-
selves would neither preach nor send others to do so.
For this tying up the Word of God by that constitu-
tion, he tells us, Archbishop Arundel met with an
awful fate. He died apparently of a choking fit, or
some affection of the throat, which would not allow him
either to speak or to swallow; and so men believed,
says (Gascoigne, that God tied his tongue in the hour
of need because he had tied the tongues of almost all
the preachers, merely to suspend a few heretics from
preaching.’

That lack of preaching removed one great restraing
upon immorality is a fact that will hardly be contested.
But energetic action is ever more valuable than ener-
getic preaching, and remedies that seem purely secular
may have much more influence on a degenerate age
than remedies of a more spiritual kind. In fact, this
seems to me the great moral of the period we are
approaching. There are symptoms that Henry V., if
his life had been prolonged (and if he had not been

1 Rogers’ Gascoigne, p. 21. 2 Op. cit., p. 17. See pp. 138-8, hujus operis.
3 Op. cit., pp. 34, 61, 180-81.
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too much encumbered with the problem of keeping
France in subjection), would have shown himself in
many ways an energetic reformer. Under his weak
though well-intentioned son abuses naturally grew
worse. Nor could the civil wars of Lancaster and
York be expected to improve matters either in
Church or State. It is under the first Tudor that we
at length meet with something like the beginning of
a moral reformation, and then, indeed, there was
much to reform.

Before coming to the new era, however, let us take
one last glance at Gascoigne; for we have hardly

D
even yet seen the worst of those bad times :—

In the year of the Lord Jesus 1452 and -3, the rectors,
vicars and priests in Wales, having concubines dwelling with
them in their houses, said to the Bishop of St. David's, whose
name was De la Bere: “ My lord Bishop, we priests of your
diocese, led by the fear of God and dread of eternal future
punishment to sinners, beseech your Fatherhood that by
your pontifical authority you will make or compel our con-
cubines to withdraw and be for ever separated from us and
from our houses; for we hope and beseech you that they may
be 8o seéparated from us by your authority that we may never
again have occasion to sin with them nor they by us cohabit-
ing with them!” And the Bishop, of abominable memory,
replied to them: “I will not grant that your concubines be
separated, or forced to separate, from you or your houses;
because then I your Bishop shall lose yearly 400 marks which
I receive regularly for the concubines of priests; for of every
one of several priesis I receive yearly a noble [6s. 8d., which
is half a mark] or more for his concubine, and that sum thus
yearly received to my purse mounts up to 400 marks a year;
and therefore I do not wish them separated from you.” And
the priests said to their bishop,“ O lord Bishop, we wish them
to be separated from us, and the concubines themselves do
not wish to be so, but wish to remain in our houses and feed
upon our goods, will we nill we; and therefore, because we
dare not expel them for fear of their friends who want them
to remain with us, we beg that they may be separated by
you, my lord Bishop, from us and our houses.” And the
Bishop said “No, I will not compel them to separate from

A wicked
hishop.
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you, for then I, your Bishop, shall lose much money every
year.” And this is Bishop De la Bere who was wrongly pro-
vided to the deanery of Wells by Pope Nicholas V. against
the will of the chapter of that church. But he was not
received there because he feared to meet with a violent
death; and afterwards he was most improperly provided by
the same Pope to the bishopric of St. David’s in Wales,
because the King of England, Henry VI., who was afterwards
mentally alienated, licensed him, his Almoner De la Bere, to
accept these papal provisions, to the deanery of Wells and to
the bishopric of St. David’s.!

The reader has heard of this bishop and his
shameful promotions already from another extract
in which he was not mentioned by name.” What
are we to think of the advancement of such a man
at the suit of a weak-minded King whom the Pope
many years after his death was urged to make a
saint ?

The evils of the Church were very lowering and
they tried the faith of good men. Was there really
no Saviour in the world, none to deliver the Chris-
tian nations from this awful mass of corruption ?
Was there no breath of goodness to clear away these
mists of sin and error? Some, perhaps, might look
to culture, of which there was not a little. If there
was any progress in the age at all it was culture. It
is the time of the Revival of Letters and the Renais-
sance. Learned men are diving into the recesses of
monasteries and bringing to the light of day valuable
lost classics. Rome is recovering from the sad neglect
of her buildings and monuments which had prevailed
while the Popes lived at Avignon. Nicholas V. is
collecting MSS. and setting up the Vatican Library,
enriched, to no small extent, with treasures from the
East after the fall of Constantinople. Our own
Duke Humphrey of Gloucester has even been before
Pope Nicholas in founding that noble library after-
wards known by the name of Sir Thomas Bodley ;

1 Rogers’ Gascotgne, pp. 35, 36. 2 See p. 253.
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and, as we have seen already, Eton, and King’s
College, Cambridge, have been established by Henry
VI. Caxton, moreover, is coming soon to set up his
printing press at Westminster. But the birthplace
of the new culture was in Italy, and the intellectual
warmth of the movement hardly penetrated into
England so soon as it did into other countries. The
Universities still held by the barbarous but service-
able Latin which had prevailed for some ages past;
and even Dr. Gascoigne, who is zealous for academic
requirements, and finds Archbishop Arundel was only
a bachelor of arts, writes slipshod and diffuse sentences
with the most tedious repetitions, in a style which is
utterly unclassical and often ungrammatical as well.
It may be questioned, however, whether the
Revival of Letters, when it reached England, did
very much for a reformation of morals. The
Humanists were not, on the whole, remarkable for
moral fervour, and the new impulse had in it very
little of a religious character. In truth, it created in
many far too much admiration of that ancient Pagan
civilisation whose secrets it brought to light. Nor
did it do very much to promote even that humanity
to which it claimed to be allied ; for Caxton’s patron,
Tiptoft, Earl of Worcester, whom he praises as the
best scholar in England, was popularly named the
Butcher, from the ferocity of his summary executions
in the civil war. Strange, indeed, is the record of
this great scholar’s doings: how he had listened to
lectures on Greek at Florence delivered by the Greck
refugee John Argyropoulos; how he had moved to
tears the literary Pope Pius II. and his cardinals by
an eloquent Latin oration; how he had translated
works of Cicero into English, and brought home 500
marks’ worth of books for the University of Oxford ;
and then, under Edward IV., having been invested
with the powers of Lord High Constable, how he had
sentenced victims of civil war, not only to death, but

but not of
religion.
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to impalement, to the horror of the public generally,
who called it Paduan law. He expiated his cruelties
by his own fate, having been condemned by a similar
tribunal to that over which he had presided. He
made a pious end, and it was said of him, as of
Addison, that he had taught men how to die.!

And what did his friend Caxton say of him? In
his Prologue to the Earl's translation of Cicero on
Friendship he speaks of him as one “which in his
tyme floured in vertue and cunnyng, to whom I
knewe none like emonge the lordes of the temporalité
in science and moral vertue.” And in an Epilogue to
“the Orations of Cornelius Scipio and Gayus Fla-
mineus,” in the same work, he asks for the gratitude
of all readers to the translator of that treatise and the
De Amacitia .—

I mene the right vertuous and noble Erle, Therle of Wur-
cestre, which late pytously lost his Iyf, whose soule I
recommende vnto your special prayers; and also in his tyme
made many other vertuous werkys which I have herd of.
O good blessyd Lord God! What grete losse was it of that
noble, vertuous and wel disposed lord, whan I remembre and
aduertyse his lyf, his science and his vertue, methynketh,
God not displesyd, ouer grete a losse of suche a man, con-
sydering his estate and connyng, and also thexercise of the
same with the grete laboures in gooyng on pylgremage vnto
Jherusalem, visytyng there the holy places that oure blessyd
Lord Jhesu Criste halowed thith (sic) his blessyd presence
and shedyng there his precious blood for oure redempcion,
and from thens ascended vnto his fader in heuen. And what
worship had he at Rome in the presence of our holy fader the
Pope, and so in all oder places vnto his deth; at which deth
euery man that was there myght lerne to dye and take his
deth paciently ; wherin 1hope and doubte not but that God
receyued his soule into his euerlastyng blysse. For,as I am
enformed, he ryght aduysedly ordeyned all his thynges, as
well for his last will of worldly goodes as for his sowle
helthe, and pacyently and holyly, without grudehyng, in

! See particulars of his life in the Dictionary of National Biography, with
the references.
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charyte, to fore that he departed out of this world, which is
gladsom and joyous to here.!

There was, indeed, a smooth politeness in society.
The refinement of English manners struck even an
Italian in England about the year 1500, just as their
warmth of salutations did Frasmus. But our Italian
was no less struck with their want of domestic
feeling, and the looseness of their regard for conjugal
ties.

So in the latter half of the fifteenth century the
times were not mending, as we may judge very well
from the story of Richard IIl. Feudalism and civil
war had at last produced a monster more conspicuous
than many. But apart from his murders, think only
of the mode of his usurpation! He gets Dr. Shaw
to preach a sermon at Paul’s Cross, showing that his
brother’s children are all illegitimate, and apparently
that his brother King Edward himself was a bastard,
and Clarence also, thus defaming his own mother!
Monstrous as these facts appear, it seems futile to
question their reality. The illegitimacy of Edward’s
children, indeed, is the plea for Richard’s usurpation
given on the Parliament Roll itself; and as for the
defaming of his mother, the fact was spoken of even
in the days of Henry VIII. as a thing that was quite
notorious.” Apart from the glaring indecency of the
outrage (and, as far as we can judge, his aspersion of his
mother was quite unjustifiable}, it was surely asking
too much of men’s belief that, if his mother had been
really so frail, he, her youngest son, was the only one
not born of an adulterous connection. For this was
what Dr. Shaw said for him at Paul’s Cross; and
unless the purity of his own blood was taken for
granted, it 1s hard to see what was gained Dy the vile
imputation, No doubt a man may say anything if he

! Quoted by Blades in The Life and Typography of William Cazxton, i.

163, 164,
% Bee my Life of Richard I1I., pp. 80, 81 (ed. 1898).
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have troops to keep people quiet; but surely it argues
strange cynicism and bluntness of mdral feeling that
a scandal so gross could be gratuitously ventilated.
Now, when society at large was polluted by so
much foulness, and so much talk of foulness, it would
have been strange if the Church too had not been
very much deteriorated. And we have unquestionable
evidence that it was so. But Henry VII., as soon as
he had leisure for domestic reform, set about the work
with energy, and having made Morton Archbishop
of Canterbury, carried reform into the Church as
well. In the very first year of his primacy Morton
got statutes passed in Convocation to correct clerical
irregularities, which, it was to be feared, he said,
would in their days be the utter ruin of the Church
of England, notwithstanding its old good repute for
honest life and staid morals.” There was no question
whatever that things had been getting continually
worse. An archbishop, however, had not supreme
authority everywhere even in his own province.
There were monasteries exempt from episcopal con-
trol, and others which owed allegiance to superiors in
foreign countries. Such Orders, for instance, as the
Cluniacs, Cistercians, and Premonstratensians were,
at least originally, subject to the parent houses in
France and Burgundy from which they took their
origin, and the claims of those houses, though
disputed, had not been effectually set aside. The
Premonstratensians in England, we know, were only
separated from foreign control in 1512 by a bull of
Julius II. confirmed by Henry VIII., when the Abbot
of Welbeck was made head of the Order in England,*
and twenty years later a foreign visitor of the Cister-
cians was stopped by a royal commission placing the
whole Order in England under three of the native
abbots.? The Cluniac houses, apparently, were for some

! Wilkins, iii. 619. ? Rymer, xiii. 338.
8 Letters and Papers, Henry VIII, iv. 978 (6).
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time rescued from foreign' interference, having been
seized by the Crown as “alien priories” during the
wars with France ; and even in 1458 three monks of
Cluny went to England on a fruitless mission for the
restoration to the parent house of its ancient
superiority.' But later on the old foreign jurisdic-
tion seems to have been permitted, as indeed it
rested on papal authority, though occasionally one
particular house of the Order might, with the King’s
sanction, procure bulls of exemption from Rome.®

It will be seen, therefore, that nothing could be

done by the Primate for the reformation of monasteries
in England generally without procuring special powers,
in the first place, from the Pope. And this Arch-
bishop Morton did, his application to Rome being
strongly backed by the King. Pope Innocent VIII.,
in a brief directed to Morton for this purpose, dated
6th March 1489 (which means 1490 of our reckoning,
as it was the sixth year of his pontificate), states that
he has been informed that for some time past great
laxity of discipline had prevailed in monasteries of the
Cluniac, Cistercian, and Premonstratensian Orders,
and that dissolute lives were led in some of their
houses, even in the Archbishop’s city, diocese, and
province of Canterbury. Morton is therefore fully
commissioned, notwithstanding all past ordinances and
privileges, to visit these monasteries, both in heads
and members, and bring them back to a true rule of
life, punishing those who were criminal and negligent,
and cutting off as rotten members those who proved
incorrigible.®

Armed, therefore, with complete authority to visit
all monasteries within his province, the Archbishop
addressed a severe letter to the Abbot of St. Alban’s,
head of the largest and oldest establishment of the
. 1 See a very curicus account of their visit in Registrum J. Whethamstede,
1. 317 (Rolls Series, ed. Riley).

% See Letters and Papers, Henry VIIL, i. 3448, 3944.
¥ Wilkins, iii. 630-32.
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old Benedictine Order in England. He told him that
by common report he, the Abbot, was said to be guilty
of simony, usury, and waste of the goods of the
monastery; that by his neglect the services, hospitality,
and other duties of the Church had very much fallen
off ; that many of the monks had abandoned them-
selves to a dissolute life, and even defiled the churches
by unholy intercourse with nuns; that the Abbot
himself, among other gross enormities, had admitted
as a nun in the neighbouring priory of Pray, which
he claimed to be under his jurisdiction, a woman who
had left her husband and lived some time in adultery
with another man, and that he had afterwards made
her prioress, though her husband was still alive ; that
she was notoriously visited at her nunnery by several
of the Abbot’s monks, especially by one Thomas
Sudbury, so that the place had become really a public
brothel ; that the Abbot had also placed and changed
at his own pleasure the prioresses of Sopwell, another
neighbouring nunnery, deposing good and religious
women to promote wicked omes; that he had placed
brethren in charge of the cells who were not custodians,
but thieves; and that he had wasted the property
and cut down the woods of his monastery to the value
of over 8000 marks. The monks meanwhile neglected
divine worship, and had intercourse with harlots, alike
within and without the precincts, and they had sold
chalices and jewels of the Church to satisfy the Abbot’s
greed for honours and promotions. They would even
cut off and steal the jewels attached to St. Alban’s
shrine, and the Abbot protected rather than punished
them. The Archbishop in his letter says that, even
before receiving the papal mandate he had charitably
warned the Abbot to reform these enormities ; and he
now strictly required both him and his fellow-monks,
and the prioresses and nuns of Pray and Sopwell also,
within thirty, and the keepers of the distant cells of
the abbey within sixty days, to reform them effectu-
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ally, and to return to the rule of their Order, otherwise
the Archbishop must do so himself in a visitation
conducted personally or by deputy.!

This is a fearful indictment certainly, and we
cannot possibly doubt that it is true altogether. But
it is quite possible to make more of it than the record
Justifies us in saying. To regard the case of this great
abbey as a sample case, and to presume that other
and smaller houses were generally and at all times about
as bad, is against all reasonable presumption. I, on
the contrary, take it to be an evidence of the effect of
disordered times and political revolutions on the state
alike of the country and of the Church; and the fact
that St. Alban’s was a great abbey, exempt from
ordinary episcopal jurisdiction, points distinctly, in
my opinion, to one very special cause of laxity and
bad rule. Yet a prominent historian of the last
generation Insinuates that the charges afterwards
brought against other monasteries by Henry VIIL.’s
visitors “ were precisely of the kind alleged by Morton
against the St. Alban’s monks,” and that “the only
ground for rejecting them” is their autecedent im-
probability.? Whether this was ““the only ground”
we shall consider by and by when we come to discuss
the manner of Henry VIIL’s visitation and the
character of his visitors. But in reference to this
St. Alban’s case we may notice here another point, for
Froude also informs us in his History® that *the
Abbot was not deposed ; he was merely invited to
consider his conduct, and, if possible, to amend it.”

How did Froude know that the Abbot was not
deposed ? So far as one can see, he looked at no
evidences in the case except Morton’s letter; and
Ppossibly he misunderstood the meaning of the words
allowing the Abbot thirty days, and some of his

1 Wilkius, iii. 632.
2 Froude's Lectures on the Council of Trent, 23.
3 Vol. ii. p. 437.
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dependents sixty, to amend matters. Morton’s pro-
ceedings appear to have been simply judicial. He
was empowered to call the Abbot before him, and
gave him due notice of his intention so to do. His
monitory letter is simply a bill of indictment, and
a bill of indictment, of course, does not contain a
sentence. To know what was done with the Abbot
we must turn to other sources ; and there is one great
work to which any investigator would naturally apply
for information. In the latest edition of Dugdale’s
Monasticon we have notices derived from authentic
documents of successive abbots in all the different
houses. The list of the abbots of St. Alban’s, it must
be owned, is rather unsatisfactory, even at this very
point ; but what we do learn about their succession is
at least very suggestive. One William Wallingford,
we find, was made abbot in 1476, and died in 1484.
According to this list he was succeeded by Thomas
Ramryge, “whose election, for reasons unknown, did
not take place till 1492.” So, if we believe the editors
of Dugdale, there was no abbot at all for eight years
from 1484 to 1492. But it was precisely during
these eight years that this abbot ruled or misruled,
whom Archbishop Morton so severely censured.
Ramryge was not the immediate successor of Walling-
ford, as the editors of Dugdale believed.! There was
this abbot between, against whom Archbishop Morton
took proceedings in the manner we have seen on the
5th July 1490. And surely it is not a very rash
assumption that after some tedious attempts on his
part to escape from Morton’s jurisdiction by the
intricacies of the canon law, he was at length deposed
in 1491 or 1492.
We have all the more reason to suppose so when
we note how Church and State (as we should call
1 Tt iy extraordinary that the learned editors of the last great edition of
Dugdale should have overlooked so completely the document in Wilkins about

Morton’s visitation, and thus supposed that the abbacy was vacant for eight
years.
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them) were working together to correct abuses.
Archbishop Morton, whom Henry VII. soon after
induced the Pope to make a cardinal, was, as we have
seen, a reforming prelate ; and Henry VII. was bound,
even for his own preservation, to be a reforming king.
He had before this time got Innocent VIIL. to issue
a bull restricting the right of asylum in sanctuaries,
and two others excommunicating the supporters of
Lambert Simnel and other rebels who were trying to
deprive him of his throne.! It was clearly for the
peace of Christendom that political disturbances, as
well as moral corruption in the Church, should be
discouraged by the highest possible authority; and
Henry was able to press this duty home to the Roman
Pontiff.

There was nothing incongruous in the fact that
Henry VII., who turned out to be one of the ablest
politicians of the age, was a really religious king.
Before his accession to the throne he had been familiar
with adversity in Wales, Brittany, and France; and
it is not men brought up in prosperity and comfort
who understand best the hidden power of religion.
As a refugee he had been often in danger of betrayal
and capture, and he had learned to study men and
politics. He was never safe as an exile, and never too
safe when he reached the throne. He could only live
in comfort by governing on sound principles. And
that he was a sincere believer in the Church we have
no cause whatever to doubt. One matter which touches
our general subject is that when he was at Canter-
bury in the spring of 1498 a heretic was condemned
to the flames, and is said to have been burnt, which,
-I think, he must actually have been, though an entry
in the King’s Privy Purse expenses, “To the heretic
at Canterbury, 6s. 8d.,” might suggest that he was
saved. For the entry in the old city Chroniele
18 quite explicit about his death, as well as about

! Wilkins, iii. 621, 622, 623.
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another thing bearing upon the King’s religious
character :—

This yere in the begynnyng of Maii, the Kyng beyng at
Canturbury, was brent an heretyk, a prest, which by the
Kynges exortacion before his deth was convertyd from his

erowys (sic) opynyons, and died a Cristen man; whereof his
Grace gate grete honour.!

The poor man was burnt in the beginning of May. -
But the King’s donation to him, though not distinctly
dated, seems to have been between the 20th and the
26th April; for indeed the King had left Canterbury,
and was at Sittingbourne on the 26th on his way to
Rochester and Dartford, so that he was not present at
the unhappy end of the victim. The man is stated
to have been a priest, and heresy was a specially bad
thing in one who had taken vows to teach the approved
doctrines of the Church. His fate must have been
already fixed when the King visited him, and the sum
of six shillings and eightpence which he bestowed upon
him in charity may have been to procure for him some
last comforts on his reconciliation to the Church.
Bacon says of the incident that * the King had, though
he were no good schoolman, the honor to convert a
heretic by dispute at Canterbury.” Let us say rather,
as the record itself says, by “exhortation” than by
dispute, for it was not so much a case of theology as
the reasonable claims of authority, and the King could
only recall him to what he himself felt to be a sense
of duty in view of his final end.

We hear comparatively little of heresy under
Henry VIL ; but the ambassador of Ludovico Sforza,
Duke of Milan, writes from London the year after
this, that a new set of heretics had appeared in
England who declared baptism unnecessary for the
children of Christians, marriage a superfluous rite, and
the sacrament of the altar a fiction. Whether the
Canterbury heretic was one of these does not appear ;

! Kingsford’s Chronicles of London, p. 222,
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perhaps not, as the writer, who dates his letter 13th
July 1499, only says at that date, “ The prelates have
begun to prosecute them (@ perseguitarls), and it is
hoped they will put an end to the heresy.”!

Foxe has, indeed, been able to collect some cases
of heresy both at the beginning and towards the end
of Henry VIL’s reign, the true story of which may
perhaps be a question to some extent. But even by
his pages it appears that there were many recanta-
tions and very few burnings. Indeed, I have very
little doubt that, owing to Cardinal Morton’s measures
of reform, not only the state of the monasteries, but
the state of the Church in general had been per-
manently improved, even by the middle of that reign,
and neither heresies nor immoralities prevailed un-
checked. There was, however, a very distinct revival
of heresy in the beginning of Henry VIIL’s reign.
Deference to the Church was still universal among
all who had characters to lose; but it was mainly
external deference, and was qualified often by other
considerations. In London there were apt to be dis-
putes between the citizens and the clergy about tithes
- and other offerings, the commercial spirit resenting
payments of the nature of Church dues. The rich
and well-to-do, on the other hand, could secure in-
dulgences for themselves which were denied to their
poorer brethren, or could easily atone for very serious
irregularities in a way which did not confer honour
on Church courts and the intricacies of the canon
law. In cities, moreover, the wealth and splendour
of the higher clergy, many of whom, like Wolsey,
were known to have come of a humble stock, aroused
feelings of envy and dislike, which were all the more
prominent when such a one rose high in Court favour
and showed a genius for administration which was
deficient among the old nobility, the natural leaders
of the people.

1 Venetian Calendar, i. No. 799,
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In the year 1511, the third of Henry VIIL, two

heretics were burned in Smithfield on the 18th

Two October. Prosecutions for heresy had been increas-

et ing till then, and this was the climax. Two heretics

Smithfiel. burned in one day at Smithfield were then a rare
spectacle ; indeed, it may be doubted if there had
ever been two in one year before. There was no
more sympathy with the vietims than with evil-doers
who were hanged ; and Ammonius, the King’s Latin
secretary, wrote jestingly to Erasmus that these holo-
causts — many of which, he suggested, took place
daily—accounted for a rise in the price of fuel.! But
from that day prosecutions for heresy, of which there
had just been eleven or twelve yearly in the diocese
of London, diminished very considerably ; so that in
1512 there was only one, and none afterwards till
1517, when there were two, though in 1518 the
number rose again to six.> These, however, it must
be remembered, were prosecutions only, and none of
them led to any burnings.

The rarity of prosecutions for heresy, or at least
such as led to any punishment, even of a purely
spiritual kind, is further shown by a passage in Sir
Thomas More’s Apology, which was written two-and-
twenty years later than the two burnings in Smith-
field above alluded to—at a date, indeed, when, as we
shall see hereafter, there really had been a perceptible
recent increase of heresy due to special causes. A
certain anonymous writer® of that time, whom More
ironically speaks of as ““the Pacifier,” had published
a little book ““concerning the division between the
spiritualty and temporalty,” which really showed that
he was anxious to foment that *“ overmuch blaming of

1 1 may give the passage in Mr. Nichols’s translation (Tke Episiles of
Erasmaus, ii. 40) :—** That the price of faggots is gone up I do not wonder ;
a number of heretics furnish a holocanst every day, and the crop is still
growing up. The brother of my servant Thomas, more a stick than a man,
is founding, if you please, & sect of his own and has his disciples.”

2 See my The English Church in the Sizteenth Century, p. 51.
% Christopher St. German.
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the clergy ” which Pecock had endeavoured to combat
so long ago, and which had been very much abated, for
the most part, since his day. In chapter thirty-five of
that book Sir Thomas discusses an allegation that the
clergy have “punished many persons, which much
people have judged them to do upon will, and not of
love to the people.” This he utterly denied, and
points out that if it were true that “many” were so
punished, they ought to be in almost every diocese.
Then let the Pacifier ‘ peruse and rehearse by name
all the dioceses in England,” says Sir Thomas, “and
Wales therewith, and I ween verily that, except
London and Lincoln, he shall scant in any one of all
the remnant find punished for heresy four persons
in five years, and in the more part of them not five
in fifteen years, nor delivered into the secular hands
in the most part of them any one in twenty years.”
The diocese of Lincoln, it should be remarked, was
the largest in all England, extending from the
German Ocean to the Thames, and including the
counties of Leicester, Northampton, Oxford, Bucking-
ham, Huntingdon, and most part of Hertfordshire.
Yet More says he had not heard of late that there
were many punished for heresy in all those counties
together. *But about ten years ago, to my remem-
brance,” he adds, *“ there were in that diocese about
twelve or fourteen abjured in one town; and at that
time every man that I heard speak thereof, either in
the court or elsewhere, appeared very glad that such
a bed of snakes was so found out and broken. For
there were there at that time no Pacifiers to put forth
books and lament such divisions, with laying for the
cause of the grudge that many persons were mis-
handled and punished for only speaking against the
misorder and abusions of the clergy.”?

Real heretics, in fact, were few, until it was known,
as it had become known for a year or two before Sir

! More’s Works, p. 900.
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Thomas More wrote this treatise, that heretics were
not really objectionable to the Court, because when
King Henry was prosecuting his great object of a
divorce from Katharine of Aragon, and was preparing
for a breach with Rome if he could not get it other-
wise, he felt it was not bad policy to give as much
trouble to the clergy as possible, and stir up com-
plaints against them that they had been vexatious
and unjust to those who were accused before their
tribunals. But of these things I shall speak here-
after. We are at present only at the beginning of
the King’s reign when he was highly popular, a great
upholder of the Church, and led into a war with
France by his devotion to the Holy See. The
thought of encouraging heresy certainly never entered
his mind at this time, nor even many years afterwards
when he earned the title of ““ Defender of the Faith”
by writing against Luther. He was, indeed, a very
just prince where his own interests were not con-
cerned, and his sentiments about heresy were the
sentiments of good men generally.

It so happened, however, that though heresy cer-
tainly declined in London after 1511, a special case
excited much attention in 1514, and at the same
time a very serious question came up about the
privileges of the clergy. I do not propose to speak
of either of these matters in detail, having already
done so elsewhere. But I must briefly relate the
circumstances, as both incidents are full of signifi-
cance as to the state of the Church twenty years
before papal jurisdiction received its death-blow,

Richard Hunne, a merchant tailor of London, was
arrested for heresy and committed to the Lollards’
tower in St. Paul’s Cathedral. He had resisted a
claim by the parson of his parish for what was called
a mortuary on the burial of a child,—a claim the
cognisance of which belonged to a spiritual court.
To defeat it, however, he sued the priest in a
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premunire as if the matter concerned the King's
prerogative and the law of the land. He failed in
his suit, as the King’s courts acknowledged that it
was a matter of spiritual jurisdiction ; and having to
meet the charge of heresy on which he had been
arrested, he hung himself in the Lollards’ tower.
When his death became known a murmur got abroad
that it had not been due to suicide, but to foul play ;
and the inquest summoned were so bitterly hostile
to the clergy that they found a verdiet of wilful
murder against Dr. Horsey, the Bishop’s Chancellor,
a sumner, and a bell-ringer. The sumner seems to
have been coerced in prison to accuse himself and
the others, and the agitation was extreme. The
Bishop of London (Richard FitzJames) appealed to
Wolsey to intercede with the King to have the
matter fully and impartially investigated, as the
prejudices of a London jury would make them con-
demn any clergyman, however innocent. The King,
accordingly, had a full investigation made; at the
end of which the Attorney-General confessed the
plea of not guilty to be true as put forward by the
accused.

The case about the privileges of the clergy was
this. From the very accession of the House of
Tudor these had been subjected gradually to more
and more limitations. In the very last year of
Richard IIl’s short reign Innocent VIII. had ad-
dressed a brief to that King,' commending the care
he had taken for the increase of divine worship in
England, and his desire to see completed a work
lately begun in the Cathedral of York. But the
Pope appealed to His Majesty to put a stop to one
abuse which prevailed far too much in violation of
ancient order, which was the practice of bringing
priests before mere secular tribunals. The Church

! Wilkins (iii. 617) says to Henry VIL, but the date shows clearly that
the King to whom it was addressed could only have been Richard ITI
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always required free and untrammelled jurisdiction,
above all things over her own ministers, in any
Christian State. That was a perfectly well under-
stood theory everywhere, whatever limitations the
mere progress of the world was imperatively demand-
ing to be put upon it. But whatever limitations
progress required, it was very desirable at first, in-
deed very necessary, for a really politic king to act
on a clear understanding with the See of Rome, even
to prevent confusion. So when a new policy began
under the House of Tudor, Henry VIL, as we have
partly seen already, not merely took counsel with
Rome, but obtained authority from the Pope himself
for some very necessary reforms, both among the
clergy and in the kingdom generally. At his request,
in 1487, Innocent VIIIL had issued a bull granting
certain limitations to the right of sanctuary allowed
to malefactors.! Two years later an Act was passed
(4 Hen. VIL c¢. 13) limiting, without the Pope’s
leave, the peculiar privilege called * benefit of clergy,”
which by the liberality of usage had come to be ex-
tended not only to all who had taken orders of any
kind in the Church, including door-keepers and minor
church officers, but even to all those who showed
themselves able to read. If a man were convicted
of any offence, even murder, he could eclaim his
“clergy,” and if he could read what was called a
“npeck-verse” in a book presented to him, he was
handed over to the custody of the bishop to be pro-
ceeded against, by canon law, and was no longer
amenable to the ordinary law of the land. By this
statute, however, such criminals, when not actually
in orders, if once convicted for a felony, were branded
on the thumb, murderers with a letter M, and thieves
with the letter T, so that they should not claim the
privilege a second time. This very slight qualifica-
tion of the old ‘“benefit of clergy” was assuredly a
1 Wilkins, iii. 621.
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step In the right direction; for, as the preamble of
the Act declared, “upon trust of privilege of the
Church divers persons lettered had been the more
bold to commit murder, rape, robbery, theft, and all
other mischievous deeds, because they had been con-
tinually admitted to the benefit of the clergy as oft
as they did offend in any of the premises.” Even
so the Act was most tender to the jurisdiction of the
Church; and if any one, on a second conviction,
claimed to be in orders, without having letters at
hand to prove it, the justice before whom he was
tried was to give him time to procure a proper
certificate.  ““But,” as Bacon remarks, “for this
good Act’s sake the King himself was after branded
by Perkin’s proclamation for an execrable breaker
of the rites of Holy Church.”!

A further advance was made in the fourth year
of Henry VIIL, when a temporary Act® was passed,
depriving of this ‘benefit of clergy” all persons
guilty of murder or robbery in churches, highways,
or houses, unless they were actually in holy orders.
It is strange that this Act seems to have met with
more criticism than the last; for apparently there
was serious need for it, especially as evil-doers had
found means to defeat justice, not merely by claim-
ing the clerical privilege, but by raising ‘foreign
pleas” triable in other counties, where by corrupt
means they procured unjust acquittals. Still it was
considered an invasion of the Church’s proper juris-
diction, which was held to be beyond the power of
Parliament. Possibly the bishops were absent in
their dioceses in the November session of 1512 when
it passed, and the Aect was only to endu