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FOREWORD

A Recusant wae one who refused to attend the service of
Common Prayer in the Church of England, Such attendance wa@
compulsory under the Act of Uniformity of 1559 (1 Eliz. C,2),
In the earlier years of Elizabeth's reign the térm “recusant
meant a perﬁon who refused the Oath of Supremaey under the
Supremacy Act of 1559 (1 Eliz, €,I), He is sometimes called
a “constructive” recusant, In any case the word in the
following chapters is used of those who would not go to the
Established Church services, This was the meaning attached
to it by the Government and the Gamholicrauthoritiea. It was
not used in an Elizabethan statute till the last recusancy
Act of the reign, the Act of 1593 (35 Eliz, C,2), being

An Aot sgainst Popish Recusants, -
"Church-Papists" or "schismaties" were Catholics who

outwardly conformed, Sso far as attendance at the church
gervices were concerned, in order to escape financial
penalties, but they drew theyline al receiving Communion.
Although they were not actual recusants in the ordinary sense
of the term they formed an important celass throuéhout the
country., References to them are made in Chapter II, Section

VII and elsewhere in the text,
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Outside certain rather restricted religious and
academic circles, it is surprising how little is known of
the subject of recusancy, Even to many with considerable
historical knowledge it means hardly anything at all, There
i1s, indeed, scope for a good deal of research in this
important field and until this is done serious gaps in
English ecclesiastical history will continue to exist,
Moreover, people who are not ignorant of the subject have
too often made faclle generalisations based on altogether
insufficient knowledge, 4nd yeﬁ the means of approach to
a proper understanding of.the duestion have existed for many
years in the shape of such essential documents a8 the various
Diocesan records and the Recusant Rolle, Nearly forty yearse
ago the historilan, J,H, Pollen, S;J;‘in his Englilsh Cathollics
in the Reign of Elizgbeth (London 1920) suggested that when

the documents in the episcopal registeds were examined,
consliderable light would be thrown on the problem of
recusancy. It would obviously take a long time to work out
detalls for each dilocese, and the greater the recusant county
the greater must be the expenditure of time., A beginning hae
been made in the case of Hampshire; and the study of
Elizabethan recusancy in thie county, or to be precise in the
Archdeaconry of Winchester of ‘the Winchester Diocese, which
the foliowing chapters reveal ha8 been focussed essentlally

on an examinatlon of such episcopal documents as are
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available, It is an original work based primarily on
hitherto unexplored materilal.

The chilef surviving ecclesiastical documente are the
Act Books of the Bishops or the Librl Actorum Episcoporum,
One or two Visitation Books exlst, but they yield very
meagre information in any case and nothlng at all about
recusgants, There are no surviving records of presentments
to the Archdeacon's Court or recorde of Quarter Sessions,

The Act Books are in manuscript, Nothing has been
attempted in the Winchester Diocese comparable with the
excellent work done in the Lincoln Diocese, by the Lincoln
Record Society in printing valuabie ecclesiastical records,
partlcularly such papers relating to the Diocege as are
included in Volume 23 of the Society's publication: The Btate
of the Church in the Reign of Elizabeth and James I (1926),

" Nevertheless, the Act Booke8 for the Winchester Diocese throw
very considerable light on the problem of recusancy during
mo8t of the reign. The records of cigétions to the
Gonsistory Court are of unique importance, because they not
only enable statistics of récusancy to be compiled, but also
because the statements of individual recusante at the Court
with the precise terms of the charge against them provide
interesting and vivid relief, whilst in other respects the
records often enable the reactions of the Ecclesiastical

authoritieg{to the recusants' derelictions to be known., The

last Act Book (the Processus contra Recusantes 1598-1603)
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deals entlrely with recusants,

Horne's MS Register is also valuable for it gives
details of his visltations of New College, Oxford, for which
he was the official vieitor, Useful work has already been done
on the actual Visitation Articles of Inquiry and the
Injunctions for all Dioeceses including Winchester., The
documents have-been transcribed from the Bishops' Registers
and edited by Bishop W,H, Frere (Visitation Articles and
Injunctions, Vol, III, Ldn 1910) and by Dr, W,P,M, Kennedy
(Elizabethan Episcopal Administration, 3 volumes, Ldn 1924),
The remaining registers of the Bishops deal with the deaths,
inductions etc, of the incumbents and throw no light on the
sub ject of recusancy.

Hempshire, as a “key" recusant county, was always
carefully watehed by the Council and the ecclesiagstical
authorities, 1In conegequence, the State Papers and Acts of
the Privy Council are‘numerous and are esgential for studying
the problems which the Bishops were called upon to face and
solve, The State Papers themselve& contain such valusble
information as an account of Horne's first visitation of his
diocese in 1561 and without this we should not know what wag
the state of religion in Hampshire within a few years of ﬁhe
relgn, There {S:also such Important data as the names of
leading people in the county who were Papists in 1572 and
particulars of recusants in 1583,

From the Catholie point of view the many volumes published
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by the Catholic Record Socilety contain valuable contemporary
letters and report& of prominent ecclesiasties giving
esgential information about the circumstances of English
Catholice during the relgn, They also provide transcripts

of returns of recusants and many prison liste, Richard:

Challoner's, Memoirs of Missionary Priests and John lMorris's,
Troubles of our Catholiec Forefathere are collectlons of A
contemporary accounts of priests and laymen who were

executed for their religion, and throw much light on the work

which they performed, Fbiey'a Records of tgé Jesuits, in

seven volumes, provide not only partieulararof members of the
Soclety of Jesus and ecoplee of important correspondence,

but also many transcripts of valuable State Papers, The

Douai Diagries, I and II, give particulars of people who arrived
at and departed from Doual (or Rheims) andZéhose who took
Orders, Not all of those recusaﬁts by any means who went to
Doual were ordained., There are other sources of information
from the Catholic point of view, but the above-mentioned are
the most important,

Almost forty years ago, Dr, W,P.M, Kennedy said
(English Historilcal Review, Vol, 33, 1918, p 517) that the
financial aspeect of the penal laws was among the few une
worked flelds of Elizgbethan history, The position has
changed little since then, The Bources to be explored are
the” Pipe Rolle and the Recusant Rolls together with the

Pells %eceipts. The Recusant Rolls are difficult to deal
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with and much patlence 18 required to work out the com-
plicated financial details, They have been much negleected,
though they furnish the key to one of the chief probleme of
recusancy, Beyond a full transcript of the»first Recusant
Roll, 1592-3, published by the Catholic Record Boclety, with
o scholarly introduction, in 1916, practically no work at all
has been done in the fleld of recusancy finance.d Apart
from the financial aspeet the information in the Rolle throws
a good deal of light on varlous aspects of recusancy, In one
important detall, for instance, the Rolls almost invariably
glve the soclal rank of the recusants who have been convlcted
and fined, whereas the records of citations to the Conslstory
Court give no such detalls, except in the case of persons
of the rank of gentleman or superilor rank,

Until the financlal detalls have been worked out for
a good number of counties, particularly for highly recusant
counties like Lancashire and Yorkshire and the results
collated, 1t will not be possible to estimate precilsely the
effeet of the operation of the flnancial provislons of the

recusancy statutes, The work incorporated in Chapter XI of

N\

g The Benedictine scholar, Dom Hugh Bowler, 0,5,B,, has,
however, been engaged for some years on the work of
obtalning photostate of selected Recusant Rolls which he
is edilting,

thls thesls ie a beginning 1In this fleld,

As




As regards the fine of 124 under the Act of
Uniformity, Dr, Kennedy has sald that when search was made
among parochial and diocesan documents there would emerge
sufficlent evidence to Justify the concluslon that there were
at least conelstent and uniform efforts at enforeing the
Act, It is here that a study of the Act Books for Hampshire
hag ylelded some important evlidence, But no conclusion can
be reached from thils evidence or from any other evidence,
such a8 the surviving Churchwardens' Accounts, that the fines
were actually collected, Indeed, what evidence can be
adduced seem® to point to the fact that collection wag not
undertaken, Dr, Kennedy, fof instance, was apparently not
aware of Burghley's unqualified statement at the time of the
Recusaney aet of 1581 or of what was said about the 12d fine
in the Commong in 1601 (See Chapter XI, Section I),



PhoD. Thesis of Mr. J.E. Paul

Corrections
Page viii : 4 lines from bottom of page : Read "There are
also much important data ..." instead of "There is ececo'
Page 10, fifth line : Add after 27 Feb.1561, the words "so that"
Page 22, Line 13: After "but before" insert "These took place".

Page 42, bottom of page: Delete "and" after "Essex" and add
after "Hampshire" the word "and".

Page 54, bottom of page: Add "were" after "sermon time". ’

Page 92, fourth line from bottom of page : Alter "He he" to "Had he",

Page 160, sixth line : Delete "in 1588",

Page 171, line two :‘Delete "indicated" and substitute "included".
line three : Delete "amount" and substitute "number"

Page 224, sixth line from bottom of page : Read "for an amelioration"

instead of "as an amelioration".

Page 306 : Section B: Summary and Conclusions : Line 8 : Alter
"country" to "county".

Page 311 : Line 8: Alter 'I do not perceive" to "I do perceive".
Page 313: Line 1: After "Seminary" add "priests".

Page 323: Line 10: Insert "gouthern" before "Counties".



(R o

CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND: THE ELIZABETHAN SETTLEMENT
OF RET.IGION

Mary Tudor died on 17th November 1558 and Elizabeth,

her step-sister, the daughter of Henry VIII and 4anne Boleyn,

whose accession had been foreshadowed for scme time, wase
proclaimed Queen,

It was soon abundantly clear that England was not to
be & Catholic Btate, and the Protestant divines exiled in

Hary's reign began to flock back from Geneva, zZurich,

sbourg and Frankfurt, Whatever religion the new Queen
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poggeseged wae Protestant, but her approach to the subject
wae largely political, Iaitland Saysl that she did not
possess her father's taste for theology, though, on the
other hand, John Hooper, 'father of the PuritanS”,admiPed
her display of argumentative divinity.2 In later days she
displayed to Catholics an ignorance of Catholic truth,-
he had been taught from an early age to des piee the POpe,4
Parlisment was dissolved at llary's death, The
Catholic Archbishop of York, Chancellor Heath, proclaimed
Elizabeth Gueen and writs went out for the summons of a
new Parliament, The existing statutory religion was
Catholicism and Elizabeth meaenwhile forbade any alteration.

P he and Cecil, whom she made her chief minister, would

wait for Parliament to give a legal basis for whatever
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religious innovatione were to be made, But if there was
any doubt as to which way the religious wind was blowing,
it was removed by some of the Queen's first public actions,
It was with apparently ostentatious rapture that she
publicly kissed the Bible, and refused, so it was said,
to let Bonner kies her hand,5 On Christmas Day)1558’she
ordered the Bishop who was to say lass not to elevate the
Host, but he refused, and the Queen left after the Gospel
(that is, long before the Canon of the Mass),é ﬁhen the
time came for the meeting of Parliament on 26 January 1559,
Mags was celebrated at Westminster in the morning. Later
in the day the Queen approaéhed the Abbey where the Abbot,
John Feckenham, with his monks holding torches, was there

to meet her., "Away with those torches", she cried, “we can

see well enough",
At Egster 1559 Elizabeth received Communion in both

kindes, At the end of March there was a conference at
Westminster on religion between eight Catholic divines and
eight Protestants. No agreement was reached and the conference
merely served to emphasise the acute differences between the
two 8ides,

All this time Cecil, Bacon and the lawyers had been
preparing drafts of legal instruments which would revive
the Royal Bupremacy and establish uniformity in religious
worship,

The Act of Bupremacy was passed on 20th April, 1559,
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having gone through all 1ts sta,g,eg in four days., It
abolished the papal jurisdiction in England which had been
restored by Mary and re-established the supremacy of the
Crown claimed by Henry VIII and Edward VI, Elizabeth
refused to accept the title of Head of the Church taken by
her father, and this was changed to that of Supreme
Governor of the realm in all causes or things temporal
or spiritual. The substance of royal supremacy wag
unchanged,

Under the new Act an oath was required to be taken
by certain prescribed classes of persons and severe
penalties were to be Iimposed if it was refused, |

The Act of Uniformity 1559, abolished the Mass and
prescribed uniformity in religious worship by reviving
the Second Prayer Book of Edward VI ( that of 1552 ) with

one or two alterations.B

It encountered much greater
opposition than did the Act of Bupremacy and passed by a
majority of only three, nine prelates (two were imprisoned)
and nine temporal peers voting against it, Not one
‘Spiritual peer was8 in favour, As in the case of the Act
of Bupremacy, gevere penalties were imposed for refusal to
observe the provisions of the Act of Uniformity.”

On 23rd May 1559 a Royal Commission was set up for
the purpose of tendering the Oath of Supremacy to the
clergy. Within the next six months all the Catholic bishops

except one, were deprived of their Sees, In the summer of
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1559 there was a Royal Visitation of the whole country

with the object of compelling adherence among the clergy

to the prescribed Protestant form of worship,

A further important early measure of the new reign
wag the Act of 1559 by which thé first fruits, being a
year's income (or ite equivalent) of a clerical benefice,
and an annual tax of one tenth of the income were again to
be paild to the Crown,lo It wae supported by the lay peers,
but the spiritual peers were against it.ll It marked a

further stage in the rejection of the pépal jurisdiction,
By the Act of Assurance of 1563, the classes of persone

who were obliged to take the Oath of Bupremacy were ex-
tended.l2 There were stringent penalties for refusal,

In the same year, 1563, Convocation dealt with a
revised form of the 42 Articles of réligion which had been
issued during the last months of Edward VI's reign, They
received some further changes and then the Queen gave her
assent, "A little more alteration at a later day made them
the famous 'Thirty Nine Articles' ", 13

With the enactment of all these statutes and the
adoption of the Articles of Religion, Protestantism was re-
established., The £lizabethan Church rested essentially on a
foundation approved by Parliament, The laws which had been
passed demanded absolute obedience and prescribed stringent
penalties for réfusal to obey. The body ecclesiastical was
once again, &8 in the time of Henry VIII and Edward VI, in

subjection to the Crown,
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Chapter II
Bishop Horme = 1561 ;5_@ (Fiot poriond)
I
In the first half of the 16th century few counties

were more fundamentally Catholie in culture than Hampshire
which had contained the ancient capital of England and
where abbeys8, priorles, friaries, churches, convents,
guilds and schools abounded, Winchester iteelf had an
ancient and majestie cathedral and a famous school of
medlaeval origin, The roots of this culture lay deep in
the past and they were not destroyed when the doctrines
of the Reformation began to spread through the country,
Indeed, Protestantism 1n its earlier manifestations seems
to have obtained little hold on the county; and when
Catholicism was officially restored in Mary's reign,
Hampshire was found to be still strongly Catholic, There
was practically no persecution during the reign, BStrype,
for Iinstance, doe& not mention the county at all in
connection with the Marian martyrs ana there seems to be
a record of only one execution in Winchester, though arch-
deacon Philpot suffered at Smithfield,t Perhaps one |
reason why Winchester itself was strongly recusant for
many years was the constant reminder to its citizens, in
80 many monuments and memorials, of a not long-departed
Catholicism,

With the establishment of the Elizabethan Church

there was much uprooting of ecclesiastical official life,



So far as Hampshire was concerned John White, Bishop of
Winchester, who had also been Warden of Winchester College,
and was one of the eight Catholic divines to “dispute"

with eight Protestants at the abortive Westminster Conferw |
ence on the 31 March, 1559, had been sent to the Tower soon
afterwards for his outspokennesg, In common with all the
Catholie bishops, except possibly Kitchin of Llandaff, he
refused to take the Oath of Supremacy and, in consequence,
wag deprived of his prefermentS'.2 He continued to be
imprisoned in the Tower, but was later allowed to live with
his sister and brother-in~law, Sir Thomas White, at South

Warnborough, where he died on 12 January 1560;7 He was the
first Hampshire recusant of the reign,

As soon as attempte were made to enforce the services
prescribed by the new Act of Uniformity there was opposition
in Winchester, The Act laid down the date for the intro-
duction of these services as that of the Nativity of 5t,
John the Baptist, that is, the 24 June, 1559, On 27 June
1559 the Spanish Ambassador wrote to Philip II that “in the
ne ighbourhood of Winchester they have refused to receive
the church service book ,.. and the clergy of the diocese
had assembled to discuss what they should do, No Mass was
being said, whereat the congregations were very disturbed", 4
On 31 May he had told Philip that "the number and constancy
of the Catholics frighten them (the Queen and thé Council)",5
Writing to Cecil on 30 June 15596, the Marquis of Winchester

said " ... I sent you my son St, John's letter ,,, from
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Hampshire with other writings made by the Dean and Canons
of the Cathedral Church, and from the Warden and Fellows of
the New College and from the Master of St. Cross, whereby
it appeareth they have their service because it 1s against
their conscience, as it appeareth by their writings, wherein
order must be taken", Dr. Nicholas Sanders’, an old Wyke=
hamist, wrote afterwards (in 1561) that at the beginning of
the reign "not so many as one in a hundred are infected with
the new religion",8

Winchester College was strongly conservative in religion
and at the beginning of Elizabeth's reign a riot took place
when attempts were made to force the new settlement of
religion on the boys, "In Winchester School", wrote
Nicholas Sanders, "when the Headmaster was in prison and
the schismatical master called them to the schismatical
service, they were so far from obeying that they kept away
even from the publie prayers, and shut themselves up in
their dormitories, When he found fault with their dis
obedience ,,, (and) ,.. when he attempted force and called
in the military commander from the nearest seaport (presum«
ably Southampton), about twelve of the boys took to flight;
and the rest influenced by the prevailing terror, went
mo8t unwillingly to the church ;.a“.g

The example set by the Catholic Bishops in their
refusal of the Oath of Supremacy was not followed by the
clergy generally; and even on the most favourable assumpt lons

from the point of view of the older faith no less than three
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quarters of the priests forsook both the Mase and the Roman
See with apparently no more qualm® than their Henriclan
predecessors forscok the Papal Supremacy a.lone‘.lo Records
exist for the Royal Visitation of the four Sees of the
Northern Province, but there are no offlicial records for
the Southern Province, It was apparently the Government's
poliey to make matters as easy a$ possible, and in the
Northern Visitation there was generally '"gentle and judicious
management“;ll There is even doubt whether the Oath as such
wag ever taken by the clergy but that a form of subscription
was used, acknowledging the restoration of the "ancient
Jurisdiction over the state ecclesiastical and spiritual to
the Crown ... and the abolishing of all foreign power re-
pughant to the same", It would seem that a similar declaration
was required by Horne in the first visitation of his diocese
(see page 12 below), If this was generally used it might
explain why such a large number of priests remained in 1559;12

In Hampshire the number of deprivations of the clergy
for refusing the Oath was small, though a good proportion of
the Cathedral Clergy refused, They were Dean Steward and
Prebendaries H1ll, Bilson, Harding, Langridge and Hyde, and
Edmund Mervyn, Archdeacon of Surrey, (The staff of the
Cathedral consisted of the Dean and twelve Canons), Hyde
was Headmaster of Winchester, The Second Master, John
Marshall,!3 Fellow of New College, Oxford, also refused,
whilst the number of incumbents eventually deprived was

twenty-four'.l4 The total was thus thirty-two.
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The first Elizabethan Bishop of Winchester, Robert
Horne, waé not consecrated till 27 February 156112, and it
is difficult to know what kind of religious practices
existed in Hampshire before the effect of Horne's reforming
zeal began to be felt: there 1s little or no documentary
evidence to show what exactly was happening, The laity
must have been confused: the great bulk of the Hampshire
priests = those men who had until recently been celebrating
Mass ~ continued to minister, and it 1is probable that ome
of them observed the law by performing the new services in
the parish churchege and then served Catholics by saying Mass
elsewhere, “Before the service on Sundays", says Simpson

in hies Life of Gambiog,l6 referring to the work, The Rise

and Fall of the Anglican Schism of Nicholas Sanders, "the

priests would celebrate Mass In their own houses and the
Catholics would communicate there, while the Protestants
communicated at church; or the priest would take to church
the Hosts which he had consecrated at home, to give at the
altar rails to his Catholic parishioners, while he gave to

thé Protestants the wafers that had been used for the service
in the Common Prayer Book, Thus, the Sacrament of two hostile
bodies8 was distributed by the Same hands, at the game time,

at the same altar rails, to the discordant and divided flock",
Sanders, who had been at Winchester College and had kinsmen
in Hampshire17, no doubt obtained precise information of what

was going on in the county in these early days, Moreover,

evidence of surviving Catholic practices came to light later
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and Horne found that even ex-Marian priests on the Cathedral
staff at Winchester were "nursling" the inhebitante in

“superstition and popery",

II

Robert Horne wae consecrated Bishop of Winchester
by Parker on 27 February 1561,19:Kx?g£e See had been without
direct episcopal authority since the deprivation of the
Catholic Bishop White 1n 1559, His task of reforming the
diocese wag therefore rendered more difficult, for deviations
from the prescribed forms of religious worship had probably
taken root,

The new Bishop had been Dean of Durham in Edward VI's
reign, He was an ardent Puritan and, as Dean, had exercised
his reforming zeal in destroying religious objects and symbols
of great artistic merit and age, « a destructiveness which he
was to repeat in the southern diocese, 'One of the greatest
enemies which the monuments of art and the ancient rites of
religion found at the Reformation“,eo he is said to have
removed St, Cuthbert's tomb in Durham Cathedral with the
assistance of his own hands;Ql

Horne was an earnest and apparently efficient
eccleslastical servant of the Government, He had been
thorough at Durham, reforming the Cathedral services in a
strongly Protestant sense, He seems to have been Puritanically
plous, but grim and humourless, The Duke of Northumberland
in Edward VI's reign did not like him, Writing to Cecil on

3 December 1552,22 Northumberland said he did not want Horne
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appointed to the vacant See of Durham, but considered that
a man should be Bishop who "did not stand so much in his
own conceit .,.", He has been much deceived in Horne “if
all be true that is reported of him toﬂching hig standing in
his own conceit, condemning every man's doings and conscience
but his own", The Duke was informed that the Dean was
“lavish of hie tongue" and always wanted his own way. Horne
disliked Papists and coneidered that they should be rigorously
dealt with, 2D

During Mary's reign Robert Horne was an exile and a
pastor of a Presbyterian flock of English refugees in Franke
furt, He ﬁas conslderably involved in dissensions among the
congregation§; and when John Knox's main supporters withdrew
from the congregation, Horne was made chilef mihister. But
there were further troubles and he went to SBtrassbourg,
remaining there until the death of Mary when he returned to
England,

Winchester was one of the two dioceses (Ghichester
was the other) which had escaped the general visitation at
the beginning of Elizabeth's reign, but a few months after
his consecration, that is, in May or June 1561, the new
bishop began a visitation of his diocese;eﬂ The appointment
of Horne to this important See was probably made advisedly,
The diocese was full of papistry (at least the Hampshire
portion wag), whilst Horne had been energetic in his northern

deanery and severely Reformist in his activitieaas. It was

therefore doubtless felt that his particular qualitieg& would
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have full scope in his new sphere and would assist the
Government in advancing its ecclesiastical policy. In any
case he was to rule the Wiﬁchester diocese for nearly
twenty years,

His first visitation was in progress in June 1561,
Writing to Cecil on 8 June 156123, Horne says that he has
visited Burrey and a good part of Hampshire and was going on
to Southampton and the Isle of Wight?'.b He says that he has
not found “any impugning to the ordinances of the realm con-
cerning religion, neither the ministers dlssenting from the
same, but conforming themselves as it was required of them,
and in testification thereof have subscribed to the
declaration for uniformity of doctrine", Nevertheless,
there were serious deficiencies: he has found "many absent
and many churches destitute of incumbents and ministers ...
The absence of many proceedeth partly through the wilfulness
of some who have purposely withdrawn themselves, or other
wise under colour absenting themselves, and partly under
pretence that they serve noblemen," (Some of these "absentees"
were probably ex-Marian priests ministering to the Catholic
gentry), "Against all which I mean to proceed as may Seem
best to appertain, meaning to have them come to me, my
visitation ended, For the rest that I have to do; my hope
1s to find the like conformity, and namely in the ministers,
as by the mutual consent in profession of doctrine and
agreement of Judgement, quiet and unity may increase and
be preserved among us",

If the state of the clergy was in part satisfactory,
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it was otherwise with the lalty, Horne wrote to Cecil later
in the yeara? (on 29 August 1561) that "as touching religion,
I have found more dlsorders by this induisition in my
(eivil division), and Sir William Kaylawey in his, Mr,
Poynings in his and Mr, Uvedall in his, than I could in my
visitation by the churchwardens, such 1s the fear of punishe
ment by the purse more than of God's curse, But whatsoever
is found and reformed by us in these divisions, we cannot
perceive that much is done elsewhere in the shire, making
ras it seemeth 1little force thereof, For by means of Small
correction done in other parts, many idle persons and evil

disposed shift from us into other hundreds, whereof disorder

]
increased more ¢e. o

Winchester itself 1s a separate problem and Horne has
met for the first time strong evidence of that attachment to
Catholiciem which was to persist for so many years, In
January 1562 Horne te11828 Cee1l that he has attempted in
many ways to bring the inhabitantse of the city "“to good
conformity, namely, to have the cures there served as the
Common Prayer might be frequented, which hath not been since
the Massing-time" (that is, for over three years); "and that
good sound doctrine might be taught amongst them {which they
a8 yet do not so well like and allow), I could not by any
means bring the same to pass", Horne then refers to the
scarcity of ministers in the‘city, - a 8careity whieh was

general at this time, He proposes that some of the livings

in the city should be combined "without which I see no way
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how to have them well-served, but that they shall continue
and be further nursled in superstition and Popery, lacking
not of some prieste in the Cathedral Church to inculcate

the same dally into their heads",2® The inhabitants are
very stubborn, but if they were reformed it would “help the
greatest part of the shire bent that way". Some have said
that the Bishop, do what he might, would not have his way

and they seem to have secret information which encourages
them in their attiitude, Indeed, there were sSome in the county
who "have borne great countenance' in the late reign, These
hinder as much as they can the proceedings in religion., It
has been discovered that they have not communicated since the
Queen's reign began 'or since Massing-time", He will have to

proceed against them in order to bring about their conformity,

I1I

If there was much opposition to the religious settle=
ment in placee like Winchester, the Government encountered
similar trouble at the Universities, Indeed, many distinguished
English Catholic churchmen and laymen who found themselves,
following Elizabeth's accession, unable, on grounds of
conscience, to take the Oath of Supremacy or to coﬁform to the
new form of worship, fled, or were allowed to retire, to such
places on the Continent as Louvain, Brussels, Antwerp, Mechlin,
and other towns, But the chief place of exile was Louvain:
it had obvious attractions for many of the refugees, for it
was near England, it had a famous university where, in

particular, there wag theological learning.30 Englishmen
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accustomed to University life naturally relished 1ts com-
pensating qualitieg, and the conslderable number of University
men who went there were described "as the very flower of the
Universities, Oxford and Cambridge ... carriled away, ae it
were, by a storm and scattered in forelgn lands .531, Robert
Persons, the Jesult, sald that "the more learned sort
repaired unto the University of Louvaln and there, for that
they had been brought up partly in the University of Oxford
and partly in Cambridge, they began two houses under the
names of the foresgald universities, calling them Oxford
house and the other Cambridge house",72 Louvain may, indeed,
be regarded as the originating centre of the Recusant
movement on the Continent,

Most of the refugee men were from Oxford, and Oxford,
unlike Cambridge, was to be for a good many years a focal
point of recusandy; New College men who, of course, came
from their "nursery", Winchester, contributed a considerable
proportion of the Oxford recusants, Of a total of 100
known Elizabethan recusant Wykehamiste (see Appendix 1) 67
were Fellows of New College; and of these, twelve were
assoclated with Louvaln, 25 with Doual or Rheims, four with
Rome and four with Padua, Four entered the Society of Jesus
(three other Wykehamists who were not Fellows of New College
Joined the Bociety).

A comparison of the English Catholic refugees with
the Marian exiles 1s impressive both as regards their
educational background and the English district from which

they originated, Of 472 Marian exiles for whom blographical
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details are available35, there appearse to have been only
one Wykehamisg? There were only four men of Hampshire
origin among the exiles, and University men were not
numerous, most of them being from Cambridge. A good pro«
portion of the exiles came from East Anglia, London and
Kent, as might perhaps be expected, All this evidence
gives further confirmatidn of the religicué conservatism
which existed in Hempshire, 4

The influence of the Wykehamist exiles on the recusant
movement abroad was paramount, and the exiles took an
important share in the production of the many books printed
at Louvaln or Antwerp which were to keep Catholic sentiment
alive in all parts of England before the foundation of
Doual in 1568, These books were important because the
ordinary channels of educating Catholics in England and
maintaining their faith were not open to them: the pulpits
were controlled by the new religious leaders, there was
strict censorship of the press « no book could be printed
wlthout eplscopal licence - and printers were well-known
and carefully supervised;35 The writers at Louvain and
Antwerp did much to fill the gap,

Between 1564 and 1567, 18 recusant writers abroad
produced books and ten of them were Wykehamist8536 The
Wykehamist writers were more numerous and wrote "more and
better book3”?7 Forty books of the Louvain School were
issued between 1564 and 1568,78 Nicholas Sanders, the
Wykehamilst (see below), said that not less than 20, 000

coples of these were imported into England and secretly 801d, 29
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In 1568 the output from Louvain ceased, partly owing to
religious disturbences in the Low Countries, and partly also
to the fact that the centre of the recusant movement shifted
with the founding of Douai by William Allen,40

The leader of what is known as the Louvain School of

Apologetics was the celebrated Wykehamist, Dr, Nicholas

Banders (or Sander)%l' He became a Fellow of New College

in 1548 and wae appointed Regius Professor of Canon Law at
Oxford in 1553, Refusing to conform in Elizabeth's reign,
he went abroad, going first to Rome where he took a doctorate
in Divinity and where he was ordained priest by the Marian
Bishop of St, Asaph, Thoma® Goldwell, In 1561, a& a theo=
logian, he attended on Cardinal-legate Hosius at the Council
of Trent, Later, he was papal legate at the Diet of
Augsburg, From 1565 to 1572 he was at Louvain, where he
became Regius Professor of Theology. At Louvain he entered
with zest into the theological controversy with the
Elizabethan Bishop Jewel of Salisbury,

Together with Thomas Harding (see below) Sanders was
authorised to publish in England the Pope's decision for-
bidding Catholice to attend the services of the Elizabethan
church, His most important works were the "“De Visibili

Monarchia Ececlesige, published by his fellow-Wykehamist

John Fowler (see below), in 1571, and The Rise and Growth

of the Anglican Schism, which was left unfinished, but was

completed by Edward Rishton and published in 1585,
After staying for some years at the Court of Philip II,

Sanders joined the ill-fated "Pope's expedition” to
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Ireland in 1579 and perished in that country in 1581,
In 1562 or 1563 Thomas Harding, who was, like Sanders,

an influential Wykehamist and had been Bishop Gardiner's
chaplain, joined the Louvain exiles and there was soon a
remarksble rally of New College men eager to work with him,42
(Bee the following paragraphs with regard to the other
Wykehamists), At Oxford he had been Henry VIII's Professor
of Hebrew, He conformed under Edward VI and like John

Jewel, his contemporary at Oxford and great rival in con=
troversy, returned to Catholicism under Mary, though Jewel
later recanted his Catholic views,4>

John Martial (or Marshall), a perpetual Fellow of New

College and Second Master at Winchester, refused to conform
in Elizabeth's reign, and went to Louvain, studying Divinity
there, He was invited to Doual by William Allen and helped

in the foundation of the seminary,
His chief work, "A Treatise of the Crosg" (Antwerp

1564), was dedicated to Queen Elizabeth by Marshall who was
“emboldened upon her kKeeping the crucifix in her'”chapel";44
Through the influence of Dr, Owen lewis, a fellow Wykehamist
(see Appendix I and below))he later obtained a canonry at
Lille where he died in 1597,

Leaving New College in the reign of Edward VI on

religious grounds and never becoming a complete Fellow,

Thomas Dorman became a Fellow of All Souls under Mary, He

refused to give up Catholicism under Elizabeth and joined
his fellow-Wykehamist and friend Thomas Harding, at Louvain,

In 1569 Allen invited him to Douai to help in the work of
the new seminary,
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John Rastell, Perpetual Fellow of New College, was

ordained priest in 1555, but, unable to accept the
religious changes under Elizabeth, retired to Louvain, He
went to Antwerp in 1564 and eventually to Rome where he
became a novice in the Society of Jesus, He was an able
controversialist and published six works in reply to Jewel,

Thomas Stapleton became a Fellow of New College in

1534, Ordained priest in 1558 he was made a Prebendary of
Chichester, but was deprived under Elizabeth for his non-
conformity, He went to Louvain and studied Divinity there,

He was invited by Allen in 1569 to help in the seminary at
Douai, where he lectured for some twenty years, In 1571 he
became a Doctor of Divinity at Douai., John Pitts, a fellow
Wykehamist, of the well-known recusant Pitts family of Altoni>
(he was a nephew of Dr, Nicholas Sanders) and author of

De Illustribus Angliae Bcriptoribus, was a pupil of

Stapleton's,

Thomas Stapleton was known as a controversialist
throughout Europe and Clement VIII held his works, 27 in
number, in high esteem, Anthony & Wood says he was “"the
most learned Roman Catholic of all his time”:¥6

A perpetual Fellow of New College, Robert Poyntz

refused to conform under Elizabeth and retired to Louvain,
He engaged in controversy with Jewel and wrote in answer to

him, Testimonies for the Real Presence (1566),

All of these writers owed a considerable debt of
gratitude to the Wykehamist printer and editor, John Fowler

who "performed a unique service for the Catholic cause and
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perhaps, too, for our English tongue“547
Tribute to the effect produced by the large output of
the recusant writers on the Continent was paid by the
Spanish Ambassador in England in 1565 and by William Allen,
at a later stage, The former said that the books "which are
sent from Louvain have done much good, They are published
in English in order that the people may read them“;48 Allen
considered that they prepared the way for the Catholie
revival in the 1580%8: "books", he said, "opened the way“;49
The literary movement was carefully watched by the
English Government and by the English eccleslastical
authorities, The works of Harding and other recusants
were mentioned in the Injunctions for New College
(Visitations of 1566 and 1567)°°%; in Sandys' Articles of

51 and in Grindal's

Articles of Visitation for the province of York;,s2 Finally,

Visitation for the Worcester Diocese;

there was the Proclamation of March 1569, which said that
Moo Her Majesty ,,. willeth and earnestly chargeth all
manner of person to forbear utterly from the use or dealing
with any such seditlous books ,,. and that such as already
have any of the said books shall present, or cause to be
presented; the said bookS, upon pain of Her Majesty's
grievous indignatlon, and to be punished severely, ag the
quality and circumstances of the offence shall require and
deserve",”> Works of the Wykehamiste, Harding, Dorman,
Sanders, Marshall and Rastell were particularly mentioned
in this connection.54

Other Wykehamiste played an important part in the
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recusant movement abroad, Owen lewis, an early and intimate

friend of Allen, assisted in the foundation of Doual and the

English College at Rome, He became a Professor of Canon Law

at Douai,55 Richard Whyte obtained a doctorate in Civil and
Canon Law at Paduakand afterwards became a Professor of these
lawe at Douai. William Raynolds (or Reynolds) taught
Divinity and He-brew at Rheims and assisted in the prepar-

ation of the Rheims New Testament, John Bustard was

Professor of PhiIOSOph7! for the Jesuits at Douai, John
Fenn had been Headmaster of the Free Grammar School at Bury
St, Edmund's in Mary's reign, and, in exile, became a trans-
lator and to a small extent a controversialist;' Thomag
Hyde (Hide),a Fellow of New College, who had been appointéd
Headmaster of Winchester in 1551 and a Prebendarj of the

Cathedral in 1556, refused to conform after Elizabeth's

accession and wae obliged to resign all his offices, By
order of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, he was taken into
the custody of the Lord Treasurer in 1561, but afterwards
escaped to Louvaln, where he joined the colony of‘wykehamists;
He later went to Doual where he died in 1597, William
Allen thought a good deal of his prudence and abilities,
At Louvain was published his "A consSolatorie Epistle

to the Afflicted Catholic&: belng a dissuasive against fre«

quenting Protestant Churches ete, (1597,

The importance of the part played by these New College
and other Oxford men in the Continental recusant movement
cannot be over-estimated, The fact that many thousands of

their books surreptitiously found their way into all parts of



- 22 =
zland, and that the Government waé fully eware of their

activities and d1d 1t best to sounteract them, ic a
megeure of thelr considersble Puseess, In other respocts
the presence and work of these mltmﬁ and able men prée
gorved a sbtendard afva:m@a which was of &neﬁtma‘blo
influence on the future course of Englishk Catholie 1ife,
As a recent scholar, Dr. A.C, Southern, pertinently
observesy "The traditions of Catholio Oxford weseperpet.
uated at Doual, just as the az‘ea«zme of Buch m&é& Fykehate
ists ao John Marshall and Thomas Stapleton ,.., helped to
keep alive in the College the spirit of Winchester®,3°

o V-

Horne made Vieitations of New College in 1561 and
156647, but mraz-%“‘ &h%%“ﬁz Visitation of 1559 had been st
work in le@rﬁ Nicholae Sanders gave some dotaile about 1t
end 92387 that the Vieltors aid not obtein "oath or
subseription” fromone in twenty in the colleges, He speake
of his own College, New College, and Gays that ten priests
who were chaplains doparted with six senior Fellowe, "all
learned and very good men" The visitore were umrillm to
call nore &" them becauss they noard that they would find
the same aana&ay in £ifty others, Resprting, therefore,

'y the zged them merely to go to shuroh, doing
vhmh H@y should be "free from the oath, ‘subscriptions and
penalties”, "Out of 5 hundred persons who belonged to the
choir, never yet have even ten been induced to receive the
#chismatical communion ab Eaﬁmaﬂ“u%

In September 1561, Horns made a visitation of some of




._.23.-.

the Oxford Colleges, including New College, for which he

wag the official Visitor, He found the New College men.
recalcitrantly Catholiec and many of them refused to subscribe
to a declaration involving dogmatic Reformist articles,
because, said Horne, "they pretended lack of my authority

to exact 1t".°9 The Visitation was prorogued till the Spring
of 1562 and again till Michaelmas of that year, In the end
elghteen Fellows subscribed, but gome of these were deprived
in later years,60 Eight Fellows suffered deprivation on
this occasion.61 The result of the Visitation was, however,
inconclusive and many crypto~Papists remained to be dealt
with in the stringent Visitation of 1566-7;

Horne made a Visitation of both Winchester Cathedral and
the College in 1562, ©No reports of this remain, but it is
clear from the Injunctions which do survive that Horne
endeavoured to remove all traces of Papistry. In the
Injunctions for the Cath.edralGE the Canons were required to
preach a sermon at least once a year acknowledging the Royal
Supremacy, "impugning ..., the usurpation of the Bishop of
Rome", commending “the true use of the Holy Comﬁunion
according as 1t is ordered ,.,, by the authority of Parliament®
and declaring "“the abuse and enormities of the private Mass“gbz
At the College one of the main requirements was a declaration
acknowledging the restoration of the ancient jurisdictidn
over the state ecclesiastical and Spiritual.63

The Visitation of New College by Horne in 15667

revealed the extent to which Catholic thought and practice
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st1ill existed there, For example, Moreton, one of the Fellows,
said that Amerson, a member of the College, described a8 a
Papist, had among his books "divers of Rastell's, also of
Hoskins' (Heskins')64. He also had "sundry books concerning
the sacraments sithence WhitSuntide last and hath lent or

s0ld thereof some to Mundyn, to Joyner and to this respondent",
John Joyner sald that he had borrowed or bought of Amerson
certain of the aforesald books and that Mr, Amerson sent

him Harding's "Apologie of the Private Mass" and Marshall's

books which he had read and restored to him“;66 John

Fisher said that he had seen Sanders' Book of the Sacraments
67

and lMr, Harding's Book of Apologie in Amerson's chamber,

He also said "he hath Dorman's book and Noel's (Nowell's)
together which he left in Abingdon with Mr, Hyde, a gentle-
man“;68 Amerson himself confessed “that indeed he had certain
books ,.. one of Harding's, one of Marshall's, one of
Sanders, one of Poynes (Poyntz or Pointz), of the which he
sold Poynes' book to Moreton, one of the chaplains, for
16d and as for the rest he hath sent them to his brethren and
other his friends .,,. He lent the same books unto Munden or
Blandye, he remembereth not ..;*.09

John Blandye was alleged to have said that “he hoped
to see all such heretics burned with hotter fire than that
is (referring apparently to the fire in his room) ... and
that all Protestant® were knaves, schismatics and bruter than
brudebeasts”, Hugh Loyd said he had heard Blandye use the
argument: “He 1s a minister; ergo, he is a knave", whilst

Benedict Quarles maintained that he had often heard Blandye
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“wail upon ministerg” and that it was his custom to call
them knaves and heretics, Blandye wa® among those who
refused to subscribe to the Articles of Religion and wag
deprived of his Fellowship in consequence.70

Stephen Henslowe, Fellow of the Go%%ge, member of
the well-known recusant Henslowe family of Boarhunt,
(Wickham), was okrged with not having received Communion
for seven years, though he maintained that he had received
it since that time.71 Bartholomew Bolney wag& alleged to
be of a ‘papistical and heretical faction', He was ordered
to prove hie innoceénce by the sworn testimony of six membersg
of the College. Apparently he refused, or was not able to do
this, for he was deprived of his Fellowship,'<

The Warden was charged7éith not having punished
absenceg from church during the past eight years (i.e. since
the commencement of the reign) nor “detractors of the bishops
of this kingdom, or defenders of Harding, his foréign
@isciples and holders of seditious books“;' According to
the statutes of the College he should have communicated
with the Bishop about the delinquents, Thomas Jeffries,
maintained that "in the space of five years he hath known
few or none punish.ed";74 The Warden was negligent iﬁ the
administration of Holy Communion, ® Jeffries also said that
“where the Warden should preach every Lady Day, he never
preached these five years, for so he hath been in the housge
and never absent that day".”® Wichsel Marshart alleged’!
that the Warden praised the Duke of Guise as a valiant

defender of the Catholic religion and much more, tending to
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the maintenance of heresy and foreign power, He never saw
Henslowe or Lewkner communicate thesé four yearsg78 and
almost never remembered the Warden celebrating the Communion
save only once;79 There seems to be little doubt of the
Warden's real religious views, He was not, however, deprived
of his office, but was vehemently exhorted "to desist from
papistical things and all idolatry" and humbly to obey the
Injunctiong given to him and the other members of the College,

on pain of beling dealt with according to the statutes of the

College‘.80

Richard Sotwgql'was charged with having been, and with
being, a defender of Papistry, and with having collected
divers seditious books of the English fugitives at Louvain,
William Smith was "a hindrance to the true and Christian
religion now in England" and had derided the metrical version
of the Psalms calling them "English rhymes", whilst Martin

Culpepper had called them "Robin Hood‘ballé.ds“;82

Thomas Shelley was accggzd of using "often or at least
once" a Book of Hours of the Blessed Virgin at the time of
Divine Service&g; and Edward White was also accused of using
such a book, though not during the service time;B4 John
Ingram admitted defending the doctrine of Transubstantiation
in the presence of Geoffrej Clinton and George Simbarbe, He
seems to have submitted and was allowed to continue in the
Goliege;S5
Rigorous action was taken a8 the result of Horne's

Searching Visitation, It is probable that one of the reasons

for the thoroughness was that many books of the Louvain Sehool
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had found their way into Zhe College and were produclng
results inimical to the Elizabethan religilous settlement.86

A number of Fellows were removed and there are recordg of
FPellows having been deprived of their Fellowships or resign-
ing them during the period 1566~157287. A set of 62
Injunctions was issued. Among other things it was ordered
that all images in the College chapel should be destroyed

and all pictures "up to the height of the stalls"; tapestries
had to be removed from the east end, the walls to be white-
waghed and works of scripture were to be painted on them;88
None of the works of Harding, Sanders, Marshall, Heskens,
Dorman or other “schismatics" was to be introduced into the
College on pain of the offender's removal;sg To complete
the Puritanical reformation of the services there was, in

future, to be no turning to the east “more papistico" at

the "Gloria patri". At the time of admission to the College

everyone was to take the Oath of Supremacy and subscribe to
the Articles of Religion.9©

/

Y-

9‘ S‘

The surviving records of Bishop Horne's episcopate

show that he was energetic, regular and thorough in his
visitations; and by exercising the power of excommunication
and by enquiring whether the fine under the Act of Uniformity
for abstention from church services had been levied, he made

a determined effort to eradicate Catholicism in his diocese,

During the earliest years citations for recusancy or for

refusal to communicate are not numerous, but a good deal of
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religious “irregularity" comes to light on the part of both
the clergy and the laity, -and relics of papistry are found
in different parts of the county. This evidence indicates
how Catholicism was lingering, even if it was gradually
being driven underground,

In October 1561, for instance, the Rector of Winnall
and Richard Smith, the churchwarden, were accused of not
having abolished the altar in the church and were ordered
to do so.92 The Rector was John Lacocke, who was inducted
on 24 July, 1561, on the deprivation of Thomas Crane, Fellow
of Winchester College,93 Richard Smith, the churchwarden,
was8 an obstinate non-Communicant, and was frequently cited on
this ground.Q4 There seems little doubt that he was a

o5 at Winnall
Catholie, His wife was a recusant, The altar/was probably
used for its ancient purpose by the late Catholic rector
until his supersesgsion, Ite discovery seems to have been made
in the course of Horne's first visitation (1561).

At Romsey in theAsame month (October 1561) the Vicar
confessed96 to having conducted a Papistical burial, bringing
"the corpse to the church with candles and tapers®, Moreover,
he said he had “"suffered the parishioners to ring None on

Qur Lady's Even, which was no Holy Day",

In September 1562, Robert Newman, Vicar of Chr istchurch,
q
was ordered €o preach a sermon against "auricular, idolatrous
confession” in the presence of the congregation; and Robert

Taynton, Rector of East Tisted, was required to preach against

the usurped jurisdiction of the Pope, the private Mass and in
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favour of the supreme authority of the (Q,ueen.g8

In
February 1563 it was stated that Thomas Williams, Rector
of Fifield, “uses (sic) statues of idolatry in his house

ees 18 unwilling to supply paraphrases (The Paraphrases

of EraSmus)".99 In June 1563 William COpegeloo, Reector
e cbiunched
of Nuneham, was iQS%éggéed to preach, in the presence of

the Mayor (the town is not specifled) and of the congreg-
ation, against the Papal jurilsdiction and in favour of
the Royal Supremacy,

Robert Potter, the Burate of Sutton Scotney, was

101 to have carried a wooden crosg in

said, in June 1563,
procession "in the week of perambulations (i,e, at Rogation-
tide)"; and, subsequently, on two Sundays he had carried
such a crosg in Button church and on another day in the
church of Brambledean (Bramdean), He had also genuflected
in the middle of Divine Service,
In December 1567 the Vicar of Odiham was charged with
having buried Sir Thomas White, of South Warnborough,
Uwith tapers (or candles) and other papistical ceJBmonies".lo2

The Vicar was Hugh Laiver, an ex-Marian priest, who had been

inducted to the living of Odiham on 29 April 1558,293 sir

Thomas White was the brother-in-law of John White, the

déprived Blshop of Winchester, and had been Master of
Requestes to Mary Tudor. His family were well-known Catholics,
though his son,Richard, Sheriff of Hampshire in 1575 and a
J.P,, wa® a "Church-Papist®. % Catholics 1like the Whites

would certainly have employed for a burial service a cleric
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on whom they could rely and with whose antecedents they
were satisfied, Hugh Laiver in these straitened days for
Papists, had probably, pis aller, been ministering
surreptitiously in the past to the family and their tenante
and assoclates,

In April 1569 the Rector of Meonstoke and the Rector
of Droxford, a neighbouring parish, were accused of not
having preached against the Pope according to the Royal
Injunctions, They were ordered to preach against
"Papistical depravity, the usurped jurisdiction of the Pipe
and the private Masa";los Both had been Marian ﬁriests.lOG

With regard to lay people, Philippa, wife of Robert
Prynce, had to meet the charge at the Bishop's Court of
11 June, 1563,107 that about twelve monthe previously, she,
being a midwife, had been present "at the christening of
Mistress Windsor, the wife of William Windsor's child in the
chapel of the Wyne in the parish of Sherborne St, John", Bhe
sald that "the same child was christened with a taper
lighted ..., in Latin service ,., She remembereth not of any
Latin service that was there said", Those present were "My
Lord Sandys, godfather, my Lady Paulet and my Lady Pecsall,
the goodwife Stiffe, of the same Sherborne ...”108

Papistical relics were found in various parts of
Hempshire. In February 1563 it was mentioned at the Bishop's
Court that Popish articles had been found in Hayling, -
“candlesticks, Popes' crosses and mass books";l09 and Thomas

Travers of Alresford had "certain articles which he used in

a certain white book, and a certain other prayer-book with
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a black cover ... containing prayers to the Blessed Virgin,
prayers for the dead, rosaries (sic) of the Blessed Virgin

Mary etc,,",,110 But he was described as "illiterate" and “did

not understand what he read"., (This was probably said in
excuse or extenuation, for Travers was not illiterate).lll
In 1568 Richard Birde of Alresford was said to have had a
“lighted candle in his house on the Feast of St, John the

Baptist“5112 "Tdolatrous monuments"” were found at Portsmouth

and Micheldever.l13

In 1569 William Dunton of Sopley “erected a wooden crosg

114

inscribed with his name', At the Bishop's Court he denied

“that the cross was superstitious", a view that was apparently
not accepted, for he was'required to do penance in the church

the next Sunday, that is to say, he had to appear “holding

a white staff, to say the catechilism and to recelve Communion“.115
The church at Sopley lacked a bible and a communion book,
whilst various "papistical things" were found;lls There were

117

also "superstitious relics" at Hurstbourne Priors, and at

118 a4 christchurch in 1562%19 the

Popham and Stratton,.
churchwardens had not destroyed a crucifix, and even a8
comparatively late as 1566 complaint is made that there is a
wooden crucifix in the church at Bishopstoke;lgo In 1568

at Winchester, John Scrut of the parish of St, Clement, and
his wife, formerly Joan Foster, had apparently undergone a
clandestine Catholic marriage, for the two were charged with
having been married before it was 1ight.121

Various churchwardens were in trouble because they

followed the old Catholic custom of ringing the bells of the
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parish church on the Vigil of the Feast of All Saints, The
wardens of Eling in October 1561 were accused of ringing the
bells of their church on All Saints' Day, contrary to the
Bishop's InjunctionS.122 In 1567 the wardens of St,
Bartholomew's, Winchester, and of Weeke, were accused of a
similar off‘ence;l'23 and in the same year it was charged
against one of the wardens of Alton that on All Saints' Day
"We maintained (i.e, kept) the ringers at Alton and sent
William ffrost for the key, and sald they should ring who-
soever would ... until eight of the clock", 124

In 1566 the churchwardens of Bishopstoke had not
exhibited the "bill of reception of Holy Communion",12? and
in 1569 they had neither presented absentees from church nor
levied the twelvepenny fine.'2® Similarly, in 1566 the
churchwardens of Chilton Candover were chargedl27 with not
having exhibited the bill of participants at Holy Communion
for Easter last., It was objected against one of the churche
wardens that four parishioners, Mr, Ryve and his wife, Agnes
Saunders and Joan Lye had not communicated, When asked the
reason he replied "that he took them to be of Micheldever and
not of Chilton Candover, And for that Mr, Rive went out of
their parish at East unto Micheldever', But it wae a favourite
way of evading the ecclesiastical requirement of receiving
Communion at Easter for Catholics to move to another parish or
even out of the shine.l28

Sermons preached by the ministers in these early years

of the reign were not popular; they consisted among other

things of matter which was repugnant to Catholics and this
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was an additional inducement to absenteeism, For example,
Bishop Horne in his Visitation Injunctions4for-Winchester
Cathedral in 1562129 required a sermon to be preached each
Sunday in which the Royal Supremacy was extdlled and the
usurpation of the Bishop of Rome “impugned", "the enormities
of the private Mass" set forth and the true use of the Holy
Communion commended, In 1567 John Scrut (the pafi&ioner
of St, Clement's parish, Winchester, who had been married
apparently at a Catholic ceremony before dawn)lBo was
presented for being absent from the sermon in the Cathedral,
Actually he was "having at the time a conversation in a
tavern",*>! In December 1567 John Osborne of St. Faith'e
Winchester, “contumaciously" walked about in the nave of the
Cathedral on the previous Bunday during the sermon., This was
regarded as a bad and pernicious example to others.132 At
the same time the wife of John Poore of S5t, Clements,
Winchester, “was walking about lazily in the street at the
time of the sermon”, Asked "on what authority“ she did this,
she replied: "I could not go to sermon for any man, do what
thou canst", When served with the citation to the
ecclesiastical court she called the "mandatory" a “knave" and
cursed him "with a pestilence upon him";,l33

Long absences from Holy Communion are recorded in the
episcopal records, indicating that there had been dereliction
of duty by the churchwardens or the minister. For example,
Margaret Parkens of Newport, Isle of Wight, was charged in
December 1562 with not having received Communion since the

beginning of the reign (that is, for four years)134, and in
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November 1568 it was mentioned that the Vicar of Portsmouth
had presented certain people for a similar offence (a period
of ten years had thus elapsed since reception),l35 There
are other cases of long abstentions indicating the failure

of the churchwardens to make presentments.136

VI

Various reasons for non-attendance at church or for
not receiving Communion were put forward at this time, some
of which were later well-known as concealing Catholicism,
In May 1563137 Bartholomew Dowe of Lymington, having been
cited for falillure to communicate at Easter, said that he was
accustomed to go to Milford Church, This reasonvdoes not
appear to have been regarded as valid, for he was ordered to
communicate at Lymington, his own parish church, and to
furnish a certificate accordingly. He failed to appear at
a later stage, when cited, was pronounced contumacious and
ex-communicated, This seems to confirm his Papistry.

138

In 1566 Joan Bassett had been warned to receive
Communion and had not done So, giving as a reason that there
was not a sufficient congregation present.139 In the same
year Edward Burge of Warblington was accused of not attending
church,140 He admitted the charge, but said that he had gone
to the church at Westbourne, Sussex, which wae nearer, He
wa8 required to supply a certificate from the Vicar and
Churchwardens, This, however, he did not produce and he

falled to appear at Court when cited at a later stage,

Excommunication was the result, Warblington, the seat of
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George Cotton, Esquire, was a considerable Catholic centre

in Elizabeth's reign;14l

John Plasden of Netham when cited in 1566+42 for being
a non-Communicant sSaid he was "my Lord Montague's servant and
clerk of the kitchen, and by reason thereof so busied that
he cannot ordinarily receive", This reason seems to have
been accepted, for he was dismissed from the charge, Was
the reason considered to be valid in 1itself or had the nanme
of Lord Montague, a leading Catholic noble in Sussex,
worked magically? At any rate he seems to have lived

normally in another diocese,

Robert Anthony of Wellow, charged with recusancylAB,

confessed that "he goeth unto Romsey Church because of his
busineés, he being a shepherd", He was ordered to go to
church (apparently his parigh church) and to receive
Communion there, At a later stage, when cited, he did not
appear, and was thereupon excommunicated, In 1567 William
Meriet of East Perlee when accused of recusancyl44 said that
his parish church was four miles distant and that when
absent from it he attended Holdenhurst and West Perlee, He
was required to attend church (it would seem in his own
parish) "as others do, in pain of the law". We do not hear
of William Meriet again,

B0 far as Winchester itself is concerned, there is some
evidence of continuing neglect of the Church Services,
although the actual numbers of citations for recusancy or

non-Communicating in the Archdeangry are meagre enough for
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the period 1561-1569, A total of 42 non-Communicants and 10
abstentions from the church are recorded for the city.145
There were 19 non-Communicante and 3 cases of recusancy for
1569.

The two most interesting citations are: (1) tha%uaf
the wife of Edward Westerton, Rector of St, Michael'slin'
- 1568,”;;;"had not been to church on Sundays and Holy Day8“146:
~there is no indication of the action which was taken in her
case; and (2) that of two ex~Marian priests, Simon Palmer

and Thomas Coke, both of the parish of St, Maurice and both

described as ‘clerks", They were excommunicated for not
147

*

receiving Communion at Easter,
Apparently knowing the surviving strength of

Catholicism in Winchester, the Council seem to have watched

the city carefully at times, In November’1564, for example,

the Mayort48 Robert Hodson, Richard Bird, Bailiff, and

others were ordered to appear before the Council “"touching

matters of religion', The Mayor, Richard Bird, and Thomas

Wemnocke, another Bailiff, were committed to the Marshalsea

“for their contemptuous behaviour in not aiding John Bedlam,

being appointed by the Sheriff ... to apprehend the wife of

one Harman of Winchester",149 A rfeyw days later Harman's

wife, who had been excommunicate for two years, had taken

no steps to be absolved and had "contemptuously shifted

herself out of the way', was also committed to the Marshalseaslso

On the 24th November 1564 the Mayor and Bailiffs were released

on bond.151 They had clearly connived at Papistry,
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In cases of citation to the Consistory Court for
obstinate recusancy or refusal to receive Communion, the
usual punishment at this time was excommunication,
Excommunication was a strong ecclesiastical instrument
survivihg from the Middle Ages and it effectively cut qff
an offender from a good deal of parish 1life, Before sentence
could be given, the procedure involved an examination of the
aceused on oath and proof, if possible, of his innocence
by the sworn evidence of six neighbours (a proceeding
called “compurgation®), If he could not establish his
innocence, he could be excommunicated, a punishment which
might involve imprisomment, In the more serious aspects of

~excommunication, a sentenced man could not sue at law, though
he could be sued, and he coculd be fined for not going to
church, even though he was forbidden to attend Common Prayer,
by the very fact of the excommunication.l?2 "The arm was
long and the field wide, the machinery complicated and thé
tools hard to escape ,.. and once it had been put in motion,
he was a foolish layman who did not seek to extricate him«
self with all the speed available",123

Excommunicated persons cited at this time were anxious
to escape from the ban of excommunication for cases of
absolution are recorded; but in two cases of persistent
offenders sentence of the greater exommunication was imposed,
As early as March 1563, for instance, Ralph Cleverley of
Bishop's Waltham petitionedl®? to be absolved from the
penalty. Asked where he had received Communion, he replied

"in Berkshire in the parish of Burfield the Sunday before S5t,
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Thoma8 before Christmas last", Cleverley was ordered to
furnish a certificate accordingly and then to submit himself
to the Bishop's Court, But he did not appear at the Court
again and pronouncement was then made of the greater exw
communicationg,l55 In 1566 Richard Smith, who had been a
churchwarden at Winnall, “"humbly petitioned the benefit of
absolution from his excommunication";156 But apparently he
refused to receive Holy Communion., He continued to refuse
and in 1574 sentence of the greater excommunication with which
he had been threatened was apparently ma.de,157
Sometimes there is an explicit statement of undoubted
religious constancy when a recusant is cited to the
ecclesiastical court., For instance, in January 1568 Nichola#®
Tichborne, gentleman, of Hartley Maudit, utterly refused to
go to church as a condition of absolution from excommunication,
saying that "he would take no other (course) before his
consclience; was thoroughly resolved therein, because that is
a matter of salvation and damnation"gl58
Evidence exists that any infraction of the ecclesiastical
law regarding excommunication did not pass unnoticed, 1In
1567, for example, Walter Humfrey of New Alresford, who had a
longing to visit once again his old parish church on a great
festival day, was charged’®? that he, "knowing he was ex-
communicate, and in contempt of the law, entered the chapel

of New Alresford at night at 8 o'clock on All Saints' Day",

There is nothing to show what further action was taken, if any,
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ViI

During the period 1561-1569 248 citations for not
receiving Holy Communion were made and 55 for abstention
from the church service;160 The number stated to obstain
from Communion was thus much greater than the number who
refused to go to Common Prayer, But there is some
difficulty in correctly interpreting the figures for non-
Communicants, For example, it is generally recognised that
in the earlier years of Elizabeth's reign - at least before
the Bull of Excommunication of 1570 - many Catholice out-
wardly conformed by attending the service of Common Prayer,
though they shrank from receiving Communion.161 The acid
test however, in seeking out Catholics8 came to be not 8o much
presence at Common Prayer a8 reception of Communion; and
Horne, in his visitations, was no doubt obtaining enough
experience to realise the lmportance of this even before
the Commons felt cordrained to deal with the matter,i02
Nevertheless, 1t seems certain, or at least reascnable to
assume, that some of the Hampshire non-Communicants cited
at this time were recusants pure and simple, For instance,
Simon Palmer, a deprived ex-Marian priest, was presented in
1568107
receiving at Easter", but he must also have been an absentee

ir a3l |
from church, There werepa&ﬁoAimportant membersof the

from the parish of St. Maurice, Winchester, 'for not

Catholic gentry cited at this time as non-Communicants:
Winifred Scrope of Itchenstoke, William Hoorde of Preston
Candover, Roger Tichborne and his wife, Katherine Hall of

Easton, Elizabeth Pitts of Alton, the sister of Dr., Nicholas
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Sanders, and John Beconsawe of Boroclere.164 All these
were later to be unswerving recusants,

Nevertheless, the problem of the “schismatice" or
“Ghurch-Papiégé"as thoee Catholics came to be called who
conformed outwardly, but refused participation in Communion,
was a real one both to the Government and the Catholic
authorities, The Govermment's view of the “schismatic"
may be summed up in the words of Thoma& Cooper in a sermon
he preached in.1580165 while Bishop of Lincoln (Cooper was
translated to Winchester in 1584 and maintained his character
there as a vigorous anti-Papist), He said that "schismatics®
were "cunning Papists" who hid themselves under the colour
of loyalty and obedience to the law and were accounted
faithful, true and good subjects, Nevertheless, they carry
in their hearts "the same persuasion that the others do, and
for fear of danger or discredit, they are contented to obey
the law", They are dangerous to the state, for they "let the
others understand the secrets of all things that be done or
purposed, and with friendehip and money help them when any
kind of danger is at hand", They cannotbe corrected by law
and the Government must therefore watch them with a "fearful
eye" and take care that they are not brought into places of
credit., Moreover, Thomas Dodwell, the spy, in giving
information in 15841€g Lord Hunsdon about "receivers and
entertainers" of Jesuits and Seminary priests in Hampshire
pointed out that "the schismatics who come to church and
yet in heart are ?apists, do most mischief, having dispen-

sation to entertain priests, when many recusants dare not, for
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fear of penal statutes"., He has Thomas Henslowe, esquire,

of Boarhunt (Wickham) specially in mind, for he speaks of
him as a "schismatic, his wife being a recusant, Secretly,
he entertaineth Mitten, Askew, Gardiner and any other
Seminary priest that cometh",

Bo far as the Catholic authorities were concerned, this
guestion of outward conformity was raised early in the reign.
In August 1562167 the Spanish Ambassador in London wrote to
the Spanish Ambassador in Rome asking for an authoritative
opinion regarding the attendance of Catholics at services of
the Establishment, The dquestion was put before the Pope,
Piue IV, who said that attendance at such services could not
be countenanced;l68 A definite deelsion was given about
1562 by a special committee of twelve theologiange at the
Council of Trent and the decision was known to William Allen
and Dr, Nicholas Sanders between 1562 and 1565,109 14
entirely condemned the practice of outward conformity., The
decision was not a formal decree of the Council, which would
have been diplomatically injudicious, but the ruling of the
Committee had the Council's backing., Pius V apparently
confirmed the decision in 1566 and authority was given to
Dr, Nicholag Sanders and Dr, Harding.to reconcile Catholice
who had conformed, Their agent in the matter was Laurence
Vaux, at one time Warden of the College at Manchester;17o

Nevertheless, there were not wanting people who held
flexible views about attendance at Common Prayer and among
them were two ex~Marian ecclesiasties, One, Robert Pursglove,

who had been Suffragan Bishop of Hull under Yueen Mary, but
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nad suffered deprivation under Elizabeth, apparently .
favoured outward confdrmity,l71 Another, Dr, Alban
Langdale, Fellow of 5t., John's College, Cambridge, and one
of the Catholic disputants aﬁ the Westminster Conference of
1559, who afterwards became chaplain to the Catholic Viscount
Montague of Cowdray, Sussex, alsSo seems not to have been
oppoged to the practice/:gg 3£bedience to the Queen" and
because of "a persecution so intolerable as at present™
(1580).172 0n the other hand, distinguished Catholic
ecclesiastics like Allen and Sanders opposed uncompromisingly
attendance at Common Prayer frém the first, And so, later,
did Robert Persons, the Jesuit, and Thgmas Hyde, the deprived
Prebendary and Headmaster of Winchester, Hyde who’with no
doubt many friends in Hampshire, wag& not unaware of what was
happening in the county, wrote "A consolatorie Epistle to the
afflicted Catholics: being a dissuasive against frequenting
Protestant churches”, which was published at Louvain in 1579.173

Yet "Church-Papists" did not cease to exist; and after
the penal Act of 1581 and also after that of 1586-7 when
the financial penalties to which Catholics became liable
were particularly severe, there was further inducement to
outward conformity., Indeed, there were Catholic®& who
Justified outward conformity by the better material services
which they could render their co-religionists than if they
kept away from the church, For example, one of the Catholic
Petres, Sir John Petre of Ingatestone Hall, Esegex, amd who
was a friend of the recusant Chideock Tichborne of Hampshire,%zg

whose wife was an "earnest Papist“)is‘alleged to have saids
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"Do you think there are not that go to the chureh that bear
so good a mind to Godwards, as those that refuse, yesg, and
if occasion serve, will be able to do better service than
they which refuse to go to church? Yet would I not for any-
thing wish you to participate with them either in their

prayers or Communion .o."175

No consideration of the general problem of recusancy
would be complete without taking into account the Churchw
Papists, As the records show, there were large numbers of
non-Communicant® in Hampshire till the end of the reign.
Moreover, when, at the time of the Catholic Revival of the
1580's, so many reconciliations to Catholicism were being
made in the county the Church-Papists must have constituted
a fruitful field f¥emwhich strictly-principled Catholics could
be made by the Seminary priests with bthedr uncompremsiedng

prineipdes,
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CHAPTER 3

BISHOP HORNE: 1570 - 1579
(cmclaaed)

I

Three important events taking place in fairly quick succession
influenced the fortunes of English Catholics at the beginnirg of
the second decade of the Queen's reigh. The first was the flight
of Mary Stuart to England in 1568, which, while making difficulties
for the English Goverrment, made her a possible leader for the English
Catholics as well as a focus of intrigue for subversive elements
among them; the second event was the Revolt of the Northern Earls
in 1569, which was too far away from the scene of action to involve
Hempshire Catholics; and the third was the issue of the Bull, Regnans
in Excelsis, by Pius V in 1570, excommnicating Elizebeth and releas-
ing her Catholic subjects from their allegiance.

Although Hampshire was not involved in the Revolt of the North,

decmrank
Robert Horne, with his See in a strongly Hesba® county, was anxious
‘ N . !

and suspicious. He wrote to Cecil on 21 January 1570 *, pointing out
the troubles "which overmuch forbearing of the Papisté hath wrought;
and some wise men feareth (sic) that the self-same cau;e will bring
forth hereafter a more grievous effect". The Papists stanp and stare
at the rebels, he says, and cry out at their "lewd enterprise", but
Lwhat they are sorry about is that the Revolt was so ill-managed that
it had no better effect. "For, most assuredly, they looked and were
in good hope in all this country (Hampshire) - I mean the Papists -

whatsoever they said, that the matter would have gone otherwise. And
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that may appear by such talk as this: 'I trust 'ere long, the
Queen's Majesty herself shall not choose but to alter this religion,
and that with her own hands.' This and such like talk immediately
before the commotion began was among them, as I am informed, and
that among those that be of good place. I hope to get some proof
of this; but I am persuaded before God in conscience that one who is
a perilous Papist did speak it, although as yet I can come by no
proof thereof; for the party to whom it was spoken did tell me,

although he were loth to be the author thereof for neighbourhood!s

sake." Despite all that Horne said, no actual name of such an

offender came to light.

| Previously, in the same month (2 Jamary 1570), Horne had asked”
for an eccelbiastical commission to deal with the Papists. He sald
that they "will never do good until they be enforced, which will not
be long if I may have the commission". He got the commission for we
know that in 1572 Mistress Elizabeth Tichborme of West Tisted, with
her kinsmen, John, Nicholas and Roger Tichbo:;'_ne, appeared before the
Ecclesiastical Commission at Winchester “"for matters réspecting
:religion"3 .

By far the most generally influential of the three events men-
tioned was the promlgation of the Bulll". The Pope's action evoked
resentment and dismay. The King of Spain was astonished and thought
that "the sudden end unexpected step would exacerbate feeling there

(in England)"’. Among the bulk of the English Catholics, the Bull
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remained a deed letter, and Dr. Nicholas Sanders, extreme in his
views as he was, himself was obliged to admit that most Catholics
contimed in their allegiance to the Queens. Camden also says7
that many Catholics "continued firm in their allegiance (to the
Queen) when they saw the neighbour Princes and Catholic countries
not to abstain from their wonted commerce with the Queen, and that
the Bull was confemmed as a waste of words ..." The Catholic
historian, Lingard, sums up the whole position in ocutspoken words:
"If," he saysa, "the Pontiff promised himself any particular benefit
from this measure, the result must have disappointed his expectations.
The time was goﬁe by when the thunder of the Vatican could shake the
throaes of Princes. By foreign powers the Bull was suffered to sleep
in silence; among the English Catholics it served only to breed
doubts, dissensions and dismay. Many contended that it had been
issued by an incompetent authority; others that it could not bind
ees t1ll it should be carried into execution by some foreign power;
all agreed that it was in their regard an imprudent and cruel ex-
pedient, which rendered them liable to the suspicion of disloyalty
and afforded their enemies a pretence to brand them with the name of
traitors ..."

The response of the English Govermment to the Pope's action was
the passing of further penal legislation, and henceforth Papists were
to experience an increasing tightening-up of action against them.

Three statutes, all adversely affecting Catholics, were passed in 1571:
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one made it treason to affirm publicly that the Queen was a heretic

or schismatic; a second Act made it treasonable to obtain, use or
publish papal bulls or writings; whilst a third forbade persons to
leave the country without a 1icence9. From now on the recusants were,
in fact, to be a pawn in the struggle between the English Govermnment
and the higher Catholic authorities.

Nevertheless, although the issue of the Bull was generally re-
garded as a serious displomatic blunder, it had the effect of making
many Ca.tholiosy cease attending the Established services, whether fhis
had been done innocently or not. Camden sayslo that before the Bull
they had "private exercise of their religion in their own homes quietly
enough, or else refused not to go to the service of God received in
the English Church without scruple of conscience ..." After the Bull,
however, "many abstained from the received word of God®”. The Earl of
Southampton, for instance, was one of those Catholics who, although
attending Common Prayer, at least occasionally, in the earlier years,

and even having this service in his home, subsequently observed full

st¥ictness as a Ca.tholicll.

II

In Hampshire the effect of the issue of the papal Bull, as
reflected in the episcopal records, is almost immediate. The figures
for citations for recusancy and non-Commnicating during the period

1561-1569 show a total of 303, by far the greater proportion being in
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respect of non-Commicahtslz. In 1570, however, over a period of

eight months there were citations of 245 persons, 128 for not re-
ceiving Commnion and 116 for non-attendance at Common Prayer (includ-
ing 12 for "negligent® church attendance)lj. The total for not attend-
ing church has thus increased impressively, being now almost half of
the total mumber of cited persons. Most of the citations were, how-
ever, made in the period July to December, 1570, a period of only five
months, during which there was a total of 235, comprising 116 for
abshantion from church and 119 for non-Communicating. The figures
are, generally, not related to concentrations of defaulters in a few
places; there are, of course, @mentrations s> but no fewer than 83
parishes (including parishes in the Isle of Wight) are concerned in
these statistics.

Episc6pa1 records cover contimiously the years January 1571/2 to
November 1574 12;._ There were 145 non-Comminicants and 42 recusants
(as the Goverrment had begun to call those who refused to go to church)
for this period, embracing 51 parishes over a wide area. The period
April 1575 to March 1579 is also covered by records: there were 200
citations in all - 103 for not receiving Communion and 97 for recusansy,
and they concern 71 parishes mostly different from those involved in
the other figures. According to the available figures, therefore, the
increase in recusancy pure and simple is again being manifested some
years later. This may be due in part to the activities of the Seminary

priests who began to come to England in 1574. Incidentally, the
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earlier difficulty in correctly interpreting the figures for non-
Communicating rema:i.ns15 . |

The vigour of Horne's visitation work is perhaps clearly shown in
the large mumber of churchwardens who were cited in 1570. Churchwardens
fram no less than 24 parishes were involved (The terms of citation are
invariably the same: "they have not received Holy Comminion three times
in the year"l6). Moreﬁver, compared with the earlier period (1561-1569)
of Horne's episcopate, citations of many of the Catholie gentry are now
being made, particularly of those larger landowners who, in later years,
are to figure prominently in recusant history. TFew of these were cited
before, but now people like George Cotton of Warblington, members of
the Shelley family of Mapledurham (Buriton), Edward Banister of Idsworth,
a substantial landowner with property in Sussex as well as in Hampshire,
and Robert Joy, geutleman, of East Meon, appear on the scenel7.

There were some noteworthy concentrations of Papists. Winchester
and the district just beyond the city (e.g. places like Winnall) has a
total of 38 citations during the eight months of 1570 18. Por the
period 1571-1579 there is a total of 43, made up of 21 recusants and
22 non-Communicants: this is another instance of an almost eq.lé.l
division between the two kinds of offendersl9. In the Isle of Wight in
1570 there were 18 recusants and 6 non-Conummicantszo ;3 for the period
1571-1579 there were 15 citations (l;. recusants and 11 non—Connm.micants)zj'.
In 1574 at Bishop's Waltham there were 47 non—Gormnunicantszz. The

Bishop of Winchester lived in Bishop's Waltham and the Church-Papists
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seem to have been ferretted out thoroughly. At Andover, in 1570,
there were 1l non~Commnicants and 6 recusantszB, and in 1575 a
total of 2. mn—Gomnunicantsz". The rather large concenbtration here
was no doubt due to the presence in the town of an ex-Marian priest,
Thomas Palmer, who was actually cited for recusancy in 1570 25. Two
other ex-Marian priests, Thomas Coke and Simon Palmer, were also

cited in that year, both from the parish of St.Maurice, Winchesterzs.

Simon Palmer was cited again in Jamary 1574 27.

A good number of citations involving absences of two or three
Years from Commnion were made; and from Andover in 1575 there were
one case of absence for seven years and another for four years,
whilst 11 people were ci‘l?ed on account of three years® absencezs.

Excommunication was inflicted freely and applications were
made for absolution from the ban. The pmcedure in such cases
appears to have been to grant absolution at the time of petition,

a certificate of reception of Holy Communion being reguired to be
produced at a subsequent session of the Bishop's Court. To what
extent an application to be absolved was a desire for a breathing
space on the part of a recusant, combined with a hope that the
matter would be forgotten or further reserved at a subsequent
session, is not known; but cases are recorded of certificates not
being produced and of the postponement, in that event, of the final
decision29. Moreover, even thé certificates that were produced,

especially for influential local Catholics, may have been made out



-5~

by easy-going incumbents, when no reception of Communion had

taken place at all. For example, Nicholas Scrope, géntleman, of
Itchen Abbas, who was in later years, with his wife, Winifred, to
be such an unrelenting recusant and to be imprisoned for recusancy,
was cited in 1569 for not being a Commnicant. He later furnished
a certificate of reception and was dismissed from the chargeso.
Similarly, Ann Tichborne, widow, of Upham, was cited in March
1572/3 3 l, as being a person excommmnicated not having received
Holy Commnion. In the same month John Knight appeared on her
behalf and pétitioned for her absolution. She was warned to receive
Commnion and later was certificated to have done 8032. It is very
doubtful whether these two uncompromising Catholics, as they were
later known to be, had conformed to the extent of receiving a
sacrament in what they regarded as a heretical body; and it is
probable that the local incumbents had in some way proved accommo-
dating. Indeed, it is well-known that the general moral and
intellectual standard of the Established clergy at this time left
something to be desired’’ , whilst, even so late as 1601, Bishop
Banerof't could see fit to ask churchwardens whether "a just and
perfect note® was taken of communicents' names, a:hd whether incum-
bents "do not rather, regarding their private gain, receive their
offerings at Easter, deliver them tokens, enter them in their book

and so certify as communicants those who never receive"y". There

was certainly plenty of scope for this sort of chicanery.
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iﬁahe of the forms in which citations are made at this time are
illuminating. For example, John Géﬂas of Eling and John Lawrence,
senior, of Kingsclere, not only doi not go to church, but they also
prevent others fram going’”. In 1572 Elizabeth Grosmith of Alresford
and Robert Gregory of Alverstoke, who are apparently Catholics and
only remotely outwardly conformable, do not save themselves fom
citation because they go to church only oncé a quarter. The decision
in their case is not sta:l:ed3 6. William Coles of Welden in the same
year refused to go to church "except when it pleases him". He re-
celves a warning37. In 1570 Joan Smarte of ﬁartley Manzdit was
stated3 8 to be a midwife and suspected of being a Papist. (She pro-
bably was: Nicholas Tichborne, the constant recusant, lived at Hartley
Maudit and there were 1l citations from this parish at this time.)
The ecflesiastical authorities carefully watched known midwives for
any signs of Papistry, for they feared that new-born children might
be baptised as Catholics®’. In October of the same year (1570) John
Freeborn of Adderton, Isle of Wight, "plays during the time of divine
service" instead of going to churchl"o. The wife of John Haddard of
Warblington mentioned, in 1570, as the reason for her recusancy, the
fact that she was a cook and “has to prepare meals"m'. She was
probably a servant in the establishment of George Cotton, esquire, of
Warblington., John Hopkins and William Lancaster were innkeepers of
Basingstoke and "keep the doors of their houses open during the time

of divine service"l"z. There is no indication of the action, if any,

that was taken in these cases.
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Relics of Catholic days were discovered in the searching visita-
tions made between 1570 and 1575 and there were lingering Catholic
observances. The churchwardens of Lyndhurst had not destroyed
"jdolatrous monuments®. They did not appear when cited and were
em::w:mmnm:i.:;:e.i:edl"3 . The wardens of Steep had concealed ®papistical
vestments®. These were ordered to be cut up for use in the churchm". |
In 1570 the churchwardens of Bramley had not destroyed the rood-loft.
This was not done till November 1572, for the charge was renewed
against them in that monthl"s. In 1570 the churchwardens of Owslebwry
were not only charged with not having received Communion, but also with
not having destroyed certain vestments in the churc 1‘6. In 1575
Andrew Adams of Bradlie was questioned about three copes which remained
in his custody, and he was warned to produce-"thg cross, the clothes
and banner"lﬂ. John Fry of Bédhampton, which was close to the estate

of the recusant, Thomas Pounde, at Be].xmrm;a.‘l'.l"8

, had made invocations

to the Blessed Eirginz he had to perform public penance in the chumh"s;
" and Mistress Norton of East Tisted "observes festival dgys which must
not be observed"50 . In 1570 the Vicar of Godshill was in trouble.

He was Henry Hays, L.L.B., an ex-Marian pr’.i.es'l:5 1. It was stated that

he was "much suspected of Papistry. He put his wife from him in Queen
Mary's days ... He confesseth he never read the confession of uni-
formity in religion these nine years and hath not monthly prayed

against the Pope as in the Irxju:nction.-:z"5 2.
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In 1571 Bishop Horne made 2 visitation of both Winchester
Cathedral and the College’-.

The visitation of the Cathedral was no doubt felt to be an
important matter, for the Cathedral itself was in the heart of a
largely Pé.pist city, the Meyor of which with five other influential -
persons in "Winchester and the suburbs" waso:z":#med in 1572 as a
Papist 52". Four years after this, 1576, William Allen was to
describe the city as one of the most Catholic towns or parts of
England 35 . Moreover, Horne, ﬁhen not in London, was often residing
at his palace at Bishop's Waltham, some twelve miles away, and it
was therefore apparently considered necessary that the Protestantism
of the Cathedral clergy on the spot, a good proportion of whom had
been Marian priests, should be strong and certain. It will be seen
that there was room for improvement.

The Dean and the Prependaries were charged with having many times
refused to preach in the Cathedral and, in particular, the Dean had
not preached against the Pope and "the superstitious Mass"56. He
favoured rather “superstitious religion®™ than ™true religion now re-
ceived", and did not administer thk Oath of Supremacy’’. In the
Injunctions for the Cathedral, the Bishop ordered sermons to be
regularly preached against the authority of the Pope and also special
discourses "confuting" the “"private Mass"58 . The Cathedral vergers

PRy, 2
henceforth during sermon time A"to see that no disturbance or un-
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reverent behaviour be there used". Any "disomdered persons" were to
be brought before the Chancellozﬁ 9. Semons_ do not seem to have
been popular a.nd were a cause of absenteeismso.

Horne also now determined that in the Cathedral there ’should be
as few reminders as possible to citizens of a by-gone Catholicism:
his action seems to be part of a general stiffening of attitude towards
Catholics after the Bull of 1570. At any rate, in 1571 the Cathedral
rood-loft was ordered to be mured up and some "parcel of scripture"
to be "written" theresl. ®"A11 images of the Trinity (the Cathedral
was named after the Txinity) in the glass windows or other places"
were to be "put out ... together with the stone cross in fhe churclvard"éz.
An inventory was to be made of "all the church stuff, as copes, vest-
ments, albs, chalices, pixes, service-books and such other wha.’c's.oever“63 .
.These éa:'ticles were to be brought to the Ordinary within two months
together with a certificate of the bestowing of all the images that
were in the Catheé.ral&".

Horne's Injunctions of 1571 for Winchester College illustrate
his determination to tighten the control of education in the interests
of the State religion. The Catechism of Nowell, Dean of St.Paul's,
which had been approved the year before, was made a test of confozmity65 .
Henceforth, "because no less regard is to be had of the schoolmaster
and usher than of the Fellows, yea, rather more, because of the in-
struction of youth, and to the intent that all in that College shall

come to be in one conformity of profession and belief, it is ordered
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that every Sunday and Holy Day after dinner they shall read and
expound to the scholars in their several forms or books some part
of the Catechism lately set forth by Mr,Alexander Nowell, Dean of
St.Paul's, beginning at the beginning thereof and so continuing
to the end“66. Horne also ordered that "none should be admitted
or chosen as scholars or choristers 'except they can say by heart
without book the little English Catechism with the right use of
the Sacraments lately set forth; nor that none go from hence to
the New College in Oxford, but such as can say Mr,Nowell's

Catechism and subscribe to the Articles of Religion lately set

forth in the last Comroc:at:'.on'.“G7 Horne seemed resolved to keep
New College clear of the considerable amount of Papistry which
formerly existed there. Dr.Wood, the authority on English educa-
tion in Tudor times, says that "this is the first evidence of sub-
scription to the Thirty-Nine Articles being required by schoolboys
proceeding to the University ... the precautions to ensure uni-
formity at Winchester were also introduced at other schools“68.
Besides these injunctions there were other orders with the
object of preventing Papistry in Winchester College. Hornme com-
manded "every Fellow, schoolmaster, usher, conduct or servant ...
and every Oppidane and Commensall, as they term it, which come to
the school for learning (to) refrain from the company or house of

any man or woman that is excommunicated or detected, suspected or

enquired on for Papistry ... If they did not do so, they were to
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be expelled"69. The Oath of Supremacy had to be taken by "every

fellow, schoolmaster, usher, conduct and clerk" before admission to

the College7o. If any scholar received "any letters from his friend
or other to warn him to contimue in Papistry and doth not immediately
show or disclose the said letter to the Warden, schoolmaster or usher
but concesleth it, he shall be ... expelZed the College"71. Diligent

enquiry was to be made of such as were in the College in the first

year of the Queen's re:.g;n as to what beceme of the images and church

books, and whether they had been destroyed, or, if they were kept, to
whose custody they were committed. If they remained, they must be
"utterly destroyed innnediately"72.

While Horne, thorough and regular in his visitations, was a com-
petent ecclesiastical administrator and servant of the Govermment, the
Council itself, aware of the strength of surviming Papistry in Hamp-
shire, also kept a vigilant eye on the county. In 1572, for ixistance,
was compiled, apparently for Burleigh, a list of the leading persons
in Hempshire, arranged under hundreds 3 « The total was 246. Against
145 of them was a note, either "pp" (for strong or esrnest Papist) or
%5 (for just Papist), indicating their religious convictions (the
remainder have no distinguishing note). There were 48 of the former,
but to them should be added the names of the Earl of Southampton, and
also those of Lords St.John and Chideock Paulet, who had already been
returned as "not favourers" of the Elizabethan religious settleméntw*.

Among the 48 were four esquires, thirty-six gentlemen, two franklins,
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two widows (gentlewomen) three yeomen, and one person whose rank
is not stated. Of the Papists ("p") there were: one knight (Sir
Robert Oxenbridge), seven esquires, sixty-nine gentlemen, three
franklins, ten yeomen, the Mayor of Winchester, William Badger,
and three others whose ranks are not stated. These make a total
of 94. Since it may reasonably be assumed that tenants and others,
with memories of a feudalism not long departed, naturally tended
in an agricultural economy at this time to have the same religious

75

convictions as their land-owning Catholic masters’'~, who were the
natural leaders and protectors of those below them in rank, it could
be deduced that some three-fifths of Hampshire in 1572 was still
Catholic.

The strong or earnest Papists included many who were now, or
were to become, pronounced recusants, such as George Cotton, Thomas
Pounde, Robert Joy, Henry Shellgy and Edward Banister. Included
among them also was Ralph Henslowe76, of the well-known recusant
family of West Boarhunt, who was Clerk of the Peace in 1574. Seven
Tichbornes are returned as earnest Papists, including Benjamin Tich-
borne, who was later to conform, and his mother, Elizabeth Tichborne.
Peter Tichborne, the father of Chideock Tichborne, was classified
as a Papist. He was, however, a strang recusent and was later to be

77

a prisoner for recusangy . Other leading recusants who are now
described only as Papists are Anthony Uvedale and Stephen V‘ache1178.

In Winchester "and its suburbs" other Papists, besides the Mayor,
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were William Lawrence, John Pottinger, Giles White and Richard
Winslade, gentlemen, whilst Edward de Marini, gentleman, was an
"earnest Papist"79.

This list must have proved useful to the Council in the watch
which they maintained on the recusants in Hampshire. Indeed, from
now onwards, neither the Council nor the ecclesiastical authorities
relax their vigilance. In August 1572, for instance, certain
"obstinate"™ Papists are required to appear before the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners in Winchester "for matters respecting religion, chiefly.
for neglecting the Divine Service and not receiving the Blessed Com-
munion®”. Among them are four Tichbornes: Mistress Elizebeth Tichborne,
Roger Tichborne, Nicholas Tichborne and John Tichbomeso. In June
1574 the Council wrote to Bishop Horne, Sir Henry Wallop and other
J.P.'8, saying that information had been received about "certain secret
assemblies and uses of massing in that county". The J.P.'s were
ordered to search .suspected places and let the Council know the
resultSl.

In 1574 or 1575 82 Archbishop Parker undertock at Horne's re-
quest a visitation of the Winchester diocese. Strype say583 that the
request was made because of %"great clerical irregularities in the
Isle of Wight and some other portions of the Winchester diocese", but
it is possible, in view of the Articles of Inquiry for the Visitation,
that trouble with the Papists was one of the chief reasons&".

Parker enquired whether there were any persons once ordained
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priests who say or sing Mass in "private conven‘biclés"85 ; whether

any schoelmaster86 teaches openly or privately in any noi:le or
gentleman's house "not being allowed and examined by the Ordinaxy ...";
and “whether they suffer their scholars to read any books tending to

the impugning and derogation of the order of religion now set forth ...";
whether people are negligent in coming to church or Commnion or refuse
to come87 ;3 whether fines for non-attendance at churd are levied and

collectedss; whether "all images, altars, shrines and other momuments

of idolatry and superstition be utterly destroyed and put out ...89 ;
whether "all rood-lofts be pulled down ... and whether likewise all
mass-books, antiphoners ... and other such books which sérved for
superstiti;ms Latin service be defaced and a.bol:i.shed"90 ; and finally
“"whether any ... popish and superstitious doctrine be maintained ..."91.

Parker considered that his visitation was a success, at least he
told the Queen that "it wrought such a contentation for obedience
that I do not yet repent me of it“92.

The watch on the county for signs of Papistry continued and in
1576 a serious matter ceme to the notice of the Council. On 9 June
of that year the Council wmte93 to Sir William Kingamill, Sir
Richard Norton and others saying "they hé.d been informed" that
Alexander Deriné living in the Soke, Winchester, kept in his house

a great store of vestments, books, and other massing tools to_ serve

'legd’ purposes, when any so evil given is dispdsed to have use of them,

he himself being a man very perversely bent against the present state
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of religion". This reference to the possible use of the vestments
and of the "massing tools" is of particular interest, because/the
increasing watchfulness of the Council was no doubt due in part to
the movements of the Seminary priests in England (the priests had
begun to come from Douai two years previously (1574)). W:'f.lliam
Allen, in this same year, 1576, said%' that Winchester was ore of
the towns in England where priests might do much good, and he
described it as one of the most Catholic towns or parts in England.
He mentions it with York, Lancaster, Chester and other towns in the
North, but refers to no other town in the whole of the South.

The Council went on to say that De:riﬁg was keeping in his
custody "divers writings and records that belong to the whole
shire and ought to be kept with the Bishop's public records as
matters belonging to the Registrar's court, the same coming to his

95 many years past®.

hands when he was Under-Registra® to John Coke
For the maintenance of good order "-suclxl momments of superstitions
and popery" ought to be suppressed and the records stored in a
suitable place. Orders were given for Dering's house to be searched;
and "if any Mass books or other such momuments ... or any such
records as do or ought to belong to the Bishop's Court” they (the

books and monuments) were to be consumed or destroyed publicly, and

records found were to be placed in the proper place.-
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In 1577 the Council and the Bishops became alarmed at the
increasing number of the recusants: the advent of the missionary
priests from Douai was doubtless now beginning to influence the
situation considerably. On 21 July, 1577, Aylmer, Bishop of London,
wrote% to Walsingham saying that he had consulted the Archbishop
of Canterbury and mentioning that news had been received from the
Bishops that "the Papists marvellously increase both in numbers and
in obstinate withdrawing of themselves from the church". It was
suggested that, to meet the position, the "richest sort"™ of recusants
should not be imprisoned, but should be punished by heavier fine59 7.
This letter was apparently written very soon after the capture of the
proto-martyr, Cuthbert Mayne, in Cormwall, where there was a good

98

deal of religious disturbance” . The Bishops' news augmented the

Council's anxiety, and a conference of Councillors and Bishops was

held, probebly in July 1577, to discuss the measures necessary to
arrest the extension of recusancy99.

Welsingham drew up a memorandum incorporating the outcome of
the conference'®®, It was proposed: (1) that the Bishops and
"others well-affected in each diocese" should enquire about those
who refuse to go to church, especially "such as are of countenance
and quality, and do offend by their example"; (2) that offenders,
apparently with a view to their conformity, should be conferred with

by Protestants “sufficiently learned after a charitable sort"lo:l';
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(3) that the more obstinate recusants should be imprisoned and
"punished by way of mulct, according to their abilities", but
that, nevertheless, they should similarly have conference with
"l earned men® during their impziéonment; (4) that if recusants
contimed in their recalcitrance, they should be offered the Oath
of Supremacy; and (5) that, "as the number of recusants is so
great as the places of restraint are not able to hold them", the
most "corrupt™ recusants are to be dealt with first together with
those "principal persons such as are by law to be reached unto®.
A final recommendation was made that schoolmasters were to be
examined "publicly and privately", and were to be removed if they
were "backward in religion".

In October 1577 the Council w::‘n)‘!;elo2 to the Bishops asking
for certificates of the recusants in their dioceses, stating the
value of the recusants' lands and goods. The information furnished
proved to be unsatisfactory. In sending in his return, Horne seemed
to imply that he was at a loss to know how to deal with the Papists.
He said "he was most heartily desirous to hear that your wisdoms
will devise some such remedy in these causes as their most wilful
obgstinacy may be the better restrained and corrected, which daily

groweth more and maore"103 .

At about this time, and probsbly in connection with the fore-
going proposals, a scheme was prepared for the imprisomment of ®the

better sort of recusants® in various castles in F.taglandlm". Each



~bgp -

of ten castles was to serve two or three counties; and the name
of the superintendent of the castle was furnished together with
that of the keeper who was to be the custodian of the recusants.
Portchester was one of the castles proposed for use and was to
serve Hampshire, Surrey and Sussex. The castles were to be put
into good repair and letters sent to the Bishops to call and commit
"so many of the better sort of recusants within their dioceses as
have not appeared before the Council®. The "“baser sort" were to
be punished by means of a fine.

This rather comprehensive scheme was not put into effect, but
it evidently received serious consideration. At a later stage some
castles were actually used for recusants and among them Wisbech
Castle in Lincolnshire received Hampshire recus:am:l:s105 . Portchester
was never used.

Same solution of the growing recusant problem in Hampshire was
becoming urgently necessary, but Horne was now approaching the end
of his episcopate. He had long endeavoured to keep his diocese under
close inspection, and had been unremitting in his toil. He had not,
however, solved the problem of recusancy as one of his successors at
Winchester, Thomas Cooper, claimed that he had solved it in his
diocese of Lincoln, when he reported to the Council in 1577 that,
by searching enquiry, he could find only a few recalcitrant Papistslos.
Horme, indeed, seems to have become disheartened towards the end.

In August 1576 he wrote to Gualter that "the church is sound in
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other respects except that she is struggling with that old disease
under which she has laboured even fram her infancy: for she will

not recover from Popery before the last coming of that great
s . * 107

physician Jesus Christ ... .

He received at about this time what must have been a serious

blow, when his nephew, Adam Horne, a Wykehamist and Fellow of New

College, became a Catholic and went to the Seminary at Rheimslos.

In June 1579 Robert Horne died 109.
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CHAPTER IV

BISHOP JOHN WATSON, 1580-1584

There was some relaxation of the Govermment's pressure on the
recusants in 1579 due to the re-opening of the negotiations for a
marriage of Elizabeth with the French king's brother, Anjou. Walsing-
ham wrote secretlyl to leading gentlemen in certain éh:i,res askirg
them to deal more leniently with the Papists. This relaxation was,
however, short-lived and the situation was radically changed by the
arrival of the "Jesuit" Mission in 1580. A further event, the so-
called Pope's expedition to Ireland in 1579-1580, in which the well-
known Dr., Nicholas Sanders came as Papal Legate, not only strongly
influenced the political situation, but also tended to prejudice the
success of the Mission itself. The Jesuit, quert Persons, a princi-
pal member of the Mission, sa2id that, in particular, Nicholas Sanders'
participation was un.f‘ortunatez. At any rate, it was now easy for the
Govermment to classify Pope, Spain, the Missionaries (and especially
the Jesuits) together, without much or any distinction, as England's
enemies.

Robert Persons landed in England on 12 June 1580 and Edmund
Campion a fortnight later. With these came, among others, two Wyke-

hamists and Fellows of New College, Oxford, who had gone to Douai and

become priests = William Gyblett and Edward an:t’oorougt13. Knowing
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that the Jesuits would have to meet the charge that their mission was
political, the General of their Order instructed them not to mix
themselves up with affairs of state nor write to Rome about political
matters.

On arriving in London, Persons, with considerable courage, went
straight to the Marshalsea and found Thomas Pounde, the Hampshire
recusant, who was imprisoned therel". Pounde introduced Persons to
George Gilbert, who was the founder of a group of well-to-do Catholic
gentlemen which had been formed for the purpose of giving material
assistance to the missionaries and, in particular, to arrange for

their safe conduct from place to pla.ce5 .

At this time drives against the Catholics were being intensified
by the Govermnment and for that reason both Persons and Campion appear
to have determined to leave London for the country. They met members
of Gilbert's group at Hoxton and stayed the night there before taking
leave of each other6. Thomas Pounde, activé, enthusiastic and, as
it turned out, far-seeing, either bribing the gaoler at the Marshalsea
or giving him the slip, came in great haste to Hoxton and told the
Jesuits of the rumours which the Council were spreading: apparently
it had been given out that the Jesuits' mission was a political one’.
This would naturally embarrass the Missionaries and do considerable
harm to the Catholic cause in the shires; and Pounde, therefore, to
counteract the effects of the Council's attitude, suggested that

Persons and Campion should each write a declaration of their purpose
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in coming to England - a declaration which was to include a denial
of any association with politics. These statements, properly signed
and sealed, he further suggested, might be left with some trustworthy
persons and produced, if the Jesuits were seized or put to death.
Should the Govermnment then malign them the gpologiae could be pro-
duced to Justify their actionss.

Both Persons and Campion agreed to Pounde's proposal. Campion
wrote his declaration, addressed to the Lords of the Privy Council,
in less than half an hour; Persons' statement, perhaps not unexpected-
ly, was longer. Campion's composition, says Persons, "was written
without preparation, and in the hurry of a journey; yet it was so
'pithy in substance and style' that it was a triumph to one party and
poison to the other“g. It was, apart from its religious purpose, the
superb piece of Elizabethan prose which came to be known as Campion's

Brag or Challengelo. It made history in Hampshire.

Campion gave a copy of his composition unsealed to Pounde, desir-
ing him not to publicise it until the necessity arose, but the cautious
Persons prudently sealed the copy of his own writing before giving it
to Pounde. On returning to the Marshalsea, Pounde read Campion's work,
and, though his enthusiastic and impulsive nature was agreeably im-
pressed, he had, it would seem, no immediate intention of making it
known to others. It was possibly when he was sent to the half-derelict
castle of Bishop's Stortford that he handed a copy of the Challenge to

one person and he to a thirdll. At any rate, copies were soon in
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busy circulation during the autumn months of 1580. Pounde seems

to have given a copy to Benjemin Tichborne, esquire, of Tichborne,
whom he knew very well, and Tichborme probably passed it to William
Hoofde, a well-known Hampshire recusant gentleman of Preston Candover
and Nutley'2. And so it reached Hampshire.

The Council seem to have got wind of what was happening ard in
November Willism Hoorde was examined by the Bishop of Winchester and
others as he was believed to be "the first bringer and dispenser of
the seditious challenge ... in this county"l3 . Hoorde was asked from
whom he had received Campion's writing, but this he refused to reveal.
He was committed to the House of Correction in Winchester because he
was "a very backward and obstinate person in matters of religion and
(had) so ... continued all the time of Her Majesty's reign"lz".

The Bishop and his associated J.P.'s had become very much dis-
turbed at the effect of the distribution of copies of the Challenge
among‘recusa.nts and other persons in the county: Campion's writing
seemed to "such like backward persons (in religion) ... very
plausible™. Investigations contimued and there were soon to be
more tangible results. |

Writing to Sir John Fetiplace on 24 November 1580 15 , John
Lychpoole, an informer, said that as he was riding from Newbury in
Berkshire he overtook on Iseley Downs, one William Pitts (he was the
son of Henry Pitts of Alton and the nephew of Dr. Nicholas Sa.nders)16

who "carried a cloak bag full of what I know not ... He said he had
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an old Matins book therein with many other things...". William

Pitts naively confessed that he was a Catholic and called the Pro-
testants "abominable heretics". "And then", contimued this informer,
"he showed me a writing which he told me he had from one Mr. Sanders]'?,
a gentleman of Wales, which lieth in the Fleet for religion". This
writing was by "one Mr. Campion, who had come into England of purpose
to have disputations with the learnedest"”. He himself (William Pitts)
was travelling into Pembrokeshire to Mr. Sanders' house "where he doth
deal with him in many things®.

Lychepoole was promised a copy of the Chellenge if he sent to
Pitts' lodgings, and a copy was duly delivered to Lychepoole's
messenger. It was then forwarded to Sir John PFetiplade, who, imme-
diately he received it, sent to Pitts' lodging to seize him, but
William had departed:s. |

The next stage is that Lychepoole was sent to Hampshire to Sir
Richard Norton who was requested by Sir John Fetiplace to search the
house of Henry Pitts of Alton. But William was not there. The
searchers did, however, find Elizabeth Sanders, a mun, Henry Pitts'
sister-in-law and the sister of Nicholas Sanders. With her ;vere found
"diverse unlawful books, with a chalice"™. The account of the examina-
tion of Elizabeth Sanders by the Bishop of Winchester and others]'9
said that she was found with "certain lewd and forbidden books, and
the copy of a supplication, protestation or challenge". She was con-

sidered to have "great dissimulation and vanity in her, and also
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great obstinacy in her perseverance of her profession®, and was
therefore committed to the House of Correction in Winchesterzo.

The authorities probably considered that they had made a valuable
éapture by securing the sister of Dr. Nicholas Sanders, Papal Legate,
and associate of the rebels in Ireland.

Willieam Pitts was eventually seized at Bath., He wrote21 to
Benjamin Tichborne in Hampshire asking him "to certify unto the
Mayor (of Bath) under his hand and seal of arms what his converation
and behaviour is"“together with other particulars including the day
of his departure from Hampshire®. Tichborne, in turn, although he
understood nothing of the matter (he no doubt had a good idea of the
reason), the rather to be instructed how to make his certificate",
sent William's letter, enclosed in one of hiw own, to William's
father, Henry Pitts of Alton, desiring to be instructed ®in what
form he should make his certificate for his son"zz.

Benjamin's messenger arrived at Alton, but being a stranger to
the place enquired for Henry Pitts' house, mentioning to various
people that he had a letter from Henry's son. One Edwards, hearing
this, desired to see the letter. Receiving it, and "remembering that
Pitts had a son which lately fled from Oxford unto Rome, thinking the
same letter to have come from him, did immediately carry the letter
unto one Christopher Stone, gentleman, by whose advice the letter was

broken up to see the contents 't:}:ua-:z‘eof""z3 . This Christopher Stone

was apparently a lawyerz".
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Benjamin Tichborne was incensed "that his letter was discovered"
and that it had been broken open. He sent his man "to be revenged
of the same act". Stone could not be found at his house, but
Benjamin's servant "went to the house of the said Edwards and calling
him out, required his name, who answered that his name was Edwards.
Whereupon immediately he drew his sword and did cruelly beat Edwards
breaking his face with his buckler, and said that he would have used
Stone much worse if he could have found him, for breaking up his
master's letters"25 .

By this time the Mayor of Bath had moved in the case, and William
Pitts had been sent to Hampshire "unto the Sessions where, being
charged with divers matters, he was by the whole Bench committed to
the common gaol (in Winchester). And the peace likewise (was) granted
against the said Mr. Tichborne and his servant"26.

The allegations made against Pitts after his capture were serious
enough from the point of view of his owm safety. He had used "in mis-
like of the State and Government" these words: Ygreat cruelty was
used at this present by imprisoning of good men whom he termed
Catholics, affirming the prisons to be full of them in every place;
that learned and godly persons with offered disputations were refused
to be heard, saying it was odious that men's souls should hang in
danger by reason the said learned men were denied audience; and that

he thought Her Majesty was far deceived and erred from the true

faith L2 .'.27.
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Pitts, however, was fortunate: on 15 February 1581 he broke
out of gaol and fled, "having houses laid ready for him"ZS,

The interest of the episode now centres round Benjamin Tichborne.
Tichborne had been returned as an "earnest" or "strong®™ Papist in
1572 29 and in 1574 his name was in a ligst of the chief Catholics in
En@.a.ndj;0 « At an unknown date he seems to have conformed. At any
rate he became High Sheriff of Hampshire in 1579-80 and he would then
have been required to take the Oath of Supremacy. Nevertheless, in
1581 he was described3 1 as "a great favourer of Papists and himself
suspected for that he hath not communicated for divers years. His
wife and divers others in his house refuseth (sic) to come to church
... (He) hath given warning to divers Papists to fly the diocese ...
that otherwise had been apprehended by letters from the Lords of Her
Majesty's Privy Council". These were some of the "misdemeanours"
of Benjamin Tichborne mentioned in 1581 32. But, whatever his
ecclesiastical derelictions, Tichborne was soon to be in a position
to turn the tables on his opponents, including Sir Richard Norton, a

J.P., and well-known sesrcher for recusantsjB.

A%

It appears that the Lord Chief Baron, Sir Roger Mamwood, was on
his journey to the Assizes at Winchester from London and "was contented
to come unto Alton out of his accustomed way toward Wimhester"y".
Manwood was probably well-known to the Tichbormes for he was a personage
in the county and in March 1577 had been given the freedoxh of South-

ampto; 35 Moreover, Benjamin Tichborne had married Amphyllis Weston,
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‘ daughter of Richard Weston, Justice of the Common Pleas, and this
had no doubt given him an additional source of contact with people
of the law like Sir Roger Manwoo 36. In any case, the judge,
apperently steayimg as a guest at Tichborme Manor, made Benjamin a
Justice of the Peace and "of the quorum®™, saying, "Now you are
fellow with those that bound you to the peace®. He ﬁas not only such
a "fellow" but, as one of the guorum, he had considerable asuthority .
and would no doubt in future be able to exert it discreetly on
occasions in favour of hard-pressed recusan‘ts37.

At the request of Tichborme, the Lord Chief Baron sent a warraut
to the Constasble ordering him38 to bring the unfortunate Edwards and
his master, Stone, before him. "His Lordship then willed Mr.Tichborne
to show ... the cause of their offence ..."  Whereupon Tichborne
declared that they had broken up his letters. The Lord Chief Baron
did not allow them to answer the accusation, but "did revile them,
calling Edwards 'rascal' and 'horse stealer', and immediately enjoined
them in £ to appear before him at the Assizes, saying, 'I will do
nothing here unto you, but that which I will de shall be done in the
face of the whole shire. And Sir Richard Norten shall not countenance
this matter'®. Norton's discomfiture must have been considerable,
whilst Tichborne's triumph was almost, but not quite, complete.

Stone and Edwards appeared at the Assizes and His Lordship asked39
Stone "what the cause was he had the peace against Mr.Tichborne and

his servant, which Stone beginning to open the said cause, the Lord
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Chief Baron would not hear him, but told him that he was expelled
the Temple for his misbehaviour (he was struck off the Rolls), say-
ing that he was very saucy to open the said letters; and threatened
the said Stone that he should take good heed that he came no more
before him, affirming that, if he did, he should know the price
thereof®.

William Pitts, who might have been severely punished, got off
completely. "Touching the escape of Pitts His Lordship did pass the
sane slightly over without perusing of his examination, saying also
tb the said gaoler that he should pay £10 for the same offence®.
(The gaoler had no doubt been considerably bribed already so that he
could well afford the fine.,) Manwood ended his hearing by a contemp-
_ tuous disregard of the authority of the Bishop. He said that "the
said gapler needed not to receive any prisoner into the Queen's gaol
sent by the Bishop or others, except it were for the matter of the

Crown orﬂ.y"L"o .

As a "favourer of Papists" Benjamin Tichborne had indeed worked

surpassingly well.

II

The reply to the "Jesuit" mission of 1580 was a severe penal
statute against the recusants and the missionaries)— the Act of 1581,

being "an Act to retain the Queen's Majesty's subjects in their due
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obedience"u'. Through the activities of the missionsry priests,
conversions to Catholicism had been taking place on a considerable
scale and the new Act was mainly designed to meet the new situation
which had arisen. It was now atreasonable offence to reconcile
anyone to Catholicism or for anyone to be reconciled. Anyone
assisting in such reconciliations or failing to disclose them is
guilty of misprisicn of treason. Heavy fines and imprisonment
were to be inflicted for saying or hearing Mass. Persons above the
age of 16 who refused to go to Common Prayer are to pay £20 a month
for such offencel"z. There are heavy penalties for recusants who act
as schoolmasters.

In addition to the Act of 1581, two important Proclamations by
the Queen exemplified the greatly increased religious and political
tension in the country. The first Proclamation, that of 15 July 1580 *2,
spoke of traitors abroad, especially at Rome, who attempted to
"irritate” everyone against Her Majesty. Some indeed have made it
public that the Pope, the King of Spain and others intend to invade
England and other dominions of the Queen with a great army. All
dutiful subjects are therefore admonished to contimme in their duty
and to be ready, if necessary, to defend their country. Any persons
who have "umnatural affections" are warned not to proceed too far,
otherwizse Her Majesty would be bound to use the "sword of justice
against them". All are warned not to be moved by "murmurers or

spreaders of rumours".



The second Proclamation was made on 10 Jamary 1581 M". This
was important because it concerned recusants in many countigssinclu-
ding Hampshire who had children or kinsfolk abroad®®. The Procla-
mation seid that seminaries had been established in Rome and else-
where to train English ‘subjects as instruments of rebellion. All
subjects, therefore, who had children or wards or kinsfolk abroad,
and who contribute to their support, must give a list of them to the
Ordinary within 10 days and arrange for their return in four months.
If they do not return, contributions are to cease. Parents must in-
form the Ordinary if others support any kinsfolk abroad. Mexrchants
are not to aid any such persons by drawing bills of exchange or
othemzi.se. Nobody (except merchants or their factors) may leave
the kingdom without special licence. Jesuits and English subjects,
especially in Ireland, have lately disturbed people's loj::;}lty to
the Queen., All Jesuits and Seminary priests are to be imprisoned
and persons harbouring them are to be punished. Informers are to
be rewarded.

This Proclamation had little effect and on 1 April 1582 a fur-
ther Proclamation was iSSuedl'ﬁ. It pronounced all Jesuits and
Seminary priests to be traitors and persons who harboured them to

be accomplices of tpaitors. Persons who went abroad without permis-

sion or did not return from the semineries within three months were




The episcopal documents of the Winchester

dlocese at this time relating to recusancy and absence from
Communion cover a short period immediately before the Act of 1581

and a further period immediately following, viz. from Jemiary 1581

to July 1583 2"7. During this whole period of 1581-1583 there was

a total of 297 citations: 187 recusants (including 8 cases of
"rarely going to church" and 10 of "not duly going to church") and
110 non-Communicants. The citations are well-distributed over the
county and are from 92 parishes. Apparently, one visitation is in-
volved. )

Of the total mmber of citations, 35 are marked "indicted"
(indictatus). These are cases of obstinate recusancy justifying
legal trial. The mumber bears fairly close relationship to the
‘mmber who were actually convicted and concerning whom partidulars
of fines under the Act‘ of 1581 are entered on the Pipe Iiolls. For
example, 22 recusants' names appear on the Pipe Roll for Hampshire
for 1581-2 3 and 10 on that for 15834 *°.  4s in 1583 an official
list of some 300 recusants in Hampshire was drawn up50, it will be
seen that the mumber actually convicted of recusancy and fined is a
small proportion of the total.

There is evidence in the recusants' statements at the Bishop's
Court of the intensified aotivities of the missionary priests. For
example, new reasons for recusancy are made which seem to show the
effect of contacts with the missionaries. Thomas Platt of Otterbourne,
which was to remain for many years a considerable Catholic centre
associated with the well-known recusant Wells fa.mily5 1, was cited in

1583 and said that "his conscience will not suffer him" to come to
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c:huzchsz. Reasons in almost precisely these terms were given for
recusancy by two other recusants from Otterbourne, two from Twyford
and one recusant from Easton53 o Thomas Grant of Twyford saidsl" :
“"that the Sunday before Whit Sundsy (in 1583) he was at his church
at service, but now his conscience will not serve him to come to
church ... By church he heard some part of service and said he were
as good hear a bear-baiting ... The law cannot compel him to come".

"Not in charity™ with the vicar was a well-known excuse of
Catholics at this time for absence from church?? » and in 1581 four
people from Farcham, Thomas Woolgar, Thomas Woolgar, junmior, and
William Harrison and his wife were cited for recusancy because of
the "strife and controversy between the vicar there and them">°.

Humphrey Rope of St.Maurice, Winchester, thinks "the Latin ser-
vice (i.e. the Mass) is necessary"5 7. Davia Ringstead and his wife
of the same parish were also cited for recusancy. Ringstead was
an Under-Keeper at the gaol in Winchester” 8. "He told Skymmer (the
apparitor) he had been a Papist these three years wel 1-known"?” .,

In the case of a Dr. Bridges (with his servants) of Cheriton
who was charged with recusancy, the ecclesiastical authorities
seemed to be particularly concerned at his defection and stated that
"the Chancellor wished to speak to him"éo. George Leceter of
Lawrence Wootton became involved at the Bishop's Court in a discussion
on tra.nsubstantiation and the Bishop apparently pointed out what he

conceived to be some of the errors in the dootzineél. Giles Hackes
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of Newport, Isle of Wight, was accused of "harbouring of suspicious
persons"sz.

No religious articles surviving from Catholic days are now found,
excep:l; "a cross or crucifix and a banner" which were stated %o have
been given to George Robyns, churchwarden of Ovington. He had "deter-
mined to sell it (them) to the church's use", but had not apparently
done 5063. Apart, however, from these, nothing of this kind cames tc
light. This is indeed not surprising, for Catholicism in its practice
and association has become increasingly an underground movement, and

it is dangercus, or at least suspicious, for anyone to be found with

Catholic religious articles of any sort.

III

Although some imprisoned recusants were released in 1581, powmsibly
because of the passing of danger due to the Irish Rebellion, the Council
did not apparently relax its vigilance in other directions, for on 1l
September 1561 they wrote®™ to the Bishop of Winchester acknowledging
the receipt of certificates of those who had been indicted, and said
that they "liked well of the course he hath taken in reducing some of
them by conferences of learned and godly men to conformity". As for
others who had been indicted and convicted, the Bishop is required %o
meke estreats (or extracts of the relevant particulars) of the sums of
money forfeited to the Quegn, Those who had been presented but not
yet indicted are to be committed to gaol and then remitted to the

Justices to receive their trisl at Quarter Sessions. Particulars of
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the names and places of abode of any other recusants in the diocese

are to be sent to the Council "whereupon they will take such order

as shall be thought convenient". In June 1582 the Council resolved65
thet recusants at liberty were not to move from their present state of
residence, except with reasc;nable cause, the Egéclesiastical Commis-
sioners giving the required pernission. They were to give bonds before
being allowed to remove, & survey of recusants' armour and weapons
was to be made, and such armour and weapons must be forthcoming when
required,

By 1583 it becomes clear that reconciliations to Catholicism are
being made on a considerable scale and that the effect of the work of
the missionary forces of the Counter-Reformation is being felt in
fuller measure. Before the missionary priests came - at least before
they came in any number - the English Catholics, left for so many years
to themselves, had been unenthusiastic and despondent, but in the 1580's
they have apparently become galvanised with new hope and courage, and
present an entirely different front. The Grovez:'rmlen'l-f are manifestly
alarmed and some time in 1583 Burghley wrote to the Queen that "your
strong and factious subjects are the Papists. Strong I account them
both in number and nature"

A list of Hampshire recusants was producedﬁ in April 1583,
apparently at the instigation of the Bishc;’p of Winchester, probably
for the special information of the C‘,ov.mc::i.l.7 It consisted of some 300

J:'ecumsa.n‘t:ss8 (not non~Comminicants) from 65 parishes. The return was
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ampemly the result of a special inguisition in 1583. It was
perhaps more reliable than a list based on churchwardens' present-
ments would have been, but even so it included a covering statement
furnishing the names of further recusants which had been omitted,
"either by reason of their departures out of the parishes or else

by the negligence of the sworn men Inguisitors who should have pre-

sented them". It would seem that even chosen "inguisitors" were,

like churchwardens and others, capable of conniva.nce69. Most of the
well-known recusants in Hampshire whose names appear in other returns
and on recusant rolls are rspresented in this list of 300. There

are 29 recusants in the gaol at Winchester.

At this time (1583) tribute was paid in two opposing guarters
to the work which had been done in Hampshire by two schoolmasters,
John Body and John Slade, apparently Jjoining forces with ‘the Mission-
ary priests, in increasing the numbers of the recusants. These two
men had been tried for denying the royal supremacy and had been con-
demned to death’C. Writing to William Allen on 24 April 1583 = the
Rev. George Birke'? sai-k,i' that at their trial the impression which
they had made was so favourable that almost the greater part of the
people in Hampshire had withdrawn themselves from the churches of
the Establishment; and that not only members of the gentry were
redusa.nts but also many country people. Allowing for some amount of
exaggeration, this view was to be supported a little later by the

ecclesiastical authorities themselves and by others who were in a
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position to know the facts.

Thus in July 1583 the Bishop of Winchester and some J.P.'s
wrote72 to the Council that ® .., no small number of the meaner sort,
many of them poor husbandmen and artificers, some wives, servants and
young men unmarried of divers parishes within three or four miles
compass of this city (Winchester), who, about Easter last frequented
the church and there received Holy Commnion are since suddenly re-~
volted and do as yet obstinately absent themselves; their dangerous
example (as we hear) encouraging others daily to do the like, it was
therefore thought convenient (that the causes of this their sudden
backsliding might be the better understood) to send for them first
by warrant fran some of us, the Justices". Some, when they appeared,
said that their consciences would not serve them to come to churchB.
Others were anxious to’ share in the punishment for recusancy: they
objected that it seemed to be Her Majesty's pleasure that "those of
the wealthier sort only (were) to be dealt with according to the
statute (the Act of 1581) and themselves to remain untouched™.
Others ®have bold.ly affirmed that it is necessary to have Mass and
they hope to hear it, and that they had rather hear bear-baiting
than the Divine Service".

The letter went on to say that the cause of these "disorders"
may be well conjectured: there was free access to, and conference
with, not only recusants "of good livelihood hereabouts", but also

with the "two traitors" (Body and Slade) who, "to seduce the weaker
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sort, meke show as though they were only to suffer for religion anl
not treason®. There is also a reference to the "secret‘ persuasions™
of the missionary priests "travelling to and fro (who) gave great
occasion of the revolt in these parts". Therefore, “fearing lest
their subtle and contimal practisings®™ will cause the inferioar sort
of people "to opén eos contempt of true religion®, the Council's
directions are wanted.

In September William Allen writing to the Cardinal-Protector in
Rmea' said that "one of our priests ... and two other priests, re-
conciled above four hundred men to the Roman Church after Easter last
in one of the smaller shires".,.“ Bearing in mind what George Birket

had told Allen in April of the same year, this shire was apparently

Hampshire75 .

On 30 October 1583, John Slade was executed in Winchester and
three days later John Body, Slade's fellow~worker in Hampshire, was
executed at Andover. The work which they had done was very much in
the minds of the ecclesiastical authorities.

Dr. Bemnet, hﬁé.ster of St.Cross, wrote76 to Burghley on 3 November
1583 and spoke of "the great backwardness of the county in religion®.
He says he finds it with more experience "far above my expectations.
For being present very lately at the execution of the two traitors77
and required by the Justices for the better satisfying of the people
to debate with the parties of the cause of their death, I found in them

so marvellous, perverse and most obstinate resolution against the
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regiment and soverg.gnty of Her Majesty in ecclesiastical causez ...
In the people (he found) a favour and liking of them, and great
nunbers carried away with them into stubborn recusancy. And the
opinion of the wisest is that the long delay of their execution hath
wrought the county's great harm, which doth marvellously appear by
the multitudes of their late revolts and the general contempt of the
preaching of the Word, specially in this town (Winchester) above all
probability of report".

Where the fault of it all lies, Dr. Bemnet does not know, but he
proposes to inform Lord Burghley when he has looked into the matter.
The J.P.'s, or at least those whom he has seen, deserve great commenda-
tion "for their wisdom, diligence of service, vigilance and zeal®.

He attributes thé ®decay of religion" to non-resident clergy. If
there is not better discipline of the clergy "both religion towards
God and obedience towards Her Majesty will decay ... (and) decrease
daily". This reference to "better discipline™ is significant in view
of what Dr. Bennet was toc say a little later about the present bishop,
Watson. Severity must be used, Bennet considers, toAbring the people
"to the hearing and liking of the Word®, and he asks Burghley for
guidance.

In Jamuary 158)., John Watson, Bishop of Winchester, died, and
Dr. Bennet is now able to air his opinions more freely. Writing to
Burghley on 2, Jammary 158k » he attributes the "evil case" of the

county which had existed for a long time, partl;} to the delgy in
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appointing a successor to Robert Horne, which the semiﬁarists took
as an opportunity to overrun the whole shire, and pazt]y'hga;his
men's (Watson's) oo much lenity®. He wants the new bishop to be a
man qualified to deal with the special problems which exist in the

- county and hopes that the "vacation" be not too long "lest the in-
éolency of recusants be too great a height of pride';'.18

The reference to the lenient attitude of the late Bishop towards
the recusants perhaps raises a doubt whether his Protestantism was
actually sincere: he was at any rate evidently not an ecclesiastic
on whom the Govefmment could implicitly rely. He had not been con-
sistent in his religious views: he was ordained as a priest in Henxy
VIII's reign, was known as a reformer under Edward VI and was made
Second Prebendary at Winchester in 1551. He kept the latter position
in Maxy's reign, and held, in addition, the living of Winchfield.
Conforming under Elizabeth, he was granted the rectorship of South
Warnborough in 1568 and shortly after became Master ofySt.Cross. In
1570 he became Dean of Winchester and was Gonsemrated Bishop of Win-
chester on 18 Septenber 1580 79.

Were Watson's religious views essentially but secretly Catholic
in his old age? Apart from his recognised leniency towards recusants,
there are some indications that they may have been., Agnes White of
South Warnborough had the presentation of the living there at the
time of Watson's appointment as Rector 80. She and her husband, Sir

Thomas White, were undoubted Catholics and it was to their home that
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the deprived Bishop of Winchester, John White, Agnes White;s
brother, had retired after his release from the Tower in 1559 81.
Possibly in his association with the Whites, Watson had revesled
signs of innate Catholic views, Moreover, in his Visitation of
the Cathedral in 1571 Horne found that the Dean had not preached
against the Pope and "the superstitious Mass"™, that he had
favoured "superstitious religion® and had not administered the

Oath of Supremacysz. The Dean was Watson.
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CHAPTER V

BISHOP COOPER (1584-159%4) : FIRST PERIOD, 1584-1589

I

Watson's successor, Thomas Cooper, was a very different type of
men. He had never held other -than Protestant views, and had been
ordained after Mary's death. Dean of Christ Church, Oxford, in
1566, he became Dean of Gloucester in 1569 amd in 1570 was appointed
Bishop of Lincolnl. He was a vigorous opponent of the Puritans and4

-}

“also of Catholics, and had claimed in 1577 © that he had practically

cleared his diocese of the latter? The Goverrment had spparently
carefully considered the need for a strong, repressive hand against
the recusants in the Winchester diocese, and in appointing Cooper to
it in 1584 they no doubt felt that he was most suitable for the task,
but the new bishop was to find the diocese difficult enough to manage.
. Cooper soon set to work. TWriting to Burihley on 2 May 1584 L
he asked for leave "to go into the county with such authority and
direction of assistance thete that my endeavour may take effect
among them (i.e. the Papists). I, being desirous somewhat to know
the ,state of the county, willed the Archdeacon of Hampshire to make
enquiry of such as be obstinate recusants; and I am certified that

there be already presented by the churchwardens to the number of 400

and in some parishes 40 or 50".
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This rumber of 400 was evidently based on presentments to the
Archdeacon's Court of which, unfortunately, no records survive:
the presentments there must have been many more than the mumber of
citations in the surviving episcopal records. Yet even here, as
in comnection with the rebturn of 1583, local. connivance was consider—
able. "And yet is it thought certainly", Cooper goes on to say,
"that by the slackness of the churchwardens, a great number more are
omitted. Wherefore the county being in such case, I am of op.;i.nion,
under correction, that there will need extraordinary authority, and
that to be committed not to many. For I understend® (he was apparently
getting to know the nature of the Hampshire gentry) "that there be
divers of great countenance will speak very well and deal very hollow-
1y". He wants either an ecclesiastical commission or a commission of
oyer and determiner, or bothl". If there is not special consideration
of the matter, the recusants will think "that thers is not so great
care to have disordered persons repressed, as all good subjects know

that there is ..,."

Recusants who were considered to be sufficiently well-to-do were
indicted under the Recusancy Act of 1581, fined or imprisoned. It
was difficult to know what to do with the growing multitude of recu-
sants of lower rank, who were not capable of paying the very large
fine of £20 a month. Imprisonment after conviction undgr the Act of
1581 was possible; but the process of the law could not, at this

time, keep pace with the growing number of recusants, whilst the
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prisons themselves were full, and, moreover, imprisoument resulted in
increaged expenditure by the Crown.

In 1584 flogging as a punishment and possible deterrent was used
in Winchester, according to Robert Persons, who told Agazzari, the
General of the Jesuit Order in Rome, that five recusants were publicly
flogged in the city, "but none gave way"™. One of them was a blacksmith,
"a plain man, robust and constant", and apparently of such extraordinary
hardihood and endurance that the judges did not kmow what to make of
him. It seems that he had once consented "to go to the hereticsA' church"
and was afterwards "so thoroughly penitent that he said at the Assizes
he would never go there again". The judges offended at this, and “_s_e_é-

ing that he had no money to lose"6 , sentenced him to a public flogging

once a week until he conformed. Receiving the sentence, he said: "Weil,
you are unjust Jjudges: this is a slight penalty to wash away the great
sin that I have committed in going to your devilish church. If you had
sentenced me to a whipping every day, it would have been something, but
once a week is most unfair®, The judges wére still more offended at
this and said “they would give him stripes enow, if he took such delight
in them". "Accordingly", says Persons, "they ordered him to be scourged.
When he had taken this with the utmost patience, they asked him how he
liked it. "That is well enough for a morning meal', he answered, adding
that, 'if as large a portion were given for the evening and so it went
on for some months, his great sin would doubtless be forgiven'." This

seemed to have baffled the judges who remanded him as a mad man. “And
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what became of him afterwards®, says Persons, "we do not know".

In June 1584 occurred an event of international :i.rhportance, the
assassination of the Prince of Orange: it cane at a favourable moment
for the Government in its struggle with the Catholic renascence. In
the excitement which followed, the Govermment passed in 1585 not only
the Act for the Surety of the Queen's person7, but also a severely
repressive measure, an Act against Jesuits and Ssminary ]:_)1:"ieS'l;s8 , by
which it was treason to be a priest and remain in England. (Marian
priests were excepted). It did not stop the priests from comihg or
staying.

In 1585 or thereabouts, the recusancy problem in Hampshire becames
still more acute and the Clerk of the Peace is in serious difficulties.
He says9 that the number of recusants who have to be indicted is so
great that he is driven to spend "not only by himself or by his deputy
and a servant or two, a great deal of time before and after every
sessions, but also the most part of the sessions itself in drawing and
ingrossing the indictments, judgements and processes thereupon, and the
Justices most occupied about them, whereby the Sessions are continued
more days than heretofore they have done"., Almost all other causes and
grievances of the shire are omitted, "to the great trouble amd charges
of the Justices and frecholders of the shire, without any profit hitherto
unto Her Majesty by the conviction of the recusants who are not found to

have lands or goods to answer their condemnations, and also without any

reformation of any recusants ...".
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Wnils therefore “ecusﬁncy HEY S increaﬁxng cznai er&bly,,s@maf
1ndividual veconciliations which the missionary priests«effeeted
had tactical a&vanﬁégea, ‘Fbr‘eﬁamgla, David Ringstead, an Under-
‘Keeper of the gaol in ¥inchester, had been cited for recusancy

in June 1583 and he bLold the Bishop's Court that it was~wﬁllsknawn
10 . i
that he had been a Pdplﬁt f@r thres years, 30 He must of been of .

eqns%uerabla service to impris@ncd recusants in those eritieal_»
years an& it im p@sgible that he had aesisﬁﬁd in the escape of

Williar Pitie, who had been committed fLo Winchsster Gaol

be ing voncerned in the distribution of Camplion's gﬂ:wm;#MWH[  »

retead wad sent to the Olink by the Bilshop of Winchester in-

o : ‘
June 1586, 1 - ‘ B
‘ A further interesiing case wss thal of “tephen Cheston,

a pursuivent at ¥inehester, who wad reconciled Lo Cathollcism
sope time 1n 1585, It 1is not clear when exaeﬁly he became a
Papist, but it was presumably after 3 Hay lS%%, for on this date
the Bishep of Winchester wrote D to Walsi ingham commending “the

especial and faithful diligence of our mescsengers, Etephen

Cheston and Thomae Bedham" in £eifing a seminary priest, John Owen
(aliag) John Gav&inev)lé and two other persons in Winchester,

The reconcilistion of Cheston was of slumgular significsnce,

He he, after it, heen conniving at the e2scape of bes priests?

the suthorised searches for then, iIn which his duty had compelled
him to take part, been condueted . at least ¢¢ far 28 he wasd con-
cerned - with caleylated carelessness or even wihth secret fore-

warning? It is true
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that he would have had colleagues in the searches, but with the amount
of connivance and corruption which existed in the ecity it would not
have been difficult to bribe them., At any rate, the authorities were
patently alarmed, and on 13 November 1585 the ecclesiastical commis-
sioners, in some force, and presided over by the Bishop, held a "long
conference" with Ches‘l'.onl5 . His answers to their questions were molels
of evasiveness and boldness both in regard to his recusancy and his
occupation as a pursuivant.

He was asked: Whether he would go to church as a good subject
ought? He answered "What he may do he knoweth not". Why did he shun
the church? He desired pardon in not answering. What did he think
of "our church"? He could not safely daliver his opinion. What did
he think of the Church of Rome? He said he had nothing to say touch-
ing it. Was the Pope Supreme Head of the Church ar no? He said he
hoped "Your Lordship thinketh I have not so little wit to deal with
that matter", and added that "he came not to defend him". Whether Her
Majesty be Supreme Head? He said he had "taken his oath for that al-
ready". Would he take the same oath now? He said, "he desireth to
see their special commission whereby they are authorised to offer it
to him". Whether he had been at Mass of late? He answered that he
knew the penalty for this to be 100 marks(£66.13.4.) and, therefore,

he was not bound to accuse himself. Whether he did “apprehend all

: £
recusants which he had warrant to apprehend and might have apprehqnded"lo.

He said "he executed his office faithfully®. A4nd, finally, VWhy,
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"at the motion of some of the Commis sioners, he refused to enter bond
to shun the company of known recusants"? "Because", he said, "they are
Christian people".

Following this examination, Cheston was sent to the Glimc]'?.

IT

The tension in the country vis-a-vis the antagonism between Eng-
land and Spain grew apace and Bishop Cooper did not relex his vigilance.
In 1586 he wrote18 to Walsingham and some other members of the Council
making suggestions for "repressing the boldness and waywardness of the
recusants® who "had so multiplied by revol‘lﬁing from religion". The
proposals which he made were these:

1. He wanted the Council "to renew the charge of diligent looking
to the sea-side and the creeks "for the coming in or passing out
of evil-disposed persons". (These included not only the missionaxy
priests coming to England, but also recruits for the seminaries
and boys seeking a Catholic education abroad).

2. Instructions should be given by the Council to the Sheriff and
"some of the most forward gentlemen" to increase the mumber of
domiciliary searches for Jesuits and seminary priests. These
should be made secretly once a month or once in three weeks, in
sundry suspected places".

3. A hundred or two bbstinate recusants, "lusty men, well able to
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labour, may, by some comvenient commission, be taken up and
sent into Flanders, as pioneers and labourers.®

This would, Cooper considered, disburden the country of a
company of dangerous persons. Those who remained would be "put
into fear that they may not so fast revolt as they do now." (The
proposal was actually put by the Council tb the Earl of Leicester
in the Low Countries in a letter dated 25 May 1586 1. There is
no evidence to show what reply Leicester made and the men do not
appear 'Eo have been sent. Probably he thought thaf they would
have been as embarrassing in the Army as their papistical
activities had evidently been in this country)
Cooper does not want recusant gentlemen who “compound“zo with
Her Majesty to be allowed to remain in Hampshire: they should
be"assigned® to some other place where they will do less ham,
Those who "have remained ... have stole the people's hearts
mightily, and daily do contimue so tc do. Tor even this last
Easter, upon some secret pact purposely wrought, five hundred

2
personsg have refused to communicate more than before did ...

(Some of the more important recusants were imprisoned during this

year (1586)22°
23
On the seme date (25 May 1586)2 the Council wrote to the Sheriff

of Hampshire implying that they are sefiously disturbed at the increas-

ing number of recusants in the county. Many people who have been con-

formable until recently are daily drawn away to Popery "to no small
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offence to Her Majesty and dangerous sequel to the country, if it be
not speedily met withal ..."™ The Sheriff is required to take bonds of
certain recusamts in good sums for the Queen's use: these recusants
are named in a schedule and have to appear before the Councﬁ.lzl".
Probably a little later, Cec::t'_la or some other member of the
Council considered the recusancy preobler generally and suggested re-

medies for its solution. He spoke of Jesuits and seminary priests as

®seductors ... who have haunted counties where least preaching hath

been, as in Lancashire ... as in Berkshire, Hampshire and Hereford-
shire™. Such persons have used great diligence and secrecy to win

the people, but the bishops and clergy have not used any diligence to
teach the unlearned or to reform those recusants who have been committed

to prison. In this way the Papists have gained "from these few years
more than in meny years before" 2 ]

To meet this situation, the penalties against Jesuits, seminary
priests end schoolmasters must be duly executed. The remedy in the
case of recusants, however, must vary according to their social rank.
Men of "est;Jnation and livelihood" must be convicted and fined under
the Recusancy Act of 1581, If a recusant of this kind shall have been
proved to have induced another to recusancy, he shall be "committed to
clese prison", as well as being fined. If such a recusant is "of good
credit™ he should be removed from his county to some other place
“ghere his doings might be locked to®. (This was Cooper's proposal

to Walsingham, - see proposal 4 above.) He should be restricted to a
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certain area, and he was not "to persuade any person to be of his
opinion" upon pain of imprisomment and to be "further dealt withsl"
by offering him the Oath of Supremacy to test his allegiance26. He
would also be "sequestered of all offices, ammour and weapons! and
should not be suffered to “be office:r:.over tenants, stewards, etc".
The Oath of Supremacy is, in any case, to be tendered to wealthy

recusants.

Chiléren of recusants of "estimation" would be committed to
good schoolmasters, to be faithfully and religiously instmcted27.

"Meaner™ recusants, because they would not be able to pay the
statutory fine of £20 a month, are to be committed to prison, but they
are 2lso to pay a reasonable proportion of the fine., They should be
released upon bonds to return to prison, there to contimue one month
in every quarter, unless they conform.

Those who cannot pay anything are to be committed to prisons
where they would be made to work for their living, If they camnot work,
they must remain in prison unless they can find sureties for good
behaviour, apart from recusancy.

All recusants whether in prison or out of it would be forced to
hear "some preachers and instructors" once a month.

A register of recusants is to be made in every shire showing
their wealth and place of residence, as well as a register of all
parents who have children beyond the sea.

During this same year (1586) there seems to have been some sort
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of "conspiracy® to fire the beacons in Hampshimze. Those concerned
in it were almost entirely poor people who complained that corn was
scarce and that the farmers were making excessive profits. It was
alleged that the "conspirators" intended to loot gentlemen's houses,
particularly the house of Sir Richard Ndrton, to march to Winchester
and set free the recusants imprisoned there. Most of the people came
from Alton and Hartley Maudit. In the latter place was the small |
estate of Nicholas Tichborne who was a recusant prisoner in Winchester.
Indeed, one of the "conspirators™, Richard Noyse, admitted that he
had been a servant of Tichborne's.

Although a Popish Plot was probably suspected, no evidence was
forthcoming that it was; and the authorities evidently did not view
the affair seriously. Altogether 18 persons were arrested, but those
imprisoned in the Marshalsea were redeased in 1587. The chief points
of interest were that some recusants had been mentioned, including
tvo members of the Catholic gentry, Nicholas Tichborne and George
Lewknor, and that the animus of the "conspirators"™ was concemtrated
against Sir Richard Norton, a leading J.P., well-known for his part
in domiciliary searches of recusants.

A commentary on the "plot"™ and on conditions in Hampshire at this
time was a little later furnished by Martin Ara, alias Cotton, a
seminary priest, who had been captured by Topcliffe in London. He
was examined by Justice Young on 16 June 1586 29. Martin Ara con-

fessed that he had been in Hampshire (apparently recently). He went
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to that county to see whether he could "live quietly there, for that
he lived with great danger and trouble in Lomdon". He enquired how
the Bishop (Thomas Cooper) behaved towards recusants and "hearing

that he was very troublesome he thought that there was no staying for

him there®. Four years previously he had been in Hampshire, but he
had heard no "bruits" or reports, save that the poorer sort were ready
to break down barns to get corn. He denied that he had heard anything

about firing the beasons or “of any ships coming on the seas".

IIT

In 1586 ocouPred the Babington Plot. This is of importance in
the history of recusancy in Hampshire for two main reasons: firstly,
because one of the conspirators, Chideock Tichborne, was a clese
friend of Babington and a member of an ancient and important Hampshire
family which was strongly recusant, whilst another conspirator, John
Ballard, knew Hampshire very well; and secondly, because, like the
vast majority of the recusants in other counties, the recusants of
Hampshire, although a few were suspected of complicity, remained con-
sistently loyal to the Queen.

The Plot was the work chiefly of ambitious, impulsive, reckless
men like John Ballard, a priest, who had for some time ceased to per-
form his priestly f‘unctionsjo , and hare-brained enthusiasts like
Anthony Babington, a young, wealthy Catholic gentleman, and his asso-

- ciates, -~ all extravagantly devoted to Mary, Queen of Scots. Walsing-
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hem with his spies carefully mirtured the Plot from the beginning
and must have regarded himself as exceptionally fortunate in fini-
ing that he had to deal only with some amateurish conspirators.

- There is some obscurity about the genesis of the Plo‘l:3 1. It

seems to have originated with Gilbert Gifford, agent provocateur,

and his cousin, George Gdfford, and probably some others like Savage
and Windsor. John Ballard joined them in March 1586. At an early
stage Gilbert Gifford entered Walsingham's service.

Towards the end of March Ballard went to France. There he met
Thomas Morgan, Mary Stuart's agent in Paris. He had, however, first
become acquainted with Morgan and his friends in 1584 and had been
persuaded to associate with them in their political object53 2. He
also now met Mendoza, the Spanish Ambassador to France, and others,
and a plot to assassinate Elizabeth was decided upon, Ballard becom-
ing a party to it. Mendoza would, however, give no promise of assist-
ance before knowing more details. He told Philip that he had "sent
the priest back well posted in what I thought necessary and told him
to return to me with full details, as in so important a matter we
must have more than generalities“ss.

Returning to England, Ballard managed to enlist Babington as a
fellow conspirator and secured the help of Babington's friends,
Chideock Tichborne and others. It was apparently resolved that
Babington should evolve some plan of action to take place in London

and that Ballard should go round the North of England to see what help
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would be forthcoming. An insurrection was envisaged.

There seems to have been no intention to survey Hampshire. Was
Ballard relying on a report from Chideock Tichborne? But the priest
was no stranger to Hampshire, for with him in Prance in 1584 had been
Anthony Tyrrell, an apostate priest, who changed religious £idék four
or five times and was responsible at various times for betraying a
congiderable mumber of priests and laymen to the English Govefnmentsz".
Ballard first made the acquaintance of Tyrrell apparently in the Gate-
house prison in Westminster in 1583 35 . In 1586, and before the trial
of the Babington conspirators, Tyrrell ‘l'.old.3 6 Burghley that in 1584
"he (Ballard) and I and Bray, that had caused a ship to come out of
Hampshire of purpose to fetch us home, we travelled upon Christmas
Bve was twelvemonth (Christmas 1584) from Rouen tdwards Dover, where,
af'ter a little expecting, our boat came and were landed by Soutlrmpton
on St.Stephen's Day, as it fell out in England. From thence we went
directly to Winchester, lodged at Cook's, that keepeth an inn, where
Fortescue (the alias of Ballard) was well-acquainted, and provided
all things necessary for his journey to London. We stayed by the way
a night or two at Ma_pledurham37 with the widow Shelley." He seems to
have known Chideock Tichborne in 158k, for Thomas Dodwell, a spy,
gave information that Fortescue (otherwise Ballard) brought from
London a seminary priest, Somerfield, to Longwood, in Hampshire, the
seat of Chideock Tichborne, whose three sisters were the receivers of

the pries‘l‘.3 8. Ballard also stayed in Winchester at the house of the
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Lady Mary ’:?est39. In August 1584 James Hill, another spy, toldz"o
Walsingham that he knew "one Ballard, sometimes called Fortescue;
he had his abode chiefly in Hampshire, and at the house of an oid
1l2dy called the Lady West".

Ballard may, therefore, have thought that he knew sufficient
of Hampshire to rely on considerable assistance in his treasonsble
degigns. But in truth he seemed to know little =2bout the more
responsible Catholic elements; and,judging by the available evidence,
his acquaintances were apparently limited chiefly to two old ladies,
an innkeeper and the impressionable friend of Babingbon, Chideock
Tichborme.

e @

Particulars were supplisd to Mendoza as a2 result of Ballard's
Journeys round Bngland and these were forwarded to the Spanish Ki: 241.
The names of Catholic people in the North, Midlands and the West who

might help were furnished, No Hampshire name was given and the

county is not mentioned at all in the long despatch to Philip. In
the enclosure with the despatch conditions in the various counties
are described, particularly with regard to the strength of their
Catholicism. Hampshire is "full o Catholics: there are four
gentlemen strongly Catholic and very powerful. The ports are good

and victuals are abundant.” Bubt again no Hampshire nsmes are supplied

and nothing is said about any aid being given if there were a Spamnish

invasion: in the case of most of the other counties the alleged

strength of the troops which they would be able to raise is specified.
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Hampshire, indeed, seems to have held particularly aloof.

Babington appears to have allowed the Plot to rest for some
time, but at the end of June 1586 it began to revive. The con-
spirators were now told that an invasion from abroad was in pre-
paration. About the 6 July a letter from Mary was given to
Babington who answered it, giving details of the conspirscy and
aslkcing for instructions. It was in Walsingham's possession on 7
July and it reached Mary on 14 July. ©She resolved to reply to it,
without referring to the plot to assassinate Elizabeth. But in
answering she acted against the advice of her secretaries; and the
damning correspondence was the decisive evidence which gave the
Govermment 2ll that they wanted.

The conspirators' fate was now sealed and matteré proceeded
quickly to a close. Ballard was the first to be arrested and the
laymen next, after they had fled and hidden in St.John's Wood.

It is difficult to sift the tangled threads of the Plot, com-
plicated as it had been by so many intrigues and cross-currents.
And there is conflict of evidence in the individual statements of
the conspirators at their examinations and the statements at the
trials. It seems to emerge, however, that Chideock Tichborne had
not been one of those who had agreed to kill the Queen. At his
trial he saidl"zz "That I knew of these treasons and concealed then,
I must confess that I am guilty; but unto the rest, I am not guilty.”

It is probable that for this reason he &g #irst pleaded "Not guilty",-
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a plea which later he altered to "Guilty". His speech at the
gallowsl"z' is consistent with that made at his trial: he said he had
never intended the death of Elizabeth, though he was "privy to all
their actions® (those of the other conspirators). He knew, of course,
that he was, nevertheless, guilty of treason.

Much of the rest of his last speech is taken up with expressing
intense sorrow for his deed, for the fate which that deed had brought
to his wife, and for the stain on the ancient House of Tichboime
which he had caused. "I am descended", he said, ®"from a house which
was 200 years before the Congquest; their blood was never stained
before now." He had been one of Sir Christopher Hatton's gentlemen:
he asked their forgiveness and "I desire His Honour to forgive me".

Chideock Tichborme was executed with Anthony Babington in a first
batch of conspirators on 20 September 1586. Unfortunately, Elizabeth
was without mercy on this occasion and they met with a barbarous
death. In a letter to Hatton on the 12 Septemb.er 1586 & Burghley
said that he had told Her Majesty "“that if the fashion of the execu-
tion shall be duly and orderly executed, by protiacting of the same
both to the extremity of the pains in the action, and to the right of
all the people to behold it, the mamner of the death would be as terrible
as‘ any other device would be." L“];urghley was writing to Hatton in order
. that the Queen's wishes for severity might be made knowm to the judges.
The Queen was informed of the appalling cruelty of the first executions

"and, in consequence, "gave express oxders that they (the remaining
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conspirators) should be used more favoursbly; and accordingly they
were permitted to hang until they were quite dead, before they were
cut down"l"5 .

A contemporary amc:cOI,l.rrl:l"6 says that Chideock Tichborme very
favourably impressed the multitude at the execution: %... he was a
goodly young gentleman and certainly his humility and moan (i.e.
his speech at the gallows) moved meny to compassion." Holinshed
speaks in much the same tems'w, whilst Camden says that he "moved
great pity among the multi‘tude"l"s.

, o 2 : .

Chideock Tichborne ™ was a gifted and colourful figure, and,
like practically all the Tichbornes in Hampshire at this time, an
unswerving recusant5o , but unfortunately k}e came under the influence
of Anthony Babington, who, together with his associates, was in
irresolution and incompetence hopelessly outmatched by the experience
and far-sighted craft of Walsingham.

After the disclosure of the Babington Plot a good many suspects
were put into prison and three prominent ﬁampshire recusants were
arrested and imprisoned in London: Swithun Wells, Thomas Dymock and
Anthony Tuchinor.

Swithun Wells51, the brother of Gilbexrt Wells of Brambridge,
Twyford, Hampshire, was closely examined52 on 9 August 1586. He
gave a detailed account of his recent activities saying that "he hath
not been acquainted with him (Babington) otherwise than in saluting

one another by name as they met in the street®. He was imprisoned

for a short time, but was released "upon bonds® by Walsingham's
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orders on 30 November 1586 23 .

Thomas Dymock>*, gentleman, of Tichfield, who had been a steward
to the late Second Earl of Southampton, was another suspect. He was
returned as a recusant in 1583 22 ani was imprisoned in the Clink amd
the Gatehouse”*, probably as a result of what Anthomy Tyrrell, who
knew Dymock in Ha.mpshire5 7, told Bu:t‘ghley'58 ; but he was discharged
from the Clink on 18 November 1586 57

The third suspect was Anthony Tuchinor (or Tychenor) who had been

at Winchester College and was 2 Fellow of New College . He was re-

turned as a recusant of Warblington, Hampshire, in 1583 61. After the
Babington Plot he was brought up from Winchestep and lodged in the
Tower62. In a list dateci 21 September 1586 prepared by the Attorney-
General is the entry: "Anthony Tuchinor: the man very suspicious, but
no direct proof against him, but a dealer in 1::.'::'|.es1:.s“63 . Walsingham
in his Notes of the Privy Council meeting held on 30 November 1586
sgid: "A:rithony Towchenor: To be coritimed in prison and further
examined"®®. The Earl of Arundel was already in the Tower when
Tuchinor arrived. In 1588 the Earl apparently ordered Masses and
prayers for the success of the Armada's venture., William Bennet, the
priest, who said the Mass "'ad tollendum schisme®™, confessed that
Tuchinor had been present65 . There may therefore have been more
grounds for suspecting him than in the case of Swithun Wells and
Thomas Dymock, though Babington at his examination said that "he does

not know Tuchinor to be privy (to the Plot)"66. He seems to have been
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released in 1589 67 and there is no further information about him till
24 April 1599 when he arrived at Douai. He was ordained a priest on

27 FPebruary 1600 and came on the English Mission forthwi‘bh68.

v

During the year or two before the Armada, special measures, par-
ticularly in maritime counties like Hampshire, were taken against
Papists. Leading recusants were ordered to be "™put under restraint"
and disarmed. Burghley himself seems to have had a great deal to do

with the matter. As early as 1583 he had written69

to the Queen say-
ing that he "could wish no man, either great or small, should so much
as be trained up in any musters, except his parishioners would answer
for him, that he be orderly end duly receiveth the Communion; and for
ammunition, that not one should keep in his house or have at command,
80 much as a halberd, without he were conformable to the church ..."
The Council were vigilant about the custody of weapons as early
as February 1587 and wrote7o to the executors of the late Barl of
Southampton considering it "convenient that the armour, weapons and
such like furniture belonging to the young Earl of Southampton71 and
remaining at his house at Tichfield should be removed from thence and
committed to the custody of some person who should look into the same
t0 be =0 kept and preserved that it might neither be ... diminished

nor fall into decay ... nor cdme to the hands of any ill-affected
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persons, the rather in respect of the doubtfulness of these times of
some foreign attempts that might be Intended upon the sea-coast of
that shire.® This measure was probably regarded as all the more
necessary by the Government because Titchfield was a centre of recusancy
and Thomas Dymock, the late Earl's Catholic steward, had recently been
a suspect in the Babington Plot72.

g;?ﬁzoonsidered in February and March 1587 the "restraint" of

3

recusants in certain shires and those of ®special value" were named'”.

In October 1587 he proposed that the recusants in each shire should be

registere 72".

In the seme month (October) the reliability &f the J.P.'s came
under general consideration and the Bishop of Winches‘ber‘ sen'l:75 to
Burghley a list of the Jjustices for Hampshire. He said ®he camnot note
any of them to be bacloward in religion except one, whose wife and
daughters be recusan‘bsr and himself never communicated since the Queen's
time, that is Richard White ..." Richard White was a Catholic, but a
®schismatic™, the son of Sir Thomas White, Mary Tudor's Master of
Requests, and nephew of the deprived Catholic Bishop of Winchester,
John ‘??hite%. He had been a J.P. since 1575 77. He was left out of
the Ggmmission of the Peace later in 1587 with persons in other counties
because of the recusancy of their wivesTB. His loyalty to the Queen
was unexceptionable, and in 1588 he contributed £50 towards the cost
of the country's defences.

Captain Nichokas Dawtrey wrotel® to Welsingham on 2 Jamary 1568
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about the defences of Hampshire, reporting that the county was not
so well prepared as it ought to be. The Earl of Sussex who, with
the Marquis of Winchester, was responsible fox the defences, had in
the view of "the best affected gggtlemen in the cause of religion",

made "a dangerous choice of some captains for Portsmouth". He ex-

&

pands this in a further report made on 21 February 1588 when he

said that there were many recusants in the county and that "My Lord
Bishop told me he was able to give a note of 200 in a little corner.
I do perceive that many of these people do inhabit the sea—coast."g(
In April 1588 & the question of defence and the problem of the
recusants were still of paramount importance in the minds of the
Council; for in that month they wrotsez-to the Lord Lieutenants of the
counties, referring to previcus directions about the disarming of the
recusants and stating that any weapons taken from them should be sold
to those counties which were lacking in means of defence. All armour
remaining over should ®be converted to the arming of Her Majesty's
true and well-affected subjects®. The recusants were to be asked for

their consent to the sale of the armour and they were to "receive such

money as should be made hereof".
e o diskurt
Despite 21l these measures with their implication of saspieaen
of the recusants® lexeddy, the vast majority of English Catholics at
the time of the Armada remained loyal to the Queen and this is generally
recognised. Tribute to it has been paid by wel l-known historians.

Hallam said>> that "the Catholics stood the trial of their spirits,
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without swerving from their allegiance®™. Hume, following Stowe,
says that some "entered themselves as volunteers in the fleet or
army; some equipped ships at their own charge, and gave the com-

5

mand of them to Protestants; others were active in animating their

tenants and vassals and neighbours to the defence of their country"&".

Even William Allen, pro-Spanish as he was, admitted 'bhat}h:i.s co-

religionists were loyal and that the Bull of 1570 had been a dead 1

letter from the 'beginning85 . I
A list exists of esquires and gentlemen in England, arranged .

wnder counties who contributed sums of £50 or £25 towards the defence |

of the country at the time of the Armadasé. So far as Hampshire is

concerned, the list is obviously incomplete, for the names of such

prominent people as Sir Richard Norton, Sir Francis Cotton, Sir

Thomas Fleming, William Uvedale, who were non-Catholics, and Benjamin

Tichborne, a J.P. of the quorum, are omitted. The following who were

returned as Papists in the official list of 1572 87 contributed either

£50 or £25: William Badger, Winchester, £50; Thomas Tutte, gentlemen,

Chilbolton, £25; Richard White, esquire, of South‘Warrﬂ)orough, the

"schismatic®, £50 88; John Marriner, gentleman, of Portsdown, £25.

As regards others, Richard S'l:rau'zges9 , esquire, of Weston, and Henxry

Carew, esquire, of Hordle, who were both to be convicted recusants,

contributed £25 each. Anthony Lisle9 0 s, esquire, Isle of Wight, who

was officially returned as a recusant in 1583, contributed £50.

Richard Pregnish, of Pitt, and George Philpott, armiger, of Thruxton,
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who each gave £25, had wives who were a few yecars later convicted as
recusants and they themselves may secretly have been Catholics91.

As regards mustered troops we find that Benjamin Tichborne, by
now apparently no longer the "strong Papist" of 1572 9 2, but still no
doubt in close association with leading recusants, was in charge of

93

the men in the hundred of Fawley”~, whilst Thomas Henslowe, esquire,
a "schismatic" and harbourer of seminary priests, the remaining mem-
bers of whose family were 211 recusants%', commended the men in the
hundreds of Bosmere, Hayling, Alverstoke and Gosport, = a considerable
fo::'ce95 . In the musters for June 1588, Gilbert Tichborne, gentleman,
a younger brother of Benjamin Tichborne, was returned as a "certified
martisl man"%. He is described as "a very sufficient (efficient)
man, of long service, but a Papist obstinate“9 7. As has been semn,
there was a "dangerous" choice of some captains for Portsmouth because
of their Papistry.

--;?-

The surviving records of citations do the Bishop's Court for
1584-1589 cover two periods: December 1586 to July 1587 and the
beginning of 1588 to May 1589 98. For these periods there were 296
citations from 76 parishes. Very few of the parishes or names of
persons are duplicated and the records apparently relate to one
visitation. Of the total of 296 there were 47 citations for absen-

teeism from church, including 7 for recusancy pure and simple, 36 for

negligently attending church, 2 for"very negligently" attending,
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1 "slackly attending®™, and 1 absence for the space of a month. The
.non-Comnnmica.nts formed by far the greater proportion of the total,
namely 24,9. This high total, together with the number cited for
occasional conformity, is apparently attributable to fear of the
financial penalties of the two recusancy statutes of 1581 and 1586-7.
This is brought out in the terms of the citation of Elizabeth Fisher
of Martyr Worthy in 1586 ?: she is charged with being a non-Communi-
cent and for coming negligently to church (that is, occasional outward
conformity) "only to save the penalty of the statute“.’ 9There were
known undoubted recusants among those who were returned as non-Communi-

cantsloo and there may have been others who were similarly classified.

But the number of recusants was in any case not large and the reason
for the high proportion of non-Communicants may, as has been stated,
have been the desire to avoid recusancy fines.

Two citations made at this time probably indicate the harbouring
of priests. For example, Richard Cooke and his wife of Colbrook are
accusedloj' in 1586 of "receiving divers suspicious persons" into their

e for being

house, whilst Simon Young of Ringwood was cited in 1588
o2

a non-Communicant and "for harbouring two strangers being Papists".
Churchwardens were in trouble. Thomas Creese of Herriard in 1586
is chargedlo3 that, "being one of the churchwardens, he refuseth to
detect the recusants". And John Oliver of Bishop's Waltham, where
104

there were frequently citations of non-Communicants™ ', was cited for

withdrawing himself from taking and doing the office of churchwarden,
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being clerk of the pa:r‘:i.s.h"]'05 . He was asked when he was present at
his church and replied that since the 17 November last (it was now
23 Jamuary 1589) "he hath not been there at any time and will not
come thither before Easter next"™. Asked "whether he will reform him-
self and come to church on the next Sunday, he saith that he hath
other business to do". The increase of recusancy or non-Conmunicating
is not surprising with the existence of such conniving or slack church-
wardens.

There is evidence in the records not only of actual recusancy but
also of contempt foi' the Estsblished services. Walsingham had recently
(in December 1586) been considering the problem of recusancy and to
prevent recusants from increasing in mumber had suggested reforms in
the church., He wanted "scandalous ministers" removed and "godly ones"
substituted, and provision made for the Protestant education of the
young. "The decay and falling away in religion groweth two ways", he
said: "“the one, through lack of instruction, for that there has not
been that care taken that appertained, to furnish with learned and
godly ministers; the other through corruption that has grown by the
‘evil example of the recusants and subtle persuasions by the seminaries
(i.e. seminary priests) as well as those that are restrained as others
disposed through the realm.l'? The evidence which survives for various
parighsssin Hampshire at this time provides grounds for Walsingham's
animadversions.

In 1588 a charge was made against John Blackman of New Alresford
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that he "kept banqueting in his house at the time when Mr. Dr.

Thompson preached"lo7. Incidentally, 16 persons from New Alres-

ford were cited at this time for non-Commmicating™C. Rowlend
Reyles of Freshwater, Isle of Wight, was accused of "not receiving

109

Gommunion" and "departing out of church at sermon time" John

Webb of Botley, "being a fiddler useth to play while the parson is
at prayers on Sundays and festival days and is divers times absent
from service" 10,  William Handie of Tbsley "refuseth to be
catechised and did cause a drinlﬁng to be made upon a Sabbath Day,
whereby he drew the company from divine service. And the people
hearing the Minister rebuke sin went forth of the church and in the
time of reading of the homily threw a stone upon the church whereby
the Minister was disturbed"lll. Humphrey Hooker of Easton said that
®he did not receive the Communion because it was not administered
according, as he saith, to the Injunction, in wafer bread"llz. This
was probably an excuse: Easton seems to have been a small centre of
recusancy or non-Comrnﬁnicants and there were frequent ci‘l:a.'l:ionsl13 °
Henry Curtis of Fordingbridge was cited "for disturbing the minister
whilst he was preaching the Word" and was excom.micatedll)"'.

In 1586 fourteen parishioners of Durley, including George ffooks,
gentleman, were cited. It was alleged that they "all have not received
the Communion at Baster, but they do not deny to receive but will not

receive unto this minister, because he doth it so unreverently, but

"
with another that My Lord (i.e. the Bishop) shall appointl 5. The
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Clerk of this parish, Thomas Pygeon, was also “unreverent®, for it
was charged against him at this timeu- that "when he had bought bread
for the Communion he put it in his breeches and when he was found
fault with it he said he had ittinthis breeches but from morning prayer
to evening prgyer, which he did in derision, as we think" f‘é He was
cifed to appear at the Bishop's Court, but did not do so and was ex-
communicated.

Such indications of dislike for the religion of the Establishment
with its incitement to recusancy were troublescme enough, but it was
the acuteness of the recusancy problem itself which was causing Bishop
Cooper. anxiety at this time. He tol‘g’ the Council in September 1589 =
that "the people do fall away in religion by the evil example of such

recusants as have liberty and do remain in the country (county)® and

the Council's answer was "to take order forthwith for their restraint

w Al 1590
again"lla. The Council were f‘urnished,\with particulars of certain re-
119 f20 328
cusants and told the Bishop that those would he ™restrained" who

were the mozgt dangerous and of the greatest likelihood (sic), consider-
ing the great number that are in that shire being a maritime county™.
Those of the "greatest ability" were to be imprisoned in some wconvendent
place under the charge of some discreet person™. The "worst affected
and most dangerous persons™ were to be committed to the common gaol.

And then gently the Council made a proposal that would touch the Bishop
nearly: ... We are to pray your Lordship ... seeing the matier doth con-

cern the cause of God and the estate of the realm thet you will be con-
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tented to spare your house of Farmham Castle, where those named
(in a schedule)® may be retained "with others whom it may be seen
£it to accompany them™. 2 "discreet and well-affected gentleman"
was to be chosen to take charge, and rules for the govermment of

the recusants together with the rates of the diets appointed for
them were enclosed.’g‘ But Cooper did not seem to like the proposal
and Farnham Ca‘tstle was not used for Hampshire recusants.

One mfl:fﬁar-reaching action against the recusants in Hamp-
shire should be mentioned. Bishop Cooper, according to a contemporary
writerlzj', refused to allow them to be buried in amy of his churches
or cemeteries. These were, presumably, those Catholics who had

122

been excommunicated for theirMobstinate recusancy™ . The recusants

were naturally placed in considerable difficulty by Cooper's attitude,
but they found a disused burial ground on the hill beyond the Westgate,
. Winchester, on the Romsey Road, which had formerly been assoclated
with the mediaeval church of S1;. James, - a church which had vanished
by the time of Elizabethlz3 o This place became the Catholic Cemetery
of 3t. James and has been used for the burial of Catholics from
Elizabeth's reign: Nicholas Tichborne was the first recusant to be
buried there (in 1589)124. In all the anhals of recusancy the founda-

tion of such a Catholic burying-ground was unique.
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CHAPTER VI

LAST PERIOD: 1590-1603: Bishop Cooper, second period: 1590-159)

Bishop W. Wickham, 1595-5

Bishop W. Day, 1596~6

Bishop T. Bilson, 13 June 1596 -(18 June 1616).

I

The defeat of the Armada did not seem to have much effect on
the number of recusants in the county and less than two years after-
wards (i.e. in May 1590), the Council were aware of upwards of 300
recusants at liberty in Hampshirel. The Bishop of Winchester was at
that time informeél.'2 by the Council that he would have the assistance
of the Lords Lieutenants of the cdun’cy in spprehending and committing
®"the most dangerous and worst affected both of men and women to some
convenient place for their safe and close restraint, - those of best
quality to the Castle and the rest to the common gaol or to some
other place or places as your Lordship shall think meet within that
cbunty s under the charge of some sufficient and discreet péersons as
may not suffer any to have access unto them without your licence
first obtained®. This was necessary "during these doubtful times".
The Marquis of Winchester and the Earl of Sussex were ordered to
give "their best assistance to the Bishop and the rest of the Eccle-
siastical Commissioners in the diligent searching of all suspected
houses ... and to cause the J.P.'s to do the like"s.

Throughout the rest of the reign there is much evidence that

the Council kept a close watch on the recusants generally, but par-
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ticularly on those in counties like Hampshire where the recusancy
problem was acute. For a great deal of the period, fear of Spain

and the aid which might be given by Catholics in the event of invasion
were alleged as the reason for this vigilance. In 1591 & drives

4
against recusants and priests were.intensified and in the Queen's

5

Proclamation of 18 October 1591 ~ special action was envisaged.

The Proclamation provides for the appointment of commissioners
in every county to "enquire after those suspected of being employed
to persuade the people to treason and after those who have been so
seduced". There was apparently considerable fear of invasion by the
King of Spain, and "the heads of the seminaries and Jesuit colleges
assure (him) that if he will renew his attempt thousands (of the
Queen's subjects) will be ready to assist his forces". The "dis-
loyalty® of subjects in not counforming had already been punished by
the execution of the penal laws, so that "many rich persons who pro-
fess a contrary religion preserve their lives and possessions, only
paying fines for not coming to church®.

The ingquisition by the special commissioners was to be a thorough
one: they were not only to search for Jesuits, seminary priests and
"Popish students", but also for any persons suspected of harbouring
them. Detailed infomation was reguired from such harbourers so that
they might be subjected to further examination. Those regarded by
the commissioners as unsatisfactory in this comnection were to be sent

up to the Council. All who have intelligence of persons coming from



‘H9—-

beyond the seas were to reveal it to the commissioners, on pain of
punishment as abettors of treason. No favour is to be shown to
members of any particular sogial class.

Articles were attached to this particular Commission provid-
ing further details as to the manner in which the ingquisition was to
be uonducted6. The commissioners were to divide the county among
them and to certify all recusants to the Bishop and his Chancellor.
The Clerk of the Peace or the Clerk of the Assize was to furnish the
names of recusants and to proceed against them, Suspects were to be
examined on oath and enquiries were to be made about recusants from
another shire who were known to go from one county to a.nother7.

Enquiries were also to be made about any suspicious persons lodging

in taverns.

In December 1591, the Council reviewed the commissions because

of the numbers of Jesuits and seminary priests still coming #nto

the country, and Hampshire is specifically mentioneda. Some of the

local commissioners recently appointed were stated to be "not so
sound in duty and religion towards God and Her Majesty as is to be
reguired ... Her Majesty therefore intended “to have the said com-
missioners renewed where cause shall so require, and therein none

to be placed but such as shall be known to be meet for that sservice".
The Council required to be informed whether it was already known, or
whether it could be discovered by special inquisition, that "there

be any in that commission ... or justly suspected to be unsound in
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religion, or that have wives, children or any of their families known
recusants, or de harbour in their houses any person or persons known
or suspected to be backward in religion".9 Information was also
wanted as to whether additional local commissioners were necessary,

or whether the duties of existing commissioners could be apportioned
among a larger number. In any case, the special commission was renewed
in January 1592, for reference to Hampshire among a number of counties

was made and additional commissioners were mentioned in that connec-

tionlo. _

The .action taken by the commissioners seems to have been effective,
at least in so far as it is reflected in the wholly unprededented
numbers of “recusants whonwre,in@icted, convicted and fined at this
time, as the Recusant Roll for"lsg?-f i:ﬁdicatesll. These numbers are
confined to no particular cou.nty. In,Hampshlre 62 recusants (42 women
and 20 men) were fined the considerable total of £8,920, the total
individual fines ranging from £80 to £380 2.

Continuing fear of invasion by Spain which was no doubt stimulated

b} the Spanish successes in France caused the Council to be anxious

2

about-the arms in the possession of recusants; and in July 1552
’ {3

the Lord Lieutenants of Hampshire and some cther counties were asked
what was done with the armour and weapons which specially-chosen com-
missioners in 1585 had been required to take into their custody. In
addition, "for as much as there are divers others in that county dis-

covered and that have professed themselves to be recusants®, the
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Council want to know the names of such recusants of quality as are
likely to have armour and weapons. These are to be delivered and
kept "in the hands of persons serviceable to command the said armour®,
except such weapons as are required "for the seasonable defence of
their hands®. The reason fer“this special measure is alleged to be
that "the enemy doth make so great brags and reckoning of the assist-
ance of those that are backward in religion"lz". The recusants were
to have the arms back when they had conformed. If any maintained
that they had a licence to keep armour and weapons, enquiry was to

be made into the matter.

Probably in the same yearE, the Council wrote to the J.P.'s in
a similar sensel.s The Justices were séc;re‘bly and suddenly to visgit the
recusants and tske their arms, tnd they were also asked to furnish
the recusants' yearly income "both in their own right and in the right
of their wives™, together with the value of their goods., No par-
tiality was to be used in the investigations.

In the following Jamaxy the Council followed up all these en-
guiries by askingl6 the Marquis of Winchester and the Earl of Southamp-
ton what kind of weapons and armour had been found in Hampshire; ;vho
were the owners; where it was all stored; and what precautions were
being taken for its safe-keeping. A year later the Government are

still concerned about the recusants and their arms; and the Bishops

and Ecclesgiastical Commissioners in the counties are askedl7 to fur-
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nish particulars of those recusants "of quality" who have been set
at liberty on bond and "where they are bestowed®, so that "the ill-
contented might be known and they disfurmished of their armour ...
and suspended from any of fice they may hold ..." Three months later
Burghley is considering! "what is fit to be done with the multitude
of recusants in the realm®™, whilst in November 1595 information is
required about the recusants in every parish of every diocese, "so
that it may be known how needful it is to restrain such recusants

8
to prevent their giving comfort to the enemy™. This seems to have

been the most extensive investigation yet ma.d.el9 .

In March 1596, William Day, the newly-appointed Bishop of Win-
chester, is very much disturbed at the extent of recusancy in Hamp-
shire; and in Writingzo to Sir Robert Cecil ebout the profits of
his’ see, he mentions that for two years no bishop has been in charge,
the last Bishop having died before he came to Wincheste:t?l. History
ig thus repeating itself, for a situation has been created similar
to that which existed after the deatkh of Robert Horne. There was
muich delay in appointing a successor to Horme and during the interval
the seminary priests overran the county, resulting in a very considerable
increase in recusancyzz. William Day now says23 that the county is
Rfull of recusants and men backward in religion. There hath (Sic)
been landed of late (as I am informed) some Jesuits and semineries

provided to seduce the people". Unfortunately for the Govermment, Day

had little time to do much visitation work, for he died in 1596, whilst
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‘on the other hand, the recusants were able to consolidate their
position, Thomas Bilson was appointed Bishop in June 1596, but, a8
will be seen=, he had been only a few yeafs in charge of his Sece

’ 24
when an unprecedented number of clited recusants was recorded,

The Government's vigllance continued; and in November 1596,
because of the Spanish menace, Burghley advised that further en-
quiries should be made about recusants in Hampshire and other

maritime counties.eS They were to be apprehended and committed to

the prisons of the shires, unless "they shall give good assurance
byibond,,. to remove out of the county where their dwelling is to
the custody of some other (8ic) good loyal subject dwelling in no
maritime county". They were not to depart thence "without special
knowledge and licence of the Lord Lieutenants", Their horses,
weapons and armour were to be delivered up "to be employed for

the common service of the realm", The cost of the maintenance of

the horses was to be borne as a charge upon goodSof the recusSants,
Recusant widows of value were to be treated in the same way a8

men recusants, Any recusants who had children "fled out of the
realm as fugitives" were to be bound "to good a—bearing"and not

to have any "intelligence" with them or to religve them in any way.
Some at least of these suggestions were implemented, for

later in November 1596 the Councill gave instructions that recusants

who were at liberty on bond should again be imprisoned in Ely or

6

Banbury?®, whilst in Dec, 1596 the Council said that if such

recusants were
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infirm their eldest sons were to be imprisoned instead27. Orders
were also given for the seizure of the armeg of recusants in maritime
counties, and for the imprisonment of those spreadingfalse ru.mourszs.

Arrangements for the strict surveillance of Hampshire recusants
seem to have} been completed with the grant of a further ecclesiastical
commission for the county in October 1597 27 . It was reﬁewed in
April 1602 30.

Not only were Hampshire recusants required, in common with those
in other maritime counties, to surrender their weapons, armour and
horses, but they were also called upon to make a contribution towards
the Govermment's purchase of arms. Thus, in July and August 1598 the
recusant gentry in the county were asked to contribute either £30 or
£15 each for the supply of horses for the Army in I:l:'elanc'l.3 l. George
Cotton, Gilbert Wells and William ffawkenor, the wealthier of the
Hampshi;‘e recusants, were asked for £30 3 2, whilst ten others were
asked for £15 33 . In Pebruary 1600 some recusants complained that
they were unsble to meet the demand "by reason that the greatest part
of their lands have been lately extended (sic) and leases granted of
the sa.me“sl". This was undoubtedly true of some Hampshire recusants,
particularly of the three mentioned above whe were paying large sums
to the Crown for their recusan:); 5 . In February 1600 the Deputy
Lieutenants of Hampshire were required to see that "certain gentlemen

of ability", who had refused psyment, made their contributions, other-

wise they were to appear before the Cou.nc:il3 6,
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In the following May (16’00) the Council wrote stiff letters to
nine Hampshire récusants and some in other counties who had not yet
made any paymentsj7. The Council said that they did not think that
"so much delay and slackness would have been shown™. The recusants
had been "most grievously and mercifully de2lt with" by Her Majesty
in the light of their non-conformity, and they should therefore be
the more willing to make the required contribution. The delay in
payment "might be imputed to evil disposition and unwillingness to do
Her Majesty's service, and must needs be so taken if it be continued".
The Council hope, however, that "this @&dmonition" will suffice to
"reform®™ the slackness, but, if not, the recusants' presence at the
Council would be required.

This action seems to have had some effect, for in July 1600 it
is stated that £100 has come to the Treasurer's hands "by the
recusants and o1:hers"3 8, whilst in October 1600 a further payment

of £300 is reoorded39.

II

Few citations for recusancy or non=Communicating seems to have
been made during the years fcllowing the Armada, and from 1588-9
+ill 1598, only a partial record of citations confined to the month
of November 1593 existsﬁo. It is difficulé to suggest a reason for

this sparseness during the first part of this period. The vigilant
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and exacting Bishop Cooper did not die till 1591,.; and the fact that
a good deal of activity in one month is recorded seems to suggest
that there may have been further citations, but that the records have
not survived. As regards the period after the death of Cooper, the
circumstances comnected with the failure to have a bishop in active
charge of the see was no doubt partly responsible. The number of
recusants at this time had not diminished, for Bishop Day, as has
been mentioned, said that the county was "full of recusants".
The record for November 1593 has poinbs of interest. There was
a total of 113 citations, relating to 31 recusants, and 82 non-Communi-
cants, Of the recusants, 21 were cited for coming to church "very
negligently" or ™negligently", facts which may indicate that they were
Catholics who conformed casually, to escape statutory penalties. The
case of William Young of North Wallop was probably a case of this kind:
it was stated that he came to church "once a month and not above"z‘l.
Of the non-Comminicants, Thomas Warburton, gentleman, of Easton,
said that he could not go to Communion until a maetter of controversy
between him and Mr. Edmund Trafford was settledll'z. This was probably
only an excuse, for the Warburtons seem to have been Catholics. The
name of his wife, Anna, appears on the Recusant Roll for 1592-3 as
having recently been fined £160 for recusanc 43. In 1601 she was
o

cited aé a recusant with six others from Easto . Her husband was

probably a Church-Papist. Similarly, Robert Langford of New Alresford

[~
was "not in charity“l"’. William ffairmann of Idsworth, the seat of



~(27] -

the recusant Banister family, had ®not received the Communion since
Easter last twelve months", and alleged that "by reason of some con-
troversy between him and Mr.Smith, the curate there, he hath forborne
to receive the Communion, but at Mr, Dr. Nevell's coming he hopeth the
controversy shall be ended"z*é. Nevertheless, he was ordered to receive
Communion®"at Hillary or thereabouts® and to be certificated accordingly.
No certificate was later produced and he was excormﬁurl_icatedzﬂ. Edmund
Bage of Southwick had also "by reason of some controversy® not been a
Communicant, and he failed to furnish a cerdificate of communicating

L8 -

when ordered to do so’ . he final judgment in his case is not stated.

Ainother type of excuse for refusing Communion was put forward by
two non-Communicants which has been met b(—:‘f‘ore‘*9 John Slidell of
Ringwood said that "if the Communion might be ministersd with wafer

g &
according to the Zueen's Injunctions he would be ready to recelve,

. . . x50 . o P
otherwise he cannot be persuaded””, whilst Joseph Vyatt of lMeonstoke
also complained that the Communion was "ministered in common bread and

. . 1
not in wafer Dread"5
Long absences from Commnion are recorded. Margery Pollard and
. . R 52 1
Joan Coke, widow, had not commnicated for five years” ; John Knight,
53
gentleman, of Andover, Jane his wife, and his servant for four years™”;
John Pollington of the same place for twelve years: the reccrd mentious
that he had fled.)l" John Baldrie, senlor, Alice Hooper and Elizabeth

Garnett, all of North Stoneham, had "not been partakers of the Holy Com-

nd5

mmion at Baster last nor at any time the year before
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There is still evidence that known recusants are being cited as
non-Communicants. For example, the wife of Henry Pitts, gentleman,
of Alton, whose name has so often occurred in recusancy history, is
cited because "she refuseth the Conuwion"56. Similarly, Nicholas
Collins and his wife, of Corhampton, recusants in 1583 > 7, were now
cited for not having received Commmnion at Easter last5 8.

The offeence of Christopher Crape of St.Laurence parish, Winchester,
is a fresh one in its precise terms: he was accused, according to
this same record of November 1593, of "harbouring Thomas Pauling,
gentleman, a wilful and obstinate recusan't"5 9. Thomas Pauling's name
does not seem to occur in other Hampshire records of recusancy, even
though, judging by the description, he was probably a convicted re-
cusant. The offence here WaS‘POSSiblg ,contravention of the recantly-
passed statute of 1593 which restricted convicted recusants to a

~-place
distance of five miles from their usual dwelling. Pauling may have
[}

belonged to another diocese and his leaving it may have coanstituted the

6
offence

During the last five years of the reign proceedings against the
recusants cited to the Ecclesiastical Court are important emough to
warrant the making of a separate record. This record 1 deals with
587 citations for recusancy during a period of five years, from March
1598 to March 1503. Some of the recusants were cited more than once
and the net rumber of recusants concerned in the total citations is

437. In addition, a record62 of detecta contains particulars of non-
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Communicants and a small number of recusants for the period December
1599 - April 1600, partly filling a gap in the longer period of
1598-1603.

Of the total number of recusants (437), the women very much out-
mmber the men: there were 155 men and 282 women, and these included
27 gentlemen and 47 gentlewomen. Of the women, there ars numerous
cases where they are cited as wives, without the citation of their
husbands, indicating that, if the husbands were indeed Catholic a%
heart, they conformed outwardly. There are actually fifteen cases
in which only the wives of gentlemen were cited for recusa.ncy63 . Here

the husbands were probably Church-Papists in order to avoid, as they

were persons of position, the financial penalties of the recusancy
laws. One husband was cited as a recusant but made it clear that he
did not refuse to attend Common Prayer, though he admitted that he was
a non-Communicant. Thus, John Mowdy of Little Somborne was cited&"
with his wife, Elizabeth, for recusancy in Jamiary 1602-3, ZElizabeth
did not appear at the Court and was excommunicated for her contumacy,
but her husband came and ®alleged that he neither did nor doth refuse
to come to church, but saith he will not receive the Commu.nion"65 .
There seems little doubt of his "Church-Papism®™ and this is a good
example of what was very probably taking place on a fairly wide scale.
A wholly unprecedented happening was the absolute refusal of a

large mumber of recusants (329) to come to the Ecclesiastical Court:

they were 21l excommunicated. Of these 32 could not be found at their
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houses; although they had been sought, and it is probable that they
had moved to another parish or shire to avoid trouble for themselves.
In the case of fifteen others, who did not meke any answer to the
citation, the action taken by the Court is not stated, but they also
mgy have been excommunicated. A large proportion of the total number
of the recusants cited (437) were subsequently convicted and fined.

The Recusant Roll for 1602-3 ‘6 - the last Roll of the Queen's reign -
contains the names of 317 Hampshire recusants, 260 of whom had recently
been fined for recusancy67.

Altogether, 95 parishes aré concerned in the total of 587 cita-
tions68. At this time there seem to have been 232 parishes in the
Archdeaconry of “ﬁinchesteré9 . According to the records, therefore,
there were no recusants in a good many parishes, and to a large extent
the north, north-west and west of Hampshire were unrepresented70’

The record of detecta for 1599-1600 '+ contains particulars of
six persons who were recusants, 20 who attended church negligently
(casual conformants) and 110 non-Communicants, making a total of 136
over a period of four months (December 1599 to April 1600).

Some illuminating details emerge from the records. Foxr instance,
Robert Elston, gentleman, probably a Church-Papist, appeared at the
Court in March 1598 72 on behalf of his wife who, he said, was a
septuagenarian and very weak. He confessed that she had absented
herself from the church services for 30 yeza.::'s73 , but he undertook to

use all possible means to persuade her to conform. In the meantime the
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penalty of excommnication was withheld. At a later stage she did not
appear when cited, and was then excommnicated (July 1598)71". She was
cited again in Jamuary 1603, but did not attend at the Court, her ser-
vant on her behalf saying that she could not appear without danger to
her life. No further action seems to have been taken'>.

William Myles of Weeke was cited in July 1598 76. He said that
"in Queen Maxry's reign he went to church and not sinece™. Asked whether
he would now come to church, he replied: "God forbj.d if I should come
to church. I am fully resolved not to church®., Shortly following this
he seems to have b\een imprisoned in the gaol at Winchester77.

Thomas Abrahsm of the parish of St. Bartholomew, Winchester, but
who, at the time of citation, was in 'Ehe House of Coxrrection at Win-
chester, admitted that he had been a recusant for niﬁe years, and said
that "yet he is not resolved to conform himself"78. In the following
year he escaped from the Gaol at the same time as Edward Kenyon, a
priest79. Johanna Morley, widow, of Martyr Worthy, had not been to
church for 19 yearsso. Annea Palmes, widow, of Overton, did not appear
at the Court when first cited, but eventually attended. She said that
"she had been a recusant many years and intended to continue"81. Ex-
hortations were made to induce her to coaform, but without avail. GShe
was pronounced "a most pertinacious recusamt®™ and excommunicated. John
Goter of Timsbury, of which place Sir Walter Sandys, husband of the

recusant, Lady Mabel Sandys, held the manor°2, said he had not been at

the church at Timsbury for twenty years and refused to cont’o:z'm83 .
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John Clemence, of the parish of St. Lawrence, Winchester, said that
he had not attended the Established service for sixteen years. He
refused to go to church because he "could not find it in his con-~
science to do 50“8}'". Alice Mills of Itchen Abbas said she had not
been to church since Queen Mary's time and refused to conform for the
same reason as that given by John C)lemences5 o Similarly, six others
refused to attend chumh86 because they would be acting against their
consciences, whilst seven recusants of the parish of St.Clement, Win-
chester, including Anthony Norton and Stephen Henslowe, gentlemen,
wnen asked whether they would conform, "amswered all with one voice
that their conscience will not serve themselves“87.

Tn April 1601 Alice Kewen of Hursley told the Ecclesiastical
Court that she had refused to attend church because her conscience
would not let her, adding with unconscious humour, that "these twelve
years last past she hath forborne the church and ... that so long as
she used to come to church she could not have her health, but since
she hath forborne the church she hath had her hezlth". Asked "whether
she will come to church she saith she will not" and that "she did con-
fer with the vicar therecf", Mr,Stamp, an officer of the Court, was
asked "to certify thereof“88. There is no more information about
Alice Kewen.

In a few cases the Court took some trouble to induce recusants

to conform. For instance, in November 1598 eight tn a batch, including

John Beconsawe and John Tichborne, gen‘l:lemena9 , were cited for their
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recusancy. They were apparently in the House of Correction, for

they were led into Court by Thomas Bedham, Custodian of the House.
They all refused to conform, but Beconsawe and Tichborne, as persons
of substance, appear to have been selected from among the others and
given the opportunity of attending service in some church in Win-
chester. They refused this particular overturego. A1l were excom-
municated. Elizabeth Dowdrey of the parish of St. Thomas, Winchester,
was also strongly urged to conform, but "after long exhortations®
without success was pronounced excomunicate9l.

As has been mentioned, the penalty imposed in all these cases of
"obstinate®™ recusancy was excommunication. This was still a penalty
to be feared, for in the case of the citation of Richard Davys of
Compton, it was stated that "Mr, Warden (churchwarden) would not have
him excomnmnicated"gz. There is no indication that he was.

In Jamuary 1603 Ralph Hedges of East Meon was able to make good
his case with a rather special reason. His son, William, had been
cited as a recusant95 , and Ralph, answering the citation, alleged that
®his son hath dwelt out of this shire in Sussex, with one Mr.John
Browne, brother to the Lord Montacute (Montague) (they were well-known
Catholics), and that he hath not been with him in two or three years
but seldom times ... to visit him a night or two, and at harvest time
last he remained with him for the space of three weeks or thereabouts,
and he doth believe that he is not a recusant". The decree of excom-

munication which had apparently been made was, in conseqguence, withdrawn,

Ralph merely being warned that "if he (his son) do come to his house
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that he procure him to come to the chur "91". It is necessary to add
that the Hedges family were apparently Catholics: William himself with
his mother, Elizabeth, had been cited for recusancy in April 1601 95 ,
whilst in December 1599 Ralph Hedges who seems to have been a yeomen,
had been cited as a non-Communicant and was most probably a Church-
Papist96.

Instead of completely refusing to appear at the Court, as happened
in so many cases, lameness was sometimes one of the reasons given for
non~-appearance when sxﬁmnoned.. This was put forward when three persons
were cited for recusancy in April 1601 97. Richard Hunt, sonf of one
of the three (Amy Hunt of Farley Chamberlayne) mede it quite clear,
however, that his mother was a recusant, "she will not come to divine
service if she were able to go to church"98. It is not known whether
any of them were excommunicated.

With regard to non-Communicents at this time, Arthur Silvester,
his wife, and his mother were cited from the recusancy centre of War-
blington for not having received Communion at Easter9 9. They were
excommunicated in December 1599, but in March 1600 Arthur Silvester
appeared at the Court and said that he was willing to communicate at
Easter next. As regards Silvester's wife and mother, the rector said
that they ®"are of late fallen backwards in religion, but he hopeth to
reclaim them again, having had conference with them". He was asked to

100

"do his best endeavour to reform them and bring them to the Communion™

It is not known what happened to the mother, but Silvester's wife was
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cited as a recusant in Jamuary 1602-3 101. The ecclesiastical

authorities appear to have exercised much vigilance on the strong-
hold of the recusant Cottons.

Cases are recorded of long absence from Communion . Thomas Ynge,
William Cowdry and Laurence Smith of the parish of St. Thomas, Win-
chester, had not commnicated for seven yearslozz it is not recorded
what further action took place. William Stickling of Stevington, who
had not received Communion for"two years next Easter", was warned to
produce a certificate of reception: there are no further pza.J:"aicu.la:r‘sl.o3
Matilda Whitehorne of St. Michael's parish, Southampton, who had not
commnicated "these many years past" did not appear when cited, and

104

was, in consequence, excommunicated .
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CHAPTER VII

Ieading Recusants and Centres of Recusancy

I - Introductory

The existence of coneiderable areas of recusancy in
Hampshire wag due to two main reasons: (1) the work of the
Jesuits and the Seminary priests;l and (2) the active selfw-
sacrificing co-operation of the Catholic gentry, The natural
pfotectors of the Catholics were those recusant gentlemen
who, in their manor-houses, not only gave shelter to ther
priests at the risk of incurring the severest penalties, bﬁt
also enabled people of lower rank to receive spiritual
ministrations, - ministrations which were often, in the
nature of things, necessarily infrequent, The vital part
played by lay people generally in the maintenance of
Catholicism under the most restrictive conditions received full
recognition by contemporary Catholic authorities, For
example, Henry Garnet, the Jesuit, wrote? in 1588 to Aguae
viva, the General of the Jesuits, that "the resolute patience
of the Catholics is a model to us ,., We receive from them
more than we give", But it is to the Catholic gentry, so
often interrelated through marriage, that, in particular,
we must look in order to understand the incidence and
Strength of recusancy: it was the example set by their
religious constancy that prevenuﬁothers from conforming and
generally averted a complete collapse,

So far as the position in Hampshire is concerned, it

therefore seems necessary to know who were the 1eading

Peeusents; where their estates lay; whether their manor-
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houses were actual Ma Ss-centres; and also to have some
idea of the history of their recusancy. Moreover, in
assessing the position we have to bear in mind that, in
a small, compact county like Hampshire, recusant estates
were often only a comparatively short distance apart, and
the ease of communication between them was an important
factor in maintaining a 8trong nucleus of secret Catholic
practice.

The following groups have been compiled bf places
where recusants are found and are based on a consideration
of two main sets of statistics: (1) the official return of
15833, indicating the existence of some 300 known recusants;
and (2) the presentments of some 437 recusants during the
period 1508-1602%, The latter figures afford an interest-
ing comparison with those of some 15-17 years earlier, In
addition to these figures there is a record® of some 136
citations in 1599-1600, filling a gap in the period 1598«
1602; but tha-gﬁggier p==$ of them are cases of non-
communicants and,Aalthough some recusants are found, the
figures have not been taken into account in compiling the
groups,

The groups are as followg: (1) Winchester; (2)
Slackstead (Timsbury, Farley Chamberlayne, Little Somborne,
Romsey); (3) Coastal group (1) (Titchfield, Porchester,
West Boarhunt, Fareham, Wymering, Farlington, Warblington);
(4) Coastal group (2) (Christchurch, Lymington, Fawley etc.):
(5) Meon Valley - Ropley group (Hambledon, Meonstoke, Exton,

East Meon, West Meon, Bramdean, West Tisted, Ropley, etec,);
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(6) Twyford-Otterbourne Group (Twyford, Otterbourne,
Compton, ete,); (7) Itchen Abbas-Preston Candover Group
(Itchen Abbas, Itchenstoke, Eastbn, Ovington, Avington,
Swarreton, Preston Candover, Bighton); (8) Hartley Maudit
(Medstead and Hartley Maudit): this small group i€
eliminated for the later period, 1598-1602; (9) Buriton
(Mapledurham) - Idsworth (Buriton, Idsworth, Catherington);
(10) Outlying (Basing, Longparish, Crondall, Ellsfield, etec,).

The accompanying map shows the position of the manor-
houseg of the recusant gentry and the groups to which they
belong., The key at the eside of the map gives the names
of the gentry and of their manors., ©Short accountg of the
more im@ortant recusant leaders follow in this Chapter,
but brief particulare of the remaining recusant gentry will
be found in Appendix Ej. Appendices:E:awriEf give
detailed figures in respect of thé relative parishes in
each group for the "key" period, 1583, when the revival
of Catholicism in Hampshire was being felt in fuller measure,
and for 1598-1602, when there were many citations for
recusancy possibly owing to relaxed conditions,

Coastal Group (2) does not become important till the
period 1598-1602: it is then that eleven recusants asre
returned for Holdenhurst and thirteen for Christchurch, the
total for the entire group being 35, For 1583 only 4
recusants are returned, and none at all for these particular

places, The precise reason for this difference is not clear:

there may have been connivance at abstentions from chureh
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before the later period, whilst, as regards Christchurch,
the influence of John Tichborne, gentleman, who was

returned for this place in November, 15986 may have been
relevant latterly. Moreover, Henry Garewe7, esquire, an
undoubted recusant, who had estates at Hordle Bremor and
Keyhéven near thecoagt, is not in the returns for either
period. This seems to indicate some amount of connilvance

in this corner of the county.

II

Winchester

The strength of surviving Catholicism in Winchester
has already been emphasised, Recusants are indeed found in
good number there till the end of the r'eign;8 This was due
largely to individual Papists of position in the city who
harboured the lMissionary priests and passed them round to
each other, Prominent among these Papists was the Lady
Mary West,

Lady West was the wife? of Sif Owen West, a half-
brother of Sir Thomas West, Lord de la Warr, who bought
Wherwell Abbey. ©She does not appear to have come under notice
for her Catholicism until comparatively late in the reign,
About the end of 157810, an informer said that a priest,
Stone, celebrated Mass "at the house of my Lady West, some-
times used in Winchester, Were present Jaques, that serveth
the lady; James Bird",

In April 1583 Lady West was returned as a recusSant

for the parish of St, Thomas, Winchester"éll
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In December 158312 the Bishop of Winchester, the
Mayor and others wrote to Walsingham that Lady West's
house had been searched and "in a secret place enclosed
with boards were lald divers new and old papistical books,
printed and written. In another place, more secret,
vaulted underground, was found a chest bound with iron,
wherein was all kind of massing apparel; a chalice of tin;
a box full of singing cakes; a rich canopy of silver, of
goldsmith's work; needlework clothes upon velvet for the
altar; corpus cakes; a pax (pyx) of ivory set in wood.
There was also wrapped in green s8ilk two Agnus Dels
enclosed in satin, broken in many pieces ,.,., And also in
the same chest were divers new Mass Books, manuals and
catechisms, In one other place of the same house were
found above forty old Mass and Latin service books", The
discovery of so much religious "material"” was incriminating
enough, whilst the presence of 80 many Missals seems to
indicate that the house was a supply centre for the district,
But more was discovered: "in the ladies' chamber was found
a Sﬁper-altar (i.e. Tor the celebration of Masg); and it
1s confessed by one Frances, her servant, that the same
chest was that morning also in the ladies' chamber and
removed into the vault when they heard there was segrch in
the city, The Agnus Deis, printed papers, myrr (incense?)
bugles, beads and glasses, as we found them wrapped together
with a box of 8singing cakes (wafer bread for Holy Communion)

we send ... by these bearers ,., The Lady West remaineth

in her house, Frances, her servant, we have committed to
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All this did not daunt the Lady Mary and in February
1584 a spy, Thomas Dodwell, who had been in the seminary at
Rheims and in Hampshire wa$ making full use of the inform-
ation he had obtained there, toldl3 the Government about
the priests she was harbouring, "My Lady West of Winchester
keepeth ffisher gls Homeg in her house for the most part;
and also entertains four others, including Nutter and
Dickinson, who is now apprehended and in N‘ewgate.”l4 In
August 1584 another spy, James Hill, 15 told Walsingham
that Ballard, the priest and one of the chief conspirators
in the Babington Plot, "had his abode chiefly in Hampshire,
and at the house of an o0ld lady called the Lady West",

On the 18th June 1585 she with eight others

including Mistress lary Warnford (see below) was presented
for recusancy by John Paice and his fellows,16 but she
does not seem to have come under notice again., 5She was not
imprisoned for her offences, possibly because of her advanced
age, and it 1is probable that soon afterwards she died,

liistress Elizabeth Norton was another Catholic gentle-
woman residing in Winchester, 5She was returned as a recusant
for the parish of BSt., Maurice in 158317. Mistress Norton
was apparently the wife of Richard Norton of Punsholt Manor,

18 and the mother of the recusants, Benjamin and

West Meon,
19 T : . 120

Anthony Norton™~, Benjamin Norton many years later said

that John Body, executed at Andover in 158321, was his

Schoolmaster " a year or two before his apprehension', and
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"by reason of this former acquaintance his good mother
coming to see her son (he was then in the gaol at Winches-
ter) came to my mother's house from Wells in Somersetshire,..'
The wife of Jerome Heath, Averia, was a well-known
Winchester recusant and was fined £180 for recusancy in
1592—3;22 Jerome himself wag8 not a recusant and his house
was therefore not subject to So much susSpicion as were the
houses of actual Papists in the city, Ben Beard, an
execrable informer and a kinsman of the Tichbornes, writing
to Morgan Jones, of Grays Inn,in 1594 821427 that “Jerome
Heath, dwelling at Winchester, not being a recusant nor
suspected for religion, was wont in time of disturbance to
harbour such persons (i.e, priests); when the writer's
grandmother (Mistress Elizabeth Tichborne, the mother of Sir
Benjamin Tichborne) lived, Fennell and Richards, two
priests, were continually in her house, and upon search,
fled thither for three or four days together .,.". Never-
theless, Jerome's house did not escape search, for Benjamin
Norton later said* that James Bird, the Winchester martyre

"was apprehended at one Mr, Hierom Heath's house ... in a

busy time when they searched that house and many others for

my poor self .o-"o

William Beckinsall (or Beckonsaw),gentleman, of
Moyle's Court, Ellingham, the son of Richard Beckinsall,
gentléman, and grandson of Walter Beckingall of Hartly
Waspell®®, was cited in 1585 as a recusant with his wife

Julia, for the parish of St. Peter's-in-the-Soke,2! William

1
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was then inthe gaol in Winchester.28 His wife harboured
priests, Thomas Dodwell 581d°2 that "Mr., Beckinsall lying
in prison for Papistry and his wife a recusant hath in her
house most commonly all these seminary priests that resort
to Winchester", Elizabeth Beconsawe, aiss 2 rennzanzgg,
widow, of thelcity of Winchester, was also a recusantBo.
Richard Warnford, gentleman, Wykehamisp and Fellow
of New College, Oxford, and his wife Mary, wére also
Winchester recusants who sheltered priests, Richard was
the.second son of John Warnford of Sevenhamptbn, Wiltshire,
by Sugan, daughter of John Yatee of Lyford, Berks, >+ In
157732 he and his wife were returned as recusants for the
parish of Southwick, Hemts, and in April 158377 they were
cited for the parish of St, Maurice, Richard is then
stated to be in the gaol at Winchester, In 1592-3 two-
thirde of his lands in the Manor of Newland, Southwick,

were "seized into the hands of the Queen".34 He spent a

number of years in prison.35
The Warnfords' house was searched in 1585 and John
Owen (aliag John Gardiner), a seminary priest, was found

6 At his examination after capture he said he was

there.3
"let into the house of Mistress Warnford in Winchester by
her maldservant, And he élso 8gith that the said Mistress
Warnford, Elizabeth St, Aubyn, widow, Walter Treveven and
this examinant (i.e. John Owen), kept company the same night
together and did eat and drink in the house of the said

Mistress Warnford,..".37
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In forwarding to Walsingham the report of the priest's
examination, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners mentioned that
there was a house in the city “whereunto there is too ea8y
accesg, and other persons kept unfaithfully, to the great

opportunity of corrupting many and advantage}of evil enter-

prises“‘38 The Commissioners Sought help in this connection

from the Council,

All the searches of recusants' houses in Winchester
which have been mentioned were effective enough, but a
search madetlate in 1598 had results of a different kind,
In November of that year the Mayor and some of his men were
ordereds? by the Bishop and other Ecclesiastical Commissioners

40

to search the house of the "late Mr, Pottinger's™  in the

city, upon information that sundry recusants, unconfined,
dangerous to the State were there secretly harboured”,

They found old Mistress Goldsmit 41, widow; the widow of Dr,
Marten's sonf and the servant of Mistress Goldsmith, daughter
of one Churcher of Michelmarsh, These were presumably the
recusants who were being looked for, In the course of the
Segrch the maidservant suddenly exclaimed that she had lost
her purse with about four shillings‘in it., "It was by the
searchers supposed that she did it but for a perverse and false
purpose to slander the searchers, Whereupon diligent search
was first made in the house lest that by negligence the
servant might lose it", But she persisted in saying that she
had actually lost her purse; and so “the Mayor in regard of
his particular credit and of the state of the city, searched

everﬁ;ne of the persons aforesaid”, It could not, however,
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be found and the time for “Sermons" (Matins in the Cathedral)
having arrived, he attended the service with his men,

The service over, the Mayor ordered the constables “to
search one other part which was not searched, namely, whether
any of them had put the purse within his hose", As soon as
this search began Richard Alderly, one of'the'serjeants
"finding himself like to be discovered, and his conscience
touched, disclosed that he had taken up the purge, and thrown
it aside; and thereupon praying favour upon his knees wa$
sent with an officer and brought it", The Mayor and the
searchers then went to Mr, Pottinger's house "and, before
Mistress Goldsmith, delivered the said mald hersaid purse,
which she opened"”., £She found the contents to be "without
any diminution even as she lost it",

At one o'clock in the afternoon, the Mayor repairﬂhtq
the Council Hoﬁse and caused the town bell to be tolk d three
times, He wished to be advised by his company what was ‘meet
to be done concerning the 1m§udent and slanderous a&tion of
the said Richard Alderly"., After Alderly had been examined
the Mayor ordered "his gown and mace to be left in the Gouncil
House and committed him to the Westgate unto Mr. Payce,
bailiff", Alderly was not to be let out of custody "until
he put in surety to answer to the fact =zt the next Sessions',

To what extent connivance at Papist activities entered
into this curious episode, it does not Seen possible to say.,
The “dangerous” recusants sought were apparently found, but
the Mayor, in the involvement of the incident of the theft,

seems to have forgotten all about them -, and nothing wag ever
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dong to them, The Mayor's heart may not indeed have been in
the business of the recusant hunt at all, On the other hand,
it was unpleasant for the Mayor to have had one of his men
accused by a recusant of theft, - assuming the maldservant was
a reCusant,l?In the same month,NovemberIIngi a further search
was made in the city, this time for a priest who was stated

by the Dean and other Ecclesiastical Commissioners to have
been harboured in the houses of some unnamed recusants,

This search was similarly fruitless, The "seminary priest or
Jesult" in question was said to have “most boldly attempted to
convert Mr, Symondes, Vicar of Hursley, lying sick at
Crocker's house in Kingsgate Street”, A “special watch" was
set by the advice of the Mayor, and the constables were ordered
to make '"very secret and diligent search throughout the city,
in all suspected places, but they certified that they could
find no such person”,

One remaining recusant family deserves notice in
considering the chief Winchester recusants, and the neigh-
bourhood, - the Corham family at Hyde, Roger Corham, who held
the manor of Brown Candover, the property of Hyde Abbey until
the Dissolution of the MonasteriesAB, was the third son of
John Corham of Ottery 5t, Mary, Devon., He married Mabel,
daughter of S5ir George Paulet of Crondall, younger brother of
the first Marquis of Winchester,44

Roger's name appears in a 1list of recusants in 157745
for the Inns of Court, He wi#$one of five excluded in 1569

- t o . - -
from Lincoln's Inn “for not coming to divine service or
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receiving the Communion, and for using unlawful rights and
ceremonies", Three of this number before 1577 ‘“are reconciled
into our house”, but Roger is not among them, He 1is des-
cribed as: "Roger Corham of Hampshire; of £200 yearly by
livelihood“.46

R h dieg1in£§ 1600 does not appear a, ain48 in

oger, who jo}e) g

any returns of recusants, but in 1586 he is presented as a
non-Communicant, It 18 possible therefore that he may have
conformed outwardly. Only his wife)Mabel, is citg as a
recusant in April®® 1583 for the parish of St. Bartholomew,
Winchester, and in 1592~3 she was fined a total of £480 for
PeCuSancy.BO She is then described as the wife of Roger
Corham, Her husband was still living, but he incurred no
financial penalty for recusancy. This seems to confirm his
position as a Church-Papist. ;
| The Corhams' house was known to seminary priests.Sl

III

SOME LEADING RECUSANTS
Lady Mabel Sandys = (Group 2: Slackstead)

The importance of ks Groupl2- at least till after
his execution in 1591 - is due to the activities of the
martyr, Ralf Miller,Sg, of Blackstead, (in the parish of
Farley Chamberlayne), working in conjunction with some of
the missionary prilests, and to two prominent recusants who
lived near, - Lady Mabel Sandys of Timsbury, and Mistress

Frances Tichborne of Sherfield English., The group is

not a distinct entity, for Slackstead iteelf is near the
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Twyford group (Group 6) and Ralf Miller must have had close
sssociations with Gilbert’> and Swithun Wells and other
recusants in the Twyford-Otterbourne area. Sherfield English
is some distance to the west,

17 recusants were returned from Farley Chamberlayne in
158394, including Ralf Miller himself, his wife Elizabeth,
and apparently two relatiﬁes, Maude Miller and Philip Miller,
This small parish as a centre of recusancy seems to have
declined in importance by the period 1598-1602, for only two
recusants are then r'eturned.,55

Lady Mabel Sandys wae a daughter of Thomas Wriothesley,
first Earl of Southampton,‘and was therefore the sister of
the Catholic Second Earl, Henry;56 She married Sir Walter
Sandy357, Sheriff of Hampshire in 1576 a\,n(itr 15925"8 and J,P,
of the guorum in 1585.59 Sir Walter Sandys held the manor
of Timsbury in the Test Valley%giuLEike most of the important
Hempshire families, the Sandys, as kes hees ssea, had in

‘ a great house. bo
addition to their own manor-house/in Winchester, Both Lady
Mabel and her sister, Lady Katherine Cornwallis came under |
notice for recusancy in 158361, but they also appear to have
been presented and Indicted as recusants at Reigate in 157662.
The ir important family connections saved them from further
proceedings for, though a writ was issued against them,
"further process against the said Katherine (was) stayed
by Mr, Secretary Walsingham's letters and the exigent went

forth 'gainst the said Mabel and she standeth waived .."63



-~ i 9,—-

Similarly, in 1582, "Mabel Sandys was certified by the Clerk of the
Peace for Surrey tc be indicted for recusancy in the 24th year of
Elizabeth dwelling then at East Horsley (Surrey) but, now departed thence,
she standeth waived upon the same indictment"a'".

Sir Walter Sandys, Lady Mabel's husband, held the rectory and
advowson of Sparsholt, and at his death the advowson would revert to
his W:i.fe65 . His locel power was therefore considerable and it would
have enabled him to stay any presentments for recusancy initiated by
the parson, dependent as he was on his patron's goodwill. This in-
fluence was reinforced by hig position as a J.P. of the guorum. Lady
Mabel Sandys was therefore possibly of considersble assistance to her
fellow recusants. When she herself was cited as a recusant in 1583
it was by means of a sgpecial inquisition throughout the county and not

£z
as a result of a local presentment6o.

Mistress Frances Tichborne of Sherfield Eneglish -{CGroup 2: Slackstead)

MISTRESS FTRANCES TICHBORNE was presented as a recusant for the

parish of Sherfield Englich in 1583 with two visitors, Francis Tich-

. . 6

borne, gentleman, and Francis Spenser, gentleman 7. She was apparently
. . _ . . 268 . .

the widow of Lionel Tichborne of Sherfield™™., Licnel Tichborne had

59

laft the manor of Sherfield English to his son, Roger .

The manor-house of Frances Tichborne was a2 Mass-centrs. In the
examination of Wicholas Tichborne shortly before his execution at Ty-
burn in 1601 it is sta‘ted?D that "... about Thitsuntide twilvemonth

(that is in 1600) there was a Xass said in the house of Roger Tichborme,
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gentleman, where the mother (that is Mistress Frances Tichborne) of

the said Roger being a recusamt, doth lie, But Nicholas Tichborne saith
that the sald Roger was not present at it, but Mr.William Ringwoode,
Prancis Tichborne, old Mistress Tichborne (Frances) heard the Mass, and

in the afternoon of the same day, Thomas Tichborne (brother of the exami-
nate), being a seminary priest that said the Mass in the forenocon, preached
in the afternoon, and that the said three persons were present at the ser-
mon. But the said Roger was not present nor heard the same."

Three people, all of Romsey, wers each fined 100 marks (£66.13.4.)
in 1583-4 7 for hearing Mass, They were Richard Chydden, tailor, Thomas
Phillips, yeoman, and Joan Spencer, wife of William Spencer, yeoman. I%
is possible that it was at Sherfield English that they heard the Mass
since the menor houss of the Tichbornes is only distant some seven miles.

Sherfield English apparently continued for many years as a Catholic
centre, for, described as Shirefield, it was served by a Jesuit Mission

in the 18th cen‘tulfyjz.

The Second Earl of Southampton - (Group 3: Coastal (1))

HENRY '%"FRIOTI{ESLE‘{75 , second Harl of Southampton, was the only sur-
viving son of Thomas Wriothesley, the first Earl, colleague of Thomas
Cromwell and Henry VIII's Chancellor. He married Mary, daughter of the
Viscount Montague of Cowdray, Sussex. Thomas Wriothesley obltained
possession of some rich monastic foundations at the Dissolution of the
Monasterigs, including Titchfield Abbey and Beaulieu. IHe converted Tii;,ch—
field into a private mansion and this became the chief family seat.

The Second Earl inherited considerable wealth; and although the
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remaining feudal power of the Engliszh Farls was destroyed in the
Northern Revolt of 1569, he retained a good deal of influence in
Hampshire by virtue of his wealth and his position as a peer and a

J.P. He was a strong Catholic and in a paper written by William Allen
in 1574 71", the Earl's family is mentioned as one of the great Catholic
families of England. Camnden said that the Earl was "a man of all
others devoted to the Romish religion"75 . He was suspected of com-
Plicity in a number of political intrigues and offences, and was im-
prisoned. These matters do not, however, closely affect the question
of Hampshire recusancy.

Shortly after returning to Titchfield from the hospitable "custody™
of his father-in-lew, Viscount Montague, the Earl was placed (1574) in
the Commission of the Peace for Hampshire, and with the tightening-up
of measures against Papists this naturally gave him considerable local
influence76. We find, for instance, that up to the time of his death
in October 1581 there is a record, aniong all the episcopal documents
relating to citations since the beginning of the reign, of only two
citations from Titchfield for non-Communicating, ~ one in 1566 and the
other in 1577,- and one for recusancy, in Mawrch 1581 77.

The Earl's family life seems to have been peaceful until alout
1577 when an estrangement between him and his wife began what was to
have far-reaching religious and other consequences. The cause has
not been clearly established: there was some suspicion of infidelity
on the part of the Countess, but in a long letter which she wrote in

1579 to her father she denied that she had been at f'ault78. This was

of course only an ex parte statement, but some other evidence of a
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secondhand nature is equally inconclusive79. Whatever thi reason,
the Earl had no further dealings with his wife and withdrew his small
son and heir from her charge. He also seems to have‘ given his complete
confidence to his Catholic gentlemen. servants and principally to Thomas
Dymock, his bailiff, whom the Countess blamed for all the trouble.

The Earl died on 4 October 1581. In his will drawm up on 24 June
1581 80, he 1left a considerable legacy to Thomas Dymock and said that
he wished "the said Thomas, for the good opinion and trust I have of him,
should be specially one & those appointed after my decease to be atten-
tive to, and daily about, the person of my son and heir, Lord Wriothesley,
to have care and charge thereof, whose duty in that behalf to be care-
fully and honestly performed I nothing doubt"Sr. The Earl slso willed
that his daughter was "to be brought up by his sister, Katherine Corn-
wallis or his aunt Lawrence, and if both of these refuse, o should die,
she was to be placed in some good virtuous house at the pleasure of his
executors, provided always that she should not be in the house with her

mother®.

Thomas Dymock, who was only one of the executors, tried to prove
the will without consulting the other executors82, but was unsuccessiul.
The Counttess made a detexmined effort to remove the young Farl, who was
just on eight years of age at the death of his father, from the sphere
of Dymock's influence, and wrote to Leicester asking for his helpB'3 .

The result was almost a foregone conclusion, and eventually Burleigh,

as Master of the Wards, became young Henry's guardian. He was brought

up as a Protestant and stayed for a time in Burleigh's own house. While

. 8
Henry was at Cambridge, Burleigh was still taking an interest in him LP.



- 153~

The Countess's victory was indeed to be complete: Leicester, Burleigh
and the lontagues were far too formidable a combination for the solitary
efforts of an obscure Catholic gentleman-bailiff,like Thomas Dymo’ck.

It ‘is necessary to add that the Farl seems to have had a stronger
hold on Catholicism than had his wife, and though there is no evidence
that this difference of religious attitude was even a minor cause of
the dissension between them, it did not heip matters. While he was de-
tained at Losely, the Earl, like =0 many other Catholics at the time
(1570), had temporised as regards attendance at Common Prayer85 , but he
afterwards gave up the practice and certainly brought up his son as a
strict Catholic. He kept a Catholic priest at Titchfield, Henyy Allway,
to whom he left a yearly rent of £5 in his w:i.1186. Moreover, as will be
seen, Thomas Dymock was an undoubted recusant, and his religious con-
stancy no doubt appealed to the Earl.

On the bdher hand the Countess seems, to say the least, to have had
87

flexible religious views. Writing on 25 October 1581 to Leicester,

who had befriended her in the past, she told him “that my little son re-
fused to hear service is not my fault that haf,h not seen him almost this
two years. I trust your Lordship esteems me to have some more discretion
than to forbid him that which his few years cannot judge of. Truly, my

Lord, if myself had kept him, he should in this house (Cowdray, her father's

home) have come to it (Common Prayer) as my Lord, my father, and his doth.

I pray your Lordship that he may understand this from me to put her

(Majesty) out of doubt I was not guilty of that folly ..."

One result of the whole unfortunate business was an investigation

into the extent of recusancy at Titchfield and other places formerly
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within the Wriothesley orbit of influence. We find, for instance, that
in November (a month or so after the Harl's death) four presentments were
made for recusancy at Titchfield and four for non—Conumrﬁ.catingSS. In
1583, there were eight recusants at Titchfield, including Thomas Dymock,
and three at Dogmersfield, where the Earl had a house which he had for
some years been rebuilding89. The recusants presented from this place
included the Earl's priest, Henry Allway. Moreover, Dymock himself,
thwarted in his attempts t0 caryy out plans in accordance with the late
Earl's wishes, and now bereft of his influence, was henceforth carefully
watched., In 1584 9 O, he was closely questioned regarding the alleged
conveyance of Papists overseas from Hampshire. In 1586, at the time of
the Babington Plot, he found himself in prison, but there seems to have

been little enough rgason to suspect him o any complicity9 l. In Novem-

ber he was discharged from prison9 2. In 1592-3 he was fined £180 for
93

recusancy’”.

John Ludlow, gentleman, of Fareham - (Group 3: Coastal (1))

THE LUDLOWS of Cams Hall, Fareham, who were probably a branch of
the distinguished Ludlow family of ‘\JViltshire, had besn ®nnected with
Cams since the 1l4th centu:ry%'. John Ludlow, gentleman, was returned as
a recusant with his wife in 1577 95, and again in 1583 with Barbara, his
wife, for the parish of Fareham96. He is then stated to be in the gaol
at Winchester.

Cams Hall9 7 was situated by .the side of Fareham creek, which fomrmed
an excellent landing place for missionary priests, who could conveniently

2K
take refuge in the manor house. Thomas Dodwell informed the Government
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in 1584 = that "Mr.Iudlow of Cams lying in prison for Papistry, and
his wife being a recusant and out of prison, keepeth in his house con-
tinually Gardiner end receiveth Derbyshire alias Escham with any
seminary priest that cometh®.

In 1586 in connection with the Govermment's request for financial
offers from the recusants, John Ludlow is stated to have confo:r'med99.
He had been fined £240 for twelve months' absence from church from
1 October 1581 and a similar sum for twelve months' absence from Sep-
tember 1582100. These amounts were not paid. It is possible that the
mounting recusancy debts had caused him to conform. At any rate, neither
John Ludlow's nesme nor that df his Wifé appears in subsequent recusant
records during the Queen's reign. They were the only Hampshire recusants
known for the shelter which they gave to the priests from abroad who
conformed. It would seem, however, that John Ludlow had returned to

Catholicism by the early years of James I's reignlOl.

The Henslows of West Boarhunt (Southwick) = (Group 3: Coastal (1))

RATFH HENSLOW, gentleman, of West Boarhunt and Iwerne Minster,
102 oo s s 103
Dorset , was returned as a "strong Papist® in 1572 « In 1574 he
was Clerk of the Peace for Hampshireloh. He died in 1577 and there is
a memorial to him in the ancient Saxon church at Boarhunt.
In 1577 the following are returned as recusants: Mistress Henslow,
widow (probably of Ralph Henslow), Christian, her daughter, and the wife

06

.
of Thomas Henslow105 . (Thomas Hendlow ~ was the son and heir of Ralph

Henslow and a Church-Papist.) In the same year, Stepkbn Henslow, a
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Wykehamist and deprived Fellow of New College, Oxford, who was pro-
bably a brother of Ralph, was also returned as a recusant107. It is
then stated that in the parish of St.Aldate's, Oxford, is "one Henslowe,
a M A, of nire or ten years' standing, once of New College and expelled
out of that hcuse for Popery, who lieth now at the sign of the Blue

Boar at one Easton's and never cometh to the church"los.

In 1583 the following are cited as recusants for West Boarhu.ntlo9 :
Mistress Christian Henslow, Mistress Edith Cuffold, Mistress Mary
Cuffold ™, Williem Fowle, Agnes Papyr, Joan Carter, the wife of Hugh
Hyde, gentleman, and Sislie Hide, his daughter.

Thomas Henslow, although a *Jhurch-Papist or "schismatic®™, har-
boured priests. In 1584 Thomas Dodwell, the spy, said that "Mr.Hen-
slowe of Borrant (Boarhunt) being a schismatic, his wife a recusant,
kept Somerfield als Holland, a Seminarist, in his house. Secretly, he
entertaineth Mitten als Longe, Askew, Gardiner, with any other Seminary
priest that cometh"lll. This did not prevent him from commanding part
of the Hampshire military defensive force at the time of the Armada:
he was in charge of the men in the hundreds of Bosmere, Hayling, Alver-
stoke and (}osporl:l:L2 , a considerable force, in a strategic part of the
county.

In 1592-3 Thomas Henslow was made Crown grantee of the lands of
Thomas Pounde, his ]:c:i.nsmanll3 , and in the same year, Catherine Henslow,

his wife, was fined £180 for recusancyllz". In 1596-~7, Henry Henslow,

probably the brother of Thomas, described as of West Boarhunt, was

fined £140 for recusancy115 .

In 1580 a Henry Henslowe, probably a member of the Boarhunt Hen-

slowe family, was ordained at Rheims 116‘
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Thomas Pounde - (Group 3: Coastal (1))

THOMAS POUNDE of Belmont (or Beamonds), Farlington, near Havant,
was the son of Williem Pounde, esquire, who married Anne, the sister
of Thomas Wriothesley, Earl of Southamptonll7. He was thus first
cousin of the Catholic, Henry, Second Earl of Southampton. He was also
one of the most active and distinguished of Hampshire recusants, as
well as one of the most well~to-do.

Thomas Pounde, in the earlier years of the reign, was one of the
Queen's courtiers, but in 1569, offended at some words spoken to him
by the Queen, he hastily left the Court and retired to his estates at

Belmont (Farlington)ll8. A 1ittle later he was reconciled to Catholi-

ci sm119'.

In 157k began Pounde's long series of impxisornnentslzo. He was then
ordered to appear before Sandys, Bishop of London. After examination by
the Bishop he was committed to prison. The actual reason for this seems
to have been the advice which he gave to Catholics in Winchester to re-~
fuse the reception of Communion in the Established Church, but there was
also a sugpicion that he intended tc leave England for Catholic countries
abroadlz]', There was an offer of release from prison if he would, as
an example to others, present himself once at a Protestant sermon. He
refused, but after being in prison for six months he was released through
the inflewence of the Barl of Southampton. The Rarl became Pounde's

surety that there would be no departure from the country nor interference

with religion. Pounde was to remain at Belmont and be ready to appear

if citedlzz.

After being free for some sixteen months, Pounde was in trouble
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again on account of religion, and was summoned to the Consistory Court
and examined by Horne, Bishop of Winchester, in 1576 125 . Thomas
Stephens, a Jesuit, writing in 1578 to Rome gave an accou.ntlzz" of the
examination. He says that Pounde was summoned to Winchester with some
of his Hampshire neighbours, among whom was George Cotton, the recusait,
of Warblington, and "not a few others of his county, men of high family.
This, however, I did not myself see, but heard from others who were
present, and were very fervent in their commendation of him". Pounde
is said to have defended his faith with great ability and to have pro-
voked the Bishop, who was unable to answer him, to anger. People left
the Court "favourably inclined to Catholicism". Thomas Stephens adds
that "within a few months nearly (sic) twenty persons of both sexes and
various ages and conditions were comnverted by his lsabours".

Thomas Pounde M@$ known to the Govermment as a receiver of Jesuits
and Seminary priests]'25 . In 1578 he was admitted to the Jesuit Order
as a 1ay-associate126, a step which, as he was already well-known to
the Govermment, did not tend to diminish his troubles.

He played a principal part in the drama of his friend, Edmund
Campion, and assisted in the publicising of the Challege]z?. In 1580
Pounde, inspired by Campion's own writing, wrote his religious contro-
versial work, Six Reasons, which he sent to two Puritan ministers in
London, Tripp and Crowley, challenging them to a public disputation128.
The main effect of all this was greatly to provoke Aylmer, Bishop of
London, who decided to remove Pounde to a semi-derelict castle at
Bishop's Stortford which was within the Bishop's c:on‘c,roll29 . He was

indeed to spend a good many years in various prisons till his death in

1615130 In addition to being imprisoned, he paid a considerable sum
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to the Crown in rentals of two-thirds of his lands ®seized™ under
the Recusancy Act of 1586-7 13 l.

Thomas Pounde was, as has been mentioned, a neighbour of George
Cotton, recusant of Warblington, who was also a considerable harbourer
of pz:'j.e.stsl3 2. There must have been a constant interchange of these
along the short stretch of the narrow coastal road between the estates
of the two recusants.

Two of Pounde's younger brothers were recusants: Henry, who was
returned as a recusant for the parish of Farling‘b‘on in 1583 133 , and

John, who became a Jesui‘blﬁ".

George Cotton - (Group 3: Coastal (L))

GEORGE COTTON was the eldest son of Sir Richard Cotton of Warbling-
ton and Bedhampton, Comptroller of the Household to Edward VI]'3 2 . The
family lived at Warblington Castle, bulilt expressly for Margaret Pole,
Countess of Salisbuxy, last Plantagenet princess, aunt of Henry VIII
and executed by himl3 6. George Cotton married Mary, daughter of John
Shelley of Michelgrove, Sussex137. (The Shelleys of Sussex, like their
kinsfolk the Shelleys of Hampshire, were prominent recusants in Eliza-

beth's reign. )
Cotton at an early date came under notice for recusancy. In 1577
. ) 3 ' 1 138 -
he was included in Bishop Horne's return of recusants . In the later
70's the Government, alarmed at the growing evidence of recusangy in
the country generally, tried the effect of conferences between notable
e . t‘. . e 1
recusants and learned divines in an attempt to induce obedience to the
Act of Uniformity. Thomas Pounde, as we have seen, came before Hoime

. . 139
at Winchester in 1576. In September 1578 the Bishop wrote ™ ” to the
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Warden of the Fleet, to which prison Cotton had been commitied for
recusancy in 1577 , asking that he should be sent to the Bishop
"to be further conferred withal in matter of religion®. But Cotton

was recalcitrant and remained in prison.

o
22
o
t

At a later date we get some idea of opinion of the Cotto:

held by an agent of the Govermment in a2 report made in 1588 by the Darl
141

of Sussex to Walsingham in the year of the Ammada™ " . He commences by

i

saying that Richard Cotton, the son and heir of George Cotton, iz not
only zn obstinate recusant, but also a "disobeyer of Her Majesty's
Commissioners for necessaries to be used heresbouts for Her Majesty's
torm {(apparently Portsmouth) and fortifications, to the evil exanple of
the wholeshire". Yemands are evidently being made in connection with
defznsive measures against the Awmada and Richaxrd Cothon scems to be
acting for his father who, with other leading recusants, was garemly
held in 'u.gbecnll‘Lz. These demands on the Cottons' resources may have
been excessive and have caused Richard Cotton': resentment.

There is no sevidence that Richard was 1.np1“1sor1°d for his dis-~
cbedience and perhaps Walsingham wisely let him remain ot liberty.
George Cotton had already commenced paying the very large sum of £260
year in recusancy fines - payment which was to continue regularly till
his death - s0 tha% the Govermment did not want to run the risk of losing
this large and regular sum or any part of it, This might have happened
if Richard who, as heir, was probably managing the estates, had been
in prison as well as his father.

The home of the Cotton family was so well-knovn for harbouring

I,
priests that it was called the "common Refuge"l_"B, Tn his report to

i R e
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Walsingham Sussex adds somsthing which may justify this description.
He says that "that house (at Warblington) is a dangerous place and
divers evil conferences had and made there, which I know no way to
amend or restrain, unless the same house may be in the charge for a

time of such as be well-affected, wvhercof here be few ,.." This may

also indicate, in the exgéitement of the times, some suspicion of
treasonable motives, but there is no evidence that the Cotltons were
other than loyal to the Queesn in temporal matters.

The harbouwring of priests at ¥arblington did not cease and Sir
Charles Cormv‘al].is,m‘:i.'l::'Lng_r,:I""’l‘L to the Lord Treasurer as late as 20 Hay
1509, said "that in the house of one lr.Cotton there is harboured a
Jesuit, who names himself Thomas Singleton. He teacheth the grand-
children of the said Cotton®., Other priests who took refuge with
George Cotton were Thomas Lister, Jesuit, and Father Baldwin. The
Govermment let the latter out of the Bridewell, London, in the belief

that he was a Neapolitan merchant. Ie then went into hiding at George

145

Cotton's house .

Recusants like the Cottons’as well as the Banisters of Idsworth
and the Shelleys of Mapledurham (Buriton) )were conveniently situated
close to the Sussex border, and were thus able to escape to their

recusant friends or kinsmen in another diocese with consequently

separate jurisdiction)whenever they were wanted for an irksome reason

by the ecclesiastical or Govermment authorities in their own county.

They could also give shelter for similar reasons to kinsfolk and fellow-
recusants from Sussex. This subterfuge was known as riding ®up and down".
It seems to have been specially employed in connection with any proposed

financial exactions. 146



The Govermment wers well aware of all this. In 1590, for

Tt to the Bishop of Winchester saying

instance, the Council wrote
that inany recusants lurking in certain houses in the corners and
confines of Hampshire "do, upon notice of search and enquiry after
them, convey themselves into some other shire next adjoinming and do
thereby escape imprisomment etc®., Instructions are therefore to be
seunt to the Lord Lieutenants of other shires in order that such per-
sons may be apprehended forthwith and sent back under safe custody
to the place oAf their usual abode. They were then to be dealt with
by the Bishop.

Because George Cotton was the only Hampshire recusant to pay
year by yeaer the statutory find of £260 a year under the Act of 1581,
his large estates escaped “seizure" by the Queen and he was able to
hand them on to his heir, Richard, though apparently in a diminished
statelhs.

John Cotton of Warklington, was probably a younger brother of
George Cotton. He was possibly one of the students from Oxford
captured with Edmund Campion at Lyford, to which place he hza'Ld returnsd
with Campionu'go He is said to have spent many years in prison at

150

Winchester and elsewhere .

Mistress Elizabeth Tichborne (Group 5: Meon Valley-Ropley)

- MISTRESS ELIZABETH TICHBORNE was the wife of Nicholas Tichborne

of West Tisted, Sheriff of Hampshire in 1555 151. She was one of the

best-known and most constant of Hampshire recusants in the reign of

Elizabeth, and was the mother of Sir Benjamin Tichborne.



~163-~

The Tichbornes were settled at Tichborne probably in the twelfth

century, but the family claim a more ancient originl5 2.
Mistress Elizabeth was returned with her son, Benjamin, as a non-

Communicant in 1568, but she, at least, was probably always an "obstinate

recusant® 153

°

In 1572 she was ordered with her kinsmen John, Nicholas
and Roger Tichborne to appear before the Ecclesiastical Commis sioners
at Winchester "for matters respecting religion, chiefly for their

neglecting the Divine Service and receiving the blessed Communion15z+."

In 1577 she was returned as a recusant by Bishop Horne155.

According to the spy, Ben Beard, who was her grandson, she harboured
Simon Pennell, a Seminary priest, for five or six years, and also Richards,
another priest15 6. After her escape from prison in Winchester, Elizabeth
Sanders, the nun, and sister of Nicholas Sanders, wart to West Tisted
and spent some days with Mistress Tichbome157.

Elizabeth Tichborne was still living in 1586, for she was one o
the Hampshire recusants who were asked to make a "“composition®™ offer to
the Queen in return for a possible alleviation of the penalties of the

recusancy statu‘besl58. Her name is not on the first Recusant Roll,

1592=3, and it is presumed that she must have died in the interval

Gilbert Wells - (Group 6: Twyford-Otterbourne)

GILBERT WELLS, the eldest son of Thomas Wells of Brambridge, Twy-
ford15 9, and the elder brother of Swithun Wells, the martyrléo, was at
an early date imprisoned for religious reasons and at some time between

161

1559 and 1567 was in the Fleet "for the Bishop of Winchester's matters



-tbey -

Notwithstanding this he was made High Sheriff of Hampshire for
1570 162 He was returned as a recusant in Bishop Horne's special

list in 1577 163 « In 1583 he was in the Gaol at Winchester and, al-
together, spent a good many years in prison on account of recusa.ncylsz*'.
He was included with his son and heir, Thomas, in Loxd Burghley's list
of recusants in 1588 165 .

Gilbert Wells possessed the manor of Brambridge and property in the
neighbouring parishes, and also land in King's Somborne166. Boyatt
Manor in the parish of Otterbourne was in the temure of Thomas Wells,
his heir, and perhaps this explains the long list of recusants for this

.
parish in 1583 and 1598-1602 107. Thomas was returned as a recusant

with his parents in 1583 168.

Like his brother, Swithun, Gilbert Wells was a friend of Henry, the
Second Earl of Socuthampton, and was an executor of his w111169,

He was a considerable harbourer of priests. In 1584 Thomas Dodwell
said 1o that "Mr,Wells of Otterbourne, near to Winchester, of late be-
ingz 2 prisoner at Wisbech and now in the Marshalsea; hath Darbyshire,
sometimes called Hampshire, sometimes called Escham, resorting to his

house"., Later, in March 1594, Ben Beard tolcll71

Morgan Jones of Gray's
Inn that "the two Jesuits lately with Mrs.Yates have gone to Mr.Wells
at Brombridge (Brambridge), which Wells is ordered by the Council with
divers other recusants of Hampshire to confine himself to Ely". In May
1594 Beard inf‘ormc—:d.:l'72 Lord Keeper Puckering that "Grafton, a learned

Jesuit, has lately come over, and is supposed to be at the house of

Wells, a confirmed recusant". Gilbert Wells was actually imprisoned

in Wisbech "for harbouring of a Seminary priest contrary to his bond"173.
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Mistress Elizabeth Pitts of Alton - (Group 8: Hartley Maudit)

MISTRESS ELIZABETH PITTS of Alton was the wife of Henry Pitts of
Alton., Henry Pitts was not a recusant, but ’R s’al‘c'f Bishop Cooper,
in wriging to Walsingham in 1585, he was "not so sincerely affected
in religion, although for the penalty of the law he is obedient®.

He may therefore have been a Papist at heart.

Mistress Pitts was the sister of the celebrated Dr. Nicholzas
Sanders and of the nun, Elizabeth Sanders. Her house was searched in
1581 for the copy of Campion's Challenge which had found its vway there.
On that occasicn Elizsbeth Sanders was discovered and committed to the
House of Correcticn at Winchesterl75 . It is probable that Mistress
Pitts also harboured priests, for John Owen alias John Gardiner, who
was apprehended at the house of the Warnfords in Winchester in March

1585, seaidt’C

that in journeying from London he and his companions rode
to 2lton and there they waited; "and from Alton they came altogether
the same Sunday night to Winchester®, after John Owen had probably said
Mass on that Sundsy at the home of the Pitts.

Migtress Pitts had two sons, John Pitis, the Wykehamist and cele-

brated author of De Illustris Scriptoribus Anglise, and William, who

had assisted in the dispersal of Campion's mC_lgﬁllégge and who subsequent-
177

ly became a priest .

The Shelley Family - (Group 9: Buriton (Mapledurhem - Idsworth)

The SHELLEY FAMILY were mentioned by William Allen in 1575-6 178

as one of the great Catholic families in England. There were branches

in Hampshire, Sussex and Surrey. In Hampshire the chief recusant Shelley
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in Elizasbeth's reign was Henry Shelley, esquire, the son of Thomas
Shelley of Mapledurham (Buriton) by Mary, daughter of Sir Roger

Copley of Sussex and Surrey179. He married Mary, daughter of Sir

John Luttrell of Dunster Castle, SomersetlBO.

Henry Shelley was returned as a recusant by Bishop Horne in
1577 181. He was also presented in 1583 with Mary, his wife, and
Mary, his daughter, for the parisgh of Buritonlaz, being then stated

to be in prison in London'S7, He died in prisen in 1585 O,

[
The Shelleys! manor-housela’ at Mapledurhsm gave shelter to
many priests and Mass was frequently said there., Edward Jones, for-
merly the servant of Chideock Tichborme, in his examination by the

Earl of Sussex in June 1586, said186

that "he was reconciled in the
room of Mr, John Shelley's brother. He went down to the Shelleyd!
home at Mapledurham. Mass was celebrated every day by a priest called
Wrenche. Other priests there were Jasper Heywood, Jesuit, Shelborne,
Chapman, Oldames, Warblington, Farmer, Eskew (Askew?) and Stone]'s?.
Such as came to hear Mass (at Mapledurham): Mr.Stepken Vachell and
his wife, Martin Truncher and his wife, Mr.John Shelley and his wife,"
John Body, the Wykehamist and martyr, resorted to the Shelleys' home
and it was there in 1583 that he was found by Sir Richard Norton, the
J.P.188. It was also to Mapledurham that the nun, Elizabeth Sanders,
went from the manor-house of Mistress Elizabeth Tichborne, after her
escape froam prisonlsg. |
Mapledurham was an excellent hiding-place for priests and re-

cusants, and its isolated position must have made searches for them

a difficult business. Later in the reign, Ben Beard, the informer,
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gave particulars of the priests resorting to the manor-house together
with a description of the hiding-holes there. In March 159 he speak519 ©
of two Jesuits moving about Hampshire of whom he has obtained infommation
and sgys: "If the others (the two Jesuits) are missed at Wells' (Gilbert
Wells 'of Brambridge) house, they may be at Thomas Shelley'sl91 at Maple~
durham, where Mr.3trange dwellsl92; Strange and Wells are great friends

and shift such persons between each other. At Mapledurham there is a

hollow place in the parlour by the livery cupboard, where two men may
well lie together, which has many times deceived the searchers®. In
May 1594 Beard gave further information about Mapledurham which found
its way to Lord Keeper Puckering. He ssidl”> that John Shelley (probably
Henry's brother) at Barns or Bails Farm in Hampshire, lived in an old
park "paled and locked, that ﬁone can come at him without a key; his
consorts are Strange, who was with Lord Montague and kept a college of
priests at Mapledurham (and) Robert Knight of Lidshott (Ludshott) ...
The house at lMapledurham belongs to Thomas Shelley ... and now Strange
farms it..,. &t Mapledurham there is a vault under a table, with a grate
of iron for a light into the garden ... and has rosemary growing against
the grate..."

Anothei' Seminary priest harboured by the Shelleys was Simon Fennell,
who, besides coming to Hampshire, moved about Berkshire and Oxfordshire,

194

and sometimes went o London .
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LONDON

Leading Hampshire recusants came to London occasionally not only
to conduct essential business in connection with their farms and
estates, but a2lso to meet any priests who had been directed to come to
Hampshire to replace those who were possibly too well-known and for
whom there was danger in staying in the county any longer. In London,
too, ififormation vital to the Catholic cause could be obtained from
reliable sources abroad, as well as useful news about any new Govern-
ment measures intended against recusants. Prominent among the centres
to which Hampshire Catholics came and where they met the priests was
Southampton House. It was originally the imn or London house of the
Bishops of Lincoln situated in Holborn and later came into the possession
of the Earls of Sou‘t:ha.m];>1;01’1195 . It must have been a considerable
Catholic centre while the second Earl, Henry, was alive and the house
was not then liable to be searched for priests, peers being immune
from such sea.rchesl%. Even after his death in 1581, Hampshire
recusants continued to resort to it.

In 1584 Dodwell, the spy, informed the Govermment that two priests,
"yskew (Nutter) and Smithe®, frequented Southampiton House197. Later
(in August) of the seme year, it was reported that "at Southampton
House were found: Gilbert Wells and his wife and Jane, theilr daughter;
Felix, servant to Gilbert who had been in prison before...; Henry Wells
and his wife, who lately dwelt at Purbeck ...; Mr.Banister and his wife
who lately ceme from Hampshire and came to this house but two days before
(27 August 1584)"198. Two years later in June 1586 Mistress Banister was

Q
reported to be staying at Southampton House1’9, whilst in 1587 Swithun
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Wells was lodging there200-  Much later (1591) Southampton House was
still being used by priests, for Ben Beard informed Burghley's agent
that two Jesuits who had gone to Mr.Wells at Brambridge, Hampshire,
would return to London before Easter and that "they always abide about
Chancery Lane and Southampton House“201.

The district of Fetter Lane and Fleet Street was also a favourite
place of resort for Hampshire and other recusants. A report made sbout

202 that "in Fetter Lane, a gentlewoman, Mistress Fuller's

1586 says
house (was) appointed receptacle for Papists to hear Mass ..." Ben
Beard in 1591 men’cioneclz03 that "Goodacre's wife, who washes for the
writer (Ben Beard), says that Wilford's lodging is at Payne's, in a
court in Fetter Lane, and is the continual resort of dangerous persons;
she recommended it to the writer as a quiet lodging, when he came out
of prison; other Papists dwell there, and priests and evil persons
resort to them ... (He) asked Mrs.Goodacre, Lathom and Thompscn, all
Papists, the news in London; they spoke of the late searches, and said
John Tichborne, a Seminary, son of old Mistress Tichborne of Winchester,
had come over with Norton ..."

George Cotton seems to have had a house in Fleet Street, for a spy
reportedzoz" in 1592 that Robert Southwell (the Jesuit mertyr and podt)
"useth to Mr.Cotton's in Fleet Street". The same report says that "there
was a Mase said at Haley's house in the 01d Change by one Mr.Willsomn,
priest, who after wert to St.Mary Overy's to My Lord Montague's house.
Names of those present ... Mr.Gecrge Cotton, Mr.Banister and his wife®

(she was Mary, the sister of Robert Southwell the Jesuit and poet - see

—
Appendix {( .
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Another nlace of meeting for Hampshire Papists was an un-
specified house in Fenchurch Street mentioned by Xdward Jones,

200, winere lies (sic)

in his confession in June 1586. He said
Doctor Martin and his wife, Mr.Chideock Tichborne and his wife,
with many more resorting there, one Powlwheel and his wife, and
one Mistress Hall, a Hampshire woman: a house greatly suspected
for these causes"

The Shelleys also had a house in London to which priests re-

.206

sorted: its location is unknown. Thomas Dodwell in 1581 said
that at the house of "Mr. Shelley of Mzpledurhsm™, London, were re-
ceived Seminary priests, Dryland, Wrenche, Shelborme and Derbyshire.
At least two of these had been at Mapledurham.
= Gilvert Wells had a house in Holborn which was searched by

Sheriff Spencer on 27 August 1584, He found there "Robert Holme,

vs Finch, clerk, a Jesuit priest, close prisoner (sic) in New-

£
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Robert Aden, gent, Pelix Smith, yeoman, close prisoner in the

[Ge]
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Counter, Wood Street. There is of the said Finch's a silver chalice,
a silver saucer (paten?), a super altar {?altar stone), a pyx, a

box of wafer caltes with divers Papish toys, Mass books, portasses

and divers Papistical books of invocation of saints and divers

other naughty books, a cope and 211 other things appertaining to

2504
1>
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Chapter VIIE

Priests, Seminaries, and Martyrs

I

The 1ist of leading persons in Hampshire compiled in .
1572 indicated, as has been mentioned,l a conslderable
amount of "earnest" Papists. Many of these were the
inflexible recusants of a later date'when the stringency of
the penal statutes tempted Catholics to conform. These
Papists of 1572 were probably "strong"” in the sense that
even then they absolutely declined to attend the service
of Common Prayer. But how did they provide for their
own religious needs? The first seminary priests did not
come from Douai till 1574 and only four landed in England
in that year. It 1s inconceivable that until then
Catholics generally had received no spiritual ministrations
since Elizabeth's accession, and the answer must be that
these ministrations were provided by the deprived Marian
Priests who encouraged the recusants in their non-conformity.
There is also evidence® that Anglican clergy in Hampshire,
who had been priests in the time of Mary, performed
Catholic ceremonies in exceptional need; and the extent of
surreptitious Catholic practice of this kind in the
earlier part of Elizabeth's reign may have been greater
than actually came to light. |

A fair number of deprived Marian priests were probably
working in Hampshire, but only eight have been traced.
They were: Henry Allweys, chaplain to the Earl of
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Southampton; John Bryne4, who was. a prisoner in Winchester
in 1583; Sigebert Buckley5, the last surviving Benedictine
monk of Westminster, who lived with the recusant Norton
family at Punsholt Manor, West Meon; Simon Palmer and
Thomas Coke who lived in the parish of St., Maurice,
Winchester6: one of these may have been responsible for
the recusancy of the wife of the Rector of St., Michael's,
Winchester7; Thomas Palmer®, who was probably a relative
of Simon Palmer and was presented for recusancj ih 1570
from Andover (the considerable concentration of recusants
and non-Communicants at Andover in the early 1570's, due
no doubt to the presence of this priest in the town, has
already been mentionedg); one Richards, living in the
manor-house of Mistress Elizabeth Tichborne at West Tisted;
and, finally, one Appleton, another "old priest", who
lived at Crondall, the home of ILady Elizabeth Paulet.ll

Generally speaking, the Marian priests performed
their sacerdotal duties satisfactorily, but Thomas Pounde,
the recusant of Farlington,found one who did not. He |
heardlz, for instance, that a certain old priest living in
Winchester, where, it is stated; there were many poor
recusants, seldom said Mass., Pounde examined the recusants!
social conditions and mode of life, and proﬁided dinner
for them after Mass and Holy Communion., He also gave alms
to the priest, exhorting him to celebrate Mass more
regularly in order that the recusants might communicate

more frequently. Pounde had his own chapel and collected

young men of rank to hear Mass, which he had "secretly

10

P
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procured to be said in his privafe oratory",15

14

George Gilbert™ in 1583 also expressed criticism of

the old priests. He saysl® that "in this matter/the
proper instruction of his flock by the priesi/, some of
the old priests were found to be blameworthy, because they
made it their hablt to say Mass only and devote themselves
after that to quiet and recreation, or spend their time
with their host or other gentlemen in pleasant inter-
course'.,

On the other hand, theré is evidence that, from the
Catholic point bf view, they were not unsatisfactory. In

16 o the Privy

1564, for example, the Bishops wrote
Council that "Popish and perverse priests, which, misliking
religion, have forsaken the ministry, yet 1live in corners,
are kept in gentlemen's houses and had in great estimation
with the people". Jewel, Bishdp of Salisbury, at the

same time, desiredl7 active measures to be taken against
“"the straggling doctors and priests who have liberty to
stay at their pleasures within this realm /and who/

do hurt secretly and in corners". William Allen praised

18 that ™ot only our own

the Marian priests and said
priesté (from Douai and Rheims), of whom we had but few

in the beginning, but also others who were ordained in
England formerly in the Catholic times had,‘by the secret
asdministration of the sacraments and by their exhbrtations,

confirmed many in the Faith and brought back some who had

gone away",
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Iater in the reign these priests had certain advant-
ages, for the animus of the Government was directed less
against them than agaihst the seminary prliests, John

19 that éometimes an

Gerard, the Jesult, for instance, said
old priest was employed to administer the sacraments where
it was dangerous to have a seminary priest. "As such
priests", he said "do not go about in the same danger and
peril of their lives, we made use of him on this occasion
to give the lady all the last rites of the €hurch”,

There were, 1t was estimatedzo

, as many as forty or
fifty of the old priests in England in 1596. There must

have been many more in the earlier part of the feign. In
1580 Campion said that he found them everywhere,<1 though

the total could not then have been very considerable,

\

—
—

\
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If the Marian priests in the earlier years of the
reign were doing their best to cope with a gradually
deteriorating situation, the Government realised that,
though 1t chose to interfere little with crypto Catholic
practices, it was winning a slow but sure battle agéinst
the forces of the older faith. "Time and the slow moral
attrition of repeated church attendance might be relied
upon to convert unwilling obedience into a real conform-
1ty".22 Moreover, the older géneration who were recusants,
together with the ancient priests, would eventually die
out; and the younger geﬁeration not knowing, in their
enforced and habitual conformity, any other form of
religion, wduld be completely won over, William Allen
saw clearly the danger to Catholicism in England, and his
work at Doual, where he trained the priests to serve in
England, threw down a vital and enduring challenge to
the English Government.

Allen, of an old Lancashire family, was at Oriel
College, Oxford, of which College he became a Fellow. In
1556 he was made Principal of St, Mary's Hall, Oxford,
Refusing to conform in Elizabeth's reign he went to Louvain,
and was ordained to the priesthood in 1565. In 1568 he
founded the seminary at Douai. His object originally
was to establish an institution where English students
might receive a collegiate education. It was only some -

time after its foundation that Allen conceived the idea of
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training Englishmen for priestly missionary work in England,
William Allen, from the‘first, hed a considerable

édvantage in the kind of material he was able to obtain

| for thé meking of his priests, There were suitable men

of all ranks: many were gentlemen's sons and é high

proportion came from Oxford and Cambridge, but chiefly

from the former. "They brought with them the traditions

of English University and collegiate life and ... a high

esteem for learning".25 Allen in writing to Rome in

1585%% safd that "since the 1st of March this year ...

8C students have come hither from the English universities

and schoolé; S0 that in these months we have hardly ever

been fewer at Rheims=> than 200". As a pendant to this

it ﬁay be mentioned that 49 of the Elizabethan martyrs came

el ther from Oxford or Cambridge, but chiefly from Oxford.26
Since the work of the missionary priests was hard

and dangerous, carefully-selected and well-trained men

were needed. In thelr theological training they had the

inestimable advantage of instructions originating from

- the labours of the Council of Trent: the priests were

imbued with the*épirit of the Counter-Reformation, The

number of students at Doual or Rheims increased consider-

ably from year to year, despite the stringency of the

penal laws.27 Other seminaries and colleges were founded

from time to time.2S

The sons of many well-known Hampshire recusants found

their way to Douai and other seminaries and colleges: for
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example, Hampshire names like Hensloﬁe, Tichborne, Norton,
Hoorde, Goldsmith, Warnford, Shelley, Powlwheel, Pitts,
Pounde, Cotton and Cuffaud occuf over the years in the
Douai Dia.r-ie.~.=..29 Many recusants! sons did not intend to
become priests but merely fo receive ﬁ good education
appropriate to fheir rank. They were deprived of educa-
tional‘facilities in England, and, as the colleges and
schools abroad acquired a reputation for sound learning,
an’increasing number of recusants flocked to them, despite
the severe statutory penalties if this were discovered.

It was unfortunate that among those admitted to Douai or
Rheims thére were a few spies. Two of them, Thomas Dodwell
and Edward Pemberton, gave much information fo the Govern-

ment about Hampshire recusants and about priests working
‘ 30 '

The influence of the Catholi¢. educational movement

51 The loss

abroad on the national life was pronounced.
to English education was considerable; and, because there
was no intention on the part of the English Government to
grant any form'of toieration, the acute division in the
‘nation due to religious differences became pefmanent. The
crisis is seen in Hampshire in microcosms the recusants
educated on the Continent came back to work in cloée
co-operation with the missionaries, greatly increasing the
problem of recusancy for the Bilshops of Winchester.52
Moreover, & good deal of English money was fiowing to the

Continent. The Government were well aware of this, but
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could do little to prevent it. In 1586, for example, in
connection with the Government's demands for the supply of
light horse, the Queen was irate with certain prominent
Hampshire recusants who were sending money abroad, although
they were unwilling to pay her what was expected of them.53

The refusal by recusants to pay fines or other recusancy

debts may indeed partly be explained by the financial

support given to the seminaries and colleges where their
34

kinsfolk were being educated.
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The work of the seminaries in providing priests for
, 35
England was increas :Lngly5 fruitful from 1574 onwards, By
1578 a total of 40 had been sent to England, 1In June 1581

56 that at least thirty priests entersd

it was stated
England after Easter and were not stopped at the ports or
arterwards captubed. By 1585 229 priests had been sent
from Doual and 33 from Rome.57 Deppite the Act of 1585
which made it treason for a seminary priest or‘Jésuit to be
in England, priests continued to come from abroad, and
towgrds the end of the reign the number in the cowntry was
substantial.58 Sir Henry Neville, English Ambassador in
France, writing to the Government from Paris on 27 June
1599, sa1d®® "that there are great numbers of Jesuits and
priests now in England",

It 1s not possible to say to which part ofAthe
country priests were sent because the Douéi Diarieé, the
main source of information about students at the Seminary
(Déuai or Rheims), merely state that they were sent on the
English Mission. For Hampshire, as for other counties,
some names are obtalnable from othér contemporary

40 particularly those recording the work of

documents,
spies. But the number found by this means is only a small
proportion of the fotal number who must have ministered in
the county for so many years. Changes were fréquent, for
pPriests had to be constantly on the move to avoid

domiciliary searches by J.P's and their pursuivants; and

they would depart to neighbouring counties after they had
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spent a good deal of time in one county.

| Hampshire itseif had considerable advantages for the .
reception of the missionariessy it was directly opposite
France, particularly to ports like Havre and Dieppe, and
the sea voyage across the Channel was comparatively short,
In addition, 1t possessed a large number of creeks and
small harbours where the priests could land 1n'security,
avoiding detection by spies and searchers. The risk of
‘being caught at large ports like Portsmouth or Southampton
was considerable. A |

Some of the more prominent Hampshire pecusants were in

"strategic" positions along the coast, for their manor-
houses weére near creeks or small harbours where priests
could be landed.*l Titchfield Haven at the mouth of the
River Meon led into the Solent and a short distance inland
to the home of the Earl of Southampton. Although he died
in 1581, the Earl, as long as he lived, was in a favourable
positien to receive priests and then to pass them on into
the interior. Probably some of the priests making by
stages for Winchester landed near Titchfield. The Barl
possessed the additional advaﬁtage that, as a great peer,
his house and estates were not liable to be searched by
pursuivants.42 Other recusants near creeks or harbourages
weres John Ludlow at Cams Hall, by Fareham Creek; Thomas
Pounde of Farlington and Anthony Cope of Bedh.am.pton43 |
with George Cotton and Mistress Edborow Bullaker of

warblington44, all of whom were close to the quiet little
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harbour of langston., With the exception of Anthony Cope,
they were known to the Government as sheltering priests.
At Wymering Manor on the coast, some five miles from
Thomas Pounde on the east and a similar distance from
John Imdlow on the west were the Bruning family,45
In the south-west corner of the county, Henry Carewe,
esquire, possessed the manors of Keyhaven and Hordle
Bremor containing creeks.46
The coast of Hampshire was carefully watched. Bishop
Cooper, for example, in dealing with the greatly increased
number of recusants in the county had suggested to the
Council that there should be more vigilance on the sea-
side and the creeks in order to capture incoming priests. %’
In May 1586 the Council, apparently in answer to Cooper's
suggestion, wrete48 to the two Lord Lieutenants of Hampshire
requiring the due execution of the orders which had been
sent in the past for "the preventing of the access and
landing of Jesuits and seminary priests from the parts
beyond the seas at the ports, creeks and landing places
within the said county". The Council had been informed
that many priests had landed at such places and "have
prevented and drawn a great number of Her Ma jesty's subjects
from their due obedience in religion who before were
dutiful and conformable". The orders were therefore to be
carefully observed and the Lord Iieutenants were to add to
or alter them‘as they thought fit.

In August of the same year (1586) instructions were
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sent to Hampshire (and other counties) concerning the

o In these specific reference

defence of the county.4
was made to the "landing of Jesuits etc."

It seems that following these orders special appoint-
ments were made fbr watching the coast. We find, for
instance, that John Paine, a minister, in September

50, was paid the sum of five pounds, "being especially

1586
appointed to make search and apprehend certain 'seminaries'
and other suspected persons along the coast of Sussex

and Southampton (i.e, Hampshire) and the harbours there-

abouts"®,

The coasts continued to receive attention. In 1590

51 by Mayhard, one of Burghley's secretaries,

a paper written
refers to the lncreasing number 6f recusants in the

country, and among the measures for the security of the
State, Maynard makes the proposal that no notable recusant
should be allowed to continue to live "near the sea-side'.
Such a person should be "commanded to some inland habitation
within the country and to be bound with suretiesynot to
depart thence without necessary cause', In March 1593°2
strict care was requifed to be taken "of those towns

near the sea, though not ports, lest any of the traitors

(i.es Jesuits and Seminary priests) should land slyly on

the coast and so go to such towns, without touching at

any port"™. It is difficult not to envisage the conditions

in Hampshire in connection with this instruction.
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The passage of priests to England and of boys and
youths to and from'the seminaries and colleges abroad
seems to have met with considerable success, in spite of
the watch kept on the coast, Traffic of this kind must
have been fairly frequent. There was also conveyance of
money for the support of the seminaries and the students,
as well as of letters and messages, whilst there existed
constant need of religious books from abroad for the
priests and recusants in England. Occasionally, there

were discoveries in Hampshire which throw light on what

was happening.

53

For example, in January 1577 the Council wrote to

the Bishop of Winchester and other Ecclesiastical
Commissioners requiring them to take bond of Humphrey White
for his appearance before the Council because he had

been s ceconveyor of letters and messages to and from Her

Ma jesty's evilly-disposed subjects remaining in the parts
beyond the seas™,

Probably in December 1581 a spy, with the incredible
name qf Malinery Catilinj: writing to Walsingham said that
"someone he had met "although in Portsmouth he durst not
enter into conference with me" admitted that "he was in
France at Christmas last from whence he conveyed to
BEngland one Adams, a priest5%.. He hath a brother on the
other side (France) called by the name of Richard Thomas

but truly named Gyles White?sfrom whom he receiveth
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letters and books for his friends three or four timéé
every year and these things are conveyed to another
brother.,.dwelling with a merchant in Billingsgate...He
brought over with him three Agnus Dei®s at his last
being over, one for his wife, another fbr his mother and
the last for his sister...He hath certain jewels of
Edmund Campion's. He conveyed over into this realm of

late one Chapman?sa priest, and landed him at Stokes Bay

by Portsmouth and gave directions what course he should
take and many other matters greater than these,.."

In June 1584°7

Thomas Dymock, the gentleman-baliliff

of the late Earl of Southampton, was exhauétively examined
about the conveyance abroad of certain Papists from
Titchfield to Dieppe. He was asked: Whether he knew Thomas

59, and one Green and his son; and

Ha1158, Powlwhele
whether he was made acquainted with thelr passage from
Titchfield to Dieppe about a year ago, and for what cause?
Dymock replied that he knew Powlwheel (Powlwhele} and
Green, but not Thomas Hall or Green's son, He knew of
their passage, "for that I sent answer by Mr. Green to

my sister" (who uasrapparently in France). Whether,
before the return of the sald parties, he appointed one
Holford to carry likewise over to Dieppe, one Burlacye,

a stranger, and two boys, or any other at any time and
for what purpose? He answered that one Burlacy, a
merchant, whom he had seen sometimes in the country,
knowing that "I had occasion to send to Beaulieu some-

times, willed me to send to Holford that he might keep
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promise not to fail of his boat at the day appointed;

and accordingly the said Burlacy came with two boys,

whose names I lmow not"™. What conference he had with the
parties aforesaid at Tikghfield before their going over;
and what news did they bring from France at their coming
back? He said that he had.had no conference, except with
Mr, Green, "whom earnestly he desired my sister ... not

to come over, for if she did she would not only bfing

her own trouble and the rest of her friends; also.who
willingly would receive her, if tiaey might without
danger". Further news he had none. Whether he was not
mbre acquainted with the carrying over of Mistress
Powlwheely her two daughters, two servants and certain
others; for what purpose they went; and whether he lent no
money to Burlacy, who went with them, to pay for their
passage? He replied that he was ignorant of all this,
except "for the money which wés parcel of that which I
paid for Burlacy's horse". Whether he knew not any place
beyond the seas where some of the passengers had placed
their children at school and with whom? He answered that
he knew of "no place beyond the seas". Whether he did not
about Shrovetide seek to persuade Holford to carry over a
friend of his and who it was? And whether he did not have
a friend "that should lately be come from beyond sea unto
you and be now returned back again"? Who was the same and
wherefore came he? He replied that he asked Holférd "when

he would pass over again, and thought to have sent
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/his friend/, but upon better advice I did not proceed
therein',

William Braye was a servant of the Earl of Arundel
and "a common conveyor of priests and recusants....and
was taken carrying the Earl of Arundel overseas".60
Nicholas Bérden, the spy, wrote to Walsingham on 13 April
1585%% about Braye. He told Walsingham to look "towards
the creeks near Arundel and towards Portsmouth", and to
watch them carefully during the next few days. In

consequence,Brayzwas arrested where Burden said he would

be found.62 In 1586 William Brayewas & prisoner in

London.65

In May 1585, after the Earl was captured in trying
to leave the kingdom from the coast of Hampshire, he was
asked "for what purpose he and Sir Mathew Arundel viewed
the haven of Langston" at his first coming into Sussex. o%

Edward Pemberton, another spy, who had been at Douai,
in a long report to the Government in November 1595,65
gave a good deal of information about priests at the
seminary and about those who had come to England, mention-
ing the places to which they went., En addition, he gave
particulars of some of the recusants who had sons at the
seminaries and of the gifts sent to Douai and Rheims. He
said that "there is one Mr, Edmonds in Hampshire or
Somersetshire who doth entertain priests and relieve themn,

as those that have children at Douai do likewise, and send

g
money by messengers as oft as itA?onvenient. For Mr.
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Brocke is now a messenger in Hampshire for money sent to
Edmund Lewknor, priest, his cousin". 56 Pemberton added
that "when they /the priests/ go forth of England /They/ -
take shipping at Portsmouth or else at Arundel, and do
agree with the shipmaster what time they shall come. And

so they come at night; and before the morning they go
away...".

In 1597 an event took place at Warblington which gave
rise to suspicion of the recusant Cottons. William Uvedale,

67 to Langston Harbour and found two

a J,E.,rode down
French sailors looking after their barque, but "their
master and the rest" had gone. It was stated that these
sallors had lain one night in the previous week at "Mr,
George Cotton's at Warblington". They said that they had
come to buy horses, that they had brought money to pay
Cotton for them and that in the previous year they had
bought nine or ten horses., One of the two sailors was
specially examined by Uvedale and sald that M. Lalore,
Deputy Lieutenanﬁ of Normahdy, came over in the barque and
was at Court with the object of obtalning a licence to
transport the horses. All this may have been true, but
it is probable that, in addition to the horses, missionary
priests or children from the colleges had been carried
from France. In any case, William Uvedale was full of
suspiéion, for he had "stayed the barque and taken away
thelr sails till he hears further",

In June 1599, Sir Henry Neville, the English Ambassador
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g‘, wrote to the English Government saying that

in France
there was "too free passage out of England: whence come
daily young men over, which are presently conveyed to the
colleges at Douai or Rome". There was adventure in the
business, though a good deal of danger, both for the
youths and their parents or guardians; but the ﬁraffic did
not stop, as the Ambassador testifies, and the seminaries
and colleges continued to be filled.

In July 1601, George Cotton, son of Richard Cotton,
who was son and heir of George Cotton, esquire, of
Warblington, was caught at Dover, In his examination69
George junior said that two years previously "he took
shipping at Margerite (Margate) in Kent, and from thence
to Flushing and so to Amsterdam, and from thence to
Antwerp and to Brussels, and so to St, Omers, where he
went to school these two years., The reason he came from
thence was that a gentlewoman, Mistress Morevogkwho
lately came out of England, told him that she had
directions from a cousin of his, Mr, Pooley, that he
(Cotton) should come over with her, whereupon he did sog;
and, moreover, went by the name Pooly; and in St, Omers
was called by the name of Pooly and not by the name of
Cotton".

on 27 July, 1601, Lord Henry Cobham'l sent to Sir
Robert Cecil a letter written by Pooly (Cotton) to Bred-

gate of Dover. This letter referred to the "passing over

of Mistress More and for his (Bredgate's)} well-usage of




_/g?,
her upon her return, and of young Cotton under the name
of George Pooly™. Cobham said that he had put Bredgate,
"being one of the Commissioners at Dover for restraint
of passage", out of the Commission, presumably for his
misdemeanour. As regards Cotton, Cobham leaves him to Sir
Robert's censure, '"that shall presume so to write in this
kind, He seems to be very sorry for it; and, for that you
haply may know how to make use of his service, I think
your private reprehension will be a sufficlent reprehension
for him", |

Lastly, there was the information given by a third spy,
William Smith, to Cecil on 27 December 1601. He wrotes =
¥ ... could discover many notable things, as a boat which
the Jesults have in Hampshire to transport their money,
for the greatest maintenance of the seminaries comes from
England".

Ir the‘passage of priests and of children to and
from‘abroad was a dangerous business, so too was the
traffic in religious literature. But €6atholic books were
constantly being received in England, despite the heavy
penalties if discovery were made by Government agents,

It was dangerous to possess Catholic books or to distribute
them in England., Sale by booksellers was out of the
question, for the Ecclesiastical Commissioners required to
know beforehand what foreign books were proposed to be
SOld-73 There was often diligent search for Papistical

books at the ports and creeks, and considerable rewards



~{9o~

were given to informers and others who turned Queen's
evidence.74 Sometimes books were concealed among cargoes
or were brought by priests coming to England. There were
numerous Proclamations prohibiting the importation,
circulation or even reading of Catholic books.75

The Government were well aware of the influence of
Catholic 1iterature in creating converts to Catholicism
and in fomenting recusancy; and it has been seen how, quite
early in the reign, the books of the Wykehamists and other
writers at Louvain were made the subject of enquiry at
episcopal visitations.’'® There is a particular 11lus-
tration of this influence in the case of John Chapman, a
seminary priest, who was captured in Hampshire in 1582.77
He had held an Anglican benefice in Dorset, was converted
to Catholicism and afterwards went to Rheims, where he was
ordained priest.78 He was examined in Winchester after his
capture, and "being asked by whose instructions he declined
from the religion (of the Establishment), answereth, by
reading certain controversies and by certain books?“.v-9

When recusancy began to assume considerable propdrtion&
and the prisons were being filled with Papists, searches
for books were made among the prisoners, In Winchester in
1583 religious and controversial books were found at the
Gaol in the recusant prisoners'! roomsso. In the previous

year the Bishop of Wincheater had something to say about
the conditions in the Gaol, for, after examining John



~191-
Chapman, he committed him to the Hbusé of Correction in
Winchester, "for the Gaol hath so many backward people that
we thought (it) not good to commit another priest nor the
widow Bullacre (who had harboured John Chapman at Warblington)
therein".8l The ecclesiastical authorities were usually
afraid of the influence which imprisoned priests or well-
known recusants might have on non-Catholic fellow-prisoners
or visitors to the prison; and the use or loan of Catholic
books was an effective means of creating and stimulating
recusancy.

Recusant agents made i1t their business to distribute
books among Papists in the country, In Hampshire William
Pitts of Alton was one of these, but he had ths misfortune
to fall into the company of an informer.82 Swithun Wells,
the schoolmaster and martyr, was probably another. In
1587 when examined about his recent movements he saidssg
"And whereas you require of me whether I have carried any
letters, books, messages or tokens from or to any of the
suspected in religion any time this twelvemonth, I answer
that I have not dealt in any such matters this twelvemonth
and more",

Nicholas Berden, the spy, who in 1585 made the
384

acquaintance of William Braye, obtaine uséful information

from him by offering to buy some of his books, if he had
any to sell, Braye, who, as has been seen, lkmew Hampshirs,
not only "conveyed" priests, but also, '"maughty books

over the seas'.8°
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After landing on lonely parts of the Hampshire coast,
the missionary priests no doubt sheltered at first in the
coaétal recusant manor-houses, and then, passing inland,
made their way by stages to Winchester. Hampshire was a
small, compact, well-wooded county; and because of the
propinquity of the recusants' estates, 1t was hardly
necessary for the priests to travel on main roads which,
to escape detection by spies and other persons, they would
avoid as far as possible: they were easily passed from
one manor-house to another at short distances. From the
eastern part of the coast a good route was through the
wooded Meon country which contained a number of recusant
gentry.86 The first centre after leaving the coast would
be the home of the Henslowes at Boarhunt, well-lknown for
sheltering priests.87 The missionaries would then probably
make gradually for Twyford and Otterbourne, where members
of the Wells family lived, and then to Winchester.

Further east a very probable route would have been an
0ld Roman road®® from the "Common Refuge', -~ the home of the
Cottons at Warblington, - across the Downa and the Forest
of Bere, past Idsworth, the seat of the Banister family,89
to Mapledurham at Buriton, where the Shelleys sheltered
priests on a large scale and where protection was so strong
and skilful that no priest in the hiding-places there ever

90

seems to have been discovered. From Mapledurham the

missionaries probably made westwards to Winchester,
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There were plenty of Catholic manor-houses en route.

The priests could not advertise their priesthood and
the disguises which they were forced to assume took many
forms. The Queen's Proclamation of 18 October 159191
concerns itself in some detail with their nature and is
evidently based on considerable experience. After
mentioning that these "traitorous persons" come into the

realm by secret creeks and landing places, it says that

they are "disguised both in their names and persons, some
in apparel, as soldiers, mariners or merchants, pretending
that they have been heretofore taken prisoners and put into
galleys and delivered". Others come dressed as gentlemen
using false names, "in comely apparel, as thbugh they had
travelled into foreign countries for knowledge". All, or

most of them, after they have landed, are clothed "like

gentlemen in apparel and many as gallants; yea, in all
colours and with feathers and such-like disguising them-
selves", Many "do attempt to resort to the Universities
and houses of Paw from whence in former time they departed".
John Gerard, the Jesuit, a few years before this
Proclamation,gavega his own example of disguise and
emphasised how important was a suitable one. "My dress",
he says, "was always that of a gentleman of moderate means,
and the wisdom of this was clear and often demonstrated
later ... I had to move in public and meet many Protestant

gentlemen, and I could never have mixed with them and

brought them slowly back to a love of the faith ... had I
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dressed d&n any other way., Apart from being able‘to move
in their society more freely and safely now and with
greater authority, I could stay longer and moreksecurely
in any house ... where my host might bring me as his
friend or acquaintance ..."

Dress and behaviour as a gentlemen were particularly
desirable in the country and perhaps especially in the
house of a crypto Catholic where the remaining members of
the family were openly recusant. For example, Thomas
Henslowe, the "schismatic", harboured priests (probably
constantlj)gS: he was a man of substance, and at the time
of the Armada commanded an important division of the
military defence forces.94 At this and other times, his
manor-house at Boarhunt was no doubt visited by numerous
Protestants of position, and the circumstances described by
John Gerard seem to be particularly relevant.

'Accounts of particular priests' disguises do not often
come to light, but Ben Beard, the informer, gives a brief
description of Pixter, a priest in Hampshire, dressed as a
gentleman, who managed to evade Topcliffe, the torturer.
Writing to Lord Keeper Puckering on 11l May, 159495, Beard
said that "... Driffield, who is in the Tower ... knows
Pixter, a priest, lately come over; he was near being taken
by Topcliffe at Basing when the Queen was there in her
progress; Topcliffe came so near as to be able to take his

girdle, hangers, rapier and cloak, but he made his escape

and went beyoﬁd sea,..". Ben Beard also 3aid96 {nat he
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had seen "one John Shelley, who was with the o0ld Lord
Montague," carry two priests, Fennell and Richards, about
the country with chains of gold about their necks. While
old Mistress Tichborne lived, "this Simon Fennell abode
there, and the other priest Richards at Mapledurham in
Hampshire®. In the livery of Lord Montague, who was in
favour with the Queen, such priests would be safe from
mdlestation.

Priests coming to Hampshire were no doubt fully
informed about the topography of the country and about the
more important recusants whom they would meet, It is in
this connection that the many Wykehamists, who went to
Douai or Rheims, especially those who were natives of
Hampshire, were able to give particulars of inestimable
value to the priests. There were, for example, those
important Wykehamists who taﬁght at Douai, like Owen Lewis,
Richard Whyte of Basingstoke and William Raynqlds;97 others,
like John Shelley of Mapledurham, Henry Norton of Tisted
and John Pitts of Alton were all Hampshire men; whilst
Thomas Hyde, the deprived Headmaster of Winchester, of whose
prudence William Allen thought highly, lived at Douai till
1597 - the date of his death. Some Wykehamists came to
Hampshire to work there in the 1580's. John Body was a
schoolpaster and was executed at Andover in 1583, John
Mundyn,98 a priest came to Bngland in 1582 and was also
executed (in 1584 at Tyburn). John Shelborne was ordained

at Rheims in 1582 and came to England in that year,99
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In additioﬁ to the Wykehamists at Douai (or Rheims)
priests already working in the county were able to give
guidance to the missionaries arriving from the seminaries.
In 1584, for example, % Thomas Dodwell, the ex-Rheims
spy, furnished particulars to the Government about the
priests who were shortly to come to England, He adds to
this information that "the rest of Dr, Allen's appointment
should go to such priests in Hampshire as were of their
acquaintance who should direct them",

In travelling about the country the missionary priests
could not carry much equipment with them, but essentials
seem to have been some materials for saying Mass, including
a portable altar. John Gerard sayleI that his own Mass
‘equipment "was simple but fitting and specially made, so
that it could be carried easily with the other things T
neéded, by the man who acted as my servant™. In 1583 when
recusancy was substantially increasing there was complaint
of a lack of portable altars, William Allen, in his letter
to the Cardinal Protector in September 1583,1%% said that
"there is such a want of portable altars, which are the
only kind used in the kingdom, and such difficulty in
getting them ... that everybody is complaining of it".

In some houses, however, there was every facility for the
priest., At the lLady Mary West's home in Winchester in this
same year (1583), for example, a large quantity of religious
"material® of all kinds (including a "super-altar) was

103

found in various places in the house, whilst even in the
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Gaol there seem to have been facilities for saying M’ass.l04

A missionary priest did not travel alone but with a
companion, who often acted as his servant. Thils formed
part of the scheme used by Robert Persons and Edmund
Campion, the Jesuits, for extending Catholicism in England, -
a scheme which, in turn, was no doubt based on some of the
experiences of the earlier seminary priests, Xt was fully
described in a memorandum written by George Gilbert in
1585.105 Gilbert says that among qualities which the chosen
companion should poss;ss were zeal, loyalty and discretion.
The companion's responsibility was considerable, for a
strange priést was virtually in his hands. He was required
to have a reputation for companionable qualities and to
know the country well, - the roads and paths, and the
habits and dispositions of the gentry.

There were two companions of priests in Hampshire who
were both remarkable men ahd who were both subsequently
executed: one, Swithun Wellé, was a schoolmaster and a
younger brother of Gilbert Wells, esquire,of Brambridge
near Winchesters the other, Ralph Miller, a husbandman of
. Slackstead, Farley Chamberlayne. They were bonverts to
Catholicism and both did a good deal of work in extending
recusancy in the county.

Swithun Wells, according to a statement which he made

106 kept a school for gentlemen's

when examined in August 15886,
sons in Wiltshire. He became a Catholic three years previously.

"but, before, he was a Protestant and used the church, and
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received the Communion"., He seems to have given up the
school in 1583, since which time "he hath lived amongst

his friends, and now liveth upon the benevolence of his
friends, as of his brother Gilbert Wells and others™, As

a native of Hampshire, and belonging to a family of standing,
" he knew the county and its gentry, Catholic and non-
Catholic well, - a considerable advantage in the work he
undertook. He 1s said t0TO" have been "of great virtue,
pleasant in conversation, courteous, generous, courageous ..
and (he) delighted in hawking, hunting and other

S 1o
diversions"., He is also stated to have had particular

108

talent for effe%ting conversions to Catholicism, His

house was constantly open to priests and it is said that
often two or three Masses were said there daily.109 He

accompanied many priests on their journeys; and Thomas

=

Stanney, who ministered for years in Hampshire, related

how, soon after his arrival in England, Swithun Wells

acted as his conductor to what is described as the "West /o

of England™, which probably is intended to include Hampshire.

Thomas Stanney is said to have made some hundreds of

converts in the course of three or four years.lll Swithun

Wells also acted as a conductor to other priests "till he

became so well-known to the justices and pursulvants that

it was not safe for any priest to ride in his company".llz
Ralph Miller lived for the greater part of his life

near Winchester and was closely associated with the work

of the priests, Thomas Stanney and Roger Dicconson.115
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Stanney said that Miller came once & month to the house
where the priest resided in order to conduct him about
the villages and provide for the religious needs of the
people there.ll4 He stated that Miller wgs able to
secure many reconciliations to Catholicism.115 This is
confirmed by some figures furnished two years before Stanney

arrived in England (1585), for in 1583116

17 recu;ants
are returned for one small place alone, - Farley Ch#hber
layne, two or three miles north of Slackstead, where Miller
lived. Both Thomas Stanney and Ralph Miller were probably
well-known to Lady Mabei Sandyé, the recusant who lived
in Upper Somborne and in whom they no doubt found an
influential protector.l17

Ralph Miller was able to obtain another priest to
help Thomas Stanney, and Roger Dicconson came to Winchesterllsg
this need for additional help throws further light on the
increase of recusants in Hampshire in the 1580's, Miller
seems also to have been a conductor for Dicconson, who is
said to have been highly successful in his work among the
people.llgﬂ They were both captured at a celebration of

Mass in }591 and executed together at Winchester in July

1591 .1°9

William Braye also did useful work for priests and
laymen., Described as "the common conveyor of priests and
recusants", 121 he helped to convey John Owen alias John

14

Gardiner, a Seminary priest, from London to Winchester in

February 1585. Owen was caught in a search at the house
of Mistress Mary Warnford in Winchester.122 In his
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confession,125 the priest said that he came out of London
on 13th February, 1585, "having intent and purpose to
travel into Hampshire and to Winchester. And as he
travelled alone ... &t Putney ferry there overtook (him)
two gentlemen; the one called Bray and the other called
Brierton, who travelled together with this examinate (viz.
Owen) to Kingston". They went to Hampton Court Park and
met servants of the Lord Montague {the Catholic noble
of Cowdray, Sussex). They then travelled to Alton and
Winchester,

Roger Brierton, gentleman, the priest's other
companion, who was captured with the priest, confirmed that
Bray travelled with them to Hampshire. He said he "did
not know the name or calling of the said stranger until ...
apprehended in Winchester. And now he knoweth .. the name ..
to be John Owen".

David Ringstead, an Under-Keeper at the Gaol in

I«Iinchesi:e:lr',124 and a notable capture for recusancy, also
helped priests in their journeys while still an Under-
Keeper, He was committed to the Clink in June 1586, when
it was stated that "it is suspected (he) hath been a
carrier of priests from place to place by the space of

three or four years".125

The seminary priests with the aid of their conductors
and the Catholic gentry achieved considerable success, and
by 1583 the recusancy problem was becoming serious. The
activities of thé schoolmasters, Body and Slade, in that

connection have already been mentioned.l26 They must have
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co-operated closely with the missionaries among whom, for
part of the time, was Johm Mundyn, who, like Body, was a
Wykehamist, Fellow of New College, Oxford, and Martyr.l2'
Another Wykehamist and priest working in Hampshire‘at this
time was John Shelbor'ne:,lz8 who probably knew Body well,

He stayed at the Shelleys' manor-house where Body was
seized;

In 1584, Thomas Dodwell, the spy, alluded to the
success which was being achieved by the seminary priests.
Under the heading, ™A brief note of such things as have
specially to be considered”, he makes particular refersmce
to the following priests in Hampshirelzgg Somerfield
(alias Holland), Askew (alias Nutter), Barnes (alias Bond)
and Young (alias Adams). "These priests", says Dodwell,
"are to be apprehended with as much speed as may be, for
they withdraw more subjects from their obedience towards
Her Ma jesty than any in England of equal number. These
are the men thaf counsel them to be steadfast in their
opinions, persuading them that the Protestant religion
cannot last long, and when the world changeth thej shall
live in credit for ever; they give counsel to whomsoever
they are acquainted to go over".

Dodw8ll seems to have known the position well for in
the following year (1585), the Clerk of the Peace could
not cope with the multitude of indictments for recusancy
in Bampshire.'®° In 1586 both Bishop Cooper and the

Government are very anxious about the mounting number of
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132
recusants, whilst in 1589 the problem has become acute.
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By the year 1583 the number of recusants in Hampshire,
as has been seen, was greatly increasing. Imprisonment
necegsarily had its limits in the face of these’large
numbers, whilst it did not seem to provide a solution of
the prdblem. Executions of prominent recusants were there-
fore periodically made; and'though these sometimes took
place at times of national excitement, the Government
doubtless hoped to secure by them some decrease in the

number of recusants.
133

There were in all 8 Hampshire-born martyrs, and of
these 7 were laymen and one was & priest. 6 of the laymen
were converts. 4 laymen were executed in Hampshire, and 3
laymen and one priest in London. There were five further
executions in the county of two lajmen and three priests,

none of whom was a native of Hampshire.

John Slade and John Body, the two schoolmasters who had

worked in Hampshire and who were both executed in 1583, werse
condemned togepher for denying the Royal Supremacy. Their
cases were unique (1) because there were two trials, the
first of which contained a technical flaw which has never
been explained; and (2) because a full and impartial account
of their executlons managed to get into print, apparently

causing the Government considerable snnoyance and probably

some embarrassment.134

William Allen referred to Body and Slade in his Defence

of English Catholics, which itself was a reply to the publi-
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cation, the Execution of Justice in England.135 He says
that they "for confessing their faith of the Pope's’spiri-
tual supremacy, were condemned-to.death in publiec judgment
at two divers sessions, and that at twice (a rare case in
our country) the latter sentence being to reform the former
(as we may guess in such strange proceedings) which they
perceived to be erroneous and insufficient in their own
laws". Ne explanation of the "insufficiency", seems ever
to have been made but it is possible that the indictment had
originally been drawn up in accordance with the Supremacy
Act of 1559, That Act, however, did not apply to 8School-
masters among certain professional clasgsses: it was the Aect

136

of AssuranCe of 1563 which made the second refusal of

the Supremacy Oath by members of those classes a matter of
high tfeason. ir, therefore, the Supremacy Act alone was
invoked, the condermation was i1llegal and a further trial
was necessary to secure complete legality. (On the essump-
tion that conviction then took place under the 1563 Act,
the Oath must have been twice refused when tendered). In
addition, it should be mentioned that the Government was
sensitive on the whole question of the Royal Supremacy, if
only because they felt bound to justify it to countries
abroad; and they probably felt that they could not afford
in this particular matter to be in legal error. Moreover,
the legal and other authorities concerned were probably not
unmindful of the case of the astute Bonner, the deprived
Marian Bishop of London, who pointed out the illegality in-

volved when the Oath of Supremacy was tendered to him in
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1564 by Horne, Bishop of Winchester, for the second time.157

On this question of the Royal Supremacy, The Execution

of Justice denled that the Queen used the title of Supreme
138 n_ .. which title

Head of the Church. It said:

adversaries (i.e. the Papists) do most falsely write and
affirm that the Queen's Majesty doth now use ...". Tﬁis

was no doubt literally correct. William Allen, however,
affirmedlsg "that indeed the Queen is commonly of Protéstants
called 'Supremé Head of the Churcht!. So tﬁeir preachers in
pulpit do sound out daily as all men know". The contem-
porary account14o of the execution of the two schoolmasters
mentions & discussion between them and Dr. Bennet, Master

of St. Cross, Winchester, and Sim Witdiemr Kingemill,
Winehesben, mm Kingsmill, a Hempshire J.P.

In this discussion no other title was used for the Supremacy
than "Supreme Head of the Church". Bennet told Slade that

Yown

he should not let the Pope be préferred before his
natural princess, who is the lawful supreme head of the
Church next under Christ". Body addressing the people
assembled for his execution said, after protestation of his
loyalty to the Queen in temporal matters: "You shall under-
stand, good people, that I suffer death forwdenying Her
Majesty to be Supreme Head of Christ's Church in England..."{
The Government, accdrding to Allen, were annoyed at
the publication of the account and the éuthor of 1t was
iﬁprisoned. He said: " ... and for that they had an in-
tention straight to publish at home and in foreign parts

that none were put to death for any such matter of faith
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or religion, they suppressed the said pémphlet ee. and
punished the author thereof, though he wrote in that point

1

the plain truth as he heard and saw ... .

Of the Hampshire men who were executed, Laurence §
Humghréﬁs was charged with having uttered seditious words
against the Queen and was apparently indicted under the
Act of 1571:!'41 Ralph Miller was condemmed for relieving

the priest, Roger Dicconson.l42 James'Bird, son of the

Mayor of Winchester, and John Thomas were executed because
143

they had been reconeiled to Catholicism.
Swithun Wells was hanged for harbouring Edmnd

Jénings, a priest. His execution seems to have béen un-
doubtedi& illegal. According to Richa;d Chalionerl44, a
Mass was said in Swithun Wells' house in London. He was
absent at the time, but returned home to find his house
ransacked and his wife taken to prison. "He sought Justice
Young and expostulated with him ... demanded his wife and
the keys of his lodging. But the judge sent him to bear
company with the rest ...". Wells was examined next day
and said that "although he was not instrumental in Mass
‘being said in his house, wished he had been present".
Swithun Wells was found guilty with the rest. |
Nicholas Tichborne was executed in 1601 with Thomas

Hackshot. Both were concerned in the rescue of Thbmas

5 .
Tichborne, the brother of Nicholas and a priestl4 , while
he was being conducted through London by a prison keeper.

Thomas escaped, but was later caught and executed in 1602.
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As regards the trials and executions of the priests,
there were no exceptional circumstanees: they were
conc&ehmed under fhe Act of 1581 or 1585, having been
charged with high treason.

The executions of Gatholiés in Hampshire'amounted to
9 in all: two (of laymen) occurred in 1583; two @®riests)
in 1586; three (two laymen and one priest) in 1591; and
two (laymen) in 1593. Those occurring in 1583 and 1586
must, it would seem, be related to the acuteness of the
recusancy problem in Hampshire which has already been
K mentioned. In 1583 there were some 300146 recusants in
the county lknown to the Government, and in this year and
the following years the Winchester prisons were filling.
The policy behind the executions seems to have been an
attempt to stem the growling tide of recusancy. But there
were no further executions till 1591, not even in the year
of the Armada, when the execution of Papists in the
country reached the record total of 30,147

The three martyrs of 1591 were caught up in the wave
of drives against Catholics in that year. The tension in
the country culminated in the Queen's Proclamation of 18th
October 1591, which referred to the renewed designs of
Philip II against this country and ordered special action
to be taken again the recusants.148 In May 1591 it was
stated149 that "the persecution of Catholics begins to be
great and is likely to inérease", whilst Williem Allen in

December 1591 addressedl50 words of encouragement and
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instructions to the Catholics in England on account of
the "excessivé troublés and periis which they daily
suffér‘in that extreme heat of persecution". There
was a total of 15 executions in the country in 1591.151
But in Hampshire the executions must also be related to
the serious recusancy position, for in the previous year
(1590) the Council, in writing to the Bishop of Winchester,152
had spoken of recusants in Hampshire "to the number of 300

or upwards yet at liberty".

In 1593 James Bird aﬁd John Thomas were executed

apparently in the excitement which reached a head in the
last recusancy law of the reign, the Statute of 1595.155
Here the Government professed alarm at the successes of
Philip II in Brittany, and the recusants were once again
caught up between the designs of Spain and the anti-
Catholic plans of the Government. There was a total of 4

executions in the country in 1593 and 10 in 1594.154
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CHAPTER IX

PRISONS AND PRISONERS

I

The imprisomment of recusants did not become a serious problem
till the later 1570's when the work started at Douai in 1568 was begin-
ning to be effegtive as seen in the labours of the Sem:.na:rf, priests.
Recusants were, of course, imprisoned in earlier years but, generally
speaking, only important Papists were then noticed by the Govermment.
Members of the lower sociel classes were considered of less account
and their nsmes do not figure fregquently in prison returns: they
could be relied upon to follow their masters and pintectorsl. Horne,
for example, in 1561 2, said that "the common people may easily be
brought to conform themselves to the better sort of them in dignity
and reputation, as they see them bent forward®.

In 1577, however, the Govermment became anxious. There had been
troukle in Cornwall where the fii“st Seminery priest, Cuthbert Mayne,
to come to England had been capt'ﬂf;;d in June of that year, (He was
executed in the following November.) Measures were considered for
preventing the genersl extension of recusancy, whilst, as regards the
question of imprisomment, the number of recussnts in the country was
reported to be so great that the existing places of restraint were not
able to hold themzp. It was for this reason that "the recusants of

such dioceses as were most corrupt® were ordexred to be first dealt with'.

Three years later (in 1580) the whole religious situation in England
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was transformed by the "Jesuit® mission” which the Govermment inter-
preted as a challenge to its prestige and security: it was met by
further penal legislation and the imprisomment of Papists on a large
scale. We find, for instance, the Council im writingé to the Bishop
of Winchester in August 1580 that they "are given to understand of the
names and examinations of certain notorious Papists ... lately appre-
hended in that county and detained in safe keeping; and forasmuch ...
that they be men not only obstinate in matters of religion, but also
of very lewd behaviour, Their Lordships think it convenient that the
sald persons be forthwith committed to Her Majesty's gaol there and
restrained from having any conference with any person, saving such as
shall repair to them by order, and do prey them (the Bishop and others)
to use their best endeavours from time to time to bolt out of them all
such matters as they think may by any good means be gotten at their
hands, and thereof to advertise Their Lordships forthwith.® William
Alen wrote in the following month (12 September 1580; to Cardinel
Cofomo in Rome referring to the action which was being teken in the
counties. He saia’ that "she (the Queen) orders in each county all
the more powerful and notable Catholics should be apprehended and com-
mitted to prison or to the custody of heretics ... This persecution is
heavier and extends to more persons than any of those before it ..."
There is a record of only two Hampshire recusants having been com-

mitted to prison in 1580: John Goldsmith, who was detained in Winchester

1
th

Gaol because of his wife's recusancy but released in 1581, and Elizabe
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Sanders, the Bridgittine nu.na, There were probably others. Several
recugants had been imprisoned in 1579 ? ; whilet it is possible that
some of the 29 recusants in the gaol at Winchester in 1583 10 had been
there for some time. Robert Persons, in the previous month (August),
had also referred to the increased imprisonment of Papists, segying that
"new prisons are appointed in every county, as the old ones are full of

11 . .
recusants". Some years later (probably in 158L.) there is confiim

1t
r

tion of this. "In Hampshire", a contemporary account sgys™, "as many
b d

. . 4 13 . .
in the gaol, Bridewell ™, and other new erected prisons; for the most

ase trades, and 2lms

o

part very poor men that live by spinning and such

In Hampshire three vriscns full of Catholics to the number of

elghty at least, but most poor men ...* This information i

&

) . 12 s
by the Bishop of Tinchester in December 1585 in a letter ' to Walsingham

in which ne mentions that he had sent "the wife of one Piitis of Alton®

Tlizabeth Pitts, wife of Henry Pitts) to the Clink "to dis

o]

o]

/
T .
lstrese

burden the prison here”., The contemporary account goes on Lo sgy that

unto them, as in truth it 4id vhils

NALD L

Ll papyrr
thot many

2

imprisoned.™ As a ¢

.
LAY

vhry in the 1530%s were imprisonsd in London

and at other places ocuteide Hampshire 7,
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and ,
Most Catholics were imprisoned for recusancy,an
particular s=f, after the Act of 1581 ,because they could not or

would not pay the recusancy fine of £20 a month under that Act;
but Sometimes more serious offences are indicated in the

ven in the London prison returns, (The terms of the

[l

reagons

W

(e

<

ictment of Hampshire recusante in Elizabeth's reign are sel-

A

u
|__l
B

in
‘dom available as no Assize Rolls or similar document§for the
county survive), OFf Hampshire recusante, for example, Thomag
Pounde, in the Tower in 1585, was there ''for religion only and
intelligence with Jesuits and priests - dangerous man and apb
for any practices fit to be banis‘ed"17; in 1586 Benjamin
Stockwith was in the Clink for hearing a masslB; the description
against the name of Anthony Tuchinor, who was in the Tower in
the same yearg wag!"very susSplicious (he was suspected of
complicity in the Babington Plot), but no direct proof against
him, but a dealer with priests™9; William Braye in 1588 (the
prison is not specified) had been a "conveyor of priests and
naughty books”go; Alice Wells, the widow of Swithun Wells, the
martyrgl, was in Newgate for 'receiving of Beminary priests";
and (Richard) Dowse was in the Clink in 1602 as "a very forwsrd
fellow and intelligencer (with priests) 22,

Conditions in the prisons varied considerably. In some
London prisons, like the Fleet, where exorbitant charges could
be met, life was fairly tolerable: study could be pursued and
by bribing gaolers arrangements for celebrating Mase could be
made, and in other respects a recusant was able to practise his
religion. But a life with tolerable conditions was generally
only possible for the well-to-do, and it is significant that
well-known members of the Hampshire recusant gentry, like
Thomas Pounde, George Cotton, Gilbert Wells and Peter Tichborne,

who spent a gOOd many years in London or other prisons lived to
old age,
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~

. 2 . . )
sometimes advanced old ags . It is undenisble that they endured

congidersble hardship - particularly was this sc in the case of Thomas

2 . . . s s
Pounde, who spent over 30 years " in various prisons; but the petition

of a recusant of wealth and rank for some amelioration of his lot might

(=5

be successful whereas that of a recusant regarded by the Government as

ES

. . 2 .
one of the "baser sort"™ was likely to be ignored > . Life for the poorest
recusants in Elizabethan London prisons was incredibly hard: they were

condemned to live a common life among thisves, drunkards and diseased

6

persons and to endure the gross brutality of the gaolers ~. Conditions

[Ae]

were generally appalling and deaths frequent, Professor 4.0, Meyer,

referring to some statistics which he examined, says that "to every

four or five Catholics who suffered death by execution, we must 2dd one

. X . wl?
who died in prison® ',

The harsh lot of poorer recusants in prison was relieved by the
charity of their co-religionists. Thomas Pounde was particularly
generous in almsgiving. He is stated o have regarded it as a favour
to be informed about Catholics in distress and he begged alms from his

. . . . o 28 . .
wealthy friends for imprisoned recusants in London . To his cousin,
the Barl of Southampton, he sent for perusal a treatise which he had

. .. 29 30 oy d 1 1ist of
written on almsgiving ~. In 1584 a spy sent” +to TWalsingham a list of
"Pepists, nobility and gentxy", who were contributors for the reliefl
13

of recusant prisoners; and according to ons Robert Weston in 159

whose father was said to be a lawyer and notable recusant in Clerkenwell,
but who was not a Catholic himself, there was "an order among the
Papists for a collection for the relief of prisoners, Jesults and

laymen, in the Clink, Marshalsea and Newgate; Lord Monteagle begins
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it and it is to go on till it reaches £150 a quarter®.

These are only a few illustrations of what was doubtless a constant
effort at relief. Care had, in any case, to be taken to ensure that the
recusants themselves were benefited. In October 1581, for‘eﬁample,
Mendoza ’cc>1d3 2 Philip IT that the Government "... have ordered that the
gifts sent to them (the recusants) should not be given to them alone,
but divided among all the prisoners. They are mostly incarcerated with
crowds of thieves ... If anyone goes to ask after them he is arrested,
and consequently most of the gifts are sent through me and are distributed
amongst them by my own servants, the Catholics alone receiving them,..”
There was, however, no Spanish Ambassador to do this when lMendoza left

England in 1584

The Clink, belonging to the Bishop of Winchester, to which, naturally,
333

was one of the less uncomfoxrt-

mary Hampshire recusants were committe s

;’

able London prisons, John Gerard, the Jesuit, in his Autobiography

describesé,”the conditions there in 1594-1596: "There (i.e. to the Clink),
then, I was taken and after a few months we had, by God's grace, every-
thing so arranged that I was able to perform there all the tasks of a
Jesuit priest, and provided only I could have stayed on in this prison,
I should never have wanted to have my liberty again in England.....
Though I was locked up, I looked on this change to the Clink (from the
Poultry Counter, where conditions were apparently bad) as a translation
from Purgatory to Paradise. I no longer heard obscene and bawdy songs,
but, instead, I had Catholics praying in the next cell." Many things
could be done, with the aid of the gaoler, moved by discreet persuasion

35
and gold: "With bribes and a little coaxing", says John Gerardz, "I
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induced him (the gaoler) not to pry too closely into our doings, and to
come to me only when I called him, exscept for certain regﬁlar times when
he always found me ready to receive him ,.. With this coneession of
liberty I was able to take up my apostolic work again. I soon heard a
large number of confessions and I reconciled many people to the Church."

The Jesuit, William %Weston, in his own Autobiograpliy”, confiit‘x’ls
what John Gerard says. He speaks of the devoiion and skill o the
Catholic prisoners in the Clink in arranging everything for Mass and the
sacraments. "One of them, in the days when he was a heretic, had been a
keeper of Catholic prisoners. His ingenious cunning covered a wide range
of practice and with other accomplishments he was mos§ clever at picking
the locks of our doors and closing them again. He went round every cell
in order, unfastening sach door. Then he opened mine, and they all |
entered, and through the whole of the night we celebrated the Feast
(Christmas 1586)" This was doubtless David Ringstead, formerly an
Under-Keeper of the gaol at ¥Winchester, who had been committed to the
Clink by the Bishop of Winchester on 8 June 1586 37.

In the Fleet, where conditions could also be tolerable and where
Hampshire recusants were sometimes imprisoned, there was a fixed rate
for maintenance according to soclal rank, A knight or the wife of a
knight or a Doctor of Divinity "or other of like calling having 200
marks a year living™ was charged 18s.6d. a week., This seems to have
involved individual treatment for "an eaquire, a gentleman or gentle-
woman that shall be at the parlour commons, or any person or pPersons
under the degrees that shall be at the same ordinary commons of the

parlour (shall pay? 10s. for their weekly commons, Wine"38. A yeoman
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was charged five shillings’”.

The Tower, where Hampshire recusants like Henry Allwey, the Earl
of Southampton's chaplain, Francis Bruming, Thomas Pounde and Anthony
Tuchinor were imprisoned!'"o, could also boast, at least at times, of
less severe conditions than in some of the other prisoms. John Gera.rd.'E
sgj!d that by means of bribery a prisoner in the Tower could get what he
wanted and it was from the Tower that Gerard made a dramatic escape in
1597 L"2. "The food there™, he says, "was provided at the Queen's expense
and it was plentiful ... The grades of diet in this prison vary according
to the rank of the prisoner. The scale is a purely social one:."l"3

As regards the Marshalsea, to which the Hampshire recusants Henry
Carewe, Thomas Cook, priest, Gilbert Wells and Thomas Pounde were com-
mitted, a complaint by the recusants was made apparently in the early
part of 1582 L'l". The Keeper had been ordesred to take a>note of "all
such persons as brought or sent relief to any of them®, the consequence
being that they "were short from a2ll charity and relief in their wants,
gickness and common distress, their friends and kindred ... not daring
to come to them for fear of displeasure." They also complained that they
were kept close prisoners and deprived of fresh air whereby they had
"fallen into sickness and life endengered". These conditions were
remedied by instructions given by the Council on 18 February 1582.1"5

After this, surveillance in the Mazrshalsea does not seem to have
been generally strict and Gerard said.l"6 that while he was there (in 1583)

he was not in the least downcast: "I had all the opportunity I wanted

Over ten years later Ben Beard wrote that he
47

was at Mass in the Marshalsea every Sunday '. It was at this prison,

to carry on my studies,®
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too, that Robert Persons found Thomas Pounde, who slipped off 4o the
celebrated meeting with Edmund Campion at Hoxtonl"s.

We find that even "close" prisoners sometimes managed to get away
from London prisons owing to lax supervision. For instance, in the
search made of the house of Gilbert Wells, the Hampshire recusant, in
Holborn in 1584, a Jesuit, "close™ prisoner in Newgate, and two laymen,
"close" prisoners in the Counter, Wood Street, were discovere 49.

Four years later (in December 1588) there were still abuses in Newgate
prison, for William Dews, Kesper of Newgate, was to be examined regard-
ing "sundry abuses and misdemeanours committed by him against Her

Majesty™ 20 .

II
Whilet London prisons'in addition to those in Winchester Jrere used
for Hampshire recusants, the plan of putting leading recusants into

selected castles which had been discussed in 1577, but had not been

pursued5 1

and of the better sort® were to be committed to these strongholds and

. . 2 . .
, Was revived in 1580 > . Recusants who were "most notorious

suitable persons to take charge of them were appointed5 3 . The main
object of this policy was effectively to isolate those "obstinate"
and important recusants who were able to pay for their keep, so as to
render them less capable of doing "harm"; and we find that Hampshire
recusants like George Cotton, Thomas Pounds, Gilbsrt Welles, Nicholas
Scrope and Thomas Travers were sent either to the castle of Wisbech
or to the palace of the Bishop at Ely. Although the latter place was

not actually a castle, it is always found included in the "castle"
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scheme. Other castles used were Framlingham and Banbury.

Wisbech was the best known of these prisons. In 1580 it was out
of repair, but instructions were given to put it in ord_eljl". It was
regarded as a suiteble place "to keep them (the recusarts) from confer-
ence and infecting others“5 5 . Priests were also detained there and in
course of time there was a total of 35 priests and lay Catholics in the

56

place” .

Conditions at first were unpleasant and in September 1587 there
was en endquiry by some J.P's intc certain disorders slleged to have
been crested by the recusant prisoners5 7. The chief offenders were
Charles Borne and Nicholas Scrope, the Hampshire recusant, both of whom,
it was alleged, had, among other charges, beaten the wife of Gray, the
Keeper, and also his servants. Borne, as the “greater culpriit", was
put in irons, whilst Nicholas Scrope was confined to his room. It is
difficult to assess the blame in this case, because the evidence sur-
viving is Gray's and no attempt was made to sift it; but there seems
little doubt that Gray had been guilty of harsh treatment generally,
and this is confirmed by Thomas Travers, ancther Hampshire recusant,
in a pathetic letter which he wrote at this time to Walsingham5 .
Travers, a substantisl yeomsn, had been a constant recusant. He had
been one of the two churchwardens in Mary's reign at St.John's in the
Soke, Winchester5 9, and had frequently been cited for recusancy .

He was in Winchester gaol from 1579 to 1583 &1 and some time after the
latter date was sent to Wisbech. He was now apprcaching the age of

62

9C .

. 63 .. .
Thomas Travers complained 3 bitterly of Gray's treatment, saying
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that he had been kept a close prisoner for over two and a quarter yearss |
the laws, sald Travers, rightly, spoke of imprisormment, but not of close
confinement. He had wished to go to London and had offered Gray a bond
of £10C with this object, but his application was refused. ®Thomas
Gray's hard dealing with me hath been a cause of my long prisonming at
Wisbech®, and Travers asks for "compassion and pity on my poor old wife
and me, being an old couple; and fain I would go and help my wife as
God's laws do require.™ He was evidently worn out in mind and body,
for his handwriting and composition bear all the signs of extreme old
age and probably ill-hea_'l.‘tl'lél;"° It is not known whether his petition
was granted: ﬁis name does not recur in recusancy records and it is
possible that he died soon afterwards.
As a result of the troubles at Wisbech rules were drawn ugs’oo
regulate the life of the recusan..s@, and if these were observed there
must have been some improvement. But the prisoners at Wisbech had to
wailt till after the defeat of the Armada before conditlors improved.
By 1590 the position seems to have eased for in September of that year,
Thomas Gray, the Keeper, was charged with not having teken sufficient
care in the "keeping of the recusants": he had permitted "priests and
prisoners to have more liberty than was convenient®™ ~. The laxity,
however, continued, and in 1596 William Weston, the Jesuit there, is
able to speak of the ®better and freer 1ife" which had become possible67.
The improved conditions existing towards the end of the reign are con-
firmed by minutes of the Privy Cou1101168, and the contimied slackness
in supervision culminated in the escape of six priests in 1600 69.

The Bishop's Palace at Ely which was also used for recusants was
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described in July 1588 70 as "large and great and strong enough to
keep safely = great number (of recusents) ... the only fault is, it
standeth in a populous town; it hath many bad pecple, whereby they
may receive or send out intelligence." Nevertheless, it was used.

In March 1590, when there was news of fresh preparations by Philip
of Spain against England, recusants who had been released after the
Armade were ordered to be detained again in the castles. Among those

who went to Ely were Gilbert Wells and George Cottonn. It wa

72

being used in 1592 .

still

tn

Conditions were somewhat better at Ely - at least while Gilbert
Wells and George Cotton were there - than those at Wisbech in the
earlier years, There is a reccrd of one complaint from the recusants:

73

it occurred in 1590, but it seems to"have received prompt attention'-.

I
<

I1T

Release of recusants from prison was allowed from time to time
for reasons such as ill-health or specisal business. But in 1581 there
was an alteration in the Govermment's general policy. It was then
decided to release recusant prisoners on theilr Biwing bonds in good
sums of money. The reason for this change of policy was possibly the
passing of danger owing to the collapse of the Irish Rebellion of
1579-80, but expense to the Govermment in keeping many recusants in
prison was alsc probzably a factor.

Conditions-ﬂ" were attached to the release: a recusant was not
te depart out of the country without a licence; he was to be

restricted to three miles radius (this was a substitute for actual
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imprisonment and foreshadows the main provision of the Act of 1593, the
last recusancy statute of the reign75 ; he was not to allow the access
of any Jesuit, "Massing priest® (presumably this was a reference %o
Marian priests as distinct from the Seminary priests), Seminary priests
or any recusant; and he was to forebear the society of recusants.
Among Hampshire recusants rei&ased in 1581 were Henry Shelle;; aad Peter
Tichborne76, and akme John Ludlow77.

This poligy of relaxation was, however, short-lived, and next year
and the following year the imprisomment of recusants was renewed78.

The Govermment had previously (in August 1581) asked the Sheriffs of
many counties (including Hampshire) how the conditions on which recusants
had been released were being observed79.

The Goverrment sometimes authorised temporary release fxrom prison.
Thus, in May 1586, John Beconsawe, a Hampshire recusant in the White
Iion, was allowed to ®go to the baths for recovery of his health"BO
and there are several similar cases from other counties in 1585 and
1586 81. These cases are not mmerous, at least as regards Hampshire;
and from the small amount of available evidence the reasons for release
of any kind had to be strong ones.

In November 1595 Mistress White of South Varrborough (probebly the
wife of Richeard ¥hite, esqguire, of South ’s‘*-;'a.l"rlbo:v:‘oUL‘gh)a was rekeased
from an unspecified prison bedause of her great age and "continual sick-
ness and indisposition of body™, and allowed to live at homs 3. The
CGovernment were often anxious tc obtain some undertsking of endeavouring

to conform as a condition of release, and in iis$ress White's case 1t

was stated that there was "good hope of her conformity by the endeavour
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of her husband". (He was, or had been, a "schisma‘bic")?l" No"ill-
affected person™ was to approach her, but there was to be "conference
of learned preachers" with a view to her conversion. She was accord-
ingly released on bonds taken of her husband.

Similarly, Mery Warnford and her children who were imprisoned for
recusancy and were consequently in debt were "enlargecl"85 . The exact
date of the application for release is not stated, but in 1594 Mary
Warnford was in the Fleet.86 They were willing "to have conference
for their satisfaction in religion and conformity®. Thelr "enlarge-
ment® was to be limited Maccording to the last statute™, that is to
sgy, they were confined to a radius of five miles of their home87.

The Goverrment was always careful to deny "obstinate" women
recugants, in parbticular, opportunitieg tc prevent the counformity of
others, and it apparently required, as a condition of release,
especially where there was a large household, some undertaking that
its wishes would be met., For instance, in October 1592, John Serle,
gentleman, of Botlsy, applied for the release of his wife, an impri-

% g8
soned recusant . The Council told the Bishop of Winchester that
®obstinate® women recusants, "thought to be perverters of their
families® or who "seduced others from their religious obedience",
should be imprisoned, but Mistress Serle, "an aged and very sickly
woman® was not, so it was alleged, a recusant of that kind. ©She had
eight children and a great household, and "not one of them inclined
that way in religion, but are, and have been, always conformable”.

Her husband promiged to give security that ®she shall live in all

things (her religion to herself excepted), as shall become a dutiful
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subject", and her release was accordingly sanctioned.

Relecase was sometimes allowed for business reasons, but here the
Government's interests possibly dictated it. For example, in July
1589, George Cotton, who was regularly paying the recusancy fine of
£260 a year, petitioned89 the Council for three months' liberty to
settle his affairs and to make sale of his lands in Hampshire and
Cheshire "for peyment of fines to Her Majesty". On 7 July 1589 the
Council ordered him to be Yenlarged" until "the first day of the next
tem"go. In August 1593, however, the ground of his release was i1ll-
health. He appears then to have been imprisoned in Barbury Castle and
was allowed to go "bo the Baths for the recovery of his health, being
of late much diseased"9l, In February 1595 he was at his home at
Warblingbton, and the Council were informed that he was not able tc
travel "without extreme danger to 1life™. 4 doctor's certificate was
required9 2. This sesems %o have been supplied, for in December 1596 he

was still at home and allowed to remain there9'} . He was to live for

ter in 1600, indicates that the penal Act of 1593 was

still being enforeced, resulting in virtual imprisonment. She was now

= e

advanced in years and subject to "divers infirmities and diseases’, on

L -

these reasons was allowed to leave Crondall foxr the city to obtain

. - . - y 2 . r At mT et I o
table "phyeic® and "for the benefit of the air of that place". The

L
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aAnthony Uvedals died seised of the Manor of Toodcote in 1597,
his heir beine 1 o P A e . 102
wis helr being his daughter, Fleanor, the wife of Richard Bruning .

Soon after his death extraordinary events which had taken place in

Irregularities in both the Gaol and the House of Correcid on
begin, however, to be disclosed from the early 1580's. The escape of
the recusant, Williom Pittslo!’*' from the Gaol in 1581 was the commence-
ment of some remasrkable revelations., At that time David Ringstead, wiho
was some years later te open the doors of recusants® chambers in the
Clink by adroitly picking the locks , was an Under-Feeper at the
Gzol; and when he was presented as a recusant in 1583 he dauntlessly

stated that it wess well-known that he had been a Papist for three fears
It was probably, srefore, with Ringstead's help that Pitts had
escaped. Yet it was not till three years later that the Bishop of
¥inchester committed Ringstead to the Clink °

It was probably some time in 1583 that Mase was stated to
have been said two years previously "in the room over the parlour in
the Gaol® by =z priest called Stone. "Widow Burt of Longparish®™ and
her two daughteys who were prisoners were present. The priest was not
apparently a prisoner, so that he must have been let in surreptitiously.

=

In January 1583 a search of the recusants' rooms in thie Gaol

o9

was made by Sir Richard Norton and two other J.P.'s. In the chamber

of Vr.Warnford and Mr,Hoorde they found Pa super-altar” (for the cele-
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bration of Mass), cope, five risces of "massing ornamentg®, a
vestment (?chasuble), a stole, two great wax candles, various
office books and books of devotion. In "Slade and Body's chamber®
(John Body and John Slade were the two martyrs of 1583) they
found &evotionai and religious controversial books (including
books by William %1len) and in Thomas Travers' chamber similar
books, but not books by Allen. In ifercy Deane's chamber "a
great Mass Book in Latin® (2 missal) was found. It is obvious
from all this that Masses were being celebrated in the Gaol.

As regards the House of Correction, orders were drawn up by
JoP.¥s in October 1582 and again in Jamuary 1583 for its better
governmentllo. But abuses continued and a scheme for its re-
organisation, which affected the custody of the Gaol as well,
was proposed by J.P.'s in October 1584 111. It mentioned that
"inconveniences" had afisen by the sepmration of the two places
of detention and it was therefore thought necessary that they
should both be in the charge of one "sufficient™ man chosen for
the purpose. In this way a better "living®™ would be available
which would attract an abler person.

The J.P.'s go on to say that the custody of the Gaol ®is
challenged (sic) in perpetuity as annexed to certain land (that is
the Manor of Woodcote).®  The opinion of the Justices of Assize
was that "(because of) sundry escapes and other disorders that have

been committed,; the said grant is forfeited ..." It was therefore

decided that the scheme of re-organisation should be represented 10
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Walsingham and the Lord Chief Baron of the Exchequer " with the
declaration of the objections against it". If the scheme was
liked, Walsingham was asked "to procure licence of the Queen's
Majesty® for putting it into effect. IHvidently the plan was not

liked for things went on as hefore.
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CHAPTER X

PRISONS AND PRISONERS (contimued)

I

Elizebeth Sanders, who was captured in November 1580 in con-
nection with the "dispersal®™ of Campion's Gha.llep_gel was imprisoned
in Winchester from that date till 1587. She was, as Watson, Bishop
of Winchester, described her, "a professed nun beyond the sees",
being one of a mmber of Brigettine Nuns of Syon who went to Malines
at the beginning of Elizabeth's reign. On account of the troubles in
the Low Countries they were forced to leave their convent in 1579, came
to England and subsequently went to Rc:m.en3 .

In a long letter which Elizabeth Sanders wrote to Sir Francis
Englefield after her return to the Continent in 1587 she gave a
graphic descriptien of her experiences in England”" . This letter is
of special interest and unique importance because it is the only sur-
viving private letter written during the Queen's reign dealing in
detail, from the recusant's own point of view, with various aspects of
recusancy in Hampshire, but, in pérbicular, with prison experiences in
Winchester in the 1580's.

After her capture Elizabeth Sanders was twice examined by Sir
Richard Norton, the J.P. responsible for her apprehension, and three
times by Bishop Watson, whilst people from Winchester College made
ineffectual attempts to induce her to conform. Considersble importance
was evidently attached to the conformity, if it could be secured, of

the sister of the cekbrated Papist, Dr. Nicholas Sanders: it would



~229~

be a choice weapon in the armoury of the Goverrnment now engaged in
its struggle with the Catholic reﬁascence in England. Moreover, the
nun might have vital secrets to tell. But, as will be seen, she could
not be moved.

Soon after her arrival in England, Elizabeth Sanders spent a
year and a half with the recusant Yates f‘a.mily'5 in Berkshire and then
went to Hampshire to the home of her sister, Mistress Elizabeth IPi'l:;l;s6 R
the wife of Henry Pitts of Alton. She remained a month or six weeks
there before her capture, the day after which she was brought before
Sir Richard Norton, who, says Sister Elizabeth, "asked for my priest,
for my alb and vestments wherewith he had said Mass, because they had
found a chalice and a Mass~book in my chamber, which the dsy before
they had rifled most straightly in every corner and beaten the walls
thereof. To which I answered that I know of no priest, alb or vest-
ment, and that the chelice and book was (sic) mine own, for I brought
it (sic) over with me."

The seme day she was brought "unto the Superintendent (Bishop)
of Winchester, who was one Watson. 4nd he took me apart to examine me
.+ only his clerk present who did write all that I said. And asked
me many questions: first, wherefore I came to England? A4nd who sent
me? ... I answered that we were driven out of our House by heretics
and by that reason we were forced to seek to our friemds ..." Watson
said that all this was false and that she had been sent to England by
her brother, Doctor Sanders, "and put in hope that our religion and

Order should come up again. But no, Sanders, no: it shall not be,"
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Elizebeth Sanders told the Bishop that she had not seen her brother
for many years and scarcely ever heard from him.

The Bishop then tried to obtain information about those English
persons who, he assumed, had helped to maintain the Brigettine Nuns
abroad. "Yet further, Sanders, I pray thee, let me have one true
word out of thy mouth 'ere we part. Who maintained your House and
company?® She replied that they had been supported by the King of
Spain and the Pope. At which words he laughed and "made a pretty
.pause, and bade me go a little aside and wafm me, for the weather was
cold. By and by he called me again and sat himself down upon a little
stool, and looked and spake very pleasantly ...: 'I pray thee, Sanders,
-come hither me and tell me again in mine ear what thou toldest me
even now, those gentlemen's names that maintained your House'. To
which I answered ... that our House was maintained by King Philip and
by His Holiness. And other gentlemen I never knew of, nor spake of
anyone. 'No?', said he, ‘'did'st thou not tell me that Mr.Francis
Yate did help towards your maintenance?!’ '‘No, surely', said I, T
I named neither Mr.Yate nor any man else but only His Majesty of Spain
and His Holiness.!' And so for that he sent me away and delivered me
unto a minister's wife to be forthcoming the next day.®

The next day was Sunday and at about 8 o'clock in the moming
Watson sent for the nmuin. "He spoke me very fair," she says, "and
asked me whether I would go to the church and hear a sermon." She
refused, but rather pertly said that if she could hear Mass there she

“would go thither with all my heart". The Bishop persisted: "If wilt
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but go and hear one epistle read there, thou shalt have thy free
liberty to go whither thou wmilt."™ But she was adamant and so was
sent away.

Four or five days later Winchester College took a hand in the
proceedings, "and", says Sister Elizabeth, "divers of the masters
and scholars ... were (sent) unto me to persuade with me , concluding
that if I would yield, I would have great fayour showed me, for his
Worship (the Bishop), they said, was very-pitiful and full of com-
passion to such as would yield and relent.®™ If, however, she did
not yield, she would find "as much straightness and tyranny as might
be."

In the meantime the Council had received the result of the mun's
first examination by Watson and on lst December 1580 L4 they wrot-e, to
the Bishop, Sir Richard Norton and other J.P.& saying that, as she
had refused "“to confess where she was harboured since she came into
England and where she had that seditious challenge (Campion's Challenge)
found about her", she was to be pressed "more straightly to confess the
truth". Her brother-in-law, Henry Pitts, who was not a recusant, and
 some of his household servants were also ordered to be examined. The
Govermment were persistent, apparently because they were then searching
all England for Edmund Campion, and these examinations at Winchester
were probably part of the plan for obtaining clues as to his whereabouts
or associates. The authorities evidently knew that Elizabeth Sanders

had stayed with the Yates of Lyford and it was at Lyford that Campion
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was eventually caught.

A few days later the nun was subjected to a further examination
by Sir Richard Norton and other Justices which was oh the lines of
the first. OShe was asked, in particular, whether any priest had been
with her in her brother-in-law's house at Alton and how often she had
heard Mass there. But she would give nothing away. Finally, Norton
said: ... " 'Did'st thou learn to do no other thing at bome than to
make lies?' To whom I said, 'No, Sir: I learned at home no other
thing but serve our Lord God.' "™ And so she was sent away again.

A further examination by Watson with a similar result took place
a fortnight later. She was then sent to the House of Correction (the
Bridewell), "a place indeed for rogues where I remained close prisoner
for 23 weeks." While there, "the Warden and divers of the College had
recourse unto me, using many persuasions to make me yield, promising
me freedom and liberty if I would conform myself.® She refused to
conform and at the end of the period of close confinement was arraigned
at the Assizes. There were six or eight arraigmments in all, but she
continued to refuse to attend Common Prayer, her reply in Court being
the common answer of recusants at this time that "it was against their
conscience so to do".

In order to pay the necessary fines which wefe steadily amounting
to a considerable tota18 she was asked to borrow from Mr. Thomas
Travers9, the recusant, who was imprisoned at this time in the gaol at

Winchester. But she was "not disposed then to stretch my credit by
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borrowing to pay such debts, being content with silence to let the
debt run unpaid unto such time as the Queen and I should meet at a
Mass and there reckon with her how many months I was indebted to her."’
The Queen would not "deceive" her or "misreckon™ her, "for, since my
coming home, into the kitchen, I have learned to cast an account,

which I never could do before."

II

Elizabeth Sanders' escapes from prison are deéscribed in vivid
detail and these afford further confirmation of the lax conditions
in the Winchester prisons at this time, - conditions which were to
continue for many years. She mentions that all the Brigettine muns
in England had been urged by their Mother Superior and Chaplain in
letters at various times "to seek all means possible, well and con-
veniently® to return to their convent abroad. She showed these letters
to some priests - at least four in mumber - "virtuous and learned", who
were in the gaol, asking for their advice. They told her plainly that
she could not leave prison "with any good conscience, except I were, by
the Council or the judges set at liberty". The plea that she was under
obedience to take all possible means to return to the cloister did not
prevail with these priests. It would apparently have meant breaking
her parole and they took a strict view of its nature.

The mun then consulted some lay recusants in the gaol: Gilbert
Wells, William Hoorde, Richard Warnford, John Body and John Slade  :

They helped her with money, and offered the gaoler £20 for her liberty,
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but "when it came to the point, my name, 'Sanders', being known,"
neither suitsror money could prevail. Later, however, she had better

luck, for "by some good chance, breaking prison, going with others

sécretly to hear Mass half a mile from the prison, I was taken at that

Mass with other prisoners and so delivered of all my debt in the old
prison, by reason that I was sent to another prison under another
keepep." When she had been in this prison for a reasonable time she
begged the keeper to let her escape, but he refused. "Then I talked
with his wife ... and offered her £5 ... But she answered, 'She might
not do so'. Yet I offered her £5 more, and so for £10 I was free."
She let herself down "by a rope over the Castle wall", and so got away.
Sister Elizabeth stayed some days with Mistress Elizabeth l.'I.‘ic:hbomell
at West Tisted and then went to the Shelleys12 at Mapledurham, where she
talked with one "Mr,Doctor, a priest"13, who "was very inguisitive to
know the manner and fashion of mine escape". Elizabeth Sanders told him
her story in full. "He misliked it very much and told me that I was
bound to return to the prison again". She pleaded her duty to her con-
vent, but two other priests staying with the Shelleys who were consulted
agreed with "Mr.Doctor": she was bound in conscience to re‘bu»rn and
"there to remain till by some ordinary means I might come to liberty".
And so "the next morning, betimes, with horse and man and a crown in
money, he ("Mr. Doctor") sent me back again to prison ... where I remained
till I could hear from London from the prisoners there all about,

declaring the case ... what were best for me to do."™ The reply was
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favourable: "she might most safely and with a most secure conscience
follow mine owmn purpose and detemination ... to return to my company.®

Sister Elizabeth's second departure from prison was easily managed
and the bribe which she had already given to the gaoler's wife
apparently still held ’good. All that she says about it is that after
the opinion from London, "I went forth out of prison to a good honest
poor woman's house in the town, a friend of mine, with whom I tarried
$i1l I could provide horse and man which, as soon as I could get, I
went to a kinswoman of mine dwelling in Surrey®™. This was some time in
the first half of 1587 ¥,

She mentions some of the recusants who helped her while she was
in prison and also at the time of her departure. Mistress Tichborne
of West Tisted was her "singular benefactrix" all the time of her im-
prisomment and when she left prison "a great aid and help®™ towards her
journey. "014 Mistress Hall" (Mistress Katherine Hall of Easton,
stated in 1583 to be in the gaol at WinchesterlB), says Elizabeth
Sanders, "did help me with much comfort and relief for the space of
three years and at my soming away was my special aid and helper." She
also mentions "Mr.Dachell" (apparently Stephen Vachell of Bm:‘itonlé),
"who would himself come and visit me in prison and bestow his charity
very liberally®. Richard Warnford17 contributed towards the sum of £10
which she gave the gaoler's wife, whilst William Hoorde18 was "a very
father all the time of my being with him in prison ... and also since

my coming away he hath not forgotten me."
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Sister Elizabeth had more adventtires af'ter she left Hampshire,
but in time she managed to obtain a passport under another name through
the assistance of William Hoorde, who was acquainted with Nicholas
Berden the spy. No doubt Berden had to be paid liberally for it.

She eventually reached Rouen in May 1587 19 s having spent, as

she says, fully six years in prison.

I1T

The lax conditions in the gaocl at Winchester during Elizabeth
Sanders' stay there were serious enough, but the disorders which were
revealed in 1590 were sufficiently grave to justify a special report
by the Bishop to the Council. This time it was George Vaux, an Under-
Sheriff, who was at fanlt: it was complained that he had allowed the
recusants in his charge to have their liberty and had behaved "in a
very undutiful manner ... notwithstanding our strict order formerly
given to the contrary"zo. He was called before the Council and
charged with having permitted, in particular, the recusant prisoners
Burley and Beconsawe21 , too much libertj. Vaux excused himself by
saying that, "as they were delivered in execution for debt ... by
indenture from the former Sheriff and thereby standing charged with
them, he thought they were more at his disposition and the more ex-
cusable until he had sufficient knowledge." It was not a very con-
vincing reply. He was, however, allowed to remain in his post, but

was ordered to keep Burley and Beconsawe "and their like" as close

N
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prisoners

In 1596 fresh troubles came to light, and one Edward Mathew of
Winchester complained23 to the Council of ®"divers great abuses com-
mitted in the keeping of the Gaol" by William Udall (Uvedale). Uvedale,
the Deputy Keeper, who, in 1598 and 1599, was to come under notice for
some extraordinary events in which recusant prisoners were concermed,
had, Mathew alleged, arrested him "upon an untrue and supposed action
of debt"™ and had imprisoned him "only because he intended ... to reveal
the abuse of the Gaol."™ The offences committed were, the Cou.ncii toldzz"
the Dean of Winchester, %“such as breed no amall danger to the State and
do argue great misdemeanour in the said William Uvedale, if they be true."
If any measures were taken on this occasion to remedy the mismanagement
of the Gaol they were quite ineffective, for the "great misdemeanours"
continued.

In September 1598 Thomas Canteron, alias Grove, alias Steven, alias
Bale, was e:xa.mined.z5 by Ridley, Chancellor of the Diocese, in the course
of his visitation at Romsey. Canterton said that he was a prisoner in
the Gaol for recusancy, but that he had not been there since the last
Asgsizes. He was absent from prison by leave of Mr.Uveda.le26, who told
him that a licence had been obtained from the Justices of Assize for
"the enlargement of him and some others to work for their living". He
used to return to the Gaol at every Sessions and Assize upon warning

sent to him by the Keeper. He was asked what sum he had given for his

"enlargement® and replied that he had given nothing. Being pressed upon
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this polnt, he refused to take an oath on his statement.

Richard Bruning, the husband of Eleanor, daughter of the late
Anthony Uvedale, who had died in 1597, was summoned before the Bishop
of Winchester in October 1598 27. The inheritance of the Keepership
had passed to his son, Anthdny, through the mother, Eleanor, but as
the son was only seven years old, Richard Bruning was evidently act-
ing as Keeper during the child's mimrityzs. The Bishop charged
him with compgflints that "many recusants” committed to the Gaol were
at large and required him to enter into bond that they would be safely
kept in the Gaol according to the law. Richard Bruning told the
Bishop that William Uvedale was Deputy Keeper in the time of the late
Anthony Uvedale. He proposed "to oversee Mr.Uvedale that he shall
better look to the Gaol and to the safe custody of the recusants ...
he thinketh it very reasonable that the said William should be bound

to that eff'ect"29 .

William Uvedale then appeared (5th October 1598)30 before the
Bishop and said that "Canterton is a wanderer" and that he had not
seen him since twelve months last Midsummer and asked for authority

to attach him to the Gaol again. Uvedale also stated that two of

(¥
\one Gendge and one feidler’", had, by

abusing the privileges which he had allowed them, long absented them-

Gooter's (Goter's) children,

selves from the Gaol. Furthermore, "he pretendeth that by the leave
of the Justices of the Assize and motives for charity he suffered

seven of the poorer sort of recusants ... to go at liberty for a small
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time to get their living by their labour." He asked for time to find
them all and get them back.

Almost a year later (on 28th September 1599) Robert Joy, gentleman,
of East Meon, a well-known recu:‘:aa.n‘l:3 2 s appeared before the Ecclesliastical
Commissioners at Winchester, "being lately apprehended by warrant from
the said Commissioners"jj. He said he had been a recusant "these
twenty years and ... a prisoner for his said recusancy in the Common
Gaol at Winchesfer during most of these years". For a period of seven
years while he was in the Gaol he was not put in the calendar when the
Assizes were held at Southampton. About seven years ago he obtained
leave (from Mr.William Uvedale) to go to his house at East Meon, and
had not since returned to the Gaol. Moreover, "since his said liberty
obtained he hath been at London three weeks together in the temrm time”jl".

Joy was spparently put in the Gaol again, for a little later (see

Section IV below) he figures in further episodes there.

i

On 11 August 1599 Edward Kenyon, a Seminary priest, landed at
Southampton and was caught at night the same day at Rom.ssey3 5 , with
which place, as has been seen, Canterton, the recusant prisoner, was
associated. He was sent by Bilson, the Bishop, to Sir Robert Cecil
for further examination: +the Bishop considered that threats of torture
might draw from him more than "a gentle course of examination" would

achieve36 The Ecclesiastical Commissioners had apparently failed to
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obtain much useful information from the priest. But in September
Bilson received Edward Kenyon back from the Council in order that

he might be put on trial for treason under the Act of 1585 °/. It

does not appear that the priest had been severely punished in London.

The Bishop committed him to Winchester Gaol; and the Keeper was
strictly ordered to "closely keep him as a traitor and not suffer-
ing any person to speak with him, unless it be in your presence or
in that of your Under—Keeper"ss. In view of the considerable abuses
in the Gaol which had already occurred and of which the Bishop was
fully cognisant, he must have been remarkably sanguine if he imagined
that the priest would receive the treatment desired. At 8 o'clock
on 2 October 1599, the day on which he was to appear for trial,
Edward Kenyon escaped from the Gao15 9 .

The next day Valentine Noyse, one of the Under-Keepers, was

examine l"o. He said that he had given Kenyon into the charge of

Thomas Garnet. Since then - that is, three weeks ago - Garnet had

not spent more than five nights in the Gaol. The priest was
accustomed to spend the day in the parlour near the entry of the Gaol
and at night he had generally shared a room with Anthony Nortonl"l,
a well-known recusant, but some nights he spent in the parlour.

An hour or twoe before the escape the priest's father and scme
recusants in the Gaol were very busy about what appear to have been

the final plans for flight. At six o'clodk, said Noyse, Kenyon

senior came to the p:z':i.sonz"2 and talked to his son for a quarter of



=241 -

an hour. Anthony Norton, Marks Whi.‘l:el"3 and one Bidlecombe“" were

present. When the priest's father had first visited the Gaol -
presumably after arriving in Winchester -~ he had enguired for Anthony
Norton (whom he probably knew already) and not for his son. Kenyon,
senior, was lodging with one Field at Fulflood, near the city, and
Noyse said that é:f'ter the priest had fled he met Field and the
priest's father in a lane off Hyde Street coming away from Field's
house.

On the moming of the escape, Thomas Garnet, said Noyse, had
taken two prisoners with him into the town for a drink. He himself
remained in the Gaol. After a time Robert Joy asked for permission
to go into the garden of the Gaol and "so through to Richard Cook's
house to see his nag". Noyse then went with Joy to the garden, but
Edward Kenyon called out, "desiring him to stay Joy that they two
might walk in the garden together®. Noyse let them both go into the
garden. He "locked the garden door and came back to the prison again,
and there remained by the space of a quarter of an hour®™. When he
came out again and opened the garden door he found nobody there: the
priest had gone.

Joy, returning, so he said, from Richard Cook's house, was then
asked by Noyse about the priest. Joy knew little: "the priest
borrowed of me two shillings in the garden before I went to Cook's,
which I lent him, and, since, I saw him not". But there was more to

tell. Joy said that the priest came into the garden "with his rug
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gown wrapped close about him". This gown was found, said Noyse,

"in goodwife Baylis's garden which is within a2 hedge of the Gaol
garden ... (It) was the gown of one Thomas Abraham""S , the recusant
prisoner, then in the Gaol with the priest, which Abraham escaped
within a half an hour before (i.e. before the escape of the priest)
«so Immediately after him went out also Geoffrey Milesl"G , another
recusant ... The priest is said to follow the said Miles out of the
North Gate, with a greyish cloak on his back, which cloak was Marks
White's, for he had such a cloak which now, upon search, is missing."

Valentine Noyse went in search of the escaped priest. He
mentions that Thomas Abraham had a house in Hyde Street, Winchester,
and that "two boys that were in a close, at harrowing, hard by the
end of Hyde Street «++ Saw the said Abraham, whom they knew well,
with one other young man, going very fast over the fields." Noyse
tracked them a little way and "found it was Abraham by the back of
his foot, having clubbish short feet". He concluded his statement
by saying that Edward Kenyon never had any irons placed on him sime
he came to the Gaol.

William Myles"ﬂ, another recusant prisoner, was also examined
on 3 October 1599 l"B, but he contributed little in explanation of
the escapes. He said he was allowed by Garnmet, the Under-Keepef, to
go out of the Gaol at about 8 o'clock (this is, in itself, suspicious,
for it was near the time of the priest's flight). He then passed

out of the North Gate "and stayed at the lane at the bridge's end
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and, not seeing his wife, whem he looked for, immediately returned®.
He saw nobody following him,

The testimony of Thomas Garmnet was heard on 25 October 1599 l"'9.
His statement was short and confirmed some of the disclosures aiready
made, He had been an Under-Keeper, he said, since the previous
Christmas, having been givenm the position by Willism Uvedale, "whom
he had long served". (This selection by Uvedale, therefore, ensured
pertiality to recusants.) He had charge of Edward Kenyon and under-
stood that he was safely to 'be kept as a traitor. DBut the priest
was never placed in irons, for Uvedale had said that if he could be
kept in safe custody without them, they were not to be used. He added
that Edward Kenyon had twice (sic) dined with Uvedale at the request
of Uvedale's wife.

On the same day(25 October) Valentine Noyse, the other Under-
Keeper, was again examined5o ; and to him was read the warrant of
commitment of the priest to the Gaol as a traitor, to be closely
kept "at uttermost peril" of those responsible for his custody. He
never, however, heard William Uvedale mention irons. He added that
the priest was twice at dinner at his master's house, "being some-
times sent for by Mrs. Uvedale or her son. Uvedale, on going out of
towmn, left order that if his wife ever sent for the priest, he was
to be permitted to go to hexr".

Thomas Abrsham, said Noyse, had been a prisoner for recusancy

for ten or eleven weeks, during which time he often lay at his house
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in Hyde Street, "and had a door open out of the Gaol, by which he
went in and out when and where he would, until a week before his
departure (i.e. flight)." Noyse added that he knew the priest's
father, "who was found, the same morning his son escaped, at the
house of Roger Co:t'eh.‘st.m5 1, near Winchester, and was brought to prison
by William Uvedale and there detained two days, when he was let go
without further examining."

On the following day (26 October), Andrew Valence, a tanner
at Romsey, who was a prisoner for debt, appeared before the B:i.sho;p5 2.
He was not a recusant and was thus able to be more expansive in his
version of recent events. He sald that Valentine Noyse had, in the
beginning, intended to lay irons on the priest, but that after Mr.
Uvedale had come up and spoken to Kenyon, nothing more was said
about the matter. The priest was sent for to dine at Uvedale's
house (unlike the other recusant witnesses, he does not mention
the mumber of times). He remained there most of the afternoon, and
often venison ready-baked and fresh fish were sent to him by recusants.
Mrs.Uvedale came to him the Sunday after his comuitment and brought
with her five or six recusants' wives, who walked with the priest
in the garden. (It seems fairly certain from this that they came
specially to attend Mass said by the priest.)

Valence wemt on to confirm what Noyse had said about Robert
Joy's walking with the priest in the garden. "During all the time

of the priest's abode in the Gaol," he adds, "the keys of the prison
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were kept by recusants, who went out at their pleasure, and let out
whom they liked and when they liked, and no man was denied speaking

to him (i.e. the priest)."

v

The Bishop was now faced with a perplexing and unpleasant
situation. The disorders in the Gaol which had occuxred before the
priest's escepe, such as those in which Thomas Canterton and Robert
Joy had been involved, the Bishop was able to keep from the knowledge
of the Govermment, attempting to have them remedied by local action.
But Edward Kenyon had been sent up to the Council after his capture
and had been returned by them to stand his trial in Winchester for
treason. In t}qe light of the history of the times there seemed
only one possible result of the trial, more especially in view of the
Councilts interest ‘in the matter'- condemnation and execution of the
priest; and the eagerness with which all concerned had arranged the
escape can consequently be readily understood. Kenyon's flight,
therefore, was an event of importance and the Bishop had no option
but to represent the whole fantastic situation to the Govermment.

He did so on 5 November 1599 in a long report to Sir Robert Cecil,
enclosing all the ev:i.dence5 3 . He mentions that he gave orders that
the priest, as a traitor, should be kept as strictly as possible

(this meant, presumebly, being placed in irons). Unfortunately, the
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priest "was rather daily feasted as a guest than safely kept as a
traitor, and suffered most wilfully to escape upon the very day that
he doubted to be produced (for trial)." He referred to the "gaolor's
dissolute carelessness in keeping such prisoners, and his wilful
favouring and dismissing of recusants out of prison at his pleasure,
which boldness and presumption of his doth, and will do, more harm if
it be not repressed, than all the Justices and Commissioners here
will be able tc do good." The Bishop therefore asks for the severe
punishment of "this open and wilful neglect": the laws are strict
enough, he says, "if they be executed".

Bilson then refers to the temre-in-serjeantry possessed by
Anthony Uvedale, Keeper of the Gaol, recently dead. He mentions that
Uvedale had, in his lifetime, "fearing the danger of the law" and
"loth that the prisoners for recusancy should come into any man's
keeping but at his own appointing, conveyed the inheritance of the
Gaol with the aforesaid Manor of Woodcote unto Anthony Bruning, his
daughter's son, a child of seven years of age, the father and mother
both recusants."” This is the reason "why no man hath or shall have
the keeping of the Gaol but such as will be at their beck for the
favouring of recusants". He therefore suggests to Cecil, as the
Master of Wards, that since the "child is a ward for his tenure ...
and so at yowr Honour's disposition together with the manor of

Woodcote ... you may do your pleasure with it, till he come of age."
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Unfortunately, we have no record of the action that was taken
as the result of the Bishop's appeal. In February 1600 Bilson
reminded Gecilsl" of the case, but his reply does not survive. No
further disorders in the Gaol, however, came tc light during the
remaining years of the Queen's reign and the manor of Woodcote is
not mentioned in any recusant rolls for those years. On the other
hand, it would seem that Richard Bruning contiméd’for some years
longer to have charge of the Gaol, for in 1608 he forfeited the
maror and custody of the Gaol because of recusa.ncy55 . At that
time Richard's son, Anthony, the heir, was still a minor. The
manor of Woodcote descended to Anthony on Richard Bruning's death
and his tenure of it is referred to in a fine of 16255 6.

So far as the escaped prisoners are concerned, Thomas Abraham
and Geoffrey Miles do not seem to appear in any recusant records
for the few remaining years of the reign. Edward Kenyon apparently
evaded all vigilance and seems to have kept away from Hampshire,-
which was wise. 4s late as 1626 he was at Cowdray in Sussexg,

g1 .
the seat of the Catholic ]t»'[omt::a.gues.7
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FINANCE
I

Under the &Act of Uniformity of 15591 every lay person in
the kingdom was required, having no lawful or reasonable
excuse, to attend "hie parish church or chapel accustomed"
on Sundays and Holy Days and to remain there during the time
of "Common Prayer, Preachings or other service of God", If he
did not do so, he was liable to "the censures of the church"
and also to a fine of twelve pence for every offence, This
forfeiture was to be levied by the churchwardens of the parish

where the offence was committed and was to be used for the

benefit of the poor'.2

The provision for a fine in this comprehensive statute
was an innovation, It was apparently designed to pfevent such
a situation arising as took place in the earlier years of
Edward VI's reign, In 1552 the Act of Uniformity impoSing
the Becond Book of Common Prayer'3 stated that ",,, there has®
been a very’godly order set forth by the authofity of
Parliament, for common prayer and administration of the
sacraments’ but ",,. this notwithstanding, a great number of
people in divers.parts of the realm ..., do wilfully and
damnably before Almighty God abstain and refuse to come to
their parish churches where common prayer is used ,,, upon
dundays and other (holy) days ...".

The 46th of the Royal Injunctions, 1559,4 gave details

of the manner in which this uniformity of worship was to be
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secured in each parish, It said that "in every pérish three
or four discreet men, which tender God's glory and His true
appotrd . :

religion, shall be app%% by the Ordinances diligently tc see
that all the parishioners duly resort to their Church upon all
Sundays and Holy Days, and there to conﬁinue the’whole time of
the Godly Service; and all such as shall be found eslack or
negligent in resorting to the church having no great or urgent
cause of absence, they shall straitly call upon them, and after
one admonition if they amend not, they shall denounce them to
the Ordinary“, The "“three or four" "giscreet" men were
invariably the churchwardenSB, though the number probably did
not run to as many as three or four,

There is a good deal of evidence that the Bishops in
their Visitations dealt regularly with the question of levying
the fine of 12d for refusal to attend church6. So far as
Winchester and other dioceses in the Province of Canterbury
were concerned, a€ early as 1560 a Visitation Article enguired
whether the forfeiture was levied.7 This provision for enguiry
wa8 however, before the advent of Horne to the See of Winchester
rand 1t is doubtful whether there was any serious implementation
of it, In 1561 the "Episcopal Interpretations" prescribed8
that the churchwardens every month should State;ﬁn'bills
subscribed bj their hands", the people who will not pay the fine;
whilst in 1566 a similar return was required to be rendered
quarterly.9

In 1574 there was a Metropolitical Visitation of the

Winchester Diocese by Parker and Article of Enquiry, No. 3710,

for the Visitation asked'the churchwardens and sworn men and
s
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such as were before you (whether you) have, according to the

Act of Parlisment ... in the first year of the ,.. reigh ...
levied of everyone that wilfully and negligently is absent

from church or unreverently behaveth himself at common prayer ...
124 for every such offence; whereunto the said forfeiture is t

applied; what account thereof vearly is made; and whether your

poor man's box be accordingly kept and the alms thereof

accounted yearly to the parish",

In 1576, in the time of Archbishop Grindal, there wa®
an enquiry similar to that of Parker's for all the dioceses
in the Bouthern Province;ll

Horne was too active and thorough an ecclesiastical
administrator not to ensure, as far as it lay with him, that
‘the churchwardens performed their duties properly; and the
levying of the fine was probably a frequent subject of enquiry
at his visitations®, Soon after his arrival at Winchester

i3 4
he wrote to Cecil (on 29th August 1561) ",.. As touching

religion I have found more disorders by this inquisition in

my (civil division) than I could by ip my visitation by _the

churchwardens, such is the fear of punishment by the purse

more than of God's curse ,,."., The episcopal documents which
survive are also'iliuminating.

In 1566 the churchwardens of Minstead were cited to the
Consistory Court because they did not leVy the fine;14 In
1569 the wardens of Bishopstoke were charged with not having
presented absentees from the church nor levied the fine;l In
1569 William Austen one of the churchwardens of &t, Bartholomew's,

Winchester, admitted that he had been absent from the chureh on
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Ascension Day "and will pay 124 ‘into the poor box and the
other (churchwarden Anthony Colman) will pay”;.l6 In 1570
James Alexander (of St, Helen's, Isle of Wight) was charged
that‘when he was churchwarden he had not raised the fine of
124 from those absgent from the churcth; and John Wheatley
and Walter Clerck of Romsey were cited because they refusedkto
pay the fine for absence ffom church, They were both ex-
communicated and So was Roger Crop of Alresford for a similar
offence;18 The Wardens of Wonston were also cited in the same
year for not levying the fine;l9 In 1574 Thomas Yealfe of |
Bremer was charged with absence from church on six dundays and
was required to pay two shillings for the poor',20 In 157721
the Wardens of wkversley were accused of not having taken proper
charge of the register and with not receiving fines for
absence from church,

Even after the passing of the recusancy statute of 1581
(see Section II following) the episcopal documents22 record
the confession of Robert Pollard of Ovington in December 1582 of
having been "absent sometimes fromhis parish church, but yet
he hath been at other parish churches ,,.". He was ordered
to pay the churchwardens "according to the form of the statute
(of Uniformity)". ®Similarly, John Westby of Exton at the same
time $aid®” that "he believeth he wae absent 10 Sundays from
the church between Easter and Michaelmas last', He was ordered
to pay the churchwardens the fine of 124 (presumably for each

of ten absences) and to be certificated accordingly, These

two recusant-s were apparently not regarded as "obstinate
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recusante", otherwise they would have been held to come within
the scope of the later Act, There 1s a similar case even a8
late as December 159924 when 8ix people in a batch were cited
from Niton I.o.W, for being '“negligent coming to church", They
were ordered to pay 124 "according to the Btatute',

There is w#msm 2 good deal of evidence to show that
generally the Bishops diligently enquired about the levying
of the fine, But it was one thing to make endquiry and another
to ensure that the fine was actually collected: this is the
zase core of the problem, Whenever it was collected it was no
doubt put into the poor box in the church and later distributed
to the poor, The fine was & emall one and did not Justify
Exchequer tPansactions, whilst the churchwardens probably did
not always render an account of the fines collected, In any
case the surviving churchwardens' accounts in Hampshire are
lacking in information on the subject, For example, such
accounts have survived for ten parishes dating from Elizabeth's
reign or earlier, Of these, three date from very late in
the reign, viz, from 1596, 1598 and 1600, but the others are
earlier (they include only a fragment for the parish of St,
Thomag, Portsmouth, for 1564-156625); ‘Not one of these docﬁments,
however, provides for any year evidence of the collection of
the fines,

There 1S ekbddmes, a6 has been SeeN, tnat Hampshire churche

A s D

wardens were slack, and there was probably a good deal of
connivance at recusancy. Moreover, it was not generally the

Government's policy before 1570 (the year of the Bull of

Excommunication of Elizabeth) to interfere as a rule with the
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concealea religious practices of the Catholic gentry, who no
doubt continued, whenever possible, to have Mass sald in their
manor house& by the old Marian priests, Thelr tenants, bound
by ties of religion, affection and interest probably heard
Mass with their landlords aﬁd genefally kept away from the
parish church, “aFrangements" be ing made locally between the
gentry on the one hand and the parochial clergy and church-
wardens on the other for preventing the matter from going
farther afield, Where churchwardens did at any date levy
‘the”fine, it was no punishment for the gentry, though it would
have been felt more seriously by people like labourers, artisans,
etc, The words of Bﬁ?&fégh-himself, however, lend support to
the view that the fine was not consistently levied and
collected, In 1581, in connection with the recusancy Act of
1581, he WPOt626 "that the causes that moved the renewing of

this law was for that it was seen that the pain being no greater

than 12d, no officer did seek to charge an offender therewith,

so that the numbers of evil-disposed persons increased there-
with to offend with impunity'. Mendoza had already written=!

to Philip II on 11lth December 1580 that there seemed to be an
intention to pase an Act confiscating the property of recusants
if they did not conform, He says that their punishment hitherto
had been Imprisomment and does not mention the 124 fine,

ha
Finally, there is ;evidence which emerged during the course

of the debate in the Commons in 1601 on the Bill asbout the

wilful abstaining from church,28 This Pill referred to both

the smaller fine under the Act of Uniformity and the fine of

£20 a month under the Act of 1581, The main object of the
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measure was to bring within the scope of the 12d fine the person
who was merely negligent in attendance at church, but otherwise
well-affected: two fines of £20 and 12d were not intended, The
bill was narrowly defeated, but the Important disclosure was
made during the Commons debate that the Statute of Uniformity
had long fallen into desuetude, Indeed,Dr, Bennet, Member
for York City, said that it had never had "due execution" and

P T s : ; o . o "
that "a law without execution wae like a bell Wlthha clapper”.

II

The advent of the "Jesuit" Mission to England in 1580 was
a turning point in the history of Catholicism in Elizabeth's
reign: the Government's reply to the Mission was a Severe penal
statute - the Act of 1581 "to retain the Queen's Uajesty's
subjects in their due obedience".?? Treasonable acts were
specified in the statute, whilst the financial provisions were
particularly stringent: every person above the age of 16 who
refused to attend church for common prayer was, upon conviection,
to pay a fine of £20 a month so long as he refused to conforme
One-third of this amount wae to go to the Queeh, one-third to
be used for the relief of the poor of the parish where the
offence was committed, and the remaining third was to go "to
such person a$ will sue for the same", in other words, to

30

delators and informers, If an offender continued to be
recadcltrant for twelve months he was to be bound with two
sureties of at least £200 to be of good behaviour and he was

to continue to be bound while he remained obstinate, Every

person who heard Mass was to.forfeit 100 marks (£66.13, 4) ana
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suffer imprisomment for a year,

A gauge of the severity of this statute is the enormous
increase in the fine for non~attendance at Common Prayer -
from 124 for each absence to £20 a month, - a crippling sum;Bl
It seems élear that the Government were determined to force
recusants into conformity or else to effect their financilal
ruin, provided it was possible to extraqt the fine by action
necessarily strong, persistent and systematic, needing also
the sympathetic cooperation of the local officers; but even
then only the wealthy recusant would be able to pay;32

The Jesuit Mission accelerated Government action, 4
measure involving heavy fines against recusants rather than
imprisonment had been under consgideration some years previously
in 1577. On 21 June of that year Aylmer, Bishop of Londgawrote=>
to Walsingham asking for the approval of avplan for proceeding
against the Papists, He sald that the Archbishop of Canterbury
and he had been informed by the bishops that "the Papists do
marvellously Iincrease both in number and in obstinate with-
drawing of themselves from the church', He mentions that
imprisomment which hitherto had been employed for their punish-
ment had "not only little availed, but also hafh been a means
by sparing of their housekeeping greatly to enrich them", This
cost of imprisonment - imprisonmment which was probably, though
not necessarily always, at the expense of the CGovernment - wasg
an Important matter with an economically-minded Queen.

It was therefore proposed not to inflict impriSonment upon

"the richer sort", but to punish them by round fines to be

imposed “for contemptuous refusing of communion according to
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our orders and commandments“'.34 Aylmer went on to imply that
there wag epilscopal handica? in imposing severer financial
penalties: the Papists were alleging “that the penalty, being
already set down by statute (a fine of 12d) is not by us (i.e.
the bishope) to be altered or aggravated", He then used an
argument which might strongly appeal to Elizabeth: he thought
that an increased mulct "will procure the Quéen a thousand
pounde a year to her coffers: whatsoever it do mores it will
weaken the enemy and touch him much nearer than any pain here-
tofore inflicted hath done", Aylmer warned Walsingham that
a great deal of harm would be done if "Her Hajesty by
importunate suit of courtiers for their friends be easily drawn
to forgive any forfeitures", It wés therefore necegsary that
the Queen should be Tirm against any action of the kind,

Walsingham considered this plan for some three months and
on the 15th October 157735 the Council wroﬁgyto the Bishops
asking them to‘furniSh within a week an estimate of the annual
revenue of each recusant in theif dioceses,” (bviously, the
time allowed for furnishing reliable information wag much too
short and this is mentioned by the bishops in making their
returns,36 It is possible that the reason lies in the desire
to prevent interested courtilers from gaining accese to the
Queen in order to dissuade her from agreement to the pla.l.3
(In any case the proposal seemed to require a critical political
occaslon before it could take more coherent shape and be put
into execution),

The Bishop of Winchester sent in particulars concerning

his diocese some time in October 1577 with a covering letter
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statingBS that they were made "without resSpect of person or
degree". But there was a significant omission: he was unable
to deal with the still-powerful Earl of Southampton. "It
was thought good" said the Biehop,"only to name the Earl .oe
leaving further to deal therein, for that his Lordship and the
value of his lande and goods is not unknown to your honourable
Lordships",

The return was concerned almost entirely with recusants
of substance: there were, besi&es Southampton, one titled
gentlewoman, one esquire, 27 gentlemen, 27 gentlewomen, and
four "inferior persons”, a total of 58, In the light of the
meticulous investigatidns which must have been made at a much
later stage concerning recusante whoee names appeared on the
recusant rolls, the information is inaccurate: some recusants'’
lands are undervalued, whilst a few seem to be credited, perhaps
because of their family connection;'siwh with more substance
than they really posgessed, For example, George Cotton, Esquire,
of Warblington and his wife were valued at £300 per annum with
goods of £300, yet Cotton was to pay regularly for many years
the sum of £260 g year in fines under the Act of 1581 and at
the time of his death had paid the enormous sum of £6620,9
Thomas Pounde, another wealthy gentleman, is stated to be worth
£100 in goods, but no annual value is shown; he later paid a
total of £905 in rentals,?® @ilvert Wells, EZsquire, of Bram-
bridge, a wealthy recusant, who had been High Sheriff of
Hampshire in 1570, and his wife seenm aiso to have been under-

valued: Wells is stated to be worth £100 in lands with goods

of £500, yet he paid the larBe Ssum of £1441 in fines and rentg%s.
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On the other hand, Lady Elizabeth Paulet of Crondall is stated

to be worth £300 per annum in lands and goods of £300, Entries

on the Recusant Rolls#® indicate that she owed a debt to the
Crown of only £7.11l. 2 per annum (later £9,15, 6) being two-
thirds of the rentse of lands and tenementse in Ellsfield and
Preston Candover, In this case, the overvaluation is most
marked and is a measure of the pure guess-work which must

have gone to the making of the hurried Peturn.43

The plan considered in 1577 was not pursued, but a similar

proposal for lmposing ihcreased financial penalties on recusants
came before éﬁéﬁ%%%a in 1580. The essential question was$

whe ther this could be carried out under existing legislation
(the retort of the recusants to any increase of the 124 fine
under purely ecclesiastical powers was, a& has been seen, that
it was illegal). ,iﬁ" therefore wrote in the Queen's name
to the Lord Keeper and Lord Treasurer, requiring the opinion of
the ,judges,,44 They answered "that by the statute of the First
of the Queen (i.e., the Aqt of4Supremacy, 1559)45 the
Commissioners for Ecclesiastical Causes had authority to

infliet any punishment by mulct ..., because all ecclesiastical
Jurisdiction and authority is by statute annexed to the Crown'.
Certain articles were accordingly set down indicating What was
-permissible by ecclesiastical law, One of these stated that "a
bishop may make a statute or ordinance that an excommunicate
person shall pay £10 for every month he hath contemptuously
remained excommunicate", for it seemed clear that by
ecclesiastical law "a pecuniary pain might be put upon such

recusant® .,., And for the levying such pecuniary pains, if it
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were estreated intc the Exchequer, the ordinary course was
well-known" - that is to say, a levy could be made upon the
recusant's lands or goods, and, if he had no land or goods;
he could be imprisoned, This proposal foreshadows the Act of
1581 as regards the infliction of a severe monetary forfelture
(£20 a month) and the Act of 1586-746 as regards the demands

gl

A copy of the judges' opinion was sent Zby Bﬂﬁ&f&gh,

upon the recusants' lands and goods,

Leicester and others on 3rd July, 1580, to the Archbishop of
York and the Bishop of Chester, asking them to impose on

recusants a larger mulct than 124, a fine which had proved

a7

ineffective. The letter does not specify the amount of the

"greater penalty", It secems

fine to be imposed, but mentions a
to have been an attempt to test the reactions of the recusants,
But the whole matter was placed on a proper legal basis by the
rigorous Act of 1581, i |
From }582 until the institution of the Recusant Rolle in

-

|

1592-5 recusancy fines were entered on the Pipe Roll among all

the other businesg concerning which the Roll constitutes a

compotus or account, But before this took place, the recusant

had to be indicted and convicted, Churchwardens were required

to furnish liste of recusants fourteen days before each

Sesgions and Assizes in order that the parties might be indic%gd,

Recusants could be tried either at the Assizes or by the

Justices of the peace in their open guarter ses&ions.49
Particularse of convictions were sent by the clerks of the

Judges to the Clerk of the Estreats in the Exchequer in order

that entries might be made on the Estreat Rolls,?® The clerk of
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Estreats then issued a summons to the Cheriff called the Summons

of the Green Wax.so called because the writs of summong were
sealed with green wax., These writs were issued twice a year, the
Sheriff being required, in consequence, to account at the

Exchequer for various types of revenue.Sl

Recusancy fines were paid either to the Sheriff (or his
officers) or direct into the Exchequer, It was probably more
prudent for a recusant to pay the Sheriff, for if he went up
to London and paid his fines into the Excheduer he would become
well knowrto officiale there - or even to members of the
Council -~ and probably come into contact with distasteful
people like delators or informers, who, "in popular and penal
actions (have) part of the profit (from the fines) by the law
asgigned to them".52 Should the recusant pay into the Excheguer
he wae given "a tally of payment" which he could produce to the
Sheriff as his discharge of the debt, If the recusant paid the
Sheriff (or his officials) the Sheriff paid in the amount when
his annual aecoﬁnt was rendered, Engrossment on the Pipe or
Recusant Rolls wae then made from this account and any payments
of debtes incurred by recusants were recorded in the Pells'ReceiptS
Books by the Clerk of the Pells,?>

A considerable number of convicted Hampshire recusants were
imprisoned in 1581 and the following years, many of them in
Winchester itself,”4 Imprisonment of recusants at thie time was,
however, general, and their maintenance 1in gaols throughout the
kingdon was doubtlesg costly, but parallel with thie was the

receipt of unsubstantial sums z8 fines, The truth ceems to be
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that the bulk of the recusants were not paying the fine, the
regson being that they could not or would not pay, whilst the
numbef brought to conformity wae ineignificant, In other words,
the Government's policy = was not suceceeding and the Government
was eventually forced to admit it by passging the Act of
1586-7.%°

The Excheduer receipt856 well illustrate the position so
far as Hampshire wae concerned, For the Easter term df 1582

nothing wae pald into the Exchequer in respect of fineg; in the

el

Michaelmas term of the same year £40 was paid in (by George
Cotton, esduire, of Warblington) as part of a total fine of

£120 for not attending church; in the Easter term of 1583
nothing was paid by convicted recusants, but for the lMichaelmas
term a total of £400 was received from two recusants, - £360
from George Cotton and £40 from one of the smaller gentry,
Nicholas Tichborne; in the Easter term of 1584, £97 was received
in all from five recusants, and of this sum George Cotton again
paid much the largest amount;£54); in the Michaelmas term of

the same year only £15 was received from Hampshire and this was
paid by Zdward Banister of Idsworth, a major Catholic landowner,
a total of only £840 being received in respect of the whole
country: only eight counties made payments., For Easter 1585

the total from Hampshire increased and a total of £565 was paid,
but only three of the larger landowners were involveds #William
ffawkenor of Westbury Manor, East lfeon, who pald the consider-
able sum of £500, Edward Banister, who paid £25 and Gilbert Wells

who paid £40. The total for the kingdom for this term was

©1476 and Hampshire recusants therefore contributed over s third,
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During the Michaelmas term of 1585 the sum of £260 was paid, -
£000 from Gilbert Wells and £40 from Edward Baniseter, The total;
sum received from Hampshire recusant® by the end of 1585 wag |
£1377, contributed by six gentlemen in all, (4n official return.
of some 300 recusants in Hampshire wag made in 158357). |

Walsingham himself about 1585 considered the reasons "why
Her Majesty received no greater benefit from the penalties
levied on recusants' and proposed remedies to meeﬁ;the
situation.58 He mentioned (i) that although request was made
for the valuation of the recusant's property, a "nil" return
was commonly made; (2) that where a return was made at all,
the lands were generally undervalued; (3) that where recusants
posgesged lande in several countles, the return was made in |
respect of the property in the county where the indictment
was made; (4) that fraudulent conveyances of land were made;
(5) that where recusants were under orders from the Council to
remain "within a certain precinct (they) do except themselves
touching their appearance for the answering of the indictment";
and (6) that others "by shifting of places (of residence), not
remaining in any place by statute appointed, do thereby avoid
the penalty".

To meet these evasions, Walsingham proposed (1) that good
friends are to be put in the shrivalty®? ... and certain
commissioners to be appointed to examine the state of the
parties certified 'nihil'"., (This proposal seems to have been
put into practice in February 1585-6O » for on 20th February
letters were sent to special commiesioners in each county

encloging schedules of the names of the recusants, They were
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to "deal with the said recusants to deliver the true state of
their livings ... and that thereby a proportion might be made
to allow them that which might be ... convenient for their
maintenance and the rest answered for the penalties ,..%);
(2) that lands of recusants were to be let to such perséns as
shall discover their undervaluation (this secems an incitement
to informers) and (3) that these persons shall also enquire
about landg possesged in other counties; (4) all conveyances
were to be sent up "..,. to be examined in the Exchequer';
and (6) that recusants who Shift their residence were to remain
in one certain place where they were to be proceeded against,
Finally, bonds were to be taken "of the better sort" for their
good behaviour, whilst, as regards those who were unable to
pay the full amount of the fine prescribed by law, as well a8
those who could pay part or little or nothing, commissions were
to be directed to special persons in each county to treat
with the recusants "to yield some contribution towards the
provision of huresaadd-mgmeww~., horse and armour", (See
section Ig below), |

It is clear that the Govermment did not intend to be
defeated by the subterfuges of the recusants, and a policy
of exploitation was now to be pursued, What the couneil had
in mind in “treating with the recusants" was laid down at
the time,él but the terms were not incorporated in the letters
sent in February 1585-6 to the special commissioners in the
counties under Walsingham's proposals mentioned above. The tem s

gaild that the Queen considered that recusants whose lands were

worth more than £240 a year would be "graciously and favourably
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dealt with if she took half of the penalty" (that is, £10

a month) and "acquit them of the other'" and of the trouble and
vexation involved in the legal proceedings against them, Of such
a8 have a yearly living between £150 and £250, she would take

a third of the valuation (of their livelihood). There might be
difficulty in arriving at the just values of the "several
livings, a8 well by leases and stocks as by other yearly
revenues, of those valued at less than £150", but if the
recusants "dealt plainly with the commissioners, a fourth part

of the valuation would be accepted, If, on the §ther hand, they
failed to reveal the “true state of their living" they "must
answer the whole penalty" because of the abuse of Her Majesty's
favour so graciously offered., These terms were rigorous enough' '
but they were a good deal more favourable than those laid down

in the Act of 1586-7 which were now foreshadoWed;62

v

In September 1585 recusants throughout the country were
asked to contribute, according to their means, towards the cost
of Supplying light horse for Leicester's campaign in the
Netherlands, It may be that the cost of maintaining numerous
Papists in prison at this time was not viewed with complacency
by the Queen,63 but probably the essential reason for this
particular exaction was the comparatively small amounts which
were being received from recusante in payment for fines, More-
over)continued recalcitrance and convictiones were more in
evidence than conformity to religious observance and in this

respect also the Act of 1581 was not yielding results Finally
U] =
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the Crown regquired money and were bent on obtalining it from

the recusants,

The light horse demand was not a project which the
recusants seemed to like and it wiil be seen that their response
bore this out. They were being asked to support an attack upon
their co-religionists abroad, but the Netherlands campaign was,
in any case, far removed from the home scene and they could feel
only remotely interested, They no doubt contended that it was
not a crisis in which their patriotism a8 Englishmen could
properly be put to the test, When the real test came at the
‘time of the Armada the response of Catholics to the need of
defending the country was to be unexceptionable.64

The Bheriff of Hampshire, William Wright, wrote to the
Council on 23rd October 158565 enclos8ing the replies of only
seven recusants who had been approached about Supplying light
horses: many‘other recusants who were in a position to make sSome
contribution were not apparently approached, George Cotton
agrees to contribute "within the time specified"; three are out
of the shire; Richard Rives is '"known to very few and cannot yet
be found"; Henry Shelley of Mapledurham is dead; whilst Nicholas
Tichborne is utterly unable to pay. Altogether, it seems %o
have been a half-hearted business and even the Sheriff seems to
have lacked initiative, |

Nicholas Tichborne wrote to the Council giving his
reasong for his inabillty to respond to the demand and his
answer66 wag enclosed with the bheriff's letter, There is a note

of polgnancy and sincerity about the reply: it emphacises his

entire lack of means and illustrates the financial plight of
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some of the lesser gentry who had been consistently recusant

for many years,67 He protests his entire loyalty to the queen,
notwithstanding his recusancy, but "he never had any living

nor wag of ability to find a light horse at any time of his

life - being but a younger brother and son of a younger brother",
and "never having any other living than our little farm for the
maintenance of myself, my poor wife, and eilght young children,
The lease whereof with all such goods I had upon the sSame wag
80ld by Robert White, Esquire, late sheriff of the eaid county,
and the money for the farm wae pald into the receipt of Her
Majesty's Exchequer in Michaelmas term, the 25th year of Her
Majesty's reign (1583)69, sithence which time I ,,, have
altogether lived by the charitable alms of my good friends",
Although he is now not able to meet the Queen's demand, he will,
nevertheless, show his loyalty and true obedience according ag
he has always borne unto her Majesty, "for whose prosperous
estate and reign ... I do daily pray and shall during my life ,..
Kost willingly (if I may have liberty) (I will) try my friends
by begging or borrowing amongst them to get as much as I
possibly can by any means - with as much speed as conveniently
I may towards the accomplishments of Her Majesty's request,
hoping that upon my willing endeavour therein Her HMajesty and
your Honours will take compassSion and pity upon me ,., to let
mé have liberty upon sufficient bond, whereby I may travel to
get something towards the maintenance of myself, my wife and

poor children, who are likewise to starve .,..". There is no

evidence that he secured a temporary release from prison, where
+ ’
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he died in 1589, nor that he paild any further sums into the

Excheduer,

eivd

The Sheriff of Hampshire wrote to Walsingham on 6th
November 15857‘0 saying that he had consulted the Bishop of
Winchester regarding the recusants "thought able to be charged
with light horses', It is probabl® that he had been ordered to
do so by the Council, in view of the previous unsatisfactory
return, and it is indeed surprising that he had not taken this
course in the first place, He supplied the names of two
esquires and three gentlemen, Certain other clasees of persons
were omitted and recusant wives were, as usual, a problem, "Of
persons having notorioug recusants to their wives", he said,
"of able widows of that sort and of persons being indicted
recusants, I make no mention, because I know not your Honours'
pleasure therein", Nevertheless, the impoverished are still

“being approached and four days later, on 10th November 158571
the Bheriff is writing to the Council enclosing the reply of
Mistress Friswyth Edmonde "whom he finds by the information of
Sir Richard Norton and others to be unable to find a light
horse", Mistress Edmonds said that "her husband was but a poor
copyholder in his lifetime, He had sSpent 8even or eight years
in prison (presumably for recusancy) “whereby he spent all, only
the poor living without any stock reserved, He left her with
four young children',

Eventually, some of the principal Hampshire recuSants,

including George Cotton, William ffawkenor and Edward Banister

paid sums of £25, but this was considered to be unsat isfactory
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and on the 4th May 158672 the Council wrote to the Sheriff
pointing this out., He was reminded "that there was charged
upon these three and upon Elizabeth TichborneTB, £50 apiece
for two light horses”, They could well afford this sum, though
they had pleaded inability, "inasmuch as their estates are
known to their Lordships",.. They have been "of long time ...
spared and forborne in all public charges and services", and
the Council saw no reason why they should not meet the full
demand, If they refused to pay, then bonds should be required
of them for their personal appearance before the Councill to
give reasons for their refueal,

Three other recusants of ‘“good behaviour in the county"
were to be asked to contribute £25 each and if they refused, Hoas
bonds were to be required of them as in vhe case of the others,

The Council went on to say “that her lMajesty seeth so much the

3

less cause to &pare them in this and the like charges a& that she

daily findeth them to beé?gg no small contrikutions both within

and without the realm towgids the feeding and-maintaining of
e -

such her ill-sffected subjects as are sent and continued within

within the realm to practise the overthrow of Her lMajesty's

quiet govermment', (These' were ©The Jesuite and missionary

priests in England and the priests and students in the sSeminaries
abroad), There was a particular reference to Chideock Tich-
borne of Longwood who had already come under notice and who was
] L)
a little later to be involved in the Ba&ngton Plot and executed
74 i ] b 0 L} [F q?
for treason, Chideock Tichborne", the sheriff was infornled,

“doth of purpose lurk and will not come forth, thinking thereby
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to be excused of the taxation (£25)"., More severe action is
threatened in his case than in that of the others and the
Sheriff is asked to demand the stiplated amount of him and if
he does not answer within eight days "then shall The strain upon
his lands and goods",

The wearisome business went on and the Council wrote
again (on 10th March 158776) this time to the Lord Lieutenants
of the County saying that there were recusants in Hampshire who
were better able to furnish two or three light horses than those
who had already made contributions, This was true., They were
to be called before the Lord Lieutenant®s "to the end that upon
the certain knowledge and appearance of their states and
livelihoods" the Council might make a proper assessment upon

them,

The matterf§ seems to have been finally closed later in
March 1587 when an account was made up for the Exchequer;77
The amount received from all counties was £3120, £275 being
received from Hampshire.78 The new Sheriff, Thomas West, had
had a hard task and "had made many journeys before he could get
the money into his hands“s 2 from some recusants he could get
nothing, "If these eScape payment" he said “they will
pre judice by their obstinacy any Similar sums which their

Lordships may ask in the future". But he did not, apparently,

write again,

The general response to the demagnd for light horses,

although, as has been seen, it was not altogether satisfactory in
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the case of Hampshire, does not seem to have disappointed the
Government, - at least the Council wrote to the Sheriff and
Justices of each county on 25th February 158680 mentioning the
readiness with which the recusants had furnished horses and
armour for Her Mgjesty's service, The pill/ggscome and further
exactions were envisaged, The letter went on to say that,
because of the ready response, the Queen was graciously
pleased to grant the recusants "an immunity from the pains and
penalties inflicted by law" on condition of their offering
Ssome reasonable compensation to be paid annually. In Hampshire,
as in other counties, the action which took place following this
coﬁmunication was an investigation on the lines which Walsingham
had previously considered.81

The results of the enquiry were sent to the Council on
13th April 158682. Particulars of 64 recusants were furnished,
Apart from those who made offers (eleven recusants), 10 were
stated to be out of the shire; 5 were 'not found or not to be
found"; 6*Were dead and 1 supposed to be dead; 9 were in prison;
4 were stated to have conformed; 10 were "nothing worth"; William
Lisle, gentleman, was® supposSed to be in France; Thomas Wnite,
gentleman, was summoned to appear before the Commissioners,
but did not appear; Chideock Tichborne was in Dorset,

The offers of the eleven recusants amount to £89,13, 483.
George Cotton, esquire, of Warblington, was, as usual, much the
most generous, offering nearly half of this total, - £40; another
offered £13, 6, 8; 2, £6.13. 4 each; 2, £5 each; 1, £4; 1, £3;
and 3, £2 each, The offere relate only to Hampshire estates;

two recusants of the county, Edward Banister of Idsworth and
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William ffawkenor of Westbury Manor, East lleon, made offers in
respect of their possessions in other shires,

The result of the country-wide investigation must have
been disappointing to the GoVarnment; and the recusants, not
yet affected by the act of 1586-7, which empowered the seizure
of two-thirds of their estates, had not exactly responded with
alacrity. For example, Zdward Banister, a large yandowner,
had paid by the end of the reign a total of £165c>8?4 in fines
and rentals; he was now valued at £200 a year and offered £30,
Eimilarly, Willilam ffawkenor, who was a wealthy gentleman and
eventually paid a total sum of £189485 in recusancy debts,
was valued at £500 a year and offered £30, There is however,
some excuse for his attitude, for in 1585 he had paid the very
large sum of £500 in recusancy fines.86 But the case of
Thomas Pounde, an important Hampshire Catholic gentleman, who
was Tirst cousin to the late second Earl of Southampton is
puzzling, He was later to pay considerasble sums under the Act
of 1586-—7,87 but on this occasion he offered £3, his income

being valued at £12.88 ‘

The valuation of the recusants whose circumstances were
investigated was £11924, 3, 4 for the whole kingdom; their
offers amounted to £3198, 5, 4 leaving a “difference’ of
£8725.18. 0°9,

In October 1586 observations were made on the
“imperfections" of the returns fromthe shires and these appear
to have particular relevance to what had happened in Hampshire.go

They begin by saying that many recusants had not been dealt

with because "perfect certificates" had not been sent in by



the counties, The commissioners had not pressed the recusants

to deliver their livelihood. ©Some were taxed on thelr

possessions in thelr own counties, though they were seised of

far ééater possessions in other shires, Various commissioners
[N

1t}

are backward in rating living8 and some recusants are of "So

great allignce snd party in the county that thev dare not well

certify the just values", Some valuations were made on an

antiquated basis and so ‘“every little seemeth so much”., Other
commissioners Qealt with only those recusants whose names were
sent down by the Council, though there were others in the county
who should have been approached, The position'of those

recusants who were certified to be "not found" because they

were not at the time in thé county was not followed up. Finally,
it was stated, with a faint echo of regrét, that there were many
Papists who attended common prayer in the parish church, but who
did not receive Communion and so escaped the penalty of the
statute. This problem of the “schismatics" or Church-Papists

was, howeVer, by this time, an old story,

VI
In the sixth Parliament of Elizabeth (29th October
1586 - 23rd October 1587) was passed the Act91 "for the more
speedy and due execution of certain branches" (that is to say,
the financial articles) of the #ct of15819%., The total sum
in fines pald by Hampshire recusants by the end of 1585 was
£1377, contributed by six gentlemen in all, During the Easter
term of 1586 £173 was paild, and during Michaelmas £40 (paid by

one recusant)., The total sum paid since the dct of 1581 till
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near the end of 1586 was therefore 531590.93 From the CGovern-
ment's point of view the payments of fines from the whole count®y
must have been very disappointing, whilst the result of the
lieht horse and the 1586 "composition" demands reinforced their
disappointment., The Govermnment therefofe determined on more
resolute action and the new Act empowered them to take it,
It fortified the filnanclal provisions of the earlier Act which
had to a large extent proved ineffective,

The Act of 1586-7 enabled the Queen, in the case of a
convicted recusant who refused to pay the fine of £20 a month
or defaulted in the payment of any part of 1t, to seigze his
goods and two-thirds of his lands, tenements, leases and farms,
having the third part of the maintenance for himself, his wife
and family., All convictions which have not been estreated or
certiried into the Exchequer were to be estreated before the end
of the next Easter term in order that proceedings could be taken
under the #Act., Convicted persons were reguired, without further
indictment or conviction, to pay into the Exchequer twice a
year, viz, in the Easter and lichselmas terms, the fine of £20
a month after their conviction, unless they had submitted and
conformed,

Even before the 1586-7 Act, however, property (though
particular proportionse of it were not specified ) had been seized
to meet in part & large debt owed on acecount of fines,. For
example, William Burley, gentleman, of liiddleton in Longparish
was convicted of recusancy at a Pession of the Peace at

Winchester on 8th January, 158394. By 1583-4 he owed g total

Sum in fines of £600 which included =z sum of £240 for non.-
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conformity for a period of twelve months from 12th September
158295. A lease of some of William Burley's property at Middle-
ton, wag granted to George Burley, presumably a relation, at a
rent of £4.11, 8. It is stated that the property ‘was seized
on account of hie debt to the Crown", The Pipe Roll records
that £2,10, 0 was paid in 1584, £5 in 1585 and £2,10. O in May
1586 (these entries are apparently in a later hand), #Similarly,
Robert Knight, gentleman, of Godefield, whosSe names wag to
appear So frequently on Recusant R011596 had to pay a rent of
£17, 5, 0 per annum in respect of his manorse of Godsfield and
Swarreton, leases of which were granted to a Crown nominee,

John Stockman, and he began paying this rent in 158597;

After the Act of 1586-7 entries are made on the Pipe Rolls -
indicating that two-thirds of the rents of the property of con-
victed recusants are owed to the Crown., Thus, in 1588-9 William
ffawkenor of Westbury Manor, East Meon, who was then indebted
to the crown in the sum of £1340 in fines, has to pay in future
two-thirds of the rent of property at Westbury and of tenements
in Droxford, Soberton and Middleton amounting to £72, 4, 4. per
annum, A lease of these properties was granted by the Crown to
Sir James Marvin on 29th September 1588.98

Armed with the 1586-7 Act the Govermnment now seem to be
resolved on deriving a more substantial and regular revenue from
the resources of the recusants, In any casSe, the necessary
‘accounting by 1592 becomes much too extensive and burdensome to
be continued on the Pipe Rolle and the era of the Recusant Rolls
begins, systematising the whole business,

The Recusant Rolls, which are similar in appearance to
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the Pipe Rolls, though necegsarily Scmewhat smaller, give a
zood deal of information about individual recusants. ,ﬁhﬁgef[f
action has been taken under the Act of 1586-7 they furnish at
the commencement of each entry the name of the Crown grantee
where a lease of property hag been granted to him; the debt
which is owing on account of rents; a description of the
property, sometimes in coneiderable detail;99 the name of the
recusant and his sgocial status; the parishi and a statement
of discharge (quletus est) at the end of each entry where ﬁhere

has been a quittance for debt. (An amount which has been paid s

dn frequently % entered at a later date in another hand at the
end of the entry relating to the recusant)., After this class
of entry, generally come particulars of those who have been
recently convicted and fined: these entries indicate the name,
rank and parish of the recusant, the amount of the forfeiture
and the relative period, The numbers of this ﬁype of recusant
vary from year to year, generally reflecting the drives which
were made against recusant$, In Hampshire for example, on the
first Recusant Roll (1592-3) 190 there were 62 ﬁgg, 42 women)
names; in 1593-4, 14 (4 men, 10 women); in 1594 only 3 names
(2 men, 1 woman); and in 1595-6 there were 17 (5 men, 12 women),
Generally speaking, against this class of entry appear the

words fiat commissio, indicating that action is to be taken

under the Act of 15867 for securing two-thirds of the recusants
lands, There was a distinct lull from 1596 till 1602 for which
period there are no entries of this kind for Hampshire; but

during the last year of the reign there was the unprecedented

number of 260 names (184 men, 176 Women)lol. The increase for
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this year 1s common to practically all counties. It will be
observed that women almost invariably outnumber the men,

No copies of the actual leases of recusants' lands made
to Crown nominees survive, though the esgential details of grants
appear on the Recuegant Rolls (and previously on the Pipe Rolls),
A set of documentst®? in the Public Record Office, however,
gives particulare of the inquisitions which were made into
recusants' property for the purpose of making leazses, There are
some 180 of these documents for the whole country, all relating
to recusants, but only eight survive Cor Hampshire, Llhey state
the extent of the property, the annual value with the wvalue for
the grant of the rentals (two-thirds of ghe valuation) and the
date of the induilsition. At the end of each statemsnt is an
order rfor a lease of the property to be made to a grantee, whose
'name is specified,

These statements sometimes provide illuminating details,
One of them concerns the property of Alice Knight103 of Ludshott
and shows that an inquisitlon into it was made at Odiham, on
24th November 1594 to ascertain "whether John Stockman (the
Crown grantee) .. hath executed or ascigned all his rights and
interest of the premises ,., to the said Alice Knight or any
other person abstaining (from) coming to chﬁrch ceot. It was
discovered that John Stockman had illegally assigned to Robeft
Knight, gentleman, son of Robert Knight Senior, and of Alice

"all his rights and interests of the said manor of Ludehobtt ...

the saild Robert was a recusant”, This was, it was stated,

contrary to the letters patent of demise contained in the said

commission (appointing John Stockman a$ commissioner or grantee),
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A new lease was ordered to be made in favour of John Dunne,

There are cases of this kind mentioned in other reeords,
In 1588 Anthony Uvedalel® another prominent recusant, conveyed
the manor of Pittleworth (Bossington) to his kinsman, Sir William
Uvedale of the snior branch of the Uvedales, an important
personage in the county., This conveyance does not seem ever
to have come under official notice, In another case, according
to the Recusant Roll for 1592-3105, Stephen Temple, recusant,
s0ld certain lands within the manor of Twyford for £800 to
John Mewe5106 of the Isle of Wight, !Mewes was bound over in
the sum of £600 by the Mayor of Winchester to pay £300 to the
Crown., ©Stephen Temple, however, conformed, at least outwardly,
though his wife seems to have remained a recusant, and John
liewes was forgiven the debt by the Barons of the Exchequer, The
same Recusant Roll also states that Anthony Norton (a well-
known recusant of Zast Meon) illegally transferred lands in
lestock to Mark Curle, gentleman, a recusant in Arreton, Isle
of Wight.107 It is not known what action was taken in this
case,

Transactions of this kind were not surprising in view of
the heavy sums which recussnts ﬁere required to pay, and they
were one of the problems which Walsingham had considered.108
They were illegal under the Acts of 1581 and 1586-7, but they
continued to be made, and those which came to light were possibly
only a small proportion of those that took place,

Bometimes inguisitione into a recusant's lands led to a

favourable result for the recusant, In July 1587 an enquiry was
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made by Sir Richard Norton and other J,P's concerning the
property of Thomas Owyn and other recusants. The coanclusion
reached in Thomas Owyn's case was that "we cgnnot find any
lands or goods that the said Thomas Owyn (of Ellsfield) hath ...
more than he hath maintenace for himself and his wife out of
the farm of Elleield“.log John Compton, gentleman, was summoned
to act as foreman of the Jury in the case, but he apparently
disliked having anything to do with a judgment on the recusants,
whom he probably knew well as neighbours and landowners,
It is statedtl® that "he utterly refused to appear, alleging
that he had other cauges of his own and willed us (the J,P's)
to do what we would", The J,P's told the Council that "it was
a dangerous example if 1t should go unpunished", (It was

indeed), They recommended the infliction of a fine of &5 upon

111
John Compton,

Another case which ended Tavourably for the recusant, and,
like that of Thomas Owyn, is an instance of justice being done,
is that of William Hoorde, gentleman, Hoorde was convicted at a
Sesesions of the Peace in 1581, He owed the Crown an accumulated
debt of £1107, against which he appealed in 1598, He said he was
not in poesescion of the lands involved in the debt, but had
acted only as the executor of the will of his father, Roger
Hoorde, Hie gppeal was successful and his name does not’hence_

. L 112
forth appear on a Hecusant Roll,

Occasionally, the fecusant Rolls, in connection with the
Memoranda Rolls (Lord Treasurer's Remembrancer), indicate
that recusants have conformed, There are only one or two cases

in Hampshire, The usual procedure appears to have been for the
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Bishop to certify that the recusent had heard Common Prayer
(apparently in the Bishop's presence®, if the recusant was of
~gubstance) and the Council then pardoned him on behalfl of the
queen, discharging him from the pains and penalties of the

113
statute,

VII

Hampshire in Elizabeth's reign was a prosperous and highly
cultivated agricultural county. lorden in 1595°7% says that
there were sheep pastureg all through the shire, pleasing
valleye yielding “rich requital to the husbandmen", fruitful
meadows and "'deep feedings for all sorte of cattle'., There were
"apt harbours, havens and creeks"”,

Besides agriculture there was a certain amouﬁt of woollen
manufacture, and Italy and Hungary bought Hampshire "kersies“,ll5
There wa®s also considerable salt manufacture, which had been

. . . . . ars 2 ! 116
important in the county since the Middle Ages, and there were

of

saltings along the coast, seaSon%%ie manufacture taking place at
Portsea, Lymington and on the coaSt.ll7 In 1565, iron pans £rom
the Netherlands were sent over for the production of salt and
egtablished at Southampton.ll8 Those recusant gentry who lived
near the coast took part in the salt industry, For example g
according to the Recusant Roll for 1592-31%9 Thomas Pounde has
to pay, in addition to two-thirds rentals of his lande, two
quarters of salt and “two parts of two quarters of salt" from
his property at Farlingﬁon which was very close to Langstone
Harbour and Portsea,

Hampshire was, as Norden says, "healthy, wealthy and

pleasant" and Catholic landowners had their share of the county's
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wealth, Some of the gentry who paild recusancy debts were of
considerable means, George Cotton, esquire, of Warblington,
paid the full fine of £260 a yeart2C and was the only HampsShire
recusant to do so, At the time of his death in 1609 he had paild
altogether the sum of £6620 in forfeitures, This sum today
would probably be worth something like 5165,500.121 Payment of
such an enormous amount 18 at once the measure of the financial
penalty with which a recusant could be burdened and the
considerable wealth which George Cotton possessed, It must}
of cours% have affected him adverégﬁy, butlarge as the sum was,
it did not spell ruin, His estates were apparently inherited
by his son, Richard Cotton, who was also a recusant, 23 Because
of this payment no part of the property was seized by the Crown,

No other Hampshire recusant paid so large a sum; but Edward
Banister of Idsworth paid £1650 in two-thirds rentals; William
ffawkenor of Westbury Manor, East lleon, £1894; Thomas Pounde
£905; and Gilbert Wells of Brambridge, Twyford £1441, a total
of g»"«4890.124l Ignoring the unique payment of George Cotton,
this total indicates that four of the more substantial Hampshire
recusant landowners paid nearly three-quarters of the total |
payments made, Only 19 recusants convicted from 1581 to the end
of the reign paid any sum at‘all in respect of fines or rentals
of lands "seized into the hands of the ";’zueen".125 Among the
rest of the 19 recusants some paid quite small sums? Richard
Bruning, esquire, of Wymering paid £10.10, 0; Margery Wigmore

of Bossington £10 and Anthony Uvedale of Hambledon alSo 810,126

465 convieted recusants whose names appear on Pipe Rolls or
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Recusant Rollg from 1582-3 to the end of the reign, owlhg a
total of £57,900 to the Crown, made no payment of any kind.127
But, on the whole it would seem that the inquisitions into
recusants' property undertaken as a result of the Act of
1586-7 had succeeded in discovering recusants who were able to
pay. &ven so, there were surprising omissions, The Government
were, however, probably content with the considerable payments
in respect of property seized which a comparatively small number
of recusants made,

To obtain any payment from the remainder of the 465
convicted recusants seemed impracticable, Their names appear
on the Recusant Rolls with the ominous order "fiat commissio®
in the margin of the roll, but no further actlon seems ever to
have been taken, Five recusants were fined 100 marks
£66,13, 4) each under the #act of 1581 for hearing liass, but no
payment wag ever made,128 During the last year of the reign
1602-3, a net total of some 260 recusants were fined a total
of £27,100, None of them pald anything.+ =0

It seems clear that the execution of the financial part
of the penal laws againet the recusants was irregular snd thatb,
on the whole, it was not sgevere, The central government was
largely dependent on the local gentry and officers in implement-

ing the penal code or indeed legislation generally: "it tried

to do all this (solve problems of local defence 2ngd good order,
1]

oledience to the Established Church, succour of the poor etc,)
N ’

130
3, "oy means of the unpaid and un-

Says Professor E,P, Cheyney
trained services of local officials closely connected by birth

property and relationship with their own immediate ne ighbour-
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hoodS“. In particular, if the sheriff with his officials
and the Justices of the Peace were slack or conniving, the
Government was more or less helplesg; and Walsingham himself
in considering how the evasions of the recusants could be
remedied, had suggested as one means the "putting in of good

friends in the shrivalty“.lBl

So far as the recusants themselves were concerned the
procesg of indiectment, conviction and finling was a terror-
ising one for simple people; and probably the main object of
the Government here wag to force recusants into conformity
by holding over their heads the poesibility of imprisomment,
with all its dangers, and the seizure of their goods and
chattels (or rather claiming the value of them) against

recusancy debts.l32 But even so a large number of Hampshire

recugants of all classes continued to be reecalcitrant and would

not (or could not) pay the fines, In consequence, there is
‘record of a good deal of imprisonment, even of some of the
larger landowners, 22 On the other hand, the financial

plight of a minor recusant landowner 1like Nicholas Tichborne

seems to have been exceptional, whilst the number of recusants,

two-thirds of whose estates were seized by the Crown, was

extremely esmall, ([-;., A&"'a...'l,’ ol hu Maue\l debh MFG‘IM'—M

Mpased et Vi — Xt )
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CHAPTER X![

(A) THE PENAL LAWS and  (B) JUSTICES OF THE PEACE IN HAMPSHIRE

(A) THE PENAL LAWS

The penal laws against @atholics had for their object the preven-
tion of the practice of the Catholic religion. They did not form a
unified penal code, but came separately into existence to meet parti-
cular critical situations as they arose. The laws may be classified
according to three periodslz (1) from 1559-1570, commencing with the
Act of Supremacy; (2) 1571-1579; and (3) from 1580, the year of the

commencement of the "Jesuit"™ Mission, omwards.

(i) Act of Supremacy, 1559

The first Act of the reign, the Act of Supremacyz, re~established
the supremacy of the Crown in matters ecclesiastical and spiritual, and
abolished the Jjurisdiction of the Pope which had been set up again by

Mary. Elizabeth did not take the title of Supreme Head of the Church

used by her father, Henry VIIL, but that of Supreme Governor of the

Realm, "as well in all spiritual or ecclesiastical things or causes as
temporal". The Act indicated clearly that the religious pattern of the
reign was to be indubitably Protestant.

A1l ecclesiastical persons and officers, and every judge, Jjusticiary,
mayor and lay officers, were now required to take an oath acknowledging

the Queen as Supreme Governor and renouncing all "foreign jurisdictions®,



‘2 ﬂ"'-

by which was meant particﬁlarly the Jjurisdiction of the Pope. The
penalty for refusal was deprivation of office. Every person taking
Orders or a degree at either of the Universities was also obliged
to take the oath.

Persons who by writing, printing, teaching and preaching
publicly maintained the authority of the Pope or of any foreign
prince or state were, on conviction, to lose all their goods and
chattels to the Crown. If they did not own goods and chattels to
the value of £20 they were to suffer imprisonment for one year and
to lose whatever goods and chattels they possessed. Tor a second
offence the penalties of praemunire were incurred (loss of property
and imprisonment during the Gueen's pleasure); whilst for a third

offence the punishment was that for treason, namely, death.

(1ii) The Act of Uniformity, 1559

This Act3 abolished the Mass and revived the Second Prayer
Book of Edward VI (the Book of 1552) with a few minor alterstions.
Fines, deprivations of offices and imprisonment were prescribed if
other forms of service or rites for the administration of the sacra-
ments were used.

Every person was obliced to resort to his ®parisl
chapel sccustomed ... upon every Sunday and ... Holy Days®. He was
"there to 2bide orderly and soberly, during the time of the Common

Prayer, Preachings or other Service of God ..." In default, he was
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N\ to be punished by the censures of the Church and "to Poxeit for
every such offence twelvepence to be levied by the churchwardens
of the éarish oes to the use of the poor of the same parish, of the
goods, lands and tenements of such offender, by way of distress®.
Archbishops, bishops, commissaries, archdeacons and other
ordinaries had full power to enquire "in their visitation,synods
and elsewhere within their jurisdiction, at any time and place”
into all offences againgt the Act and "to punish the same by admoni-

tion, excomminication, sequestration or deprivation ..."

(iii) The Act of Assurance, 1563

Under this Actl" any person who maintained the authority of the
Pope "by writing, preaching, teaching, deed or act" incurred the
penalties of praemunire., It extended the classes of pewsons who were
obliged to take the Oath of Supremacy under the Act of 1559. Hence-
forth, members of the House of Coumons, barristers and attorneys,
officers of any court whatsoever, and all schoolmasters ™and public
and private teachers of children® were to take the Oath. Any person
refusing, being lawfullj convicted, was to suffer the penalties of
praemnire., If he refused a second time the penalty was that for
treason5 . It was probably under this Act that the schoolmasters,

John Body and John Slade, who were so active in Hampshire in the early

1580's, were condemned and execu‘l:ed6.
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(iv) Three Acts of 1571

Three penal statutes were passed in Elizgbeth's Third Parliament
(2 April 1571 - 29 May 1571) in answer to the Bull of 1570, Regnans
in Excelsis, excommnicating Elizabeth. They were:

(1) The Act, 13 Eliz.C.l: An Act whereby certain offences be

made treaso.n7 This Act made it a treasonable offence to affiim

publicly that the Queen was a heretic or a schismatic.

(2) The Act, 13 Eliz.C.2: An Act against the bringing in and

putting into execution of Bulls and other instruments from the See of

_ligz:_lgs. This Act made it High Treason to receive, use or publish any
i“sapal Bulls or writings. The effect of "divers bulls and writings"
which had lately been obtained from the Pope had been Wto absolve and
reconcile all those that will be contented to forsake their due
obedience® to the Queen.

The penalties of praemunire were incurred if an Agnus ‘]25_3';9 or any

g

crosses, pictures, beads, etc, whre received from the Bishop of Rome

and used.

This Act had been preceded by the Proclamation of 1 July 1570 10

(Proclamation against those who bring in traitorous _books and bulls),

issued some three or four months after the Papal Bull of 1570. By
this Proclamation if any "traitorous book or bull® came into the hands
of a subject, he was to take it to the Lord Lieutenant of the county,
a J.P., or other responsible official, who was -obliged to make a full

examination of the circumstances in which the book or bull was recelved.
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It was then to be sent up to the Council and the subject into whose
hands it had come was to be rewarded.

A1l Tord Lisutenants and other officials were enjoined to be
diligent in apprehending "wicked sowers of sedition®.

(5) The Act, 13 Eliz.C.3: Papists going abroa.dll. Under this Act

any person who left England without the Queen's licence and did not
return within six months after warning, forfeited to the Crown his
lands, goods and chattels during his life., A similar penalty was
incurred if he did not return within six months after his licence
e@iredf "Fraudulent assurances" of lands and goods made byr fugitives

in order to deceive the Queen were to be void.

(v) The Act of 1581, 23 Eliz.C,l: An Act to retain the Queen's

1
Majesty's subjects in their due obedience"'z.

This statute was the

Government's reply to the "Jesuit®™ Mission of 1580. "It ushered in
the period of severest pez‘.‘?.ecu‘l:ion.“l5 The pattern of the anti-
Catholic legislation to come was foreshadowed by Sir Walter Mildmay's
speech for the Govermment on the question of Supply:lz" the speech
was the measure of the Govermment's alarm at the increasing success
of the forces of the Counter-Reformation in England. Mildmay referred
among many other matters to the iaast "favourable and gentle manner of
dealing™ with Catholics which, he said, had done no good. "The
obstinate and stiff-necked Papist is so far from being reformed as

he hath gotten stomach to go backwards and to show his disobedience

not only in arrogant words, but 2lso in conterptuous deeds. To con-
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firm them herein, and to increase their numbers, you 8e€ how
the Pope hath and doth comfort their hollow deeds with abso-
lutions, dispensations, reconcilistions... You See how lately
he hath sent hither a sort of hypocrites, naming themselves
Jesuits, a rabble of vagrant friars newly-sSprung up and coming
through the world to trouble the Church of God, "2 As a result,

"not only Fformer recusant€, but many, very many whopreviously
conformed, now utterly refuse to be of our Church"1®,  More

stringent laws, Mildmay said, were therefore neceSSary,17

Under the Act of 1581 it was treason to withdraw any
person from the Established religion to Catholicism and treason
for any person to be reconciled to GatholiciSm.18 Every person
say ing Mass was to be fined 200 marks and imprisoned for one
year or till the sum was pald, whilst every person who willingly
hegrd Mass was to be fined 100 Marks and imprisoned for one
year, Anyone who kept a recusant schoolmaster was to pay £10
a month for "every month so keeping him"”., Schoolmasters not
licensed by the Bishope who presumed to teach contrary to the
Act were, upon conviction, to be disabled from teaching and to
suffer imprisonment for one year,

All persons above the age of 16 who refused to attend
the service of Common Prayer were to pay a fine of £20 a month,

Persons unable to pay fineg within three months after con-~

viction were liable to be committed to prison and to remain

there until the fines were paid, unlesg, of course, they

conformed, Many recusants were imprisoned under this provision,
Any grant, conveyance, etc, made with the intention of
defeating "any interest, right or title that may or ought to

grow to the Queen" was to be utterly void,
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Finally, “ecclesiastical censures for any causes or matter"

were not interfered with by the Act.

(vi) The Act of 1585, 27 Eliz.C.2: An Act against Jesuits,

Seminary priests and such like disobedient persons. The provision

in the Act of 1581 with regard to reconciliations to Catholiciam had
not been wholly effective, in as much as it was not always possible
to prove that a priest had been guilty of "reconciling® or had sought
to do solg. By the Act of 1585 it was made treason for a Jesuit or
seminary priest even to be in England., A1l such priests were ordered
to leave the country within forty days, on pain of treason, whilst
priests who came to England and remained were held guilty of the same
offence. Every person who willingly received, relieved, comforted,
aided or maintained a Jesuit or seminary priest was ad,judge)a felon and
was to suffer death (by hanging).

Persons (6ther than priests) in the seminaries abroad were ordered
to return home to take the Oath of Supremacy. If they returned and did
not take the Oath they were to be regarded as traitors. Anyone sending
relief to a priest or other person in a seminary incurred the penalties
of praemunire (loss of lands and goods'and imprisonment during the
Queen's pleasure). Persons who sent their children beyond the seas
without obtaining a licence were to pay a penalty of £100. If anyone
knew that a priest remained in England and did not report the matter

to a J.P., he was to be fined and imprisoned during the Queen's pleasure.
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It is to be observed that the Act was not concerned with Marian
priests,

There is some evidence from Hampshire of the fear which this
stringent statute evoked. A seminary priest, John (or James)
Brushford, was sent to England in 1585 and he was in Hampshire when
the severity of the new legislation was fresh in people's minds. He
said20: "I found everybody so fearful as none would receive me into
their houses ... I was once ... at one Mr.Coram'sz:L house by Win-
chester and spoke with the gentlewoman; but when she perceived what
I was, she requested me to hold her excused. Her husband was not at
home, her house was full of strangers, and she had sheep to shear; and
wherefore she prayed me to depart."

The general effect of the new law was to drive Catholicism more
and more underground., Neither priest nor layman was obliged to con-
vict himself if a capital charge were involved: +the priests them-
selves, in defence, made increasing use of a new weapon, equivocation,
whilst the laity, if quesfioned, denied knowledge of them. What is
certain is that the Act did not prevent the priests from coming to

England in ever greater numbers.

(vii) The Act of 1587, 28 & 29 Eliz.C.6: An Act for the more

speedy and due execution of certain branches of the statute made in

the 23rd year of the Queen's Majesty's reign, intituled &n Act to
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retain the Queen's Majesty's subjects in their due obedience. This

Act was mainly a financial measure designed to ensure that the Crown

received financial profit from recusancyzz.

(viii) The Act of 1593, 35 Eliz.C.2: An Act for restraining

Popish Recusants to some certain places of abode. This .@.ctzz’ , in

which the term "Popish recusant" occurs for the first time, was the
last recusancy statute of the Queen's reign., Its origin lay in the
international situation which head arisen. In his speech at the begin-
ning of the Eighth Parliament of Elizabeth (10 February 1593 - 10
April 1593) Sir Robert Cecil referred™ to the country's enemies, the
King of Spain and the Pope, and mentioned that remedies were now
necessary against the present "exceeding great and imminent dangers®.
Philip IT had won successes on the Continent and even now was in
possession of "most part of the port towns of Brittany®, enabling him
to harass English trade. The Spanish King desired especially to
possess Brittafw Pwhither he may send forces continually and there
have his navy in readiness®. Moreover, the Papists increased daily.
Against them the Govermment proceeded to pass further repressive
legislation.

The new Act provided that every comvicted recusant above the age
of 16 should not move more than five miles from his home, on pain of
losing 211 his goods and chattels and the life-interest in his lands.

A corivicted recusant copyholder departing beyond the five-mile limit
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was to forfeit his land to his loxd. Convicted recusants not
possessing land, tenements, rents or anmuities of the clear
annual value of 20 marks, or goods and chattels in their own
right above the value of 40 pounds, who offend against the Act
are to abjure the realm. (This provision did not apply to women
recusants. )

If a counvicted recusant confined, as mentioned, "had necessary
occasion or business" necessitating travel beyond the five-mile
distance, he was obliged to obtain a licence from two J.P.'s of
the county and also the written assent of the Bishop of the
diocese or of the Lieutenant or Deputy Lieutenant of the county.

Priests who refused, on examination, to admit the fact of
their priesthood were to be committed to prison.

The Act applied to all convicted recugants, not merely to
the heads of recusant houscholds. It provided "the cheapest
and most comprehensive method of detention” yet devised25 . "All

the Catholics in England were kept in a sort of open confinemen .“26
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(B) JUSTICES OF THE PEACE IN HAMPSHIRE

The Justices of the Peace were the local officers upon whom the
Govermment were obliged tc rely to a large extemt for the proper
execution of the laws. They were chosen from among members of the
landed gentry and were appointed by the Lord Chancellor under the
Great Seg'l-h. Appointment was for life, but they could be removed by
the issue of a special writ or on the composition of a new Commission
of the Pe%.cgel. The Justices performed their higher administrative
and judicial duties at their Quarter or General Sessi%r?sx, but they
had many lesser duties and were aptly called "Tudor maids-of-all-
work".

They had important functions under the penal laws against
Catholics. For example, a Justice of the Peace was required tc report
to the Council if any Agmis Dei, cross, picture, etc, had been
delivered to hz.!i?m!". If a person above 16 years of age had been a
recusant for as long as twelve months, a Justice of the Peace could
make a certificate accordingly to the Court of King's Bench, with
the object of binding the recusant in a sum of at least £200 to be of
good behaviour: +this was apart from the other penalties which the
recusant incurred under the Act of 15831{ 5. Much of the work of the
Justices under the penal laws consisted in heading a search for
priests at private houses and in searching for "seditious" books and

other articles. If a Justice of the Peace was informed of the
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presence of a Jesuit or seminary priest in any place in the county,
he was obliged to report the matter to the Coun‘g.'l‘g. The Justices
were not able to try cases of treason, but they could enquire into
such cas:légy\. They examined spies on oaz'&&.

Justices of the Peace had considerable scope for conniving at
Catholic activities. If they were themselves actual Papists - as
sometimes happened in the earlier years of the reign - or Church-
Papists, or if they were sympathetic towards Catholics because of
Catholic kinsfolk, or even through feelings of good neighbourliness,
the execution of the penal laws naturally suffered. It is not sur-
prising that the Govermment periodically reviewed the composition of
the Commissions of the Peace, whilst the Bishops kept watch on the
zezal and loyalty of the Justices.

During the earlier years of the reign, Hoxmne at Winchester was
the Govermment's vigilant agent. In October, 1564, for example, the
Archbishop and Bishops were Jc'ec,',uixisest;,9 to clasgify Justices according
to their attitude towards the Govermment's religiocus policy, and, in
particular, to say whether they were favourable to it or "mislikers".
The hierarchy‘were also apparently required to pronounce upon the
fitness of the Justices for office. Horne)in his re:;léy, mentions
those upon whom the Govermment could rely, but there were a good
many who were "not favourers": the Loxd St.Johm, The Lord Chideock
Paulet, Williem Panlet, William Bulkeley, Robert Penruddock and

37
Thomas Shelleyu. As for the city of Winchester, "all that bear
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authority there, except one or two®, were "addict to the old super-

stitution and earnmest fautors thereof". He mentions, in particular,

Hodson the Mayor, Bethel the elder andngthel the younger, William
Lawrence, White, Pottenger and Coreﬁm}z. Horne wants "the two young
lords, the Earl of Southampton and the Lord Sands ... 50 trained in
religion that hereafter, when they come to their authority and rule,
they should not hinder the 223:‘75

As general considerations, the Bishop wants none appointed as
Justices or to such positions as constables and bailiffs but those
"whose religion is approved". None should "be placed or displaced
by one or two but by the common eonsent (of) the bench at scme general
session, which will easily draw the common people to one good conformity,
when they in authority go 2ll one wgy or doth not cross or hinder the
well-doing of another .l.-‘.e‘

In Jamary 1569 Horne was again anxious that only those who were
"sound in religion" should be sppointed as Justices. On 21 Jamary
1569 he L%cﬁx to Cecil saying that he has heard that Goprge Puttenhan
has been appointed to the Commission of the Peace. He hopes that it is
not true "for his evil life is well-known and he is a notorious eneny
to God's truth", He also wants Sir Robert Oxenbridge and others to be
omitted. Both Puttenham and Oxerbridge were to be returned as Papists
in f;'%z\ﬁ It is not recorded that George Puttenham was ever appointed

to the Commission of the Peace, but Sir Robert Oxenbridge made a declara-

tion as a J.P. in November 1569, signifying his subscription to the



7.L)(5—

3
provisions of the Act of UniformityN,
: Uy B yg

In November 1569 Justices of the Peace generally were required
to promise to attend the service of Common Prayer and also to receive
the Commnion from time to time. There were a few exceptions in Hamp-

us NM
shire and Horne, in serding = up to the Council the subscription of

: : : ubdag
the Justices, said that the Lord Chideock Paulet™ objected to the
form of the subscription in so far as it concerned the reception of
Communion, Richard Dowse, gentleman, "excuseth his coming by reason
of sickness". Perhaps it was as well, for he was a strwng Papist and
was returned as such in %.5.72 21. Thomas Shelley, another Catholic,

. 4¥ B9,
could not be found, but he had been abroad since December 1558°.
Ahthony %‘)ope&, "an excommunicate person, refuseth to subscribe most
obstinately", and was accordingly sent up to the Council.

On 28 May 1571, the last day of Elizabeth's Third .Parliamerrt
(2 April - 29 May 1571), Sir Nicholas Bacon made a noteworthy speech
about the general administration of the leﬁvg&. The speech, it is to
be noted, was made soon after the enactment of the three penal statutes
of §.’57l %, He mentioned that the ill-execution of the laws breeds
contempt for them and for the magistrates, and it is therefore
necessary to take great care in the selection of persons for appoint-
ment as Justices of the Peace and to other offices. A commission,
Bacon considered, should be gramted every second or third year to

approved persons who should "try and examine by all good means and

ways the offences of all such as have not seen to the due execution
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£ the laws"™. Any offences so found should be "sharply punished®

He went on to say that)as great good resulted from ecclesiastical
visitations, so similar good would result from a like visitation among
"temporal officers". If "offences do abound in any county ... which
the Justices should so reform, and there be nothing done by them for
the reformation of those offences", they should be removed from all
governance, Other pains should be inflicted "as by law mey be Jjusti-
fied™., If one or two examples of that kind were made the laws would
be better administered. The nemes of Justifies found guilty of derelic-
tiong should, Bacon considered, "be entered on some Rolls ..., so that
the slothful, drowsy drones might be severed from thé diligent and
careful bees™. BSuch a course should also, it was suggested, be taken
in connection with "offices of mean degree"

It is evident from this speech that the performance of thelr duties
by the Justices of the Peace left much to be desired, lloreover, the
guestion had become increasingly important in view of the tightening-
up of Govermment action against the Papists after the promulgation of
the Bull o Excommnication of 1570.

Nevertheless, in 1574 the Earl of Southampton, a prominent

52
Catholic, was placed on the Commis sion of the Peace for Hampshire

He had previously - on 13 February 15 2 - written ‘o B&;%e;q from
the Tower (where the Earl was imprisoned because of his involvement
in the scheme for the marriage of Mary, Queen of Scots, to the Duke of

Norfolk), enclosing his submi gs:l.on to the Queen. He was not, as a
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peex; legally éebliged. to take the;@aﬁh of Suprag‘g;y” , and his sub=
ﬁS@on on this occasion was in very gemeral teims. He did not =
refer 4o religion speeifically, bub protested his "faithful submis-
s:‘.qn and attestation of Myal'obeéiencei'_- He begged Her Majesty
to grant hin his liberty. The submission, indeed, was of such a
nature as any strict Catholic might properly have made. The Govern~
ment were evidently content with it and the Farl was released from
the Towewr,

For 1574 & volume entitled Englond: Matters of State and Force

of the King d%gzss , containing lists of the hundreds in each county
and the names of resident Justices of the Peace was compiled., Zn~
cluded in the list for Hampshire is the name of the Eayxl of Southamp-
ton as a Justice for the Hundred of Titchfield, whilst Ralph Eenslsaljl,
gentleman, a strong Papist, is shown as Clerk of the Pesce. With at
least two prominent Catholics holding substantial official positions
in the county it can be seen how vrelevant were the strictures of Sir
Wicholas Bacen in 1571, but at the same time how ineffective were
the measures taken - if any measures were taken - to remove all
possibility of inactiveness against the Papists.

In 1575 the Barl was included in a list of Justices of the Peace,
whilst Henslow was still shown as Clerk of the Peacs.  Inciuded
as Justices for this year were Richard White of South Warnborough,
the Church~Papist, son of Sir Thomas White and nephew of the depriwed

Catholic Bishop of Winchester and Benjamin Tichborne, the strong
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Papist of 1572 “¥. In 1581 the Earl of Southampton die }f’t By
that date Tichborne, who was High Sheriff in 1580, had apparently
conformed, although he was still a "favourer™ of Catho]‘.i?s‘%?
There iz no other alteration, in connection with the "representation®
of Catholicism among the J.P.'s, until 1587, when Richard White was
deprived of his Justiceship because of the recusancy of his wife
and daugﬁ%ersx. By the time of the Armada, therefore, the Justices
for Hampshire were all Protestants, at least to 2ll outward appear-
ances. |

Nevertheless, there is evidence in 1587 that 2ll Justices of
the Peace had not taken the Oath of Supremacy, for in that year
Burghley drew ﬁ%)( new regulations providing that no one should
exercise the office of Justice until he had sworn the Oath. Her
Majesty had been informed that various Justices had not taken the
Oath of Supremacy and all J.P.s were therefore required to "certify
the Lord Keeper at what time they took the Oath and before whom,
so as the Lord Keeper may make search in the Chancery". If the
particulars cammot be found the Justices were to take the Oath
before they were allowed to continue as Justicetgx

There is still trouble about the Oath five years later, for in
1592 the Govermment complair(:e%z'g\that in many of the counties the
Justices of the Peace had not taken it. They were now, therefore,
required to do so. Moreover, persons who were recusants or the

husbands or fathers of recusants must not hold the office of Justice.
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CHAPTER XIITI

(A) WOMEN RECUSANTS: (B) SUMMARY OF THE SURVEY
OF HAMPSHIRE RECUSANTS AND CONCLUSIONS

A, - Women Recusants

The Government found the treatment of women recusants a
difficult problem and the problem became greater with the
mounting intensity of the Government's campaign against the
English Catholic Renascence. Generally speaking, women
were more dauntless and réligiously constant than men,
who were more and more willing, as time went on, to F
conform, at least outwardly, to the religion of the
Establishment in order to escape financialland other
penalties. Women recusants thus became more numerous. This
is clearly seen from figures of citations which are avail-
able for the last few years of the reign.l

The Council became aware of the trouble which women
recusants were causing in Hampshire in the very year (1580)
of the "Jesuit"™ Mission, for in October of that year they
wrot92 to the Bishop of Winchester saying that they had
been "credibly informed that among divers persons of his

diocese especially in the town of W’inchester5 that were

fallen away inkreligion, where already by his travail have
been reduced in qonfofmity essess many of their wives,
notwithstanding, do not only continue obstinate by

refusing to come to church .c.... but also do use at their
ordinary meetings among themselﬁes very unreverend speeches
of the religion now established, defacing the same as much

as in them lieth". Bishop watson? is therefore ordered to
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take bonds of the husbands of the offenders who are "to
keep themselves in their houses, and that no corfupt
persons of religion shall have access unto them" until
they followed the example of their husbands by conforming.
It was also considered meet that a "convenient mulect™
should be levied on these wives from time to time, the
proceeds from it being used towards the cost of a new
House of Correction - where no doubt recusants among others
could be imprisoned - or ''some such charitable use".

The levying of such a "mulct"™ doubtless meant in most cases
that the husband had to pay for his wife's recusancy.

The Council followed this up a little later by asking
for "a more perfect certificate of the names and qualities
of such as absent themselves from the church than hath yet
'~ been made"., Bishop Watson mentions this request in his
letter of 22 Nov. 1580 to Walsingham®, and refers to the
treatment of such women recusants "whose husbands come to
church®, He says that "we have called before us many of the
husbands and mean to deal with the rest ... and hope we
shall do some good therein. But at the beginning they
thought it something strange that they shall be punished
for thelr wives' faults. Butrin the end we have taken
bonds of divers of these to keep thelir wives from
conference all manner of ways with such as are backward
in religion, and also have imposed a mulct upon them weekly,
t111 their wives shall come to church". There was no
statutory basis for the imposition ofza fine on the husband

of a recusant wife and as will be seen the question was to




~302-

remain a difficult one. By the Act of 1581 all convicted
recusants above the age of 16 were, of course, liable to
a fine of £20 a month.

There were, Watson finally adds, widows in the diocese
who were "very backward"™ in religion, but he does not
propose to deal with these until he knows Walsingham's
intentions,

The ecclesiastical authorities liked troublésome
women recusants kept away’from strong centres of recusancy.
In Dec. 1585, for instance, Walsingham wrote6 to Bishop
Cooper asking him to receive back in Winchester from the
Clink, Mistress Elizabeth Pitts (her sister the nun,
Elizabeth Sanders was imprisoned at this time in
Winchester).7 Cooper, in reply,8 spoke of her as "a very
obstinate person, natural sister to N, Sanders the
traitor, who hath sent a son or two ... before time to
Rome" and said that he "could be content that she had any
favour; but in regard of the country here I fear there
would follow great inconvenience. I see the hearts of
people here so variable and inclinable to revolting that
the countenance of such a one and the opinion of favour
showed unto her would do more harm than ten sermons would
do". The Bishop thought that "it were the best way that
her husband being of wealth were forced to yield some
allowance unto her in prison, which, being much addicted
to his penny, he utterly refuseth to do".

Similarly, in October 1592 the Council expressed9 the
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view "that such women as are found to be obstinate and
thought to be perverters of thelr families or that by
thelr example others may be seduced from their due
obedience in matter of religion" should be imprisoned.
Iater, in January 1592-3 the Counclil wrotel® to the
Archbishop of Canterbury saying that they had "given
order in divers parts of the realm for the restraint of
such gentlewomen, wives, widows and others as have been
found to be obstinate recusants, in respeet that, besides
other disorders grown by their liberty, their children and
families by thelr example have been corrupted in religion".
The Council added that in some other parts of the..country
than those where action had been taken recusant gentle-
women who continﬁed in their obstinacy were likewise to-
be "restrained" so that "they may be kept from further
infecting others".

The Government did not like wives to visit thelr
recusant husbands in prison for fear, presumably, lest
any possibility of conformity might be delayed or defeated.

11 the Council were of

For instance, in November 1592,
opinion that such wives'should not have access to their
husbands unless they were content to remain with them and
undergo the same treatment as thelr husbands received.
Any letters for husbands were to be read, apparently, by
the gaolers, before being delivered.

Sometimes the constancy and heroic courage of women

recusants are in particular evidence. In 1591, for

example, "eight or nine maidens" were condemmed to death
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at Winchester at the same’time as the martyrs, Roger
Dickenson and Ralph 1‘4':I.ller.,';E They had confessed to
priests and heard Masses.“‘&he judges thought - it seems -
that they would condemn one and that they would (thus)
terrify and upset the rest. But when they saw them
constant and very courageoﬁs, they postponed the public
pronouncement of sentence that is~usual"!2 The women heard
the sentence pronounced against the priest and the layman,
but not against themselves, and desired to be executed
with‘the men because their offence according to the law
was as serious., "Hereat all the people were astonished and

the judges gave order that they should be returned to

prison."13

The question of the equity of husbands' paying for
their wives' recusancy was given much consideration during
the latter years of the reign, but no decision was reached,
Probably in 1590,1& Maynard, one of Burghley's Secretéries,
mentioned that many men's wives were recusant, although
their husbands resorted to the church and thereby‘avoided
the legal penalties. He considered that the wives ought
to bé indicted and when convicted either committed to
prison or the penalty levied upon their husbands' lands and
goods, Maynard goes on to say that "though the husband will

allege that he cannot convert his wife to obedience, yet

he may yield her to imprisonment and redeem her liberty

with penalty".

In March 1593 a Bill introduced in Parliament proposedr®

- |
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that "if a manqgatch with an inheritrix, being a Recusant,
he shall lose two parts of those lﬁnds to the Queen'.

This abparently referred to any lands which the wife
inherited, for an amendment to the Bill made it clear that
no charge was to be made upon the husbands' own lands.

But the bill was not apparently liked and was not passed.

A year later Bufghley himself was considering the

16

problem of women recusants, He thought that all wives

who were recusants should be indicted and if convicted
the statutory penalties levied upbn thelir husbands. |
Furthermore, they should be committed to prison "until
satisfaction is made or a certificate received by the
bishop of their conformity". In June 1593 the Attorney
and Solicitor-General was asked17 whether the husbands

of such gentlewomen as were imprisoned should not pay the
monthly fine of £20 a m&nth if their wives were liberated.
The reply does not survive, and the problem remsined
unresolved,

In 160118 in an apparently unofficial memorandum some
reasons are given why & husband should not pay for his
wife'!s recusancy. It was contended that a man was not
punishable for the sole act of his wife to which he was
not accessory and that an interpretation of the recusancy
statutes involving such punishment would lead to absurdity
and injustice. He could also not be punished for omitting

government over her mind, which would be unlawful.

The matter was not finally decided till the reign
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of James I, By the Act of 160919 a convicted married woman
recusent was to be committed to prison until she conformed;
and a husband was required to pay £10 a month or the third
part of all hie lands and tenements, according to his
choice of these penalties, as long as his wife, belng a

convicted recusant, remsined in prison.

B. Summary and ConclusSions

I

In the preceding chapters a comprehensive survey of
recusancy in Hampshire during the reign of Elizabeth has
been attempted, It now remains to Summarise some of the
evidence which has been adduced; to draw conclusions Ifrom
it; and, in particular, to estimate the magnitude of the
recusancy problem, indicating the reasone for the existence
of recusants in any considerable number a8 well &8 the
extent to which the penal laws were executed in the country,

(For conciusions regarding the working of the financial parts
of the penal lawg - see Chapter XI, Part VII),

.

During the earlier years of the reign recusancy was

ct
83
)
o
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not the problem that it was later to bscome,. Papis

left largely to themselves and Catholicism seemed, in short,

to be a declining force, In Hampshire Kobert Horne's

unremitting vigitation work29 was largely devoted to the

eradication of all traces of Catholicism, It has bee

2 , . . - , oy
seen 1 how citations were made to the Bishov'se Court at
Winchester because of the existence of Crogges or crucifixes

s it a S - s
end "idolatrous monuments” in parish churches; of Catholic
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rites being performed; of Qicars or rectors who had been
Marian priests suspected of Papistry; and of surviving
Catholic customs. Before the advent of the Seminary
priests there was little to counteract such vigorous
Puritanical zeal as'Horne's, though the valuable literary
and éducational work of the Wykehamist and other exiles

22

on the Continent needs to be emphasised. It was not

indeed till 1577 that the Government first became
‘seriously alarmed because of the "marvellous increase" in
the number of Papists, due apparently to the activities
of the priests who were coming from Douai -Eheims ih
greater numbers. The Government askedgs the Bishops at
short notice for returns of the recusants in their
dioceses. Recusancy, indeed, now seems a force to be
reckoned with.

To estimate the strength of recusancy in Hampshire at
various periods the following data are particularly
relevant: _

(1) the figures of citations to the Ecclesiastical Court
at Winchester compiled from the Act-Books of the Bishops
which have been mentioned in preceding chapters and, in
particular, the number of recusants and non ~Communi cants
cited at critical stages such as that contained in the
records24 of 1570 following the promulgation of the Papal
Bull of 1570; (2) the important return of the leading
persons in the county in 1572, probably complled for

Barghley, fromwhich the reasonable deduction: can be drawn
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that three-fifths of Hampshire was still Catholic;gskthe

special return of some 300 recusants in 1585;26 and (4)

7

the citations during 1598 - 1605.2 To all these records

must be added the Recusant Rolls of 1592-3, 1593-4, 1594-5,
1595-6, 1599-1600, 1600-01 and 1602-5.28
There are unfortunately no surviving Quarter Sessions

Records or records of presentments to the Archdeacon's
Court, The reports of the Bishops of Winchester to the
Government, or to individual members of the Council, from

time to time, however’often give important details about

the recusancy situation and help to fill the vacuum. These,
together with the statistics -mentioned above, enable a
fairly realistic and comprehensive assessment to be made.

It is by 1583 that the effect of the Catholic Renascence

begins to be dlearly seen 1n Hampshire, for reconciliations

to Catholicism are then being B made on a considerable scale,29
due not only to the labours of the Seminary priests, but
also to the work of the two schoolmasters, John Body and
John Slade. These had evidently been working in close
association with the priests, but they themselves, as
schoolmasters, were specially qualified to teach the people,
According to William Allen, more than 400 seem to have been

30 and there is "great

reconciled after Easter 1583,
backwardness" in religion, according to Dr, Bennet, Master
of St,. Cross.Sl The conversions involve a large number of
the poorer classes of people as well as members of the

gentry, In addition to the work of the "two traitors',
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as Bennet terms Body and Slade, he considers that the
retrogression is due to the leniency of Bishop Watson
towards the recusants and to non-resident clergy of the
Esté.blishment.52

In May 1584, Thomas Cooper, who has recently been made
Bishop of Winchester, is writing to Burghley about the
serious position and mentions that 400 recusants had already
been presented by the chﬁrchwardens, seeming to suggest
that more presentments were to follow: there were as many
as 40 or 50 in some parishes.53 In the same year, Thomas
Dodwell, the spy, adds his own testimony to the successes
of certain priests, saying that they (the priests) should be
captured as speedily as possible, "for they withdraw more
subjects from their obedience to Her Majesty than any in
England of equal number".%% The Clerk of the Peace in the
next year cannot keep pace with the humber of indictments
for recusancy and has to omit "all other causes and
grievances of the shire",30

The position has not improved in 1586, for Cooper
writes to Walsingham about "the boldness and waywardness
of the recusants™ who "had so multiplied by revolting
from religion“.56 He suggests severe measures for dealing
with the problem.37 Mendoza in the same year, using
information whicﬁ has been supplied by Ballard, the
Babington Plot conspirator, confirms the information which
Cooper has sent to Walsingham: "Hampshire is full of

Catholics".38



~3f0-

In 1588, the year of the Armada, Captain Nicholas
Dawtrey informs Walsingham that there were "many recusants"
in the county.39 At this time there were some 296
citations of recusants and non-Communicants from 76
parishes, relating to one visitation.4o The problem does
not appear to have become less grave by May 1590, fewer
than two years after the Armada, for the Council were aware
of upwards of 300 recusants at liberty in Hampshire.41

In 1596, Bishop William Day, who had recently come to
Winchester, is alarmed at the number of Papists in the
county, saying that it is "full of recusants and men
backward in religioﬂﬁ42 He ascribes the serious situation
to the fact that no bishop has been in charge of the See
for two years, During the interval the recusants seem to
have been able to strengthen their position.

For the period 1598-1603 there survives the most
comprehensive record of recusants during the whole of the
Queen's :r*e:i.gr:n.‘}“'5 It is concerned with 587 citations for
recusancy relating to a net figure of 437 recusants.44
In addition, there is a record for four months beginning
in December 1599, relating to six recusanté, 20 persons who
attended church "negligently" and 110 non-Communicants, a
total of 136.45 The grand total of recusants and non-

Communicants is thus 573.
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II

The Catholic gentry closely co-operated with the
missionary priests whom they harboured in their manor-
houses, Compelled to dissemble their priesthood the
priests were obliged to avoid public places, such as inns,
and to resort to the manor-houses which inevitably formed
Mass-centres, Captain Nicholas Dawtrey in his detailed
report of February 1588 about the defences okaampshire
said; "I do not perceive that many of these (vecusants)
do inhabit the sea-coast";46 and it has been seen that
many of the homes of the recusant gentry were situated
along the coast. .Moreover, the estates of the Catholic
landowners were generally sSo near eath other that the priests
could easily be passed over the Downs and through the well-
wooded country from one manor-house to another without having
much need to use main roads,

The apparent ease with which the missionaries seemed to
be able to enter the county'at lonely creeks and harbourages
was also an important factor ih the extension of recusancy.

A considerable number must have entered England in this way
aﬁd these landing-places were the subject of constant vigil-
ance by thE'Government and fhe ecclesiastical authorities.47
Many priests, of course, intended to minister in Hampshire
and neighbouring counties, but it is possible thét many
others went farther afield. It was wise for them to land in
a considerably recusant county like Hampshire than near

'London, or on the coast of more Protestant Essex or Kent,



~3/2~
for example, where there would have been much greater risk
of capture.
Priests! companions and "conductors", such as Ralph

Miller and Swithun Wells, had a particular talent for

48

effecting reconciliations to Catholicism, whilst after

the execution of Body and Slade in 1583 Swithun Wells was
able, as a schoolmaster, to continue the religious and
educational work of the two martyrs. Thomas Stanney, doubt-
less with the help of Ralph Miller and Wells, was stated to
have effectedrhundreds of conversions in the course of
three or four years.49 It has also been seen how recusant
Wykehamists and Hampshire recusants who had been to the
seminaries and colleges abroad helped in the Catholic
renascence either as priests or laymen.50

A high moral and intellectual standard was set and
maintained by William Allen at Douai—Rheims5l and it is
difficult to conceive how the successes in Hampshire in the
1580's and later years could otherwise have been achieved
by the priests, Many of Allen's recruits came from Oxford
or Cambridge.sz Bj comparison, the standard of the clergy
of the Establishment was notoriously low and the Government
were constantly bewailing it. In 1586 Walsingham was |
attributing the increase in recusancy partly to the lack of
"learned and godly ministers" and there is support for his

view in the reasons for the citations to the Ecclesiastiecal

Court at W’inchester.53

One aspect of the exacting moral standard of the
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Seminar;Aministering in Hampshire is seen in the experiences
of Elizabeth Sanders, the nun imprisoned in Winchester from
1580 to 1587.%% The priests in the Gapl whom she consulted
refused to admit that the»esbape which she was planning
could be sanctioned on moral grounds., Nevertheless, she
did escape and stayed with the recusant Shelleys at
, Mapledurham (Buriton) where a number of priests were hiding.
'She also sounded them about the propriety of her flight,
but they were of the same opinion as the priests in
Winchester, They counselled her to return to prison. She
went back, |

The Hampshire Catholic geﬂtry were consistently loyal to
the Queen, with the one exception of Chideock Tichborne, and
this must have advanced the missionaries' work in securing
converts.,. The Catholic people of substance.held quite aloof
from the Babington Plot, for example, and even_at the time
of the Armada when passions were running high there is no
instance of disloyalty. Recusants, generally, seem to have

had no particular love of Spain or desire for Spanish

55 that Catholics in

domination. Burghley himself admitted
England were opposed to Spain at the time of the Armada,
All the work of the Government then and during later years
in segregating leading recusants (at their own expense;and
seizing their arms was perhaps 1neﬁitable propaganda in the

setting of the crises. The Papisté, as so often, were a

pawn in the conflict between England and Spain,
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The Hampshire gentry, including those who were Catholics,
lived in good neighbourliness, Queen Eligsabeth visited the
county in September 1601°% and knighted the High Sheriff,
Francis Palmer’and nine others, including Benjamin Tichbojrne.
Professor E, P, Cheyney says "“that the chronicler, Stow, tells
how the Queen 'entered into Hampshire and upon Chilchester
Heath was received by the Sheriff of the county, Francis

Palmer, accompanied by many gentlemen of account in the

same shire, for Hampshire is well inhabited by ancient

gentlemen civilly educated, and who live in great amity

together'".s7 There is no justification for the exclusion
of the many recusant gentlemen from this agreeable company,
for "great amity" would not have existed if there had been
friction due to their disloyalty to the Queen.

This good relationship among the Hampshire gentry was
of considerable use when it came to the execution of the
penal lawsyp & J.P. could no doubt often be induced to stay
his hand at the instigation of a Catholic neighbour of
substance: such sympathy with Papists handicapped a
Protestant persecutor., As an illustration of the possibilities
here it need only be mentioned that county personages like
Sir Walter Sandys, whose wife was the sister of the Catholic
Farl of SouthamptonAand a well-known recusant, and Benjamin
Tichbourne, a “favourer of Papists' and once an "earnest
Catholic", were J.P's of the quorum.

Nevertheless, even the local non-Catholic gentry were

powerless when the heavy hand of the central Government
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pressed hard., Under the penal code six laymen and three
priests were executed in Hampshire in Elizabeth's reign.
There were, however, no martyrs during the excitement of
the year of the Armada when the number for the rest of the
country reached the total of 50,_and‘the county was
fortunate in having no Government representative: like the
Barl of Huntingdon, Lord President of the North, who was
responsible for some violent persecution in the north of
England, In Yorkshire alone 39 people were executed,
including one woman.58 No woman was executed in Hampshire.
The number of Hampshire recusants imprisoned was
considerable.59 Those concerning whom there is information
were probably only a small proportion of the number in
prison. Three of the prisons in Hampshire were stated to be

full of recusants in the 1580'5,60 whilst many Hampshire

Catholics were imprisoned in London and elsewhere.61 On
the other hand, according to the records'only five persons
were fined (and presumably imprisoned as well) for hearing

Mass.62

IIT
The available figures cammot be said to reflect the
real strength of recusancy in Hampshire during Elizabeth's
reign., For the middle period the main source is the
official 1list of 1583 indicating the existence of some 300

recusants and for the end of the reign the records for
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1598-1603 (see Section I), showing a total of 573 recusants
and non-Communicants. Records of presentments to the
Archdeacon's Court would have made the position clearer, but
none survive. For example, a year after the return of 1583
was compiled, 400 recusants had beén presented by the church-
wardens apparently to the Archdeacon's Cdurt,'but even this
figure seemed to be incom.plete.63 In the following years the
county seemed full of Papists and Bishop Cooper is finding it
very difficult to deal with them.64

In February 1588 Captain Nicholas Dawtrey, a responsible
agent of the Government, in a report65 about the defences of
Hampshire tells Walsingham that Cooper.has informed him that
there were 200 recusants "in a little corner" of the county.
No records give a figure remotely approaching this number for
any particular part, Yet only a little over two years after
this, in May 1590, the Council, probably on Cooper's

information, speak of 300 recusants at liberty in H'ampshire.66

This is no more than the official figure of 1.58:5,6'7 and, as

has been seen, the recusants were increasing each year.68
The figure seems to be inadequate and unacceptable,

The main reason for the lack of statistics to represent
the feal strength of recusancy in Hampshire was the existence
of a considerable amount of connivance at Papist activities
and abstentions from the Church services. It has been seen,
for example, that even in the compilation of the return of

recusants in 1583 there had been serious omissions by the

"sworn inquisitors".69 And in the following year Bishop
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Cooper, speaking of the 400 recusants who had already been
Presented, sald that a great number had been omitted by the
"slackness" of the churchwardens and, going on to speak
apparently of the non-Catholic gentry, said "that there be

divers of great éountenance will speak very well and deal

very hollowl:)r".'?O

It is impossible to estimate the extent of the connivance
that was practised, but it was undoubtedly on a very
considerabie scale throughout the reign of Elizabeth. The
greater the stringencyaof the penal laws, the greater was the
need for subterfuge, concealed support and inactivity. A
good many examples of connivance have already been given in
bpreceding chapters.,

Generally speaking, churchwardens were necess&arily the
chief offenders and the scape-goats. They would naturally
wish to refuse to present recusants if they were instructed
by Papist or conniving non-Papist landlords. There was
considerable scope for inaction. For instance, in 1566 the
churchwardens of Bishopstoke had not exhibited the bill of
reception of Holy Communion and three years later they had
not presented absentees from church nor levied the fine of
l2d. for recuse‘:mc:)r.'?l The churchwardens of Chilton Candover
had also not exhibited in 1566 the bill of participants of
Holy Communion.72 In 1570, the churchwardens from no fewer
than 24 parishes were cited to the Bishop's Court as non-
Comm.unicants.73 They were probably Catholics who outwardly

conformed and if they failed to present recusants or fellow
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non -Communicants their inactivity can be understood, In
15686, the churchwarden: of Herriard is cited for refusing
"to detect the r'ecusants",'?4 whilst on 23 January, 1589,
the churchwarden of Bishop's Walfham who waé also parish
clerk said that he had not been at his church since the
previous November, and will not be there till Easter next.
He refused to "reform himself" saying that "he had other
business to do". 'Y It is hardly likely that a churchwarden
of this kind would concern himself with the presentment of
recusants. In 1603, when Richard Davys of Compton was cited
for recusancy, it was stated that the churchwarden "would not
have him excommunicated", apparently this being the reason
for his not having previously presented this recusant.76

In the last years of the reign people are cited for
recusancy who have not been to church for many years, some-
times not since the time of Queen Mary, but their names do not
appear in previous recusancy J:'et.ur'ns.vl7 A further notable case
of this kind of omission is that of Henry Carewe, esquire, of
Hordle Brem®r, two-thirds of the rentals of whose lands were
paid to the Crown for many years on account of recusancy.
Nevertheless, his name is not in recusant returns.179 The
recusancy of Alice Kewen of Hursley - she had been a recusant
for twelve years - was connived at by the Vicar;so

The considerable favour to Papists in the Gaol and House
of Correction in Winchester over many years has already been
noted.81 In 1583 David Ringstead, an Under-Keeper at the Gaol,
when cited for recusancy said that it was well-known that he

had been a Papist for three year.82 In the same year the Gaol
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was searched and "Massing" and other "Papistical" articles
were found. Apparently, Mass had been sald there.S° The |
conditions in the Gaol had a counterpart in the recusancy
of the city, where as has been seen, Catholicism was strong
from the beginning of the reign.,

Two years later, in 1585, there was a further notable and

advantageous capture for the Papists, for in that year it was

discovered that Stephen Cheston, & pursuivant at Winchester, was

a Catholic.84

All these considerations offer strong grounds for the
view ,that the recusancy problem in Hampshire was far more
serious than the available figures would suggest.

The number of recusants in the country increase generally
during the last years of the reign.85 In Hampshire, as has
been seen, they were able to consolidate their position during
the long period before there was a renewal of direct
episcopal government, For the first time where considerable
numbers are concerned the figure for recusancy is now greater

6

than that for non-Comm.unicating.8 A relaxed atmosphere

seems to have set in and there 1s apparently less fear bf
the law, despite the fact that women still considerably
outnumber men and there is an unprecedented number of names
on the Recusant Roll for the last year of the reign.87
During the period 1598-1603, for example, 329 recusants are
openly defiant by absolutely refusing to obey citations to
the Ecclesiastical Court.88 Payment into the Exchequer in

respect of recusancy debts diminish, For the Easter term
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of 1603,89 seven recusants make payments, as compared with
eleven recusants for Michaelmas 1602,90 whilst for Michaelmas
16039t only one recusant pays (an amount of £2¢13.4.,)., OSir
Benjamin Tichborne is High Sheriff for the county for 1602-3,
There also seems to be indirect evidence, as reflected
in the records, of the plea on the part of the Catholics
during the last years for some measure of toleration. For
example, duringythe period 1593-1605, sixteen recusants tell
the Ecclesiastical Court that it is "against their conscience"
to conform and, in particular, seven in a batch when asked
whether they will conform answer in that sense "all with one
voice".92 All hopes of toleration vanished with the Queen's
Proclamation of 5 November 1602.95 The Papists, however,
hoped for better“things from James I, and, perhaps rather
significantly, Benjamin Tichborne, although no longer a

Papist, went off to proclaim the King without waiting for any

warrant or commission°94

The figures obtainable from the last Recusant Roll,
1602-5,95 of the relgn, show a net total of 317 for Hampshire,
of whom 260 had recently been finéd for recusancy. These
figures represent those who had been presented, cited,
indicted and fined. Not all persons presented for recusancy
at ecclesiastical visitations were cited to the Ecclesiastical
Consistory Court, nor all those cited eventually indicted,
convicted and fined., Conviction and fining did not, of
course, necessarily follow indictment, For example, in

1585, the Clerk of the Peace for Hampshire was faced as has
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been seen,96 with a very great number of indictments, but

the number of gonvicted recusants appearing on the Pipe
Roll for 1585-6 is nil, whilst for 1586-7 and 1587-8,
this number is only 9 each.97
A good deal of consideration has been given by some
historians- -to the question of the strength of Catholiclism
&t the end of the reign, but the estimates of the numbers

98 Any figures of the

of Catholics have differed widely.
kind must rest on assumptions not of a statistical nature,
though the other grounds for them may be strong. Similarly,
the statement that Hampshire throughout'Elizabeth's reign
was "Catholic to the core"?® is too facile a generalisation
and cannot be supported by figures, even though i1t may be
granted that, owing to connivance, the actual numbers
of recusants were larger than the figures reveal, whilst the
number of persons who were Catholic at heart was also large.
But perhaps all such estimates and generalisations miss
the vital point. Human nature is often weak; and the
proportion of those who, in an essentially underground move-
ment like that of Catholicism in Elizabeth's reign, were
prepared to incur the penalties of stringent laws was
comparatively small, What was most important was the exist-
ence of strong nuclei of lmown "obstinate recusants" round
whom, 1f the circumstances eventually became favoﬁrable,
Catholicism would increase and thrive., That was the real

.danger for the Protestant Government of Elizabeth which

never for a moment lost sight of it., A strong nucleus of
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the kind was always present in Hampshire, where Cooper,
despite all his vigilant zeal, never eradicated Catholiciem
g8 he had succeeded in eradicating it in his previous dlocese
of Lincoln. ,

It is incontestable that Hampshire remained a "key"
recusent county at the end of the reign, for the numberwf
Hampshire recusants on the Recusant Roll for 1602=3 was8 317
a8 compared with 1080 for the rest of the country except
Lancaghire and Yorkshire and the four counties omitted from
the Rol1,19C of this total of 317, 260 had been recently
convicted and fined, a8 compared with 590 for the reet of the
country excluding the counties mentlioned. Lancashire has a
total of 245 including 59 recently flned, whilst Yorkshire
haé a total of 258 including 82 recently fined,l% But ae

_regardé these two consilderably recusant countlee, the great
strength of recusancy there has not been revealed, for in
1606-7 there 18 a net total of 1202 convicted recusants for
Lancashire and 1075 for Yorkshire,102 For Hampshire there is
a net total of 451 on the Recusant Roll for 1604-5,193

In examining the figures Hampshire must apparentl& be
Intimately assoclated with the neighbouring counties, Dorset,
Wiltshire and Bussex, Indeed,Hampshire seem& to be the
centre of recusancy in the extreme south, influencing itse
three neighboura'where leading Hampshire members of the
recusant gentry, like the Shelleys, the Wells, Edward Banister,

William ffawkenor, the Tichbornes and the Cuffolds had
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property or kinsmen, In close co-operation with them the
misslonary prilests moved from one county to another, keeping
Catholicism alive, We find that for these four counties
there 1s a total of 770 convieted recusants for 1602-3 with
620 recently fined, as compared with 1080 recusants with 590
recently fined for the rest of the country, except Lancashire
and Yorkshireggnd the four counties for which records for this
year do not exis'g’;.la4 In other wqrds, on the basis of the
avallable figures, the total number of recusants in the four
w:c%'t;nties' who were recently conviected and fined, exceeds the
total for the rest of the country (excluding Lancashire and
Yorkshire), Hampshire iteelf has actually the greatest
number of convicted recusant& on the last Recusant Roll of

the reign,
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APPENDIX I

RECUSANT WYKEHAMISTS IN THE REIGN OF ELIZABETH I

Abbreviations

A Literary and Bilographical History of the English
Catholics: Joseph Gillow (London 1885):« Gillow

Dictionary of National Biographys- (D.N,B.).

Catholic Record Society Volumes:- (C.R.8,),

Records of the Engligh Province of the Society of Jesus
Henry Foley (7 vols, 1877-1882):~ Foley.

Douai Diarieg, I and II; Ed, T.F. Knox, Ldn, 1878 :- Knox.

State Papers, Eliz, Dom:- S,P,

Memoirs of Missionary Priegtses- Richard Challoner, D,D,
(Revised edition, 1924):~ Memoirs,

Church History of England: Dodd-Tierney, Ldn., 1840,

The troubles of our Catholic Forefathers: John Morris 8,J,
(1872-77) s~ Troubles,

Eligzabethan Recusant Prose, 1559-1582, A,C, Southern, Ph.D,
London,1950:- Southern,

NOTE: The following names are taken from Winchester Scholars
by T.F. Kirby. The date before each name is that of admission
to Winchester, "“Sch, N.C." means® Scholar of New College,
Oxford, The figure in brackets is the age on entry,

1507 TIrobylfylde James (12) of Beer, Dorset., Sch, N.C,
Fellow 1514, D,D, Bishop of Exeter 1555, Deprived at
accesglion of Elizabeth and was committed for short time
to the Tower, Afterwards placed in custody of Grindal,
but wag freed by order of Privy Council on 30 Jan. 1564-5, -
Died 1570. (D.N,B, 57, p 325).

1519 Cole Henry (14) of Godshill, I,o.W., Sch, and Fellow of
N.C, LLD and D,D, Warden of N,C, Dean of St, Paul's,
Studied at Padua, Held preferments under Henry VIII and
Edward VI, Returned to Catholicism and obtained prefer-
ment under Mary, Catholic disputant at Westminster
Conference March 1559, Was deprived of his offices,
Died in Fleet prison, 1580, (Hastings Rashdall & Robert

S. Rait, History of New Collegeffﬂ&iimﬁ.QOl; Gillow p 520 .
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1521 White John (1l1l) of Farnhem: Sch, N,C, D,D, Fellow,
1527-34, Headmaster, Winchester 1534, Warden 1541,
Bishop of Lincoln 1554 and Winchester 1556, Voted against
Supremacy Bi1ll and wae deprived, Imprisoned in Tower, but
was afterwards allowed to retire to the house of his
sister, wife of Sir Thomas White, South Warnborough, Hants,
where he died in 1560, (D,N.B,, Vol, 61, p 52),

1528 Harpsfield John (12) of London, Sch, N,C, Fellow 1535/51,
Archdeacon of London; Dean of Norwich; Warden-Elect of New
College., Refused to conform under Elizabeth and waé
deprived and imprisoned in the Fleet, where he remained
for about a year, On release, spent remainder of his
life in retirement, Died 19 August 1578, Writings:
chiefly sermons. (D,N,B, Vol, 24, p 429 and Gillow
I3, P 133)6

1528 Harding Thomag (12) of Beckington: Sch, N,C, LLD, Fellow
1536/54., Prebendary, Winchester: chaplain to Gardiner,
Bishop of Winchester, (J.H, Pollen, English Catholics
under Elizabeth, p 104; Gillow III, p 124).

1529 Harpsfield Nicholas, (10) of London, #©Sc¢h, N,C, Fellow
1536/53, D,D, LLD, Archdeacon o6f Canterbury, Regiue
Professor of Greek, Oxford, Younger brother of John
Harpsfield (q.v.). In March 1559 took part in West.-
minster Conference, Following this was sent to Tower,
where he died in 1575 (Gillow III, p 134).

Only one of his works, Dialogi Sex was published in his
life time (in 1566),
(Bouthern, Recusant Prose, p 350),

1531 Owen Thomas of Ellisfield, ©Sch, N,C, Fellow 1537,
Described by Bishop Horne in his return of Catholics in
1577 as: "Ellsfield, Thomas Owen, gent, and his wire",
(C.R,8, Vol. xxii, p 40, Fines for recusancy entered
on Pipe Rolls for 1582-3 et _seq: E, 372 et seq),

1537 Hyde Thoma& (13) of Newbury, 8Sch, N,C, M,A, Fellow
1543/50, Prebendary of Winchester and Headmaster,
(Gillow III, p 527; D.N,B, Vol., xxvi, p 401).

1538 Boxall John of Bramshott: Sch, N,C, D,D, Fellow 1542/54.
Archdeacon of Ely, Warden, Winchester College 1554,
Dean of Windsor, Refused to conform under Elizabeth and
Yggldeprived. A prisoner in Lambeth Palace where he died

Parker, Archbishop of Canterbury, in whose custody

Boxall wag described him in his book De Ecclesia
Britanniae a8 a man of "extraordinary qualifications and
charming manners", (Gillow I, p 284),
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1539 Davis Thomas (12) of Tisbury: Sch, N,C, M,A, Fellow
1547/58 or 60, Rector of Hardwicke, Deprived under
Elizabeth. Nicholas Sanders (q.v.) mentioned in 1561
that he was one of the six Fellows of N,C, expelled
in 1560, (C,R,8. Vol., I, p 43).

1540 Knott William (12) of Chichester, ©Sch, N,C, M,A,
Fellow 1547/64. In Brussels in 1575 and at Rheims
College, 1580, (Knox, pp 164 and 298; History of New

College, p 114).

1540 Sanders Nicholas (10) of Charlwood, ®8ch, N,C, B,C,L,
D,D, Fellow 1548/61, (Gillow 5, p 476 and D,N,B, Vol,
50, P 259) Y

1541 Wellg Henry (12) of Brambridge (Twyford), 8ch., N,C,
Fellow 1549/50. Ad servitium, Brother of Gilbert and
Swithun Wells (martyr) of Brambridge (Twyford), :
(Recusant Rolls (Dorset) 1592-3 et seg in respect of
lands at Codlington, Dorsets E 377/1 et seq).

1543 Rastell John (11) of Gloucester, Sch, N,C, M,A, Fellow
15497?0. Expelled for recusancy. (D,N,B, Vol. 47,
p 304).

1544 Adyn Robert (13) of Dorchester, 8Sch, N,C, Fellow
1549/50, Imprisoned in Marshalsea and the Clink for
Catholicism, (C,R.S5, Vol, II, p 231, and Foley Vol.
6, p 715).

1544 Tichborne (Tychborne) Roger (11) of Owslebury.,
(H.M.C. Ea}isbury Papers, Vol, 2, p 37; 5.,P, Dom Eliz,
90, No, 18).

1545 Marshall John (11) of Defford, Wores, Sch, N,C, M,A,
Fellow 1551/2., (Gillow IV, p 476; D.N,B, xxxvi, p 269).

1545 Collinsg John (13) of Ottery St, Mary,

Probably the Wykehamist referred to by Benjamin
Norton (of the recusant Norton family of Punsholt ...)
in his letter to the Bishop of Chalcedon, 6 May, 1626
"... a@bout that time (1601) there suffered about London
one John Collins which was a Winchester man",
(C.R.8, V. p 395, Bee also Gillow 1, p 544 and
Challoner, Part I, p 405).
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( 1545 Gyblett, William (10) of London: Sch, N,C, Fellow

1551/60 - and |

do Bromborough Edward (12) of Arrow, Warwickshire, Sch,
N.C., HM.A, Fellow 1551/60,

Both expelled from Oxford for recusancy (Kirby

p 125) and went into exile together, Both at Douai,

Jl On_first Jeguit English Missi
(Knox. pp 10, 27, 166, 360; C,R,S, Vols, I, 43 and

II, p 26),

1546 Derham John (11l) of Crimplesham, Norfolk: Sch, N,C,
TIE, Fellow 1551/60,
Removed for recusancy at Visitation in 1560,
(G.R.S. vo]—e I’ P 43)0

1546 Fox Nicholae (13) of Widdington, Essex, #Sch, N,C, LLB,
Fellow 1551/60. Removed for recusancy (Kirby p 126),
(C.R.8, Vol, I, p 43),

1546 Butler Thomas (13) of Radley., Sch, N,C, D,D, Fellow

1551/60,
Removed for recusancy (Kirby p 126), Possibly

the person mentioned in Douai Diaries, I and II p 301:
"Item, Mr, Butler is gone towards Rome",

(See also Horne Register f 14 v, Refused to conform
and either fled or was expelled, ©See History of New

College p.ti ), A ,
1546 Kete Ralph, (10) of Hagbourne: Sch, N,C, LLB, Fellow

1565/62, Removed by Queen's Commissioners,
(Kirby, p 126).

1546 Beconsawe (Bekensale) Thomag8 (11), Ad servitium
The Beconsawes were well-known Hampshire‘ﬁgcusants
and this Wykehamist is probably identical with the
Recusant residing in 8t, Peter's Parish, Colebrook,
Winchester, given in Bishop Horne's return of Recusants
in 1577- (GoRnS. VOl. Xxj.i, PP 39—41);

1547 Atslowe Edward (1ll) of Evershott: Sch, N,C, M.D,
Fellow 1553/62, ‘
Removed by Queen's Commission (Kirby p 127).
M,D, in 1562, Had strong Catholic principles and wa$
attached to the Earl of Arundel whom he was accused of
asslisting to leave the Kingdom, '
(C.R.8, Vol, XXI passim and Gillow I, p 86).

1547 Fenn John (12) of Montacute., 8ch, N,C, B,C,L,
Fellow 1552/5., Brother of James Fenn, martyr,

(D,N,B, 18, p 313; Knox, p 375) e o S e v p s et DN
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Dorman Thomas of Berkhampstead: Sch, N,C, 1549, Fellow
of All Souls 1554. :

(D,N,B, 15, p 244; Gillow II, p 94. A,C, Southern,
Recusant Prose, p 46).

lewis Owen of Carnarvon., Sch. N,C¢, B,C.L. Fellow
1554, Refused to conform in 1559 and wag exiled,
Became Professor of Canon Law at Douai, 4n early and

intimate friend Wi 2n. 4assisted in the
ol c ege and of the English Col
Rome, In 1580 Charles Borromeo created him Vicar-
General of Milan, (D.N,B., 33, p 194; Gillow 4, p 211;
Knox, p XXX).

Harris Edward (12) of Colerne., ©Sch, N,C, Fellow 1555/6,
Master of Thame School., Removed by Chancellor of
Winchester, Was at Douali.

(Knox, p 101).

Davis Robert (14) of Myrton, diocese of Exeter, 8ch,
N,C, M,A, Fellow 1553, Ejected 1560 (presumably
for recusancy).

Kyrton (Kirton) Henry (13) of Islip, Sch, N,C, LIB,
Fellow 1555/62,

Removed by the Chancellor of Winchester, 1562,
Summoned to appear with other Papists, but did not,
(Horne Reg, £ 13).

Hardy John (12). Farnham, Sch, N,C, Fellow 1556/62,
Removed by Chancellor of Winchester,
(C.R,5, V, pp 48-50; Horne Reg., £ 13),

Pointz (Poynes) Robert (13) of Adderley, Perpetual
Fellow of N.,C, 26 August 1554, Early in Elizabeth's
reign went to Louvain to study Divinity, Wrote
Testimonies for the Real Presence (1566),

(Gillow V, p 361; Southern p 46-7).

Atslowe Luke (9) of Evershott, ®Sch, N.C., Fellow
1555/68., He was a companion of Robert Persons the
desult, in travelling to Padua in 1574, Persons say®
that Atelowe died at Padua in 1575, (C,R,S8, II, p 25),

Fenne Robert (14) Montacute, ©Sch, N,C, B.A, Fellow.
Removed by Queen's Commissioners, 1562, Died at Paris,
1567, Brother of James Fenn and, like him, ordained
riest,
D,N.B, xviii, p 313; Dodd-Tierney, ccexvi).
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1550 Stapleton Thomas (1l2) of Oving, Sussex, Sch, N,C, D,D;
Fellow 1554/9. Exiled early in Elizabeth's reign,
Taught theology at Douail and in 1590 appointed to Chair
of Seripture at Louvain., Anthony & Wood calls him "the
most learned Roman Catholic of all his time“,
(Gillow 5, p 526; Rashall and Rait, History of New College,
p Il , state that he was a Jesuit, but apparently he
merely made a trial of the Jesuit novitiate and then
returned to Douail (Gillow, Jibidem),

1550 Farnham Robert (12), Drempton. ©Sch, N,C, LLB, Fellow
1552/62, Removed by the Bishop's Chancellor for
recusancy (Horne Register, £ 14),

1551 Darell (or Daryll) Thomas (12) of Turweston, Sch, N,C,
B.A, Fellow 1557/62, Removed by Bishop's Chancellor .
1562, Went to Louvain, succeeded John Marshall (g.v,) ab

Douai in 1568.
Knox pp 4 and 229; History of New College p 114).

1551 Fowler John (14) of Bristol. ©Sch, N,C, B.,A, Fellow
1555/9,

Left Oxford refusing to conform, Went to Louvain
where he set up a printing press for printing Catholic
books, Anthony & Wood says that he was an excellent
Greek and Latin scholar and "a theologian not to be
despised", :

(Gillow, Vol. 2, p 327).

1552 Henslowe Stephen (10) of Boarhunt, Sch., N,C, Fellow
1558/68, Removed at Bishop's visitation, In official
Recusant Return for 1577.

(C.R.8,, Vol. xxii, p 100),

1552 Noble (Nobyll) John (14) of 8t, John's Walbrook,
Sch, N,C, B.,A, Fellow 1556/62, Removed at Bishop's
Visitation,

1552 Tichborne (Tychborne) Benjamin (11l) of Tichborne.
Ad servitium. Catholic in earlier part of reign but
later conformed, ‘ _
(C.,R.B, Vol, 13, p 96: List of Catholics in England,
See also Chapter IV, N, 31).

1552 Tichborne (Tychborne) Edward of Winchester. Sch, N,C;
B.C,L., VFellow 1558/61, There are no details about his
religion, but he wa®& probably a recusant, He was not a
Fellow of New College after 1561 and may have been
deprived with others at the visitations of 1561-2,
Nearly all the Tichbornes were Catholics,
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Stephens Richard (13) Bushton, Bishopston, Wilts,
Sch. N.G0., 1559, Expelled at Bishop's Visitation, 1561,
for recusancy, ;
(C.R.8, Vol, 21, p 34, Note; Horne Reglster f 13;
Knox pp 6, 101, 103).

Whyte Richard (14) Basingstoke. Sch, N,C, LLD, Fellow
1557-64. ‘“Deprived in 1564 for absence", (New College
History p 112)., Went to Louvain and afterwards to

Padua where he obtained a doctorate in Civil and Canon
Law. Afterwards was Professor of Civil and Canon Law

at Douai. (D.N,B, 61, p 70, ©See algo Knox, p 272).

Gage Thomas (11l) of Firle, Sussex, Kirby describes him
a8 "D,D, of Padua: Regius Professor at Douai', There
seems no evidence for this: it was Richard Whyte (supra)
who wag at Padua and Profesgsor at Douai,

Thomas Gage's name appears in the official Recusant
Return for 1577,
(C.R.5, Vol, 22, p 80).

Mundyn John (13) of Mapperton. Sch, N,C, 1562/6,
Removed at Bishop's visitation., Kirby says "A Jesuit
executed at Tyburn, 12 Feb, 1582", Mundyn was not a
Jesult, He was at Rheims and afterwards went to Rome
where he was ordained, Came to England in 1582, was
arrested in 1583 and executed at Tyburn; 12 Feb, 1584,
for being a priest ordained by the Pope's authority).
(Gillow V, p 142,

Shelley Thomas {(12) of Michelgrove, Sussex, Sch, N,C,
B,A, Fellow 1563/7. Removed for recusancy.
(Kirby, p 132).

Raynolds (Reynolds) William (12) of Pinhoe, Devon,
'gc":h['.“ir.c,‘, M.A, Fellow 1562/72, Became Catholic in
1575, Entered Rheims 1578, Ordained at Douai 1580,
Taught Divinity and Hebrew, and assisted in preparation
of Rheims New Testament, Wrote religious controversial
works,

(Gillow V, p 409; D,N.B, Vol, xlvii, pp 182 and 183).

Williamg Thomas (1ll) of Oxford, Went overseas,
According to Knox, pp 166 and 168 a "Mr, Williams M, A,
Oxford" stayed at English College, Rheims from 27th
May 1580 to 4 August 1580),

Hoorde William of the Soke, Winchester, Well-known

Hampshire recusant, (Recusant Rolls E 377/4 andE 377/6).
In prison Wood Street Counter 1586 (C,R,S8, 1I, p 266).,
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1555 Marvyn Thomas (14) Sch, N.C, On account of his
" Tecusancy wag expelled at Bishop's Visitation, 1561,

(Horne Register, £ 13).

1556 Whyght (White) Thoma® (12) Southwick, Sch, N.C,
Fellow 1563,
(Recusant Roll, 1602-3, E 377/11).

1556 Norwood William (12) Ashwood, Bucks, £ch, N,C,
Fellow 1563-~70, Removed for recusancy.
(Kirby p 134). ,

1556 lewkner George (12) Tangmere, ©Sch, N,C, B,A, and
M.D, Fellow 1562-70., Mr, George lLewkner, Doctor of Law
is returned as a recusant in 1583 (S,P., Dom Elig
160/26) and is probably identical with the above, See
also note for P, Deale, J, Martin and 5, Hardy, p R

1557 Rastell Edward (12) of Gloucester, ©Sch, N,C, Fellow
156%/4, Removed for non-residence, Became a Jesuit
in 1568 at the same time as his brother, John (seeds~3),
(Gillow V, p 390).

1558 Poole Jeffery (or Pole Geoffrey) (12) of Lordington,
Ad studium juris (Kirby).
Geoffrey Pole was the son of Sir Geoffrey Pole, brother
of Reginald Cardinal Pole, both sons of Margaret,
Countess of Balisbury, executed by Henry VIII, Geoffrey
Pole was alsgo brother of Mary Cuffaud. (Ralph Henslowe's
will (County Record Office, Winchester); Harleilan
Soey, Vol, 64, pp 35, 36, 200). At Rheims August 1582
and 1592 (Knox, pp 190, 237).

1558 Blandye (Blandy) William (1l) of Newbury, Sch, N,C,
B.,A, Fellow 1565/6. Removed by Bishop 1566, Barrister,
Middle Temple,
(Gillow I, p 231; Knox pp 145-6),

1558 Fowler Francis (12) Bristol.
Brother of James Fowler (supra)., At Rome in 1583,
(Gillow II, p 227).

1558 Willis Richard (12) of Pucham, Dorset, Sch, N,C,
1562/4., Kirby p 135, says that he was a Jesuit and an
author of poems, There seems to be no further
information about him,

1558 Cullam John of Farway, Devon, B,A., Fellow N.C,
1564/71. Became a Jesuit at Louvain in 1572 and died
at Douai in 1582, (Knox, p 155).
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1560 Warnford Richard (14) Sevinghampton, ©Sch, N,C, Fellow
1565, Well-known Hampshire recusant,
(Recusant Rolls 1595-6, E 377/4 et seg; C.R.8, II,
pp 250, 251, and 261),

1562 Bustard John (13) of Adderbury, Sch, N,C, Fellow
1567. A recusant (Kirby p 138). Dodd-Tierney (Vol.
II, p 73), quoting from Anthony & Wood and the Douai
Diaries says that "he went to Douai ... entering among
the Jesuits, He was Professor of Philosophy in the
College of their order in Douail where he died on 24
June 1575", Knox, p 105 says that he died on the Feast
of 8t. John the Baptist, "clarissimus et sanctissimus
adolescens ,., unus de Societate Jesuf et apud illos ...
per longum philosophiae professor ,..'. This confirms
Wood and Dodd-Tierney.

1562 Gallop Giles (13) of Burport, ©Sch, N,C, Fellow
1566/9, Became a Jesuit,

(Persons' Memoirs; C,R,S, II, p 192).

1562 Body John (13) of Wells, Somerset, Sch, N,C, M.A,
Fellow 1568/76. .
Became a Catholic and a schoolmaster in Hampshire, At
Douai, Prosecuted under Act of Supremacy and imprisoned
in Winchester for three years, Executed Andover 2 Nov,
1583, (Gillow I, p 255. Bee also Chapter, Vi# Page203).

1562 Tychenor (Tuchinor) Anthony (13) Weeke, in Wootton Bassett.
Sch, N,C., B,C.L, Fellow 1569/78. Suspected of com-
plicity in Babington Plot and was imprisoned, No charge
could be proved against him and he was released in 1589,
(C.R,8, xxi, passim), Ordained priest at Douai in Feb;
1600 and came on English Mission soon afterwards,

(C.R.8, II, pp 257, 262, 259, and 265; Knox, pp 17, 32).

1562 Bolney Bartholomew (16) Stoke Ash, Fellow N.C. 1565/7.
At Visitation of 1566/7 with others he utterly and
expressly refused to subscribefthe 30®Articles of
Religion ('penitus et expresse subscribers recusaverunt" -
Horne Register f 30),

1562 Brunell Gratian (12) of Sponden,

His name was lIncluded among the names of prisoners
in London on 30 Sept., 1588 who "will not take the oath
ministered in the leets, nor the Queen's part against the
Pope's army". i
(C.R.8, Vol. II, p 283),



~333-

1563 Shelley Anthony (13) of Mapledurham,
Believed to have become a Carthusian monk, Included
in a List of Catholics in England, 1574,
(C.R,8, xiii, p 119).

1563 White (Whyte) John (13) of Southwick, Included in
Bishop Horne's 1list of Recusants in 1577,
(C.R, B, xxii, p 40).

1564 Stafforde William (10) of Waltham, ©Sch. N,C, Fellow
1573/5s Removed for non-residence, He probably lived
at Rheims in 1577. The Douai Diaries (Knox, p 125)
record under date 20 July 1577 the arrival at Rheims
of Richard Bride servant to Mr, Stafford,

1564 Stevens Thomas# (13) Bourton, Dorset, Friend of Thomas
Pounds (q.v,). Became a Jesuit and went to Goa. Died
1619, (Foley, Vol. 7, p 738).

1565 Piggott (Pygott) John (12) of Bucks, Sch, N.C,
Fellow 1574/6. Removed at Bishop's Visitation,
(Kirby p 140),

1566 Pitts (Pittes) Thomas (1l) of Stanton St, John., Sch,
N,C, 1573/5. Fugitive beyond eeas,
(Knox, pp 120, 276).

1566 Edwards Thomas (12) of Reading,

The father of this Wykehamist may have been named
Thomas Edwards, who wae imprisoned in the Poultry Counter
in 1578 (C,R,.S8, Vol, I, p 62), In 1582 he was in the
Gatehouse Prison and is described as "“some time having
used the trade of a chandler in Reading', (C,R.S, II,
p 234)., In 1581 "Thomas Edwards, priest" was in
Newgate, He 1s poseibly the son of the sometime Reading
chandler, (Prison Lists C,R.S5, Vols, I and II, ©See
also Knox p 103, 115).

1566 Bhelley John (11) Mapledurham, Som’of Thomas Shelle
of Mapledurham and brother of Anthony Shelley (supra
He may be the person of this name who was a Knight of St;
John of Malta in 1582 (Knox. p 302),

John Bhelley arrived at the English College, Rheims,

on 4 Dec, 1583 and left on 13 May 1586, returning on 11
Oct. 1588 and leaving again on 23 August 1589, (Knox,
pp 199, 210, 221, and 225),

. According to a letter from Anthony Copley attributed
by Strype to the year 1596, which cannot by internal
evidence be later than 1588, John Shelley served in the
Spanish Armada. He was living in Hampshire in 1596,
(C.R.8. Vol, 13, p 119, Note (393)).,
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Pitts Thomas (1ll) of Stanton St, John, Sch., N,C,
3/5. PFuglitive beyond seas, He was the second son

of Arthur Pitts, B,C.L. Fellow of All Souls and
Registrar of Diocese of Oxford, who conformed outwardly.
Arthur Pitts had four sons, Robert, Thomas, Arthur, ‘
and Philip. Thomas is mentioned in the Douai Diaries
(Knox pp 120, 276) but there 1is no record of his
ordination.

(Stonyhurst M8 191, quoted Troubles II, p 115, Note L

Of Bryan Stapleton, Oxford Post-Reformation Missions),

Harward Edmund (12) of Christchurch, London. A Jesult,
Died at Rome (Kirby p 141),

According to the Douai Diaries (Knox p 148) news
had been recelved from Rome that five of their old
students had entered the Soclety (of Jesus) of whom
Edmund Harward was one,

Owen Thomas (1l) of Winchfield,

Possibly the son of Thomas Owen (Supra). Thomas
Owen 5,J,, Rector of English College, Rome 1610-18, wa®
born in Hampshire in 1556 which coincide& with the date
mentioned above.
(Gillow Vol. 5, p 224).

Garnet (or Garnett) Henry (1l) of Heanor., A4 Jesuilt,
Became & Catholic while still a boy and did not in

consequence proceed to New College, Entered Society of

Jesus in Sept, 1575 and sent on English Mission in 1586,

Captured in 1605 after Gunpowder Plot in which Government

considered him involved, Executed 3 May 1606,

(Gillow II, p 390; D.,N,B., Vol, 21, p 2).

Shelborne (B8hylborne) (12) of Basingstoke,
Ordained at Rheims College in 1582, Came to

England and ministered in Hampshire,

(XKnox pp 11, 28, 197).

Pitts (Pittes) Anthony of Stanton St, John.

His real name was apparently Arthur, He seems to
have been the brother of Thomas Pitts (supra) whose
father was Arthur Pitts, Arthur Pitts had a son named
Arthur, but not one named Anthony,

Arthur Pitts, junior, became a Catholic and went to
Douai. He was ordained at Rheims and sent to England in
1581, He was imprisoned and later banished,

(Knox pp 277, 293, 297, 358, ©See also Inner Temple MS8
538, 54. folio 228; H,M,C, 1lth Report p 298).
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1560 Horme Adam (1l) of Saffron Walden, ©Sch, N,C, Fellow
1575/7. .

.Nephew of Bishop Horne of Winchester (“Adolescens
et nepos pseudo-episcopil Wintoniensls' in Douai
Diaries). He went to Rheim@ in August 1577 and dled
in the College in 1578.

(Knox pp 128, 133).

1569 Warnford (Warneford) Oliver of Skerington.
Younger brother of Richard Warnford (supra).

(ch;S. 22, P 41)9

1570 Norton Henry (11) of Tisted,
0 Henry Norton arrived at Rheims in April 1587 and
left for England in March 1591 "being hie father's
heir", (Knox p 238).

1571 Pitts (Pitg) (Pitsaeus) John of Alton. ©Sch, N,C, 1578,
Son of Henry Pitts of Alton and nephew of Dr, Nicholas
Banders (q.v.).

At Winchester he was one of the boys who offered
congratulations to the Queen at her visit to the College
in 1573 (V.C,H, II, p 318), He went to Rheims in 1581
and was transferred to Rome where he was ordained, He
never came to England after ordination, For two years
he taught at Rheims, went to Lorraine and became g tutor,
He also became confessor and almoner to the Duchess of
Cleves and finally Dean of Liverdun, where he died in
1616, He is chiefly known by his work, De Illustris
Anglg?e Scriptoribus, (D,N,B. 45, p 340; Gillow V,

p 3138).

1577 Bacheverell John (9) "Founder's kin", of Kilworth, A&
soldier and then Papal Protonotary.
(Knox pp 222, 230).

All the following were removed for non-residence, but
the real reason was probably unwillingness to conform, A8
regards the later deprivations, the History of New College

169, states that following the thorough vieitation of 1566=T
'a considerable sprinkling of Fellows were removed for non-
residence, most of whom were probably men who could no
longer reconcile themselves to an enforced conformity".

1582 Deale Philip (14) of Newbury., BSch, N.C, M,A, Fellow
1558763, 7
1553 Sotwell Richard (13) of Chute, Sch, N,C, LLD., Fellow
1558/70, (See Chapter II, p 26 . Charged at Visitation
of 1566~7 with being a defender of Papistry),
1553 ?gggen James (14) of Athelhampton, Sch, N,C, Fellow
/9,
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1553 Hard: S?ephen (13) of Farnham, Sch, N,C, Fellow 1561/3
(Hardye) . :
1560 Wallo% Michael (12) Dogmersfield, Sgh, N,C, Fellow 1567/9.
1561 Charnocke William (12) Chorley, Lancs, ©ch, N,C. Fellow
1568, A William Charnock appears on the Recusant Roll for
1592-3% (Lancashire) (E 377/1). He is fined £260 for
absence from church, "William Charnock of Fullwood
(Lancs) " is mentioned in a list of Recusants for
October 1592, (Salisbury Papers IV, p 242).

156% Henslowe Henry (12) Boarhunt,
Member of a well-known Hampshire recusant family,
son of Ralph Henslowe. S
(Recusant Roll 1595-6, E 377/4, and ChapterVil pi5S),

1570 Wygge William (11) Ashley, Sch, N,C, M,A, Fellow
1577-85, A Papist, emecuted at Kingston, 1 Oct, 1588
(Kirby p 143). ‘

William Wygge or Wigge was one of the boy# who
offered congratulations to Queen Elizabeth when she
visited the College in 1573, V.,C,H, Vol, 2, p 315,
states that Wigge "was executed at Kingston in 1588 for
denying the royal supremacy", but there is no confirm-
ation of this from other sources, The Douai Diagries I
and II, pp 11, 29 et _alia have a record of a William
Wigges who was Sent on the English Mission in 1583, and
who died in prison.,

(Knox p 295: the place 1 not stated),
He was ordained in 1582 and was then described as
“of London", (Knox p 11).

NOTE The following who are not in Kirby's Winchester

— Scholarse were possibly Commoners

Martyn Thomas, of Cerne, Dorset, Winton and N,C, (Fellow
1539). Travelled abroad as tutor, M,P, for Hendon, Wilts,
1554, Chancellor to Bishop Gardiner, A barrister and per-
formed legal work in connection with Protestant bishops
under Mary, M,P, for Ludgershall 1557/8, Deprived of all
officers under Elizabeth and then lived in retirement, Wrote
a book against marriage of priests,

(Gillow Vol., 4, p 502 and D,N,B, 36, p 320),
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Pound Thomas, Willﬁkngwn Hg@gig%refR%gg;agt.Eaign %f William
g{“‘% ) 8 oma,

8% ag%té%?e E%uageg 13%’inlLondog. For some timg wag in
great favour with Elizagbeth, Reconciled to Catholicism 1570,
Entered Soclety of Jesus as a lay-associate, ©OSpent 30 years
in prison,

(Gillow, Vol, 5, p 354 and Foley, Vol, III),

Danister John, ,Qnly authority 1s Nicholas Sanders, himself g
Wykehamist (seé*bé&ow) who in a report to Cardinal Moroni

in 1561 says: "Thie man (John Danister), a Winchester boy,
who afterwards studied at Oxford, surpassed all his
contemporaries in writing verse and poetry .,..".

He was a priest and studied at Louvain,

(C.R,8, Vol, I, p 46).
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IEADING RECUSANT GENTRY Appendix II

NOTE: For particulars of the Groups mentioned
below, see Chgpter VII, page[37,

EDWARD BANISTER
(Group 91 Buriton (Mapledurham)
- Idsworth

Some six or seven miles to the south of Mapledurhanm
close to the road leading from George Cotton's estates at
Warblington to the Bhelleye' house, was Idsworth, the manor-
house of EDWARD BANISTER, esquire, He was the eldest son of
Edward Banister by Joan, daughter of John Gunter of Racton,
Sussex.l He married Mary, daughter of Richard Southwell of
Horsham ©t, Faith, Norfolk, @ liary was8 the sister of Robert
pouthwell, the Jesuit martyr and poet, and she visited him in
pr‘ison.5

The Banisters were a pre-Reformation family of standing,
In 1431 Nicholas Banister, the ancestor of Edward, obtained
poesession of the manor of Idsworth and it remained in the
family for iwo centuries,4

Edward Banister first came under notice for recusancy
in 1570, when he was cited from the parish of Idsworth,5
In 1573, while staying with Henry Goring of Burton, Sussex,

an order wag made for his giving bond of £200 to appear at
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the White Lion or "else show himself conformable in matters
of religion" before the Bishop of Winchester, If he conformed

He did not conform,
7

the obligation mentioned waes to be void.
but it is not clear what action was taken after this, In
1583 he was cited as a recusant with Mary, his wife, for
Idsworth.8 He was then in the Gaol at Winchester,

Edward Banister's name appears on the Recusant Roll
for 1592-3 in respect of his property at Idsworth and
Banister's Court with Banister's Park (now in the parish of
Shirley, Southampton)'.9 He also had lands in Sussex.lo

He paid large sums in fines and two-thirds rentals of his

’ 11
property on account of recusancy.

1, ¥ ‘ : % ] Harl, Socy,
64, p 20, 2. D.N.B, Vol. 53, p 294, (ROBERT bOUTHWELL)

3, Ibid p 296, 4., V,C,H, Hants 3, p 106, 5. L.A, 1570,

r 9 v. 6. Vol. 5, Losely Mes No. 1593, quoted in 4 Century
of Persecutlon (5t, George Kieran Hyland D,D, Ph D,, Ldn
1920), 7e In a prison 1ist for 1572 (C.R .8,, I p 59) it 1is
stated that "HMr, Banyster“ is "indighted", A further list
(C.R.8. Ip 62) relating to the Poultry Counter, London,
says that “"Thomas Banister" (probably Edward) waq committed
there (perhaps from another prison) on 11 Feb 1577.

8, 5.,P. Dom Eliz 160 (26 9, Rec. Roll 1592-3 (C,R.S,

Vol, 18, p 286) et seq., E 377/2 et _seq. For Banister's
Court see V,C,H, Hants, 3 p 430, 10. Rec, Roll 1597-8,

E 377/6. 11, See Appendix 8.
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BRUNING (or BRENNING)
of WYMERING (Group 3: Coastal (1) )

Richardimg Bruning (or Brenning) was a younger sonpf
Richard Bruning and of Eleanor, daughter and co-heir of William
Wayte of Wymering.l He married Ellen, daughter of Anthony
Uvedale, who was a recusant and Keeper of Winchester Gaol;g
Richard Bruning's name appears on the Recusant Roll of 1592-3
and the following years in respect of two-thirde Qf the rentals

ﬂo%umeLB
of the manor of Bxresméesn, In 1598 two=thirds of his manor of
A

4

Wymering were "seized" in addition,

William Bruning, probably a younger brother of Richard

Bruning, was included in Lord Burleigh's 1list of prominent

Catholicse in 1588 as a recusant of Wymering.B

Francisca Bruning, spinster, of Wymering, probably

William's sister, wage fined £180 for recusancy in 1592.3,6

The Bruning family date at least from the reign of Edward
Catholic
1,7 There were Still/members of this family in Hampshire in

the 18th century.8

1, vVv.,C,H., 3, pp 48, 70, 167. 2, See Chapters IX and X, %
3, C.R,8, 18, p 283 and Rec, Rolls 1593-4 et _seq (E 377/3 et sedg.) |
4, Rec. Roll 1599-00 (E 377/8). 5. Lansdowne MS8 55, No, 58, .
6. C.R,S, 18, p 290, 7. See pedigree in the possession of the
Catholic family of Eyston, East Hendred, Berkshire: H,M,C, 3rd
Report, Appendix, 8. Anthony and George Bruning, sons of George
Bruning of East Meon and Froxfield, became Jesuits, Anthony died
at Liége in 1776. George served as a Jesuit in Hampshire for
some years, He died at Isleworth in 1802 (Biog, Dictionary of
English Catholics (Ldn 1885) by Joseph Gillow Vol, V, p 354).

A MISTRESS EDBOROW BULLAKER
of Warblington (Group 3 -__Coastal (1) )

Mistress Edborow Bullaker was a daughter of John White,

the grantee of Southwick Priory, by Katherine Pounde, daughter of

William Pounde of Drayton, Hampshire, and married Peter Bullaker
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(or Bollater), possibly one of the Bullakers of Southampton, an
important i6th century family.l She was thus a cousin of Thoma#
Pounde and kinswoman of the Henslowes of VWest Boardhunt, In
1583% she was8 cited as a recusant for War‘blington‘.2

Mistress Elizabeth Bullaker, probably the mother-in-law
of Mistress Edborow, was also returned in 1583 as a recusant,
being then stated to be in the House of Correction at
Winchester.” In 1595-6 she was fined £160 for eight months'
absence from church,4 She was then €aid to be of iest Boarhunt
and was no doubt staying with the Henslowes,

The Bullakers herboured priests, For example, John
Chaphhan, a Seminary priest, who was captured in August 1582 and
examined by the Bishop of Winchester on the 8th of that month,
confessed that after his ordinaktion as a priest at Rheims, he
journeyed in the West Country and "came directly to Mistress

Bullacre of Warblington and made it his chie?f abode”.5

i) g

lo ry [ A 77 2 nd HaI‘l. Socy.
Vol. 64 (under Bullaker), 2, 5.P, Dom Eliz 160/26, 3. Ibid

4. Rec, Roll 1595-86, E377/4. 5. B.P. Dom Eliz 155, No. 8,
8 August, 1582,

WILLIAM BURLEY OF MIDDLETON (10: Outlying Places)

WILLTAM BURLEY, gentleman, was the son of Richard Burley
of Middleton Hall, Longparish.l In 1582 he was stated to be one
of the "principallest recusants in Winchester" and was thus
described: "In Queen Mary's time a J.P.".2 In 1583 he was
cited as a recusant for Longparish together with a relative,

Millicent Bur'ley,,j He was then in Winchester Gaol,

William Burley's name appears on the Recusant Ro11 for
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1592-3 and subsequent Rolls, He owed two-thirds rentals in

respect of property on the manors of Middletomand Longbridge

Deverill (in Wiltshire).A

1. Harl, Socy. 64, p 94. 2, C,R,8, 2, p 221, 3, 8,P. Dom
Eliz 160/26," 4., Rec. Roll 1592-3 E 377/1 (C.R.S. 18, pp 277

278) et seq.

HENRY CAREW (OR CAREWE) (Group (4) Coastal Group (2))

HENRY CAREW, esquire, of Hordle Bremor and Keyhaven, near
Milford, Hampshire, was the son of Thomas Carew (or Carewe)‘
who died in 1578.1 He paid two-thirds of the rentals of his
manors of Hordle Bremor, Keyhaven and Hamworthy (Dorset) for

many yearse on account of recusancy . 2

i, v.C,H, Hants 5, p 112, 2. Rec, Roll 1592-3 (C,R,8, 18,
p 283) et seq: E 377/1 et _seq. .

ANTHONY COPE of Bedhampton (Group 3: Coastal (1)

Anthony Cope, gentleman, of Bedhampton, a neighbour of

Thomas Pounde (his estate was only a mile oP So away), was the
son of Stephen Cope of Bedhampton and grandson of Sir William
Cope, Knight-Cofferer to Henry VII, who lived at Banbury,l
In 1569 Anthony Cope was required, as a J,P, to signify

his obedience to the Act of Uniformity, He was then described
a8 an excommunicate person who '"refuseth to subscribe most
obstinately",® This was at the time of the Revolt of the North
when Horne and the Government were in a state of some anxiety.

It is not known when Cope was relieved of his position as a

Justice, but it was probably as a result of his refusal. He is

not at any rate, in a list of J,P's compiled in 1575.,3
0/
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Anthony Cope was included in a return of recusants for

1577.4 In 1583 he 1is cited as a recusant for the parish of

Bedhampton.? In 1586 he is stated to be geaa,®

Anthony Cope was a neighbour and friend of George dotton .

In his will made in 1585 and proved in 15867 he sgid: "I gave
unto Master George Cotton of Warblington, my very friend, for
a Simple remembrance, a Latin bible of St. Jerome's‘trans_
lation, Elyot's Dictionary8 and g book of T (Thomds) de
Aqujno (Aquinas) in Latin, desiring him to be the overseer of
this my testement and last will, and to help with his good

counsel if any doubt do arise touching the same."

1.,Hanns Visitations, Harleian Bocy, Vol, 64, pp 21, 22 and

6.’[3_5 . 2, Cal 5,P, Dorn Eliz,
P32 "No, 46, 28 Nov. 1569. 3. 5.P, Dom Eliz Vol. 104

(List of J,P's). 4. 5.P, Dom Eliz 117 No. 10 and 10 (1)

24 Oct 1577. 5. S.P. Dom Eliz 160/26, 6. 5.P, Dom Eliz
188 No. 16 (1-13) of 13 April 1586. 7. Archdeacon's

Court: County Record Office, Winchester., 8, The Dictionary
of 8ir T, Eliot, Knight (Latin-English, With a M,S5, letter
of the author to Thomas, Lord Cromwell. In aedibus T,

Bertheleti, Lowdini, 1538: B,l. Catalogue of Early English

Books to 1640, Vol. I, 4-E f 527 (London 1884).

AIEXANDER CUFFAUD (OR CUFFQOLD) OF CUFFQLD
(10 Outlying Places)

The CUFFAUDS were an ancient family settled at the Manor
of Cuffaud in Basing., Alexander was the eldest son of William
Cuffaud of Cuffaud, by Mary, the daughter of Geoffrey Pole
(or Poole) of Bussex, a eon of Margaret Pole, Countess of
balisburyl, executed by Henry the Eighth, Alexander and his
wife, Jane, and Simon Cuffaud (probably an uncle or brother)
together with Thomas Baker, "a resorter to Mr. Cuffaud's

house" were returned a& recusants for s ’ .
} usants for the parish of Basing in
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15832, Simon Cuffaud is then stated to be in the Gaol at

Winchester, In 1592.3 Alexander was fined £160 for non-

attendance at Common Prayer,j

1, Harl, Socy, 64, pp 35, %6. 2. 5,P. Dom Eliz 160 (26)
3 C,R,5, 18, p 289, \

WILLIAM FEAWKENOR (Group 5: Meon Valley-Ropley)

WILLIAM frAWEKENOR, esquire, was8 the son of William

ffawkenor of Ashenden, Bucks, the son of William ffawkenor of

EEgh)

Westbury Manor, East Meon, by Elinor, the daughter of Thomas

Wells of Brambridge.l

William ffawkenor wag a landowner of considerable
wealth and possegged extensive property in Hampshire and
Wiltshire,2 He paid large sums in fines and two-third rentals

of his lands on account of recusancy.3 In 1583 he was returned

4

as a recusant for Itchen Abbas, near Winchester,” and was

probably then staying with Nicholas Scrope, recusant, who

lived there.”

William Norden in his survey of Hampshire in 1595 notes

that Westbury House was then occupied by ”ffawkenor“.6

1, Wiltshire Visitations 1623: Harl, Socy, 105, pp 62, 63.
2. Rec, Rolls, 1592-3 (C,R.S5, 18, pp 275, 352) et sed,

3., Bee Appendix IX. 4. 5.P, Dom Elia 160/26, 5, See under
SCROPE below, 6, William Norden, Map and Notes, 1595,

JOHN GOLDBMITH (Group 5: Meon Valley-
Ropley Group)

JOHN GOLDSMITH, gentleman, of Exton, was the son of

Henry Goldsmith of Exton.l He married, firstly, Susan,

daughter of Henry Tichborne, probabiy the sister of Nicholas
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Tichborne,2 who died in 1589; and, secondly, Dorothy,
daughter of William Middleton,-
In 1581 John Goldsmith was committed to the common gaol
in Winchester because of his wife's Papistry,4 but was released
in the following yeaP;S In 1583 his wife, Dorothy, and daughter
Jane, were returned as recusants for Exton, |
The Goldsmiths were harbourers of priests, In 1584
Thomas Dodwell, the spy, reported’ that “Mr., Goldsmith of
Exton, seven miles from Winchester, keepeth Young alias Adams
in his house continually and receiveth Barnes glias Bonde and
Askew with any other seminary priests that cometh (sic)", It
is evident from this that John Goldsmith's manorhouse served
as a Mass-centre, but it was not till 1592-3 that the law was
invoked against him: in that year he was fined 100 marks for
hearing Mass (no doubt in his own house).8
Peter Goldsmith of Corhampton, son of John Goldsmith,
°

was alSo a recusant and was fined £180 in 1592-3 for recusancy,

Harl, Socy. 64, p 112, 2, See under Nicholas Tichborne,

Harl. Socy, 64, p 112, 4, 8,P, Dom Eliz 117, No, 232,

A,P,C, (N,B,) 16 Feb, 1581, 6, 5,P, Dom Eliz 160/26,

5,P. Dom Eliz 168 No, 34. 8. C.,R,®, 18, p 281, 9.Ibid p 289,

~UTW
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MISTRESS KATHERINE HALL of Easton
(Group T7: Itchen Abbas-Preston Candover)

The ancestry of this recusant is unknown, but she was
apparently of some standing. ©he was included in Bishop Horne's
.. ) . 1
1ist of recusants in 1577 with her son, Henry™; and in 1583,

with Henry (he is described as a gentleman) and Mary his

wife, she is cited as a recusant for Easton, near Winchester
= °
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She ic then stated to be in the Gaol at Winchester,2 In

3

1592.3 she was fined £180 for recusancy.
In 1602-3 HMargaret Hall, widow, of Easton, probeably

a relative of Katherine and Henry, was fined £100 for

4

recusancy.,

1. C.R,8, 22, pp 39-41. 2, 5.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26), 3., C.R,8,
18, p 288. 4. Rec. Roll 1602/3, E 377/11.

WILLIAM HOQORDE

WILLIAM HOORDE, gentleman, of Preston Candover, and a
Wykehamistl, was cited a& a recusant in 1583 with his wife
‘and family for the parish of Kallender, He was then in the
Gaol at Winchester.2 In 1592-3, two~thirds of the rentals
of his lands in Preston Candover, Nutley, Axford and Ellsfield
were payable to the Crown on account of his continued r'ecusancy.‘3
In 1598 he appealed against the payment of the debt owed in
respect of the rentals and the appeal was é,llowed.4
Hoorde was one of the preominent recusants involved in

the "dispersgal" of Campion's Challenge in Hampshire.5

1., Williem Hoorde was evidently of some standing, but his
ancestry cannot be traced, 2, 8,P, Dom Eliz 160/26., 3. C.R.S.
18, pp 273, 277, 290. 4. Appendix IX., 5, Chapter Iv,ng,

ROBERT JOY (Group 5: Meon Valley-Ropley)
ROBERT JOY, gentléman, was returned as a recusant in
1583 with his wife, Elizabeth, for East Meon,l and was then
in the House of Correction in Winchester, He was fined a total

sum of £200 for recusancyo2
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In 1599 Robert Joy helped in the escape of Edward

Kenyon, a priest from Winchester Gaol,?

1. 5.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26), Robert Joy'e ancestry is not known.
2, Appendix VIII, 3, See Chapter X‘ﬁf137,14"

ALICE KNIGHT AND ROBERT KNIGHT of Ludshott
Godfield and SBwarreton (10 OQutlving Places)

ALICE EKNIGHT was the widow of Richard Knight, In 1577
Richard EKnight, gentleman, died seised of the manof of Lud-
shott, leaving as his son and heir, Robert.1 Alige Knight
was returned as a recusant for the parish of St, Michael,
Winchester, in 15772 , and in 1583 she was stated to be in
the Gaol at Winohester,3 In the same year Robert Knight and
his wife, Constance, are returned as recusants for the parish
of Bwarreton., Robert is also in the Gaol.4

On the Recusant Roll for 1592-3 and subsequent Rolls
it ie stated that Aliee Knight and Robert Knight owe to the
Crown two-thirds of the rentals of property on the manor of
Ludshott, whilst Robert Knight owes two-thirds rentals of
the manors of Godfield and 5warreton,5 Robert and Alice Knight
together owe, in addition, according to the Roll of 159253
the sum of £20, being the value of goods and chattels “"seized

for the Crown on account of their recusancy;6

l, V.C,H, Hants 2, p 492, 2, 8.P, Dom Eliz 117, No, 10,
Rolls 1592-3 377/1 (C.R.S, 18, pp 274, 280 et sea,
6. C.R.5, 18, p 280. » ’ )» et geq
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- ANTHONY NORTON (Group 5: Meon Valley-Ropley)

ANTHONY NORTON, gentleman, the son of Richard Norton of
Punsholt Manor, West Meonl, was returned in 1583 ag a recusant
for the parish of St, Maurice, Winchester,> He was convicted
for recusancy in June 1589 and in that year ie stated to owe
£200 in fines,3 His name subsequently appears on recusant
l"ollS,4 According to these, Anthony Norton's lands were in
Hambledon, Blendworth, Catherington and Bishop's Sutton.5
Benjamin Narton, a younger brother of Anthony, is cited
a8 3 recusant in 1583 and is then grouped with Mistress
Elizabeth Norton, probably his mother, and Anthony Norton as

6

recusants,

The Nortons lived at their manor of Punsholt in West lMeon
and there harboured Sigebert Buckley, the last Benedictine monk
of WestminSter.7 Punsholt is not far from West Tisted where
listrese Elizabeth Tichborne lived and this proximity suggests

g cloce association between the two recusant families,

1, V,C.H, 3, p 344. 2. 5.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26), 3. Pipe Roll

E 372/434. 4. 1592/3, E 377/1 (C.R.,5, 18, pp 282, 283) et seq,
5, Ipbid, 6. 5.P, Dom Eliz 160/26, 7. Essay on Hampshire
Recusants in The 0Old English Bible and other Esgays, by F.A,
@asquet, p 276 et _seg (Ldn 1908),

LADY ELIZABETH PAULET (10: Recusants in Outlying Places)

LADY ELIZABETH PAULET of Crondall was a well-known
Hampshire recusant, A daughter of William, Lord Windsor, she
married firstly, Henry Sandys of The Vine, and secondly, Sir
George Paulet, younger brother of the first Marquis of
Winchester, !

She was included in Bishop Horne's 1list of recusants for



- 349~

15772 and was returned in 1583 as a recusant with her
daughters, Gertrude Paulet and lMargaret Sandys, for the parish
of Crondall.3 Her name is also in the 1list of recusants for
15884° In 1586 she was in the Fleet prison on account of
recusancy,5

Lady Paulet sheltered priests and in 1584 Thomas Dodwell
reported that "Lady Paulet of Crondall entertains Askew aliag
Nutter with many Seminary priests before named",® 1In 1587
her name was among those of people known to thé Government

“to be common receivers, harbourers and maintainers of Jesuits

snd eeminary priests", 7

1, V.C.H, 4, p 13 and Woodward History of Hsmpshire, p 263,
2, 8,P, Dom Eliz 117, No. 10 and 10 (1), 24 Oct, 1577.
3, S,P. Dom Eliz 160(26) 4, C.R, B, 22, p 120 et _seq.

A ppendix VII 6, 5.P, Dom Eliz 168 Nos 33 and 34, Feb
(?) 1584. The '“many Semlnary priests before named" are those
already mentioned under Ludlow, Goldsmith, Henslowe, etc, (dav) .
7. 5.,P, Dom Eliz 201, No. 53, Jl May 1587§

POWLWHEEL, FAMILY of Compton (Group 6t Twyford-
Otterbourne)

OTHO POWLWHEEL's wife Elizabeth, was returned as a
recusant in 1583 for the parish of Compton,1 and in 1592-3
Alice, wife of Otho Powlwheel (presumably Alice wag Otho's
second wife) was fined £180 for recusancy‘.2

In 1583 William Powlwheel was cited as a recusant, being
a "resorter to Mr. Otho Powlwheel's house' at Compton.3 In
1592-3 William, described as a gentleman, living in the Soke,

Winchester, was fined £180 for recusancy,4

1. 5.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26), 2. C.R.8, 18, p 287. 3. 8,P, Dom
Eliz 160 (26). 4. C.R,5,18, p 288, ‘
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SCROPE FAMILY of Itchenstoke (Group T7:
Itchen Abbas-~ Preston Candover

WICHOLAS SCROPE, gentleman, was the son of Anthony Scrope
of Herefordshire and a direct descendant of Richard, Lord Bcrope,
Lord Treasurer to Edward Third and afterwards Lord Chamberlain,
who married Blanche, daughter of Michﬁel de la Pole, Earl of
Suffolkl. Nicholas Scrope was returned in 1577 as a recufant
for Itchenstoke with his wife, Winifred,2 In 1583 he was in
Winchester Gaol on account of recusancy: his wife and daughter,
Anne, were then returned as recusantSfor the parish of Itchen-
stoke.2 NicholaS Scrope was imprisoned at Wisbech Castle in
1586 and the following years, and was a leading figure in some
of the earlier troubles there,? In 1592-3 he was fined £180

for recusancy.

1. Harl, Socy, 64, pp 72, 73, 2, 5,P, Dom Eliz 117, Nos, 10
and 10 (1), 24 Oct 1577, 3. S.P, Dom Eliz 160/26. 4, See,p21¥

and Appendix VII, 5. C.R.,5, 18, p 290,

BENJAMIN STOCKWITH of Lymington (Group 4:
Coastal Group (2} )

BENJAUIN STOCKWITH wae the eldest son of Thomas Stockwith
gentleman, of East Meon, by agnes, daughter of William Martin
of Berkshire,l He is stated in 1586 to have been 'sometime a
student in the Inns of Court".? On the recusant roll for 1592-3
he is described as a gentleman of Lymington and is stated to
owe a fine of £160 for recusancy.- Both Benjamin and his
Tather possessed lands in Hinton Daubney,4 whilst Benjamin him-
self inherited lands and pastures at Catherington (Horndean)

and land on the manor of Froddington.5

1. Harl, Socy., 64 (entry Stockwith), 2, C.R,
1

Wi 241, 3, C.R.B,
18, p 289, 4. Ibid. 5. Rec, Rolls, 1600/ 9.

S, p
E 377/
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GEORGE TATTERSHALL of Beaulieu (Group 4: Coastal (2))

GEORGE TATTERSHALL, genejgman, was returned in 1583 as a
recusant for Beaulieu,l and in 1586, in connection with
information furnished to the ggxﬁrnment about Hampshire
recugants, he is stated to be Kof the shire",© Although his

rank was that of gentleman, hils ancestry cannot be traced.

-1, 8,P. Dom Eliz 160(26), 2. 8,P. Dom Eliz 188, lNos. 16

and 16 (1), 12 April 1586.

GIIBERT TICHBORNE

GIIBERT TICHBORNE of Totford, the son of Nicholas Tich-
borne, of West Tisted and Tichborne, was the younger brother
of Benjamin Tichborne.l A smaller recusant landowner, he
was a very capable soldier,
His named appears on the Recusant Roll for 1592-3 for
the parish of Totford when two-thirds of his lands there were
“seized into the hands of the Queen", He was also in that year
fined 100 marks for hearing Mass, for which offence he was aphaenbly
committed to pr'ison.4 He had previously (in 1581) been imprison-
ed in the Gatehouse Prison, London, on account of recuSanCy,5
Gilbert Tichborne died in 1636 at the ripe age of 96

and was buried in the Catholic Cemetery of St, James, Winchester?

1. Harl, Socy. 64, p 126, 2, Chapter ¥, p I}, 3, C,R, 8, 18,
D 281 4. A;heﬁ 5. 0,R.5, 2, p 219. 6, C.E,5, 42 P 151

_"{1"'\-.
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TICHBCRNES OF PORCHESTER AND LONGWOOD
(Group 63 Twyford - QOtterbourne)

PETER TICHBORNE was the son of Henry Tichborne of‘
Owslebury and Porchester, and CHIDEOCK, involved in the
Babington Plot, was Peter's son.l In 1577 Peter Tichborne
and his wife were returned as reeusants for Porchester.2
In 1579 or thereabouts Peter was in the White Lion prison,
London.> Released on bonds in 1581, he was again in the
White Lion in December 15814. He was stated to bejin prison
in London in 15835 , and in the same year his wife, Elizabeth,
and his son, Chideock, were returned as recusants for
Porchester,

Chideock Tichborne gave shelter to seminary priests, In
1584 the ubiquitous Spy)ThomaS Dodwell, informed the Government
that "Mr, Tichborne", sometime of Porchester,“now remaining
at Longwood, receiveth Askew, Fisher, Young, Gardiner and any
other Seminary priest that comes; he being in London, Mr,
Fortescue (othenzsg%n Ballard, the Babington Plot conspirator)
brought thither Bomerfield, his three sisters being the
receivers",? Longwood, ly ing near the Wells' property at
Brambridge'must have beeny in its extent of wood, an excellent
place in whdch to hide priests, Probably, however, after
Dodwell's information, it was carefully watched and was too
unsafe a spot for priests to visit; but in a closely-knit
county like Hampshire there were plenty of other "harbourages"

among which to move.

1. Harl, Socy., 64, pp 125, 126, 2, C,R.S, pp 39-41., 3. G.R.®S,
1, p 69. 4. A.P.C. (N,8,) 7 May 1581 & 11 July 1581; and S.P,
Dom Eliz 150, No., 94. 5, S.P, Dom Eliz 160/26, 6. Ipid 7. S.P,
I?OIH Eliz 168, No, 34. Although Dodwell speaks of “Mﬁi‘Chbor'ne”
1t seems fairly avident by the references to Ballard. one of the

Dl"ieStS and one e c - - B l 't ~ e L
« v = S ve i ot cons +7
1172001 T1éhborne Ts fMeakl? ohief Babington P aspirators that
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NICHOLAS TICHBORNE (Group 8: Hartley iaudit)

Hartley Maudit is important in the history of Hampshire
recusancy mainly because NICHOLAS TICHBORNE, who had a small
estate there, was one of the earliest and moet unyielding of
recusagnte in the reign of Elizabeth. He was first cited in
15621, and henceforth his recusant career wat a Serieﬁ of
citations and imprisomments till his death in 1589,

He was the younger son of Henry Tichborne of Oswlebury
and Porchester,2 and the father of the martyrs, Thomas
Ticﬁborne, priest, and Nicholas Tichborne, layman'.5 In 1572
he was among those summoned before the Ecclesiastical
Commisgionere at Winchester for recusancy.4 In 1577 he
was returned as a recusant for Hartley MauditS, and in 1583
he was in the gaol at Winchester, where he died in 1589;6

Like his kinsman, Gilbert Tichborne, he was buried in the

Cemetery of St Jemes,

‘&Wf‘f G‘M’.ﬂv‘ y 2
1, L.A4, 1562 £ 4, 2, F—Q-G 7

5. Appendix VI, 4. Cal, Sal,’Papers, Vol: 2 (96) 1572.
5. 8.P. Dom Eliz 117, Nos 10 and 10 (1), 24 Oct 1577,
6, 8,P. Dom Eliz 160 (26) and C,R,8, 48, p 146, 7. C.R.5.48,p 46

ANTHONY UVEDALE (Group 53i Meon
Vallev-Roplevy)

ANTHONY UVEDALE, gentleman, of Hambledon, was the son of
Thomas Uvedale of Hambledon, Hampshire )by Elizabeth, daughter
of Nicholas Soper of Southmundham, Sussex., Thomas Uvedale,
the younger son of ®ir Thomas Uvedale of Wickham, HampShire,
was descended from Peter Lord Uvedale, tempo Edward the Third, !
8ir Williem Uvedale, Sheriff of Hampshire in 1595,2 was the

head of the family in Elizabeth's reign, It was to s
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him that Anthony Uvedale, contrary to the recusancy statutes
of 1581 and 1586-7, illegally transferred some of his lands
in 1588.°7
In 1577 Anthony Uvedale was re turned by Bishop Horne as
a recusant, with his wife Ursula, for Ha,mbledon,4 He was,
5

although a recusant, hereditary Keegper of the Gaol at Winchesters;

and possessged the manor of Woodcote near Alresford and a farm

at Pittleworth.6

BEETr R p.et. P14 v
1. /I 3 ; . 2. P,R,O, List of Sheriffs: sad-
Listsas TJdeats Vol, 9, (London 1898). 3. Chapter XI, pL7 e
4. S,P. Dom Eliz 117, Nos 10 and 10 (1), 24 Oct 1577.
5, See Chapters IX and X, 6, C,R,8, 18, pp 276, 281,

STEPHEN VACHELL (BURITON)
(Group_9: Buriton-Idsworth)

STEPHEN VACHELL, gentleman, of Heath House, Buriton, one
of those who heard Mass daily at Mapledurham, was probably the
elder son of Oliver Vachell of Buriton by Margaret, daughter of
Richard Norton of East Tisted.T 1In 1577 he was returned as a
recusant for Buriton2 and again in 1583, when he was a prisoner
in the gaol at Winchester, ? Mary his wife, and Margery his

sister, are cited at the same time,

Stephen Vachell possessed extensive farmlands at

(Buriton), Hayling, Havant (Langstone) and Catherington, ahd

. paid two-thirds of the rentals on some of these,4

1, Harl, Socy, 64, p 14, 2. S.P, Dom Eliz 117, Nos 10 and
10 (1) 24 Oct 1577. 3, S.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26), 4. Rec. Roll
1592-3 (C,R,5, 18, pp 276, 286) and subsequent Rec, Rolls

(E 377/2 et_seq).
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Appendix IV

Ho, of recusants

75 (ine, 5%,
taﬂhﬂm&w a 15
8% . Maurice 15
and 8t, Olement's|

in
pius Weeke

Fimsbury
King'& Somborne 8 (Lady Mabel
Sandys)
N:th'&”"ﬁ@ 2
Farley Chamberlayne 2
#ichelmarch 3
Homeey —
3. Coastal Group (1)
Bouthwick 8
darblingten 19
Badhampton 3
Far] ington 5
tdtenrield 3
:Jiﬁl@?’ 1
4, Boarmnt 18
Fymering 16
Pareham 3
Portsea 1
Louthampbon 1
Havant -1
78 move than 1/6th

of the total for
the county,
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» {2) (£,9, corner of Hampshire)

'ﬁiﬁ%&@@d 1
Holdenhurst 3 11
{a l1ittle H,%, of Christchurchs John

?1ek%arﬁ@ ;en&, z&s r@%urnei a8 &

Lyaington

2

Saristehurch 13
¥ilford 2
Fawley 2
Hordle 3
-

35

Hptes

f

he &ﬁﬁ@%ury of John Tichborne 12 not clear: hs may have been

menber of the Wiltshire branch of the Tichberne family {see

shive fi&jggg*wgg, 15*3} in which a Christien name ﬁf gg
ﬁ@ﬁﬁfﬁ.t John Zichborne was “"convented before the wusan;
Hajesty's Commissionsrs for Caubes “aeiamiaﬁ 1eal® iR L5

with ¥istross Ulisabeth Tichborme, loger iﬂ&hmrﬁ@ anﬂ‘ﬁiahaias
Tichvorne "ehiefly for thelr naﬁleaﬁin the Tivine Service and

ééuaivﬂng the blessed Communion". {0Oal, Yallebury Papers,
Py 2 &y P 35 and 37}'

3ishop's Yaltham

Be

ﬁr@xf@rd 7
%a&bieugﬁ 17
rm:"xf@xvd 1
fxton 3
foonbboke 3
fesl Keon 7
boberton 3
Fickham 1
Privet 1
Tept Tisted 3
Bramdean 1

3



Compton

Stonehanm (North and Eouth)

{about Four miles south-west of Brame
bridge the seat of the Wells family)
owelebury

Hursley

Otterbourne

Twyiord

fichen Abbas.} r@%»am,@aﬁé‘;;

dhechen Abbas
Avington
Taston

*ihon

Ovington

Buriton
Idswerth
Eteep
Jatherington
Petersfielid

9. Lublving

Basing

Lone futton

{3 miles south west of Crondall: Lady
Elizsboth Pauled at Crondall:
herbeurer of priests)

Bramshotd

G

= N

@&w%ww

Bl o e

5

5 {Influence of the
Enight family)

10 {Cuffold family)
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Appendix V

Abbr‘év iations |

DD, -
Memoirs =

:

'mia.a

Cotton)

ANDERTON,
Robert

APPLETON

BARNES . John

{alias BONDE)

BAWDIEN,
William
(or BALDWIN)
S,d,

BRYNE John

BRUSHFORD
John or James

ouai Disries I and II (edited T,F, knox, London 1878),

r8 of Misslonary Priests (Richard Challoner,

Sent to English Mission 1581, '"With Mr. Goldsmith

of Exton" (1584), Executed Tyburn for priesthood,

8 October 1586 (S5.P, 168, NHo, 34) (?) Feb, 1584;

D,D, p 27). Apprehended in Winchester (Memoirs p 588),

Marisn priest, Chaplain to Barl of Southampton. f
(8,P, 160/26, 1583; C,R.5, Vol, I p 60, Vol,III pp 5 & 6)

In Heampshire 1582 and 1586 (Strype, Annals, III
Part 2, Appendix p 426), T 7

Arrested on landing in Isle of Wight, 1586. Exscuted
Isls of Wight 1586, (A,?7,C, (H.8,) 11 March, 1586 and
6 & T May 1586; D,D, pp 12, 30 ete,),

An old priest with Lady Elizebeth Paulet (C,R.S, 22,

p 120 et _seq),

With “Mr, Goldsmith of Exton" (1584), Beanished January
1585 (Act of 158%). (8,P, 168/34, 1584; D.D. pp 1, 2,
26; Hemoirs, p 110), .

Government released him from the Bridewell, London,
thinking that he was a Neapolitan merchsnt, He then
took refuge with George Colton at Warblington,
(Forgotten Shrines, Dom Bede Camm, 0,5,B: Ldn, 1910,
P %)DQDQ pp 192’ 1979 Ei@d in pl‘iﬁaﬂ, 1585 (D.D.
P 2 X

Prisoner, Winchester 1583, (5,P, 160/26).

Came on English Mission (Hampshire) in 1585,
(Foley III, p 276 et seq),



BUCKLEY, Sigebert

-F: N

CHAPMAN John

CHATTERTON
Henry, S8.J,

DARBYSHIRE Rcbert

gsometimes called

Hampshire or
L‘seham)

DICKENSON
{D1iC (;.ng‘) Roger
(21128 Johnson)

FARUER
(zlias Jonas

Meredith)

FENNELL Simon

FIXER John
or Fisher
or Fixter)

GARDINER John

GRAFTON
TTa Jdesuit

HEMERFORD Thomas

‘Fareham, of Gilbert Wells, Brambrid

~361~

Last surviving monk of Westminster, Lived wit};

Recusa.nt Norton family, Punsholt Nanor, East Neon,
8, p 209; Gasquet, Hampshire Recusants (in .
fiah Bible ete, (1dn., 1908) p 27bet _seq).

With Mistress Bullacre of Warblington (S,P, Dom

'Eliz 155/8, 8. August 1582) and the Shelle 8 at
lap ledurham (Buriton) (S e ﬁom Eliz 196 50,

23 June 1586).

Friend of Themas Péunde, of Farlingion (F‘oley
I1I, pp 543, 614 and 657), Banished from England
1606 ?Memoirs p 282),

Harboureé in heme of John Ludlew, Cams Hall,

ge (Twyford)
and of the Shellega at Ihiapledurham {(Buriton),
(5,P, Dom Eliz 168, Nos, 33 and 34, Feb, (?) 1584:
Foley III, p 46)s

Harboured by Lady lary West in Winch@sﬁer (8.7,

Eliz 148/34, (?) Feb, 1584). Captured Hampshire
(A.P.C. (N.,S8,), 24 Jan, 15905-91). Execubed
Wigggister 7 July 1591 (Memoirs (Ldn, 1924),

p .

With the Shelleys ai‘. Mapledur’h@n, (S P. Dom Eliz

- 190/50, 23 June, 1386}.

Harbaumd ‘by "o1d Mistress ‘Tichborne", mother of
Sir Benjamin Tichborne, (S.P, 248/94, 5 May 1594;
Cal. saliabury Papers, Pt, IV p 402),

H&rboured by "Iﬁr ﬁ?ieh.bame of Porchester now
residing at Langwea& (Poter Tichborne:or his aan,
Chideock)., (S.P. 168 No. 33 (?) PFeb, 1584; Foley
VI, p xx Note 15, and D.D, pp 13, 30}.

Harboured by John Iudlcw of Cams Hall, Parehsm,
Peter Tichborne of Lo n%woad and Thomas Henslew of
Boarhunt (8,P, 168/33 (?) Feb,’ 1584). o

"Supposed to be in the house of Wells" (Gilbert
Wells of Brambridge, Twyford). (S,P, 248/116,
24 Vay, 15@4) : :

,Game to English Missicn in 1583 (Foley I)II, p 47) s
8

Apprehended in Hanpshire (Memoirs, p
Executed Tyburn, 12 Feb, 1584 W:’t’hh four others
(Ibid p 87).



éreaﬁ n@phaw of S1r. Th@naﬂ ﬁ@r@ (ﬁhﬂ. ﬁeuthama,
- 'Recusgnt Prose (Ldn, 1950) p 56 and Note), Fellow
~of lerton and*af All Bouls (ibid)., Came to .
 English Mission 1581; imprisoned 1583; banished
-1585, but a.;a,r@n‘hly ret.umaeﬁ (Fcley IIZ, 13 4, 5,
30, et sea), -
With Shelleys at %éapladurm é uritém) in 1586
(8.P, 190 l%. 50, 23 June 158 Returned to
Continent and event:ua}.ly &1@& there (F‘eley I,

7 P 4.5) @
3, E Harb@urei by ’ohe Lady Eiary “ifea‘b in ﬁinchest.er
azias Fisher) (5.,P, 148, No. 34, (?) Feb, 1584), Died in
prisen, 1584. (E@ley IIl, p 45; Memoirs pp
104, 105)s e
KENYON Edward . Imprisoned in Winchester, 1599, (Cal, 5,P, 272

Ef@o 111 12 ﬁe]t 1599 etco)o

LISTER Thomas, S.d. Barbeureé by George Gott.on at Warbl iﬂg‘bcn
D (AF ~ t’b %hz‘ 8, R 89), Came ‘ha
“ '? al@y 111, p ﬁ?)o

MARSDEN Willlam  Arrested with Robert Anderton on landing in Isle
S of Wight and executed there (see entry for
Robert Anderton a‘bwe) i o

MITTEN With Thomas Henslow of Boarhunt., (S.P. 168/33,
~(alias Long) (?) PFeb, 1584). |
MUNDEN John Educated Winchester and Oxford (Fellow, New

College, 1562-6) « see Wykehsmist List
45&;@;;911&,12 ¥,

Worked in Hampshire (Memoirs p 98 et_ eezg
to English Eﬁ%i&n, 1582 (Foley IIT p 46).
Inprisoned l58;§u4. Executed 12 Feb, 1584,

NIGHTINGALE Robert  Came to EngliSh Mission, 1584 (Foley III, p 47).
: Stated to be in Hampshire in 1588 (c R,5, 22, '
p 120, e‘ﬁ seg). : '

NORTON Benjamin of the reeusant family of the Eartans m.nShol‘b
' East Meon. (S,PF, 160/26: D.D, pp 3.96 217, and’
C.,R.B, 5; p 394)n , .

NUTTER Robert Harboured by the Lady Paulet of Crondall, Thomas
aliag Askew ‘Henslow of E@&rmnt the Lmv Hary West in Wine

chester and "Nr, i’i@hbarna of Longwood {S,P,168/
33 and 34 (?) Feb, 1584), With the Shelleys at
Hapledurham (Buriten) 1586 (5,P, 190/50, 2
June 1586) ed in 1535 (under the Act of
: ut a.pparently retuz'ned Executed at
Lancaster, July 1600 (lenmoirs p 248).

{




et

PALMER, Simon

PALMER, Thoma#

POUND, John

SELEOIE o

SINGIE ‘I‘GSE §homas

SOMERFIELD

{aiias Holland)

STW Thomas
T 8.d.

STOKES Walter

STONE o
allas Geurm)

" fiykehamist (see Wykehamiet List,
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; In Wiuchester Ga@l, 1583 (5 P. 160/26) .S'—‘ “‘“’
. Caspher G, p B0

In 1579 given 48 a Hmpshire prisoner {St:eypa
_____g;_ﬁ, 2, Agyeﬂdim P 132}.1‘«,«»(» Uhapher i p 0.

&i,ﬁ. a;ﬂd F@llew af Balliel‘ Gr&ained 1‘533 &né
came. o E‘jngl},%h Mission in that year (D,D, pp 11
and 29),  With the Lady Mary West in Winchester
1583 (8,%. 148/34 (7). Feb, 1584), = Imprisoned
and banished in 1585, Retu’rmd and was executed

in 1587 (m___. p 121).

Brother of 'i‘homas ?emd of Farlingtan. . Came to
English HMisslon, 1583, (Foley 1II pp 47, 547,
et seq). Banished 1583-4 snd lived and died in
exile ( ibid pp 47 and 807).

Marian priest with Mistress E1izabeth Tichborne .
Hest Tigteé (goPo 2&3/5.)0 ‘

?enéix“‘ )-
t?ith the Shelleys at la 1eé.urhm (Buriton).
(S,P, 190/50, 23 June 1586). Came to Engnah
Miﬁmm& in 1582 (PFoley III, p 46).,

“In the house of one Mr, Getton of Ham;pﬂhire V
(George Cotton of ??arbl:mgtbn) there is harboured
a Jesuit who names himself Thomas Singleton, Ha

. teacheth the grandchildren of the said Cotton',:

{May 1609: Winwood's State Papers, III, p 43¢ .
there is no t.mce of Singleton in Fgley) o

With Thomas Hen&lawe of Boarhunt and “Mr. Tichboma
of Porehester“ (S P, 148/33 () F’eh. 1584). :

Probably the masﬁ active a.nd disting&ishe& of
lMiseionary priests in Hampshire. Ordained priest
1585 and ﬁh@n sent to Engl&ma, la.nished 1n 16

{Foley 1II, p 294 et _sea),

In prison in Winchester with Sister E’lizabeth
Banders (Mentioned in letter of Sister Elizabeth
Sanders to Sir Francis E lefieli - gSee Gnapter o
ES, SectionsI and II and C.R.5, 5, p 142),

Stayed with the Lady Mary West in Winchester (&,P;
127/42 Dec, 1578) ami the Shelleys at ;‘f?iaple&urham
(Euritan) (8,P, 190/50, 23 June 1586).
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MARTYRS ~ L3 Appendix VI

NOTE: Details of the lives of the mart?rs are given in the .

(4)
(V)

following works: Memoirs of Missionary Priests (Rlchard
Challoner; Ldn, 1741, Revised edition Ldn. 1924); Lives
of the English Martyrs, E,H, Burton and J, ‘Pollen . oo

- (Ldn, 1914); Acts of Engllsh.MartvPs J.He Pollen (Ldn
1891); The Martyrs of Hampshire: Archblshop J.H, King
(Catholic Truth Society, Booklet, Ldn. 1945),

In the 1lists below (B) denotes Beatue and (V) Venerabilis,
according to Cathollc ecclesiastical classification,

LAYMEN, HAMPSHIR&-BORN EXECUTED IN HAMPSHIRE -

Laurence Humphreys ' exeguted Winchester 1591 (?)
Ralph Miller : 7 July 1591
Jemes Bird " " 25 March 1593
John Thomas "o " . August 1593

LAYMEN, HAMPSHIRE-BCRN, EXECUTED IN LONDON

Bwithun Wells, Gray's Inn Fields 10 Dec, 1591

Vicholas Tichborne, Tyburn ' 24 August 1601
(Possibly) John Collins, London cirecg 1602

(There are few particulars about John Collins, In a letter
dated 6 May 1626 to the Bishop of Chalcedon, Benjamin Norton,
who was appointed Catholic Vicar for five counties, in-
cluding Hampshire, says: "About that time (1602) there
suffered about London one John Collins which was a Winches-
ter man ° ocuo

C.R.B, Vol, V, Documents relating to the English Martyrs

(p 395)., BSee also Appendix I,

LAYMEN (& 1 LAYWOMAN) NOT HAMPSHIRE.BORN BUT CONNECTED
WITH THE GQUNTY

John Slade executed Winchester 30 October 1583
John Body "  Andover 2 November 1583
Anne Lyne " Tyburn 27 February 1601

(Anne Lyne, gentlewoman, was the wife of Roger Lyne of
Ringwood., She spent all or most of her time in Essex,
Her husband was condemned to perpetual imprisonmment, but
was ultimately allowed to go sbroad (Gillow, op cit 4,

p 248)., ©She was executed under the Act of 1585 for
harbouring a priest (Gillow ibid),

HAMPSHIRE-BORN, EXECUTED IN LONDON

Thomas Tichborne, Tyburn 20 April, 1602



ests
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(5) NOT HAMPSHIRE.BORN, EXECUTED IN HAMPSHIRE

(B) Robert Anderton executed Isle of Wight 25 April 1586
(B) William Marsden " " " "

(Both these priests were driven by a storm on to the coast of
the Isle of Wight, captured on landing, tried and executed:
Challoner op_¢it, pp 121, 575). .

.

(B) Roger Dicconson executed Winchester 7 July 1591

(6) NOT HAMPSHIRE~BORN, BUT CONNECTED WITH COUNTY'
EXECUTED QUISIDE HAMPSHIRE

(B) Thomas Hemerfordé executed Tyburn 12 FEbruary 1584

ﬁ ] t t;

(B) John Mundyn'

(V) John Adams® " " 8 October 1586
(V) Thomas Pilchard A " Dorchester 21 March 1587
(V) Robert Nutter"g " Lancaster 26 July 1600

g See Appendix V,
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HAMPSHIRE KECUSANTS IMPRISONSD TURING THE REIGN OF ELIZABETH ¥

Eote, The fallawing list does nobt pretend to be complete, It contains
the names mostly of the more Iimportant Hampshire r@eusantg, The
names have been taken from various prisen ruhrwe in State
Papers ete, published in veolumes of the Cathelic Record aa@i@ty
and from the other sources mentioned,

¥ith regard to Wincheeter prisoners only one full list
of prispners survives,. that included in the 1583 Return of
Recusante { 5,P, Dom #liz 160/26), Apart from that, the names
have been taken from various btat@ Papers ote,

in the third column the year sltated is that when the nane
of the recusant is found, 7This date is nol necessarily bthe
year of first imprisomment, The period of imprisonment is
given where possible, Those recusants Imprisoned for political
offences have been indicated in equare brackets,

Year (or yesre) in References
which ?rigan return { The =tate
nade or when name is  Fapers mene
f%rat Liv@nz g@?;ai tioned are

imprisomment Dom Elizabet

HName

Prison

e i s e, Coraki) — [EQF .‘
sham Thomas ﬁinahest&r traol 1599 “Hie NebellD
« No 23 & 23(1)
5 Nov 1599
llwey Henry Tower 1572, 1575, 1581 C.R.B, I, p
prwat) 60 IIp 220
iifpé6
Banlster Edward Poultry Counter Feb, 1577 C,R.8,1I p 62
esquire dinchester - o (sﬁafei ae
‘ ﬁanis%@r
’Eéwar&}
183 5.P, 160/26
Barmes Robert . CGatehouse 1594 et _seq G R. &, p 287
allas Strangs gt se
T géntleman¥ )
Beconsmwe John  White Lion 1579-1588 G,R.8, I p 69
gentleman II?{ap 2?7
wl‘:\vk”‘" « a 24 3‘5@3,
{ oot o‘/cumd?v—), Nov. ?8 — AOMMW
Beconsawe ¥illism #@inchester 1582, == b C,R. 2.2 p 221
gentleman (Deseribed ae

Beconsfelde
gent,; pre-
sumably he is
Willdam 3@731

, &
Wiis chashs® (3-¥3 N Jp. 16 %26)



Beconsawe Zlizabeth Winchester 1586
gentlewoman
Beeoneawe (widow) " 1579
gentlewoman
Body John " »
‘#choolmaster {executed 158115873
Andover 1583) V
Bray Heary #incheater 1583
Bray Williem Gatehouse 1586
) 1588
: y  Londo xvgh
Brunise (Bruning) London

gentleman
(*the trawiler
companion to
Edward ¥arriner)

Bryne John

Bullacre Zlizabeth

Burd énne

Burd James
 Bird)

gontleman

LA
£Elizabsth

Ganterton Thomas

Carey Henry
{Carewe) esquire

CMKM N EM
Cheston Stephen

widow) genblewoman

~368-
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{prison not specified)
1588

¥inchester 1583
House of 1583
Correction,
#incheater
Clink (London) 1593
Jinchester 1592
{exeouted 1593
Winchester 1593)
Winchester 1582-3
1587
1596 1v8]
1yqo
" 1583
" 1599
iarshalses 1589
{commitied for 20
days, Released
on bond),
Wil cbihr (e Comecks) 7K
Glink 1585.1588
{ London) ‘
W chats (3.

H5,P, 188/16

Lansd MSS 28(97)

».F 158
) lgé/ééé)

8,PF. 160 (26)

¢,R,8, II, pp 261
aazg 266, 282

YEscaped from prison
by thelr bribing of
the officers,

{ Harl &3 360 £ 45)

G.P, 160 [26)

5,P. 160 (26)

J.R.E, IT p 287

Q‘Q £, 11,
S.P, 160 (25)
U‘R,w, 22,,

p 221
120«
%g}?.cl (ﬁx "5’.)
{2& April 1590

5.7, 160 (26)

Cal, ©.P, 273 Nos,
23 &4 23 (1) (&5)

— ?"o}? c (‘Joan) 1 8""9‘
pp 123, 199

C.R, 8, 11 pp 251
286, 281 !

Sﬁnmuggluhqzé
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w2s Thpmas Nmo&du’ ) - \- Nev 13- & Procsnese specks 3
Conk Thomas %arsh 868 1572 C.R.8, I, p 60
(etork) (In 1580 stated

to be dead; may
have died in

prison)
. SQ L1B8%
# 1580-1583 {c Réﬁ z, y 61, II
Wisbeeh 1586 {g 522 gﬁ;ﬁ Fhiteldflt
B
Ely 1590 ARG (5,8,) 13
| | March 158990
Banbury 1593 A, P, C. (H.5,) 19
, Auguat 1593
Gotiynes Nichelas Winchester 1583
Curfold Simon Winchester 15823 : »h.? 154 {38)
D gentlenan | o) New. g2 _ P P 160 (25)
anrvlon, Withiom o (e fpovrect) N 4°“MM‘QL—4V
e erey ~ 1582-3 S.F. 158 ggzs,
Dowse Richard Clink 1584-1602 C.R, 8, II pp 266,
| 282, 284 2 8
ock Thomas Clink 1586 ¢, R, 8, II pp 260
centleman 268
- Green widow Winchester . 1579 Laned, MBS 28(97)
Goldemith John "
T rentieman (a@mnittaﬁﬁb@eausa 1580 S.P, 117 (232)
of his wife's quoted V,C,H,
recusancy., Released Hante IXI p 77
Pebruary 1581)
Goter Thomas Winechester 1583 8,P, 160 (26)
Hall Catherine " * "
widow) gentlewoman
iy + L0722 '
7 " w
Horde Wiillam Mt 1583
{Hoorde) Hood Btreet 1586
gentleman Counter
wisbech 1586 g.P. 188 (16)
. {from April

1586)



Hoord Allen
- Thomasg
gentlemen

Lawrenca

Joy Robert
gentleman

Enight Robert
gentleman

jeht Alice
gentlowoman

Ludlaw John
gentleman

Lyne Roger
gontleman

Mileg Geoffrey

Miljer Ralph

¥yles Willlem

Horton Anthony
gentleman

Owen John priest

aliag Gardiner)

e

{prison not
gpoeified)

-London

¥inechester

Winchoster

£

White Lion,Ldn,

~inechester

Wood Streeci
Counter (Ldn)

Hewgate

Wincheoter

Harshalsea
& #inchester

Hinchester

L

1586

"Escaped from prison, by
thelr bribing,af the
officers®, (Harleian
MB8 360 r 45).

1593

ésﬁumeﬁts h&tﬁarte un»

ublished) pp 235-238
?J H, Pollen, ﬁ@ﬂénn
1891} .

S, P, 15@( 25) |
£, P, 273, 23 (3)

1583

{In Sept, 1599
Robert Joy sald
that be had been
8 priscner for
recusancy "during
most of these
(1.8, 20) years™y

1583 8,P, 160 (26)
3% i
1579,1580 C,R.5, I, pp 61, 69
1581 émm&,lﬁﬂl T 62
1583 Do Pe 150(25)
25;
1588 C.R,&, 22, p 122
1599 . Gal, &,P, 273 No, 23
{5 Nov 1599) :
Captured AP, 0, (N,8B,) 24 Jon
Jan. 1591 1591 and 24 Juns 1591
executed
7T July 1591
1599 Jal., 5.P. 273 Hos, 23
and 23 (5)
# . G&lg H.E’o 2?3 HQS. 23
and 23 (4)
Feb, 1585 &,P, 277 Ko, 3
{banished ‘ ‘

Oct. 1588)



Owenn Thomas

dood Strect

1582,1586

CoReZ, 2, pp 221, 250 ‘

S,P, 160 (26)
s, ?. 188 (16)
@ R, 8, 22, p 120

8.P, 160 (44)
C,R.8, 22, pp 130,131

f&ﬂwuua‘eréi,tpid'
8,7, 160 {26)

Lansd, M85 28 (97)
&,P, 185 (17)

Pounde's own state
| ment (gg;gy p 616

S,7, 188 (16)

C.E, ».,?2, op 5.472, 268
283, “

C.R.5, 22, pp 284,286

S.P, 144 (31) £,P,
16 ( 6) Meralan

gentleman { London)
Winchester 1583
Wisbech 1586
Winchester 1587
ax@ﬂbriggg Dr, "By keeping of 1582
gentlemnan ¥r, John Stubs®
{place?)
%1sbaeh 1583
Oxenbridge Marie Fleet Feb, 1577=
wifebag Dr. o1 Apr, 1578
Oxenbridge, gen ewoman
I’M Rp?‘éaﬂ’ & uvuno’VumJn-) Wov. u??
ner Simon inenaat@r 1583
elark
Palmer Thomas " 1579
{priest)
Bitts Elizebeth ‘Winchester & 1585
‘ 01link (Ldn)
Pounde Thomas Many prisons 1576 onwards
gentleman (1nciuding (epent a total
#inchester 1538) of over 30
%ﬁfﬁf in prigh?
Pounde John Clink (ZLdn) 1582_1533
gentleman and 158&
Powlett Lady Fleet (Ldn) - 1586
{ Lady Zlizabeth
Paulet)
Ringstead David Clink (Ldn) 1586-1595
Ringstecde * 15686,1592
- Christian
(Ringﬁt@aﬁ}
anders Elizsbeth Winchester 1580-1586
nman 1587
Serle uistrees, " 1592

wife of John
Berle, gentleman

A,2,C, (N,5,) 5 Oct

1592



Serope Nicholas
gentleman

ahelgez Henry
esquire

Bhelley Thomas
gentleman

Slade John

schoolnasteor

Stockwith, Benjamin
gensloenan

Pichborne chideock
gentieman

Tiehbgrng Peter
gentlonan

shborne Giilbert
;en%l@man
Titbona Ttun pomliiman
%X ﬁ@er,e icholas
zentlenan ‘

?&»%&Qrﬁ% Thomas
{priest)

~372~

-4-

#inchester 1582
1583
1587
#ishech 1588
White Lion 1572-1585
( Ldn) {probably
disd in
prison)
Wood &treet 1586
Counter
#inchesgter 15823
{executed -
finchester 1583)
Glink 1586
S1ink 1585-1586
{In 1585

for hear-
ing Masps)

wwﬁﬁﬁ% aGuna

L]

»
t

»

e & »

o) 157880

ggﬁgb)§81~8a,

, 2, p 234 at _seqg
3 360 b 33

LB, 18§, 45(1) {Fhen

EE Oet 1585) stated to

be dead, In 1584 he was

in the %White &i@n:‘

(C.R.5, 234 et _seg

¥

g

i3

»
3
Rl%

;r' v

vﬁs

Pollen gp eib  p 49
L £

g*! *%nz':'c 2, p 256

EJOR L-'. 2; gp 2&7’ 255
270, 271

Tower 1586 DedeB, Vorl, XIX » 854:]
{executad ,
for political
offence)
666

#hite Lion  1579-1581 ) mm 2, Pt 2
{ London) (Released >0 and &.?

1 3)( vated (4 m.) 11 July ljﬁl

1583 (state

to be "in priatnA $ﬁl&o(zﬁ)4

about Leondon)" |
Gatehcuse 1583, CeR, B, 2, p 219
%innhe&ég 158C=-89 CeR, B4 22, p A1 (ﬁote)
(died in a, ? 160 (26)
prison)

In prison in =

London for Some

years previous

to 1601, Rescued

in 1601, but recaptured,
Executed April 1601,

?@Vﬁﬁ@@ editian) D 264



&

Tichborne Nicholas
gentienan

Tuchinor Anthony
gentloman

Travere Thomas
yeoman

achell Stephen
gentleman

L3

arnford Richard
- gentlenan

Warniord Havy
gentlewonan

Farnford Elizabeth
gantlewoman

¥ay Hermanna, widow
{Iushend died in
prison)

W l'LLmum—au
kﬁal;s Gilbert
esquire, and one

time High Cheriff
of Hampshive

Helle Alice

- 3 & 33—
Imprisened for -
rescuing Thomas
Tichborne (see
above)} and ‘
executed August 1601

Tower 1586-89 G,R.5. 2, pp 259,
(ﬁuﬁg@@ted gone : gﬁg gndﬁ@&l g

plicity in Babe JeBeBy 3, p 8 g% seq
ington Flot, ’ ’ . ';]
Released 1589) '

Winchester 1579= Lansd, 1SS 28 (97 ;~
| 1583 5,9, 160 (26)

Wisheeh 1587 5.2, 203 (39)

¥inchester 1583 8,P, 160 (26)

Winchester 1583 B.9, 160 (26)

Yood Bireed ; ,

Counter (Lan) 1586 B,P, 188 (16)

Fleet 1595 C.R.B, 2, pp 251,284

Wood Street (Ldn) [ 1586 O, R, E, 2, pg 250,251,
{Diga 266, 284, 286
sharged
i5 June
1586)

Fleet 1591,1564

Floet 1501 ¢ R,S, 2, p 286

#inchester 1579 etrype Annals 2, Pb 2
~ p 650

Mo sadns (lhos dforrialis) Nowirgg  Processus sl ple -
Newgate 1582 GuR,8, 2, pp 221,234
| 0,R,E, 22, n 120
#inchester A@yil.} £, P, 160 (26)
1583 J CoRpSy—oyTp 2l
Deo,1583 WS prin
rarshalees 1584 C.R, & 2, p 232
Hewgate 1587 C,R,E, 22 p 120 gt seq
Wisbech 1538 Sdrype Life of Whitgift
529 (0Oxf,Clarendon
| Pregs 1822),
Ely 1590 A, P, 0o (N B,) 13 March
; 1589-90
Ely i394  S,», 248 (30)

Hewgate 1591 C.R, 5,2 pp 284, 285
1602 Dopdd's Church History
(died in p 170 ' '
prison)

i




£

-.3([_;{_—9

Fells Swithun Vewgate 1586
R (executed 1591) 1591
fihite John Tower 1559
deprived Bishop
of Winchester
58 Joln Clink 1585
Wihite (dﬁscrxb@d Clink 1586
a8 "old Yhite" @
4 &hﬁ Fhite hube
bandman - in the
Clink) .
Rhite Thomas #inchester 1579
White Mistress Prison not 1595 ‘
g&nil@%@ﬁﬁﬁ gpecifled (released)
(poseibly wife of
Rishard dhite of
Eouth Yarnborough)
Winchester 1583
13 7
& | % X
Tower 157C=T4

{for political
offence): and
gf :rwarﬁ% custody
%illianm MHoore
@saly and of his
2 i‘ﬁ«» law
“igagun% Hontaguz at
Cowdray.

5, 2, pp 261,267
e 22, D 120"

D,N,B, Vol, 21 p 54

ColtyB, 2, p 255

Lansd, M85 28 (97)

-é‘, ij. gu (Nc a')
26 ¥ov, 1595

8,7, 160(26)

i

i
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DETATIED STATHELL

A

£
[
(@3]

ao
DIPE ROILS

PARTIOUTLES OF FITTES OF

FTYITTI AT ORI
AECUSANDS ol

T ATT o -

TEamD O PIPHE ROLLS 1532~1592

(E372

128

et seq)

NOTH. The sum shown asg having been peid i

0

s the total sum taken from the

Rells Receipts from 1582 ti11 the =nd of the reign., For the toials
peid by the Recusants to the Crown,

see Appendix ¢

Name Total debt Total sum Years con- Remerks

in paid (from cerned as

Tz; s fines Pells Receipts regards

(b) rentals B0lY)et sea. fines

1831,!

ATIFEN, Thos. (2) £200 M1 1587
Jeoman,
Bedhampton
BANISTER, Raward, {a) £1580 £I650 1581 Pipe Rolls (E3 72/423 et
gentleman, (b) £2070 et _seg seq, end Recusant I Rolls
Idsworth E377/1 et _seq)
BASSETT Joan, {(a) £360  Mil 1581
widow,
Chishill, Winton
BECONSAWE, William (a) £600 Nil 1533~86
gentleman,
Soke, Winton
BACONSAWE, John (a) £360 Nil 1583=86
gentleman.
BRAY, Henry (a) £260 Mil 1581-2
yeoman (1 year)
St, Clements, Winton
BYYNE, John (a) £260 Nil 150182
priest, (1 year)
St.Clements, Winton
BULLACRE, Bdbora (a) £140 il
widow,
Warblington
BURLEY, William (a) £1080 a) Nil Indicted Winton 8 Jan.1583.
gentleman, zb £30 b) £106,10.0. Commenced peying in 1587.

Did not make any payment
after 1589 till 1596 (Michael-
mas).



~-376-

Debr Faspment

BURT, Agnes (a) £220 mi1 1581-2
spinster,
Longparish
BURT, Elizabeth {a) £160 - 1581~2
widow,
Longparish
BURT, Johanmna (a) £220 - 15812
widow,
Longparish
CANTERTON, Thomas (a) £160  Nil 1586~7
yeoman, plus £2,13.0
King's Sombormne value of goods

& chattels
CAREWE, Henry ' (b) £8.0.0. (v) £153 Lands seized August 1591
gentleman, Hordle (Pa‘.b)

Bremor, Keyhaven

CHYDDEN, Richaxrd Fined 100 marks Nil 1583l Also entered on Exannmual Roll

teilor, for hearing Mass (E363/9) as a debt never likely
Romsey to be paid.
COLLINS,Brislingham (a) £260 Nil = 1581~2
tailor,
Meonstoke
P-?M
COTTON, George See last £6620 (il See Appendix 9
armiger, column 1602 year of
Warblington death)
COTTON, John {a) £180 - 1586
gentleman,
Warblington
COXE, Richard (a) £180 - 1586~ Convicted 8 July 1588
bricklayer, 88
Ctterbourne
CUFFAUD, Simon (a) £360 - 1581~3 He conformed. Certificate of
gentleman (for 18 months conformity furnished by Bishop
from 15 May 1581 of Winchester 1584. Cuffaud

applied for discharge fram the
pains & penalties of the statutes.
Pardoned & discharged on behalf of
the Queen*by Her Majesty's Commis-
sioners who included Burghley,
Hatton & Walsingham, on 20 Feb.
1584 (Memoranda Rolls LTR,1535
Hillary term, E368/438).



DUWSE, Richard
of Southwark

fRAWKENOR, William
gentleman,
East Meon

HALL, Katherine,
widow,
Lavington,Faston

HENSLOWE, Stephen,
gentleman,
Southwick

HENSLOWE, Katherine
widow
West Boarhunt

HOORDE, William
gentleman,
#Finton

HUNT, Henry
yeoman,
Fareham

JOY, Anthony
gentleman,
East Meon

JOY, Thomas
gentleman,
Bast Meon

JOY, Bensdict
gentleman,
Bast Meon

JOY, Robert
gentleman
East Meon

KNIGHT, Robert
gentleman,
Godsfield

“371-

debl- [

s o
(a) £150 -
() £1340 £1891
(owed by

1587-88)

(b) £955 (Pipe
Rolls only)

(a) £560 Nil 1581-3
(a) £60 Nil  1584-5
(a) £180 Nil  1587-88
(a) £380 £7 1581
{v) £727 et seq
(a) £260 Nil 1581-2
(a) £180 Nil 1537-88
(a) £180 Nil 1587-88
(a) £180 Nil 1587-88
(a) £200 Nil 1581
(b) £24 (lands

of Robert &

Anthony J oy)

éag £820 £145,10. 1581=3

b) £372

@ months before Feb,1587

Indicted Andover
13 August 1583

Convicted 8§ July 15388

Convicted at Sessions of
the Peace,1581. In 1598
Hoorde appealed success-
fully against pgyment of
this. See Appendix 9

Convicted 8 July 1588
Convicted 8 July 1588
Convicted 8 July 1588

Convicted at Sessiouns of
the Peace, Winton 25 June
1583. Again 18 Feb,1600

(& Recusant Roll)
Inig



KNIGHT, Robert and

-31&-

Comvicted 23 June 1589

Convicted at Sessions of the
Peace,Winton, 8 Jan.1583.
Successfully sppealed against
this debt. (Memoranda Roll,
I0R,Easter,E368/455)

Does not appear on Pipe Rolls
£111 159091 (E372/436).

Thence on Recusant Rolls.

(b) &42plus  £53 ~
Alicée (widow) £20 value of
(Robert Knight was goods &
the son of Alice chattels
Knight) seized
KNIGHT, Alice (2) £840 £10,10. 1581
widow et seg
LINCOIN, Robert (2) &40 Nil 1584,
yeoman,
Twyford
LUDLOW, John (a) £480 Nil 1582-3
gentleman,
Cams Hall,FPareham
NORPON, Anthony (a) £200 £13.6,8. 1588~9
gentleman, (Paid only
Bast Meon, two sums of
St. Clements,Winton £6.13.4.)
OWEN, Thomas (a) &40 Nil 1581
gentleman, et seq
Ellsfield
PATMER, Simon (a) £140 Nil 1581
riest
SAULFT,Lady Elizabeth g a) £180 Nil 1588
vidow, Ellsfield and (b) £30
reston Candover
PHILLIPES, Thomas  Fined 100  Nil 15831
reoman, marks for (B372/429)
omsey hearing (Pipe Roll)

Mass
30UND, Thomas (a) £260 £905 1590
sentleman, (b) £102 :
farlington
JANDERS, Elizabeth (a) £260 Nil 15812

spinster {(actually
mn) of St.Clements,
{inton



SCROPE, Elizabeth, (a) £240 Nil
widow, living with
Lady Elizabeth Paulet
at Crondall
SCROPE, Nicholas (a) £780 Nil
gentleman,
Ttchen Stoke
SPARKES, Roger (a) £80 Nil
gentleman,
Bedhampton
SPENCER, Andrew (a) €140 Nil
yeoman,
Romsey
SPENCER, Willism (a) £380 Nil
yeeman,
Romsey
SPENCER, Johanna Fined 100 Nil
(wife of William marks for
Spencer sugra) hearing
Mass
STOCKWITH, Benjamin (a) £160 ) £5. for
entleman, Southwark for 8 mths) Benjamin &
%on Sussex Roll) before 18 ) Thomas
Feb,1587 Stockwith
STOCKWITH, Thomas,
gentleman,
Lymington
TICHBORNE, Elizabeth (a) £180 Nil
widow, West Tisted
(mother of Sir Benjamin
Tichborne)
TICHBORNE, John (a) £160 Nil
gentleman,
Somerf ord,Christchurch
TICHBORNE, Nicholas (a) £1000 Nil
gentleman
TRAVERS, Thomas (a) £260 Nil

yeoman,
Stevington

-377-

1586=7

1581=2
et _seq

1587

1586~7

1583

et seg

1583l
(Pipe Roll
E372/4:29)
1586-7

1586

1587=3

1586-7

1582-88

1581-2

Convicted 26 Feb,1582

Convicted 8 July 1588.
Lands nobt "seized".
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UVEDALE, Anthony (a) £200 and  £10 1587-88

armiger, 100 goods and et seq
Hambl edon chattels seized ‘

(1587-8 Pipe Roll,

E372/434).

(b) £53
VACHEL, Stephen %a £740 £,6
gentleman, b) £167
Buriton
WARNFORD, Richard gag £1540 # £,31 1581 # This is mentioned on the
gentleman, b) £65 et _seq Pipe Roll for 1587-8
St.Maurice, (B372/1.33) as an accumu-
Winchester lated debt.
WARNFORD, Oliver (a) £320 1581.,1587
gentleman, and 1588
Farlington
WELLS, Gilbert gag £1520 # Paid # Mentioned as an accumilated
armiger, b) £96 (inclu- £yl debt in 158788 (E372/433)
Twyford ding £53.5.0.value

of goods & chattels

seized)
WELLS, Thomas (2) £180 Nil 1587-8 Convicted 8§ July 1588. (He
gentleman, is only mentioned once,
Twyford namely on the Pipe Roll for

1587-8' (8572/433). )

WHYTE, John, (senr) (2) £180 Nil  ditto ditto
gentleman,
Chilworth
WILLIAMSON ,Margery (a) £260 Nil 1581=2 On one Pipe Roll,1582-3,
spinster, E372/428
Winton
WOODYSON,Elizebeth (a) £260 Nil ditto ditto

of Soke,Winton. g

T



UVEDALE, Anthony )

armiger,

Hambledon

VACHELL, Stephen g

gentleman, §

Buriten

ITLESIEY, Walter g

entleman g
)

Later transferred
to Berkshire Rolls)

~381-

(v) composite
debt, £166

Nil

1588=9



DETATLED STATEMENT
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DAYMENTS

APTENDIX 9

PARTICULARS OF THOSE RECUSANTS (19) WHO MADE PAYMENTS

(Pells Receipts: E401/1831 et seg)

Name

BANISTER,Edward
gentleman,
Idsworth

BRUNING, Richard
armiger,
Wymering

BURLEY, %illiam
gentleman,
Longparish

CAREWE, Henry
gentleman,
Hordle Bremor,
Keyhaven

COITON, George
armiger,
Warblington

Total Debt

(a) Fines (£20

a month)

(v) 273 Rentals

of lands
seiged

(ag £1580
(v) £2070

(2) €220

() £458 (inclu-
ding £100 value
of goods and
chattels seized

(2) £1080
(b) £709

(2) £6750=£7000
(approx)

Total amount

Remarks

Rala

£1650 (inciu-
ding £200 for

fines)

£)1.10.0.

£106.10.0.
(rentals)

Did not make any psyment
from 1589 till 1596
(Michaelmas). Indicted
Winchester, 8 Jan.1583.
Commenced paying in 1587

Two~thirds of rent of
lands seized Aug.159/.

P « R

No statement of any fines.

George Cottcn was the only
Hampshire recusant who
paid regularly £260 a year,-
at least from 1587 till his
death in 1609. Previous to
1587 the sums paid in fines
amounted to less than £260
a year., No part oB his
properties was "seized".
The Raster Term 1604 Pells
Book is missing so that the
sum of £6620 should pro-
bably be increased to

£6750
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WKENOR, William ga) £1340 £1894 (inclu~
entleman, debt owed by ding £5C0
East Meon 1587-~1588) fines paid
in 1585 }
(v) £2836 (inclu-
ding £120 value of
goods & chattels
seized)
GOLDSMITH, John (ag - £20
gentleman, (b) £113 plus 100 rentals
East Meon marks because he
heard Mass (Recusant
Roll, 1592~3
E377/1)
HOORDE, William gag £380 Paid £7 Convicted Sessions of the
gentleman, b)) £727 Peace 1581. In 1598 William
Winchester Hoorde successfully appealed
against ppyment of this debt.
He said he wes not in posgses-
sion of the lands concerned,
but had acted only as executor
of the will of his father
Roger Hoorde (Memoranda Rolls,
ITR,Ann® 1598 Michaelmas
E368/493). The amount has
been excluded from the total
in the summary (Appendix (1)
KNIGHT, Robert (a) £820 £145.10.,0.
gentleman (b) £373 (rentals)
Godsfield
KNIGHT, Robert & (ag - £53.0,0.
Alice (Robert was (b) £90 (including

the son of Alice £20 goods & chattels

Knight) seized)

KNIGHT, Alice (a) £840 £10.10.0,

widow, (v) £134 (rentals)

Itchen Abbas

NORTON, Anthony (a) £200 : £13.,6.8. Convicted 23 June 1589
gentlemen, (He made only

Bast Meon, two payments

3t.Clement's, of £6.13.4.

Finchester.
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NORTON, Anthony

WIGMORE, Margsry debt) £570 Wigmore)
BREWNING, Richaxrd

POUND, Thomas éag £260 £905
gentleman, £145,8.0.  (rentals)
Farlington

STOCKWITH ,Benjamin (a) £160

gentleman,

Lymington

STOCKWITH, Thomas (a) £140

gentleman, 4 (b) composite

£59,10.plus £27
value of goods

& chattels seized
= £86,10.0.total

Hinton Daubney

TICHBORNE, Nicholas  {a) £ (Soo0 £4,0
UVEDALE, Anthony (a) £260 and
armiger, £100 value of
Hambledon goods and
chattels seized
= £360 total
(b) £256
UVEDALE, Anthony ) (b) Composite
armiger, g debt £232
Hambledon
VACHELL, Stephen
gentlema.n,
Buriton
TILESLEY ,Walter
gentleman (later
transferred to
Berkshire Roll
VACHFLL, Stephen (a) £740 Paid £146
gentleman, (b) £679 (rentals)

Buriton.

(b) (Composite £10 (Margery) Grouped together on Recusant

Rolls

Does not appear on Pipe Roll +ill
1590-1 (E372/436)

# Combined entry for Benjamin and
Thomas Stockwith.
Thomas Stockwith convicted
26 Feb.1588.

Apparently for fines: Pipe Roll
B01/183).

) Grouped together on Redusant
Rolls

&4 Berkshire recusant



WARNFORD, Richard
gentleman,
St.Maurice

Winton

WEILS, Gilbert
armiger,

Twyford

~385-

{ ag £1540
(b) 2646

(a) £1520

{b) £1159 (inclu-
ding £190 value
of goods and
chattels seized)

£43] Mentioned as an accumu-—
(including lated debt in 1587-8
£14,0 for (E372/433)

f‘ines)

£141 (inclu~ Menitddned as an accwmi-
ding £820 for lated debt in 1587-8
fines at £20 (E372/433)

a morth}
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APPENDIX 10
STATEMENT : NON-PAYMENTS

Recusants convicted under Act of 1581, whose names appear on
Recusant Rolls, hawing been fined at the rate of £20 per lunar
month; whefe estates were not seized under the ict of 1586-7;
and who made no payment at any time.

(NOTE, Against these Recusants' names sppears the order
"fiat commissio" in the margin of the Roll. No leases of
their lands were, however, made to Crown grantees.

There are no entries of this particular kind in the Rolls
for 1596-7, 1587-8, 1598-9, and 1601-2)

Recusant Roll  Amount each Total amount Number of Details
Recusant is of fines Recusants
fined -
1592-3 (E377/1)  £80 £720 9 4 mén, 5 women
£120 £240 2 2 women
£120 £1260 9 L4 men, 5 women
£160 £1760 11 4 men, 7 women
£180 £4.220 29 8 men, 21 women
£340 £340 1 woman
£380 £380 1 woman
Grand tofal £8920 62 L2 women, 20 men

(Included in the total of 62 are: 8 gentlemen, 2 wives of esquires,
12 wives of gentlemen, 10 yeomen, 7 wives of yeomen and 1 husbandman.
The status of the remainder is not given.)

15934 (E377/2) £160 £1600 10 3 men, 7 women
£260 £1040 L 1 man, 3 women
Total £2610 pu I men, 10 women

(1 wife of gentleman, 3 yeomen and 1 husbandmen. The status of the
remainder is not given.g

1594=5 (E377/3) £260 £260 1 man
£240 £4,80 2 1 man, 1 woman (& wool-
- winder and his wife at
Winchester

Total £740 3
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1595-6 (B377/4) £80 £,30 6 2,men, 4 women
(2 gentlemen, 2 wives of gentlemen; others not glven.)
£160 £1.760 11 3 men, 8 women
Total £2240 17
(1 yeoman; the class of the remainder is not stated)

1599/1600 £80 £800 10 8 men;n2 fomenan(Note !
(8377/8) 1 man (yeoman) who con-
(Including 3 gentlemen, 2 yeomen) formed not included

£140 £140 1 1 man (husbandman)
Total gL 1
160/01 é 4 mgn, 2 women
(Includes 1 gentleman, 1 veoman;
Total £840 6
1602/3 There are 31% nsmes on this Recusant Roll, Allbwing for more than

(B377/11) one entry relating to a particular recusant and for those who are
entered regularly because of the ®seizure" of their lands, the net
nmumber concerned is 260. These were all recently convicted for
recusancy. The order "fiat commissio" appears against their names
in the margin of the Roll, but none of the recusants paid their

fines. The analysis is as follows:-

Men - 8. g
Women - 176 260 Total
Of these 237 were fined each £100 for recasanqwf £23700
1 was fined £220 220
2 were fined £80 * " 360
1 was fined £60 " w 1560
19 were fined £40 " n 2660
Total of 260 were fined a sum of £27100

Among this total of 260 were: 1 esquire; 9 gentlemen, 14 wives of
gentlemen and 3 gentlewomen (widows or spinkters); 16 yeomen and
22 wives of yeomen; 30 husbandmen and 37 wiwes of husbandmen; 5
tailors =2nd 8 wives of tailors; 1 weaver and 2 wives of weavers;

1 carpenter; 2 netmekers; 9 labourers and 6 wives of labourers;

1 bricklayer and 2 wives of bricklayers; 4 smiths; 1 gardener and
his wife; 1 male cook and 1 female ccok; 1 clothier and his wife;
1 wife of tanner; with 26 widows, 32 spinsters and L4 wives (status
not stated).
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APPAENDIX 11
SUMMARY  : PAYMENTS
RECUSANTS (19) WHO MADE PAVMENTS
(P&lls Receipts E401/1831 (Easter
1582) et seq )
Total debt to Crown Total paid
(a) Fines - £17,700 (a + D)

(including 1 fined 100 marks
Por hearing Mass)

(b) Rentals - £13,148
and value of goods and
chattels seized

Total (a + b) £30,848

R N N, T N, o

£13,663

George Cotton, armiger, Warblington, paid a fine of £2A0 a year
regularly till 1609, the date of his death, making a total of at
least £6,620. His lands were not, in consequence, seized.

Totals disregarding the debts and payments of George Cotion:-

Debts {fines and rentals) Payments

£24.,248 £7,045
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APPENDIX 12

SUMMARY ¢ NON-PAYMENTS

DEBTS OF RECUSANTS (465) WHO MADE NO PAYMENTS

(Particulars from Pipe Rolls, Recusant Rolls
and Pells Receipts)

Total Numbsr of Total Debt to Crown Payment
Recusants concerned a) Fine

{b) Rental and goods
and chattels seized

(from 1582-3 to (a) £57500 )} Grand total Nil
1602-3) ) £57900
(b) 400 )
455

NOTE: A total of five in the period(1582-3
T to 1602-3) were fined 100 marks each
for hearing Mass.
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APPEDIX 13

TNDIVIDUAL RECUSANTS

PARTTICULARS OF INDTVIDUAL, RECUSANTS

ON RECUSANT ROLLS, WHOSE TANDS (TW0-~-THIRDS

?EN" ALS WERE igSEIZE)", DUT WO MADE NO PAMENT

Name

LINCOLN, Robert
yeoman, Twyford

MARRINER, Xatherine

MYTIES, Humphrey
{(alias Clarks)
yeoman, Idsworth

PAULET, Lady Elizabeth
widow, Ellsfield and
Preston Candover

TTICHBORNE, Gilbert
gentleman

Debt {a} Fine Renaxks
(o) Rentels

(b) £1

She conformed in 1598
£ —.
(Memorands Rolls, IER

E 368/192 L.T.R).

(v) £188 (including £97
value of goods and
Thattela Pasd "y
chattels "seized")

gaa £100

(v) £:0 (including £27
value of goods and
chattels ®seized”)

(o) £6.0.0. and
100 marks for
hearing Hass
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NUMBER OF RECUSANTS FOR EACH COUNTY
COMPILED FROM RECUSANT ROLL FOR
1602-3 (E 377/11)

NOTE: The figures in brackets indicate the number of
those who had recently been convicted and fined,
They are included in the total,
All the counties of England are included in the Roll,
except Northumberland, Durham, Cheshire and Cambridge,

County Total No., County Total No
Cumberland 8 (2) Suffolk 53 (37)
Westmorland 19 (10) Bedford 25 (22)
Yorkshire 258 (82) Gloucestershire 20 (16)
Lancashire 245 (59) Oxfordshire 36 (15)
Derbyshire 15 (nil) Buckinghamshire 23 (12)
Nottingham 7 (nil) Hertfordshire 5 (nil)
Lincolnshire 28 (nil)  Essex 45 (wiz)(o)
Shropshire 73 (4AT) Somerset 88 (73)
Staffordshire 73 (31) Wiltshire 138 é90)
Leicestershire 3 (nil) Berkshire 3
Herefordshire 81 (72) London and
Middlesex 152 (134)
Worcestershire 59 (nil) Cornwall : 48 (36)
Warwickshire 21 (nil) Devonshire 26 (16)
Rutland 3 (2) Dorset 202 (189)
Northamptonshire 14 (nil) Hampshire and 60)
Isle of Wisht 17 (260
Hunt ingdonshire 2 (1) Sussex %Ei (81)
Norfolk 70 (52) Sussex and Burrey
(grouped together) 29 (nil)
Kent 9 (nil)
Grand total = 2,353 (including 1,351

recently convicted),
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The following abbreviations have been used in the Notea for
!% the Chapters which follow:-

A,P,C, ¢ Acts of the Privy Council

Cal, 5;P, Eliz: Calendar of State Papers Elizabeth (Domest ic)
¢.R.5S, ¢ Catholic Record Soclety

D,N,B, s Dictionary of National Biography

Foley s Records of the English Provinee of the

Soclety of Jesus

Harl MSS8 ¢ Harleian Manuseripte (British Museum)

H,M,Q, ;s Historical Manuscripts Commiseion

Knox : Doual Diarites I & II, edited T.F, Knox

L.A, ¢ Liber Actorum (Bishops' Ast>Book)

Memo 1rs ¢ Memolrs of Missionary Priests
(Richard Challoner)

P,R, 0, : Publie Record Office

Prothero ¢ Belect Statutes and other Constitutional
Documents, Elizabeth and James I
(edited G.W Prothero)

Southern ¢ Elizabethan Recugant Prose

8,P, Dom Eliz : State Papers (Domestic) Elizabeth

Troubles The Troubles of our Catholic Forefathers

V.C,H, ¢ Victorla County History of Hampshire,
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edition, Idn. 1913) p 22; P, Hughes,

Hugheg&, 3, op e¢it, p 20,
5 Eliz, C,I,
Maitland op cit, p 587.
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CHAPTER II
NOTES
vV.,C.,H, Hants II p 725
See Chapter I,

J, Strype, Annals of the Reformation Vols I, Part I (Oxford
1824) p 213 and D,H,B, xxi, p 52 gt_seq Bir Thomas White
was Master of Requests to Quaen Mary., He married Bishop
White's sister, Agneta, BlShOp White's brother, Sir John
White, marrled Sir Thomas's sister, Sibell (B, N Harl 168

5865 £ 23),

Span, Cal. No. 39 p 78. The Oath of Supremacy (or
"declaration" in lieu of it) had apparently not yet been
administered to the clergy in question and no deprivations
had been made, The Letters Patent for applying the Acts
of Bupremacy and Uniformity to the clergy did not begin to
be issued t1ll 24 June 1559, and in June and July commissions
for the General Visitation of the olergy were made out,

The work of the Commissioners ended in October and November,
(Philip Hughes, The Keformatlon in England III, (Ldn 1954)
pp 37 and 41,) The date of the Commission for Winchester

is unknown, (Hughes op cit III p 37 W.1l).

. Bpan., Cal., 31 May 1559: Spanish Ambassador to Philip II,

5,P, Dom Eliz Vol, IV No, 72 cited Dom Norbert Birt 0,5.B,
The Elizabethan Religious Settlement (Ldn 1907) p 413.

Besides being a Wykehamist he was a leader of the Louvain
exiles, see p 17 of this chapter,

Report (1561) by Dr, Nicholas to Cardinal Morone C.R,S,
I, p 22,

Ibid., The deprived Headmaster who was in prison was Thomas
Hyde - see p 21 of this Chapter,

Highes op cit Vol, 3, p 38.

W,H, Frere (Ldn 1904) The English Church in the reigng of
Elizabeth and James I p 40,

H, Gee The Elizabethan Clergy and the Settlement of Religion
558~1§64 pp 45 and 77. The full text of the declaration
as made by the Chapter of York Minister who conformed wa®

a8 follows: “We, the clergy of the Cathedral and Metro-

political uhurcn of York, whofe nameg. are subscribed, do

humbly confess and acknowledge the restoring again of the
ancient juriediction over the state ecclesiastical and

Spiritual to the crown of the realm, and the abolishing of
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23.
24,
25,

26,

27.
28.
29,

30.

31,

32,
33.

37.
38.
39.

~yos .
Lansd. MSS xii Art, 31, cited D,N,B, Vol, IX (1908) p 1255,
Gee H, op cit, and D,N,B, (Ldn 1891) Vol, XXVIT p 360,

C.f. the appointment of Cooper, Bishop of Lincoln to
Winchester in 1584 after the laxity of Bishop John Watson
(see Chapter V, p 88).

5.P. Dom Eliz Vol, 17 No. 23. It 1is important that this
document exists, for there 1is no other record of Horne's
first visitation.

8,P. Dom Eliz 19, No., B 36.

8.P, Dom Eliz 21, No, 7.

Hore than half of the Cathedral canons, who remained had
been Marian priests, See page 8. ‘

C,f. A.C, Bouthern, Elizabethan fecusant Prose (Ldn 1950-)
p 21,

Rise and Growth of the dnglican Schism, by Nicholas Sanders
D,D,. Published 1585 with a continuation of the History, by
the Rev, Edwgrd Rishton, B,A, ... Lranslated .., by David
Tewis M.A, (1877) p 261, cited Southern op_cit p 22,

Southern, op cit, pp 25 and 26,

See The Marian Exiles: A study in the origins of Elizabethan
Puritanism by Christina H., Garrett (Camb, Univ, Press

1038). The Wykehamist is Augustine Bradbridge of
Chichester, who was a Fellow of New College and became
Treasurer and Chancellor of Chichester, See T.F, Kirby,
Winchester Scholarg (Ldn 1888) p 123, For the four
Hampshire men, sSee pp 129, 175, 208, and 269, Garrett

op _cit),
See Section I,mews .

Hughes, op cit 3, p 1l4.

They were: Nicholas Sanders (or Sander) Thomas Harding,
Thomas Dorman, John Fenn, Nicholas Harpsfield, John Martial
(or Marshall), Robert Pointz, John Rastell, Thomas Ptaple-
ton and John Fowlery¥., £See parasraphe following, All were
in exile, except Nicholas Harpsfield, who, like his brother,
John remained in England (see &ppendix I),

J,H, Pollen 8,J., op cit, p 107.
Southern op cit, p 26.

Pollen, op cit p 111 N, citing Sanders' Le Schismate 1lib
111, in MS Eng, Coll, Rome, p 136,
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42.
43.

44.

45.
46,
47.
48,
49.

51.
52.
53-

54.
55,
56,
57

58,

59.
60,
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Southern op cit p 26,

(48

s of this Wykehamist and the
ee D,H,B, (various volumes,
se brief particulars have ma?nly

For full details of the 1iv
other Wyiehamist wrlteru g
under names) Ffrom which the

been taken,

Pollen op cit, p 107.

For details of the controversy with Jewel and a scholarly
appraisement of the literary merits of Harding and the
other wWykehamist writers, esee Southern, op cit, p 67 et sed.

Strype, op_cit i, pp 507-8, cited L.N,B, Vol, 36, pp 269
and 270,

See Chapter VII, Section III (Pitts).

D,N.B. Vol. 54, p 10l,

couthern op cit p 47.

Cal. Bpan. B,P., Vol. I, Ho. 294, 14 April 1565 p 418,

Aooloniep of Two English Seminaries 1581, p 26 cited Pollen

op Clt 111, N,

Visitation Articles and Injunctions Vol II1 15591575
Ldn, 1910 (ed W,H, Frere ) pp 182 and 189,

Ibid, p 226.
Ibid p 265

Dyson, Proclamations fol 114, cited Southern op_cit
pp 38 and 39 Note, .

Ibid
See Appendix I,

Southern op cit p 27.

Dr, Sanders' Report to Cardinal Morone (May ¥ 1561) C,.R.8,
Vol. 1, p 43. Horne's first Visitation of New Oollcge seems

to have been made in Pept, 1561 (S.P, Dom Eliz 19, No, 56
of 26 Sept, 1561),

Tbid

S5.P, Eliz Dom 19, No, 56, 26 Bept, 1561,

Horne ME Register f 14. Those who were removed or resigned
later were Edward Harris, Ptephen Henslowe, Richard Sitwell

(or Sotwell) and William Reynolds, (B8ee A@Dendix I)
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62,

63.
64.

6_5.

66,
67.

68,
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69.

70.
71,

72,

73.
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Appendix I,

Visitation Articles and Injunctions, 1559-1575, Vol.
IIT (Ldn 1910 ed, W,H, Frere), p 134 et seq.

Ibid, p 131, '
.DaomM

Liber Actorum 1566 (Winchester,Spiseepeil Registry), r 33,

John Rastell had been a Fellow of New College (see
Appendix I), Thomas Heskens was a Cambridge man and Fellow
of Clare Hall.wlte became a Dominican friar, He was a man
of great learning exemplified by one work of his which
survives, The Parlisment of Chryste (1566): RecusSant
PPose)op cit p 48),

Ibid, For Mundyn, see Appendix I, He became a priest
and was executed at Tyburn on 12 Feb 1584,

Ibid. For Harding's works, see Southern op cit p 420,
Ibid £ 34. The work of Nicholas Sanders Peferred to is
probably The Bupper of the Lord (1565) - see Southern
op cit p 94.

Ibid ff 37 and 38, Hyde was a "schismatic" or Church-
Papist (a Papist who outwardly conformed) and later a
harbourer of priests, Thomas Dodwell, a spy, in 1584, gave

S5.P, Dom Eliz 168 No. 34) that "Mr, Hyde, hard by Abingdon,
of Norcote, a schismatic and his wife, a recusant, enter-
taineth Askew (alias Nutter¥ - John Nutter, who was executed.
at Tyburn on 12 Feb 15844 ¢ :

For the work of Nbwell (Noel), Dean of St, Paul's,
who was engaged in controversy at this time with Harding,
see Bouthern gp cit, p 62 et seq.

Ti:telligence of people who were sheltering Seminary priests,

Horne M8 Register, T 54. For Robert Poyntz (or Pointz)
see page 19.

Liber actorum, 1566, ff 37 and 38, See also Appendix I,

Ibid £ 38, and Appendix I, For the Henslowe family, see
Chapter VII, Section IIL.

Ibid £ 39 and Appendix I. He and others "utterly refused
to subscribe to the Articles of Religion": Horne Register
r 20,

Horne Reg, ff 42 and 32, The Warden was Thomas White,
appointed 1553 (History of New College, H, Rashdall and
R. Rait (Ldn 1001) p 232), He celebrated Mass in Mary's
reign (ibid pp 121, 122),

Liber Actorum, 1566, f 55, and Horne Reg, f 42,
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76.
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78.

79.
80,
81,
82,
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84.
85.

86,
87.
88.
89.

90,
91,

g2.

93.

- qog_.
Horne MS Reg, [ 42,
Ibid
Thid © 44 v,
Ibid, f 46. George Lewkner of Tangmere. He 1is probably
identical with George Lewkner, a HampsShire man who was
returned as a recusant in 1583 (8,P. Dom Eliz 160/26), Eee
also Appendix I,

Horne Reg, [ 45.
Tbid, f 62,

Ipid, f 55, Appendix I,

Horne Reg, f 55,
Ibid, f 56 and Appendix I,
Horne Reg, f 58 v,

Ipbid, ff 57 v and 58, John Ingram, born at Stoke Edith,
Herefordshire wag ordsined priest in 1589 and executed
~

at Gateshead An 1574 (Qur lMartyrs: edited C,a, Wewdigate 5,J,
(CoToss 1935))0 .

c.f. History of New College, op _cit, p 117.

Appendix I,

History of New College, op cit, p 129 et seq,

Vigitation Articles and Injunctions III op cit:
Injunctions for New College, 1567 No, 26, p 189,

Ipid, No, 56, p 192,

There are altogether 14 Libri Actorum (Bishop's Consistory
Court) for the whole of Horne's episcopate (1561-1579),
They deal with all kinds of ecclesiastical offences
(including recusancy), covering practically every year,
Unfortunately, no records exist regarding presentments to
the Archdeacon's Court, '

LA, {Liber Actorum) 1558-1562 (Winchester Diocesan

—_—

Registry), £ 95,

Corpus Christi College, Cambridge M8 122 transcript by
Canon A, W, Goodman, B,D,, F,5,4, with notes, Hants Field
Club Proceedings, Vol, 14 p 63 et seq, Thomas Crane had
been pregented‘to the living by Bishop Gardiner on 15 Feb,
1554, (Registers of Bishops Gardiner and Ponet, trans-
cribed Herbert Chitty, Oxf, 1930) ’
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100,
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103,

104,

105-’
106,
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Further citations are recorded in L,&, 1570, f 305 v,
L.A, (II) 1572-4, ©f 115 v and L,4, 1575-7, f 168,

"Werie, wife of Richard Smyth" was presented for the parish
of Winnall in 1583 (B,P, 160/26),

C.C. College, Cambridge MS 122 op cit. He was Thomas
Cheston, an ex-Marian priest, who had been indhcted to

the living on 6 Sept, 1558. He may have been apelative

of Btephen Cheston, another ex-Marian priest, who remained
on the staff of the Cathedral, (Ibid).

ELéf 1562 f 4 v,
Tbid, £ 8 v,
L.A, 1563-4, f 58,

L A, 1563-64 f 8, William Copege was an ex-Marian priest,
inducted 7 March 1556, (C.C, Coll, MB 122 transcript),

LA, 1567 f 31,

¢,C. Coll., Camb, MBS 122 transcript, p 83. The next
induction to the living at Odiham was on 2 October 1571,
the vacancy having been caused by the death of Hugh
Laiver (Horne MS Register f 93), cited B, F,5, Baigent

- papers, Cathedral Library, Winchester),

For the genealogy of the White family see Hants
Visitations, Harleian Socy, Vol, 64. For "Church-Papists"
(or“Schis{matics) see Bection VII of this Chapter,

L.A, 1568, f 1l4.

John Bruertone, Rector of Meonstoke, had been inducted on
22 August 1557, and the Rector of Droxford in the reign
of Henry VIII, in 1525 (C,C, Coll, Camb, MS 122),

LA, 1563-64 T 6,

The distinguished family of the Sandys were related to the
Windsor family, Henry, Lord Sandys, son of Thomas, the
second Lord Bandys, married Elizabeth, daughter of William
Lord Windsor, After Henry's death Elizabeth married Sir
George Paulet, of Crondall,who died in 1585, Lady Elizabeth
Peulet was a harbourer of priests and an unswerving
recusant, (Recusant Rolls E 377 et _seq 5,P, Dom Eliz
160/26, Foley Records Vol, 2, p 586 etc,). The Mistress
Windsor at the christening was probably either her sister-in-
law or her nephew's wife (See Woodward, History of Hampshire
%I%, 24§63 and Visitations of Hampshire, Harleian Society
ol, .

LA, 1563-1564 £ 49.
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114,
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120,
121,

122,
123,
124,
125,
126,
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128,
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Ibid £ 51,

Thomas Travers was a substantlal yeoman of Alresford and
was to be a well-known recusant (C,R,5, Vol, 22 and S,P,
Dom Eliz 160/26), He spent a good many years in prison
for recusancy and in 1579 was imprisoned in Winchester,
being then described as aged 80, (Btrype Annals, Vol, II
Pt II, p 660), 1In 1587 he wae in prison with other
Hampshire recusants in Wisbech Castle and there wrote a
letter to Walsingham, complaining of his treatment,

(8,P, Dom Eliz 203, No. 39),
L. A, 1568 rf 47 and 52,

L,A, 1569 f 100 v, "Erexit crucem ligneam insculpatam

nomine suo'.
Ibid
Ibid

L.,A, 1569 f 124 v,
Ibid £ 110,
L.A, 1562 f 46,

e tke
L.A, 1566 T 52 v,

L.A, 1567 f 32: "nupti fuerunt®in aurora ante lucem®,

P

There were known to be two lMarien priests in 7
at this time, Simon Palmer and Thomas Cook (Bee N 147
below),

L.A, 1558-1562, f 104 v.
L,A, 1567 £ 15 and f 32,
Ibid f 33,

L.a, 1566 T 52,

L.A, 1568 f 96,

L,A, 1566, r 60 v,

For instance, in charges against £ir John Bourne, an ex-
vecretary of Queen Hary, in 1563, Bishop Sandys of
norcester sgld that "if he were put to trial when and where
he received the Communion, I think it would fall forth

that he received 1t not gince the wueen's lajesty's reign,

for his custom is to shift ever on Egsterfve from the one

of his houses to the he i i

Dom Eliz 28. i 42 other and so avoid the matter", (8. p
s ALl1Z NO cited 4 w *

P ! e s Anglo-R ; - ;

Oxf, 1913), p 160). -0-foman Helations C.G, Bayne
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Visitation Articles and Injunctions IITI 1559-1575 (ed,

Frere, Ldn 1910) pp 135, 136,
Hee Note 121 above,

L.A, 1567, £ 32, John Scrut and his wife were presented
as late ag 1586 for not receiving Communion., (L.A,
1586 £ 3 v).

L.A, 1567 f 32,
Tbid.
LA, 1562 T 30 v,

L.A, 1568 T 47, Margaret PeBkens is returned as a recusant
in the official list of recusants for 1583 (S,P. Dom :
Eliz 160/26),

Richard Erle of 5, Stoneham (2 years) L,A, 1566 f 99,
Robert GoldNam, Havant:L.A, 1568 f 39 (2 years) and
Richard Knight of Itchen Abbas (7 years), L,A, 1569, f 41,
L.A, 1558-1562 £ 123 V,

L,A, 1566 £ 36, In 1583 Joan Bassett was returned in an
official 1list as a recusant of 8t, Peter's-in-the-8oke,
Winchester (S,P. Dom Eliz 160/26). '

This wae 1n accordance with a rubric in the Book of Common
Prayer which said*“And if there be not above twenty persons
in the parish of discretion to receive the Communion, yet
there shall be no Communion, except four (or three at the
least) communicate with the priest",

L,A, 1566 f 50, .

Bee Chapter VII, BSection III (Cotton).
L,A, 1566 f 56 v,

L,A, 1566 £ 73 v,

LA, 1567 £ 11 v,
LA - ISS8-62 1566, 15671568 and 15b9.

o 1567 £ 74 v,

LA, 1568 T 94 v, Bimon Palmer is returned as a priest
in 1583 in an official 1list of Hampshire Recusante (S.P,
160/26), He is then stated to be in the Gaol, According
to Bishop Gardiner's Register, p 140, Thomag Cook wa#é
presented by Gardiner to the living of St. Maurice,
Winchester)on 11 August 1554,

Both Simon Palmer and Thomas Cook are cited in 1570,
They are then charged with refusing to g0 to church or
to receive Holy Gommunion (L,4, 1570, f 199 v). They were
both excommunicated (ibid)),

H
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154.

155,
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157,
158,
159.

160,
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A,P.C, (N,B,), 4 Nov, 1864, p 156, At this time (Nov,
1564) Hodson was reported by Horne to the Council as being
a "misliker" of the reformed religion (Letters from the
Bishops_to the Privy Council 1564, with returns of the
J.,P's (Camden Misc, Vol, 9 1895, ed Mary Bateson),

Mary Hodson of Kallendre, Winchester, who is
probably a relation of Robert Hodson,wase cited as a non-
communicant in 1582, (L,A., 1581-2 £ 80).

A,P.C, (N,8,) 11 Nov 1564,

A,P.C, (N,8,) 14 Nov 1564,

A,P,C, (N,B,) 24 Nov 1564,

P. Hughes Reformation III (Ldn 1954) p 121.

Elizabethan Episcopal Administration, W,P,M, Kennedy
(Lan 1924) Vol. 1, p cxxvi cited, Hughes op cit p 121, Note

L,A, 1562 £ 64, He was to remain an obstinate recusant,
In 1577 he was returned as a recusSant inesn official list
(C.R.B, Vol, 22: List),

Ibid
L.A; 1566 £ 25.
LA, 1574/37.
L.4, 1567 £ 50 v,
L.A, 1567 £ 14,

The figures for individual years are: L.A, 1558-1562:
1 H,C.py Nil, church absence; L,A, 1562 23 H,C.,, 3 C.A,:

L.A, 1566 12 H.C,, 15 C.A,; L,A, 1567 22 H,C., 8 C,A;
LA, 1568 119 H.C., 13 C.A.; L,A;jiﬁgg 71 H.,C., 16 C.A,

See e,g, Lingard History ,Vol, 6 ,p 329 (London 1849):
“Some, to escape the panalties, attended occasionally at
the Established service and endeavoured to elude the
charge of hypocricy by maintaining that such attendance
was with them nothing more than the discharge of a civil
duty, an expresgion of thelir obedience to the letter of
the law ... .

Henry Garnet, the Jesuit Buperior, at his trial for
alleged complicity in the Gunpowder Plot (1605) eaid:

"I know divers myself who before that Bull (Bull Regnans

in Excelgis, 1570, excommunicating Elizabeth) rerused to
g0 to church all the time of Queen Elizabeth, though
nerhaps most Catholics did indeed go to church before".
(Cobbett's State Irials, Vol, IT p 239 (London 1809)),
The requirement to receive Holy Communion was a

a




162,

163.
164.

165 .
166,

167,

168,
169.

170,

171-
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rubrie in the Book of Common Prayer, 1559: "And note
that every parishioner shall communicate at the least
three times in the year of which Easter to be one ..,".
On 9th April 1571 a Bill "concerning coming to church and
receiving of the communion' was read a first time in the
Commons (D'Ewes Journal (1682) p 159). Norton, in the
debate on the measure, considered that such a measSure
would enable Papists to be discovered, 'The very touch-
stone of trial", he said “,,. must be the receiliving of
the Communion® (Ibid p 177). The Bill passed the
Commons and the Lords, but the Queen refused her assent,
Before the recusancy statute of 1581 was passed, the
Tords considered a similar bill to that of 1571 "amended
and extended ... to meet the depening crisis, In its main
clauses it was a rather severer version of the 1571 bill
vt Tailure to receive Holy Communion thrice a year
involved fines ranging from £20 for the first offence to
£100 for the fourth, The bishopsS, one supposes, had
been at it again", (Eliz I and Her Parliaments 1559-1581:
J.BE, Neale (Ldn 1953) p 386)., It was not pursued
apparently owing to the opposition of Elizabeth (ibid).

LA, 1568 £ 94 v, He is presented as a "clerk", -

Winifred Scrope, L.4A, 1568 f 8; William Hoorde ibid f 24;
Roger Tichborne and his wife ibid f 34 v; Katherine Hall
I,A, 1569 f 97; Elizabeth Pitts ibid » 88 £ 96; and

John Beconsawe ibid £ 102 v,

B.M,: Bishop Kennet's Collections, Vol, XI, Lansd, M5B
945 T 172,

S,P, Dom Eliz 168 No. 35 of (? Feb) 1584.

B8pan Cal 1558-1567 p 258, Quadra to de Vargas (Rome), ©BSee
also F,W, Maitland, Collected Papers, 3 volse (Cambridge
1911) iii, p 178.

Maitland Ibid,

C.G, Bayne, Anglo-Roman Relations 1558-1568 (Oxford
Historical and Literary Studies, Vol, 2, Oxf., 1913), p 162,
pp 170 and 289 and Appendix 43, with a reference to a con-
temporary MS at Oscott College, entitled An Answer to a
comfortable advertisement with it (siec) additions written
of late to afflicted Catholics concerning zoing to church
with Protestants etc. Pee also R, Simpson Life of Campion
(London 1896) p 25, N.5, citing Henry More, Hist, S8,J,
Prov, Anglds, 1lib iii paras, 5-10,

Simpson op cit pp 25 and 203 N, 5 (quoting S,P, Dom Eliz
2 Nov. 1568) and Frere op ¢it p 140, °

C.G. Bayne, op cit p 162,
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See Southern op cit, pp 55 and 139; also p 461 ibid

for the effect of Langdale S panbhlet Persons said that
Langdale, who was chapla_n to the Catholic noble,
Vigcount Montague, permltted him (Montague) as was said,
to have English service in hls houege for his servants,
though himself went to Mass"”, (Southern p 462),

D,N.B. Vol., 28, p 401.
Cobbett, Btate Trials Vol, I p 1157 (Ldn 1809).

Foley, Records, 2, p 587,
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CHAPTER III
NOTES

Lansd, M8 12, 74,
Lands, MS 12, 63.
H.M.C, Cal, Salisbury Papers, Vol, 2, 96, 1572,

The Bull was dated 25th February 1570, It was only after
it was issued that Pius V learnt that the Northern Revolt
had collapsed, For text, see G.,W. Prothero, Select
Statutes (4th Ldn edition) p 195.

Cal, Span. S5,P, 1i No. 193. .
dan
N, Sanders, Anglican Schism p 305 (English edition, 1877:
D, Lewis). A

W, Camden, Annalgs, (Ldn 1717)‘Book 2, p 10,

J. Lingard, History, Vol. VI, p 225 (Ldn 1849). cf,
A,0, Meyer, England and the Catholic Church under Queen
Elizabeth (English translation, 1916) p 535: "By this
Bull, Pius V now placed the English Catholics in a
desperate position between conflicting duties",

See Chapter XII as regards the three Statutes and the
Proclamation of 1lst July 1570, against those who bring
in traitorous books and bulls.

Camden, Annals, op cit Book 2, pp 10 and 107,

Bee Chapter VII, Section III,

Chapter II, p 39.
L.,A, 1570 (Dioces4an Registry, Winchester),

L.A, 1571 (Jan, 1571/2 - Jan. 1572/3; L.A, 1572-4 (Jan.
1572-3 - April 1574) and L.A, 1574 (May 1574-Nov. 1574).

For example, Thomas Travers, cited as a non-Communicant in
1570 (L,A, 1570 £ 8 v) wae later (1583: 5,P, Dom Eliz 160/26)
in Winchester Gaol for recusancy; Henry Shelley and his
wife Mary, of Mapledurham (Buriton) (L,A, 1570 £ 97 v) were
citeld as non-Communicats; l=ber Mary Shelley was returned
in the official list of recusants for 1583 (S.P, Dom Eliz
160/26) and Henry Shelley was later imprisoned in London
for recusancy (C.R.8. Vol, 1, p 69, Vol, II pp 232, 234);
Katherine Hall of Easton (L.4, 1571 f 103 v) also returned
as a non-Communicant, was a constant recusant later (8. P,
Dom E1iz 117 Nos 10 and 10 (1) and 5,P, Dom Eliz 160/26).

See also Chapter II, ¥ ,N 164,
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L,A, 1570 ff 230, 232 v, 242, 246, etc,

See Chapters VII, Section III and &ppendix II, for these
recusants,

L.4a, 1570,

LyA, 1571, 1572-4, 1574, 1575, 1575-6 7, and 1578,
L.a, 1570,

as Note 18 above.

L.A, 1574,

L.A, 1570,

L,4A, 1575,

L.A, 1570 £ 224, Thomas Palmer, described as a priest,
was in gaol at Winchester in 1583 (8.P, Dom Eliz 160/26),

L,A, 1570 f 199 v. They had been previously cited - in 1568
(L,A, 1568, £ 94 v), Thomas Coke was imprisoned in the
l15rshalsea in 1572 (see Appendix VII),

L,A, 1572-4, £ 132, Simon Palmer was in Winchester gaol
in 1583 (B,P., Dom Eliz 160/26).

L.A, 1575 ff 4 and 4 v,

See, for example, the case of Elizabeth Dowse of Romsey
(L,A, 1571 f 39) and that of John HManning of Andover,
ibIgd £ 47 v, ete,

LA, 1568 f 23,

L,A, 1572-4, Ann Tichborne was returned as a recusant
0 April 1583 in an official list (8,P. Dom Eliz 160/26),

L.A, 1578-4, £ 96.

See English Church in the Reisns of Elizagbeth and Jameg &
Bishop W.H, Frere (Ldn 1904), p 208 for a brief graphie
description of the English Church and the clergy in the
earlier years of the reign.

Elizgbethan Episcopal Administration, I (Ldn 1910) (ed.
W,P, I, Kennedy) p 203, N, 29 quoted P, Hughes, Reformation
ITI (Ldn 1954) p 145, N.1, !

LA, 1570 f 266, and L.A, 1571 f 91 respectively,

——

LA, 1571 £ 93 v,

——
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3T L.&, 1571 T 77,
38, LiA, 1570 f 240 v,
39, ef, The christening at The Vine, Chapter II, p 30,

40. L.4A, 1570 £ 78 v,
41, L,4, 1570 £ 101 v,

42, L.A, 1570 1 272, ‘
Article 36 of Parker's Articles of Inquiry for his

Betropolitical Visitation of the Winchester Diocese in
1574 or 1575 asked "whether inns, taverns, victually,
tippling houses or gaming houses be patent or entered into
in service or preaching time ,,."” (Visitation Articles
and Injunctions Vol, 3, (edited Frere) p 381),

t

43. L,A, 1570 f 56,

44, Ibid f 56 v,

45, L,A, 1570 f 273 and L.A, 1571 £ 103 v,

46, L,A, 1570 f 306 v,

47. L.A, 1575 £ 78,

48, For Thomas Poundeisee Chapter VII)Section IIT (Pounde).

49, L,A; 1570 £ 106, ‘"Invocat auxilium Beate Marie”,

50. L.A, 1570 © 238 v,

51, He was ihducted to the living on 30th March 1556:

‘ trangcript of Corpus Chrieti College, Cambridge,

S 122 by Canon A,W, Goodman, B,D,, with notes: Hante
Field Club Proceedings, Vol, 14, p 63 et sed,

52. L.A, 1570, T 79 f.

‘53, Visitation Articles and Injunctions, III 1559-1575
- (Bd, Frere) pp 318 and 324, and Horne MS Register f 81

et _seq.
54, 5,P. Dom Eliz 90, No, 18,

55, | See . page 61,

56, "Contra Papam et superStitiosam Missam" : Horne Reg,
ff 81 and 81 v,

57. "Favet magis religioni superstitione quam vera religioni
~nune recepta, Et quod non ministrat juratum publicum super
8ump supremitate Domine Regine": ipid,



58,
59,
60.
61,
62,
63,
64,
65.

66,

67.
68,
69.
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Visitation Articles gnd Injunctions op cit IIT p 318,

ibid p 3519
See Chapter II, p 32,

Visitation Articles and Injunctions)on cit 3, p 323.
Ipid p 322,
Ibid p 323,

The Reformation and English Education, N, Wood M,A, Ph,D,
Ldn 1950)'p 173.

Ibid, p 173 quoting Visitation Articles and Injunctions
gg.cit’B, p 327,

Tbid
Ibid p 173.

Visitation Article and Injunctiong (edited Frere) 3, p 328,

Ipid
Ibid p 330

Tbid

S.P. Dom Eliz 90 No, 18, Cf Dom N, Birt, 0,8.B, The Eliz-

abethan Religious Settlement (London, 1907) p 420, The
distinguishing marks appear to be in Burleigh's hand,

5.7, 35 No, 47‘1564. Cf Birt, op.cit.p 527,

Cf Birt op_cit p 527, Before about 1580 the Government
genersally speaking, K confined their attention to the more
important Catholicd: it is only after that year that recusant
members of the lower classes become seriously affected,
Horne, for example, stated in a letter to Cecil in August
1561, what may be refegrred to as the basis of the Govern-
ment's attitude in the first half of the reign, He sgids
‘The €ommon sort of the people, who may easily be brought to
conform themselves to the betiter sort of them in dignity and
reputatlion, as they see them bent to set forward", Bishop
Horne to Cecil, 29 August 1561, S,P, Dom Eligz 19, No, 36,
cited Birt op cit p 527.

Ralph Henslowe of west Boarhunt was the husband of Catherine
Henslowe, a well-known recusant (see official 1ist of

recusants for 1583: 5,P, Dom Elig 160/26), Al1l the
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79,

80,
81l.
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Henslowes were recusant, except Thomas Henslowe, Ralph
Henslowe's son, who was a “schismatic",(eee Chapter

VII, Section 1II)F,Ralph Henslowe™s =smy whe was Clerk
of the Peace in 1574 (B,P., Dom Eliz 96, May 1574).

For the ancestry of the Henslowes, see Hutchins' History
of Dorset, III, p 537 and V,C,H, Hampshire III, p 145,

See Appendix VII,

Recusant Roll 15923 E 377/1 (C,R.5, Vol., 18 pp 276,
281, 286) and later Rolls (E 377/2 et sed).

Eaward de Marini S58a&ehelBis been o member of the wealthy
family of GegﬁeSe merchants who settled in Southampton
towards the end of the 15th century (see Dr. A, A,
Ruddock's Italian Herchants and Shipping in Southampton,
1270-1600 (®outhampton ,1951). Edward de Harini may have
been a brother of Gerafdo de Marini or, in his full name,
Gerardede Marini de Egra, Gerardo's sister, Isabel, the
weii=known-HampshiéresEiizsbethan=recusant-{see=Hansa
¥is3snidsnss-Horisdan-Soeiety=V¥ods=645=nader=Hol3as¥ :
was the second wife of Gilbert Wells, esquire ,of Brambridge,
Twyford, the well-known Hampshire Elizabethan recusant (see
Hants Visitations, Harleian Bociety Vol, 64, under Wells),
Gerardo himself was a recusant, He entered the Inner
Temple in November 1559 and was expelled for recusancy
in 1572, In a certificate of recusante for the Inner Temple
made in 1577 he is stated to be among those who "are dis-
continued, but whiles they continued in our house were
vehemently suspected and letters directed for the conventing
of them. Whereupon they absented themselves and sithens
have not come amongst us" (C,R,8, Vol, 22 p 104).
Gerardo's name is in a list of recusants in London in March
1588 (C.R,5, Vol. 22 p 123),. ' ~
Gerardo was the son of Nicecolo de Marini de Egra,
who died in 1544 (Italian Merchants, op cit, p 251).
Dr, Ruddock says (op cit p 254) that Gerardo died probably
in 1594 "for in that yeap one 'Edward Marine' presumably
his son and doubtless by this time the complete Englishman,
succeeded to hie place among the free suitors of the town
(Southampton) ", This would not have been the Edward de
Marini of 1572, if Gerardo's son is meant.

Hatfield MBS Part II, WNo, 96)1572, p 36.
A,P.C, (N,B,) 24 June 1574,

In Visitation Articles and Injunctions 1559-75 Vol, III

(ed W,H, Frere) p 374 it is stated that the Articles for
Parker's Visitation "are not dated but that '1585' is in-
serted in writing on the title page of the printed copy.

At Horne's request, Parker visited his diocese (citing
Parker, Parker Soc, Camb,,1853), The Archbidpp's inhibition
for his visitation s dated 7 March 1574-5, (Horne Reg.,
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84.

85.
86,

87,
88.
89.
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91,
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f 99). On 17 May (1575) Parked died",
On the other hand, the following preamble occurs

to the statement of the proceedlngs in Liber Actorum a
termino Pasche 1574 (Winchegter Diocesan Registry): 'Die
Sabobi XV Viz.. Die Maij An® Dni 1574 in loco bon%'
Winton et%, Coram Venerabili viro Johe Sprint Artium

O Surro'® Venerabilis Viri Mri Georgii acworth Legum
Doct, Commissarii Generalis Reverendﬂas mi in Christo
et Dni Matthel permisse dig Cant Archini ete Duranti
Vlsitatlone sug _metropoliticg infrag Diod Winton nuper
inchoate in presentia etec,

The underlinings have been made advisedly, Parker's
Visitation seems to have begun in 1574,

Strype, Annals of the Reformation (Oxford 1824) II, ii,
p 344 quoted Zurich Letters I: Letter 130, Note on
page 322, BStrype refers to Parker's Visitation in 1575;
the source of his information is not knownj

Visitation Articles and Injunctions op.cit III, p 374
et seqg , /

Ipid Arts, 6 and 7, p 375.
Ibid Art 33 p 380, The schoolmaster of George Cotton of
Warblington had been cited for recusgancy in 1570 and
excommunicated: L,A, 1570 £ 101, There is no record of
any other citation of a schoolmaster,
Ibid Art 24, p 380,
Ibid, Art 37 p 381 (see also Chapter XI Section I).

’
Tbid
Ibid, Art 38'p 381,

Thid, Art 41, p 382

Parker's Correspondence, op c¢it, Letter 369, p 478

S5.P, Dom Eliz 108, No, 40. The underlining is not
in the origilnal document,

C.R,5, 1x, pp 62-69, cited J,H, Pollen, English
Cathollcs in the Reign of Queen hllaabeth (London 1920)

p 258,
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96.
97.
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99.
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101,

102,

103,

104,

105,
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Coke appears to have been something of a firebrand. John
Philpot (1516-1555) ,Archdeacon of Winchester in Edward

VI's reign and,Protestant martyr, "quarrelled with his
bishop John Beéi&,uwhom his Registrar, Cook, "a man who
hated pure religion', had set up against him, Cook even
set on the Archdeacon with his servants as if to murder him",
(D.N.B, Vol, XV p 112),

5,P, Dom Eliz 114, No, 22.
See Chapter XI, Section II.

Conyers Read, Mr, Secretary Walsineham and the policy of
Queen Elizabeth (Oxford Clar, Press, 1925) Vol, I1I, p 280,
Cuthbert Mayne was captured on June 1577,

Ibid

5.P. Dom Eliz 114, No, 68, The memorandum is headed "How
such as are backward, corrupt in religion, may be Iinduced
to conformity and others stayed from like corruption",
C.f, Conyers Read op.cit, p 281, where there is a transcript
of the document, "THIS transcript mentions "oy the space of
two months" for the "conference" in (2) of the proposals,
but no specified period seems to be mentioned in the
original which has been examined,

Professor Conyers Read says that the document has
been much neglected by historians (ibid p 282),

Hampshire recusants were so ‘conferred with", For example,
in Pept. 1578 (A,P.C, (New Series), 26 Sept, 1578 p 329)
Horne wrote to the Warden of the Fleet, to which prison
George Cotton had been committed by the Bishop (C.R.S,
Vols, 1, 2, and 3'- Prison Lists) to have Cotton sent to
him "to be further conferred withal in matter of religion',
Also, in 1578 (A,P,C, (N.B,) 9 June Jume 1578) Thomas
Travers was to go to the Ecclesiastical Commigsioners
because of "evil behavicur @An mahhkers of religion",

©,P., Dom £Eliz 116 No, 15,

5,P, Dom Eliz 117, No, 10, Hampshirs may be compared with
Yorkshire, In sending his return, Sandys, sarchbishop of
York, said ",,, but little have I prevailed, for z more
stiff-necked wilful or obstinate people did I never know or
hear of ,..". (C.R.E, Vol, 22, p 3),

B,M, Harl, MS 360 f 65, C,f., Conyers Read, op.cit,p 282
Note 2, o

vee Chapter IX, Section III and Appendix VII,
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107,
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.

.P. Dom Eliz 117 No. 13 and 5,P., 118 o, 9 cited by
w,P.ii, Kennedy, Elizabethan Episcopal #dministration, I
London 1924) pp clxxiii and clxxiv,

Thomas Cooper wa8 translsted to Winchester in 1584,

Pl Ui

zZurich Letters I, No., 129 Horne to Gualter 10th August

1576. ,

Adam Horne of Baffron @aldon entered Winchester College
in 1569 and became a Scholar and Fellow of New College
(1575-7), He went to Rheims in August 1577 and died in
the College in 1578, He is described in the Douai
Diaries as “"adolescens et nepos pseudo-episcopi
Wintoniensis" {Douail Diaries I and II ed T,F, Knox
Ldn., 1878 pp 128, 133.

D,N,B, Vol. 27 (Robert Horne) p 361 (edn 1891) says

that Horne died at Winchester House on lst June 1580, but
Strype says that the date of the death was June 1579

and that his will was proved on 27 June 1579, (Btrype
Annals II (ii) p 378, dquoted Zurich Letters Vol, I,

p 352), This seems to be confirmed by A4,P,C., (N,8,

of 4 March 1579 (old style),p 408, which speaks of

“"the late Bishop of Winchester',
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Catholic Refugees on the Continent,

Thomas Pounde had been committed to the Marshalsea by Horne

-7 - \
on 11 Maxch 1575 (C.R‘,S.,.L, Do 7C). For Pounds, see also Chepter
Vii, ».1E7 C.R.3. 35, Introduction p.xv

The group received the sporoval of G
R,Simpeon, Life of Camnion {(1824) 1p.222 and 203, ' Thomas Pou«n'lfa :
was no doubt a memoe of the group (B5,FPole ey, Records of the
Society of Jesus Lr’!_'n ,(1577-82) TIT, p062u°}3 Another Heampshire '

recusant was a member, Chideock Tichborne (ibid).

Foley, op.zit p.528.

V2l

See Pollen, op.cit p.225, cited Southern, op.cit, p.150.

ementiy

AN
The Challenge 1' reproduced in Foley, I?.ec Records ITI, 2.630 and in
Southern, op.cit, p.153. Tt was no T the time printed, but
Aistributed extensively in menuscript. The shor‘tness made it

easy matter to copy. For en appreciation of its literary quelivies,
see Southern, op.cit, p.155.

C.R.3., 39 i and xxiv,

o. 64, 45, Williem Hoorde was a well-knovmn
, e recusant - Recusant Roll 77/1. TLike Benjemin
Tichborne, he was a Wykehamist.

t-:l
e

3.P. Dom Eliz.1lik, Yo.3, 18 November 1520.

S.,P. Dom Eliz 14, No,37.
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Henry Pitts, gentleman, Alton, was not a Catholic, but the
rest of the family were undoubted recusants. Henry Pitts!
wife vas the sister of Dr, Nicholas Sanders (See Chapter VIT,
0.165), For the pedigree of the Sanders family, see
Visitations of Surrey, Harleisn Society' L3, under Sanders.

William Pitts himself subsequently went to Bheims, where he
was ordained priest in 1585, He was sent to England as a
missionary priest on 29 May 1585 (Douai Diaries T and TIT
ed. T.F. Knox, Ldn, 1878), pp.12, 206.

Probably a relative - see No. § 16 above.

S.P. Dom Zliz 147, No.73.

S.P. Dom Elizy 1L., Nog3.

Ibid

S.P. Dom Eliz 14,7, No.73.
SeP. Do Eliz 147, No,73.
ITbid.
See p.75 of this Chapter.
SeP. Dom Eliz*ll;.?, No.73.

8
Ibhid.
S.P. Dom Zliz 147, No.7h.
S.P. Dom Eliz 147, No.73.
S.P. Dom Fliz 90, Ko,1l8.
CoR.S. Vol XIIT {List, 157L).
P. Dom Tliz.147, Mo,76. Memo of charges against Tichborne,
tc. He became an M.P, in 1593 (Parlisments of Englend, Part I,
1213-1702: Idn,1878) and was knighted by Queen Rlizabeth on
1) Sentember 1601 (V.C.H. Hants IT, p.85), the year in which
two of his kinsmen were executed (Thomas Tichborne, priest,
executed on 20 April 1601 and Micholas Tichborne, layman, on
2l August 1801: R.Challoner, Memoirs, Part I, pp.216 and 405,

Lan,17:1).

There is a presentment of Benjamin Tichborme and his wife as
recusants at an unspecified date {Losely M3S Bundle 1380:




32.

33.

37.

38.
39.
40,
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Recusancy, cited in A Century of Persecution (comoil°& from
contemporary records, mainly Losely ‘\:I‘SS) 1920, by St.George X.
Hyland, DaD.,Ph.D (1dn,1920). He was dited as a non-Commumi-
cant in 1568 (Liber Actorum 1558 f.346, Binchester Diocesan
Registry) when he was described as of West Tisted. He did not
come into full possession of the Tichborne estates till 1571
(V.C.H. Hants II, p.85).

3.P. Dom Eliz 147, No.7h4, Articles containing matters of
offence against the State.

Besides finding Elizabeth Sanders at the Pitts' house at Alton,
Norton found John Body {executed in 1583) at the Shelleys?.
Manor of Mapledurham (Buriton) C.R.S. V p.395. With two other
JoP.'s he searched the recusants' rooms in the Gacl at Win-
chester in Jamuary 1583 (S.P. Dom Eliz 158, No.9).

S:P. Dom Rlig 11]-7, :NOa?léu

D.N.B. Vol.35, p.l06.

Richard Weston,of ancient descent, was a Judge of the Common
Pleas under Elizabeth and had been Solicitor-General under
Mary, having been appointed to that post on 20 November 1557.
He died on 6 July 1572. (Biographical Dictionary of Judges of
Fngland: Edward Foss, London 1870, p.429).

S.P. Dom Eliz 147, No.74. As ore of the guorum a J.P.'s power
was considerable. To be of the q_;_:,om meant that he was one of
the J.P.'s who "had to be present at all formal exercises of

authority, and the men s6 named were those with official or
legal experience™ (R.G, Elton, England under the Tudors,

Ldn 1954, pp.418 and 419).

5.P. Dom Fliz 147, No.7.k.

Ibid.

23 Eliz - see G.W. Prothero, Select Statutes and other Con-
stitutional Documents illustrative of the reigns of Elizabeth
and Jemes L \Lth edn., Oxford, 1913), De fh-

For Recusancy Fiunmnce, see Chapter XTI,

Dyson's Proclamations, B.M. Grenville Library 84,63, No.207
cited J.H., Pollen, op.cit, pp.339,340.

Bibliography of Royal Proclamations of the Tudors and Stuarts,
Vol.I, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1910.
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See Chapter VIII, Section IV.

A0, Meyer, op. cit, p.l146.

The records are L.A4.1581 (Jamary 1581 - Januaxry 1582) and
L.A. 1581-1582 (Jamuary 1582 = July 1583): Winchester Diocesan
Registry.

E 372/128.

E 372/429.

S.P. Dom Eliz 160/25.

See Chapter VII, p.l63.
L.A, 1581-1582 £ 127 v: “inebestsr So=showe)

¥bid, £f 128, 137 v, and 139 v.

Ibid £ 137 v. c.f. Letter of Mendoza to Philip IT, 21 August
1580, Span. Cal, No.kl: ™.,. When the Catholics here are
summoned before the Council and are asked why they do not
attend the preachings, they answer that it is against their
conscience to do s0..."

See Anglo-Roman Relations (C.G.Bayne, Oxford 1913), p.160.

L,A.1581, f£f 31 and 61. At Fareham lived John Ludlow, gentleman,
of Cams Hall, a well-known harbourer of priests., IHMembers of the
Indlow family were cited at this time to appear at the same
Court as Thomas Woolgar and the others.

L.A, 1581=2 £,138.
See Chapter IX, p.215.
L.A, 1581~2 £.138.
L.4, 1581, f 157.

LA, 1581=2 £ 35. "Domimus declaravit dicto Leceter nonmulla
capitula erroris suit concernentis transubstantiagonem

Corporis Christi".

L.A, 1581 f 2.
L.A. 15812 f.77.

AP.C. (N.S.) 11 September 1581.
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S.P. Dom Eliz 154, No.li,

A Collection of Scarce & Valusble Tracts by Lord Somers (Ldn.
1809), Vol.I, pp.6L ard 165,

S.P. Dom Eliz 160/26.

The rnumber is at least 299. It is not possible to state the
exact number because some entites ars in such terms as "One
Allen and resorters to the house of Anthony, his wife...;"
"Lawrence Young and others ... servants ..."; "the Lady Mary
West and all her family®, ete.

As regards the "slackness" of churclwardens, see Chapter V,p.89.

See Chapter VIII, p.203.

Letter of Rev.George Birket to Dr.William Allen from London,
2k April 1 83, Doual Diaries I and IT (edited T.F.Knox, Ldn
1878), P ".e. Bodous et Sleidus ... coram tribunali tam
prudentibus respons1s et tanto animi fervore catholicae
religionis causam egerunt ut majorem fere Hamptoniensis
comitatus partem ab ecclesiis haereticorum retraxerunt. Antea
guidem multi nobiles in illa provincia catholici exrant; Jjam
autem non solum plures nobiles, sed ipsi ebtiam rustici undique
convolant ..."

Cotton MS, Titus N IIT, No.81.

See Note 5k above,

Knox op.cit p.lxxi, citing MS Archiv, Dioc. Westmonast.
See H.82.

Lansd. MBS 39, No.46.
See Chapter VE P 2o 3.

Lansd.MSS 40, No.23.

D.N.B. Vol.60 p.13 (Edn.1899) and Watson MS Register
(Winchester) .1,

L.A. 1567, £ 55.

Chapter i p.L and Hants Visitations, Harleian Society,64

e

(under White)

Chapter ITITI, p.5iL.
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CHAPTER V
NOTES

D.N.B., (1887) XIT, ».149
Chapter III, page 6.

Lansdowne M5 42 (41)

Cooper was one of the members of the Court of High Commission
created in December 158/ (Prothero op.cit. p.472 et seg), but
an Bcclesiastical Commission also seems to have been created
for the Winchester Diocese (See examination of Stephen Cheston
in November 1585, S.P. Dom Eliz,18k, No.2).

"Oyer and terminer" means t© "hear and determine"., By a com-
mission of oyer and terminer the commissioners, who in practic
are Judges of assize, though there may be other types of commis-
sioners, enquire into treasons, felonies and misdemeanours.
They hear and determine these cases in accordance with the law.

Robert Persons® Memoirs, C.R.S. Vol.l, p.lil

This illustrates what has previously been seid gbout the type of
recusants who were fined,

27 Bliz. C.I, Procthero op.cit, p.80.

27 Eliz. C.2, Prothero op.cit, p.83.

S.P. Dom Eliz, 185, Mo.83 of {?) 1585.
55

Logo 1£ 1"’2, f0138a

C.R.8. II, p.241 et seg. He was described in June 1536 as an

"Under-Keeper at Winchester". (C.R.S. 2, p.21 et seq.)

3,P. Dom Eliz. 177 (3)

o

id.

S.P. Dom Bliz, 184, No,Z2l.

This question is not underlined in the original document.

C.R.8. II, p.251 et seq.



-
o

.

- @

~429

Strype, Annals, Vol. 2, Pt.2, pp.3Lk, 345. BStrype assigns
Cooper's letter to "near about this date (1580)". But Cooper
was not translated tc Winchester till 158k. The date is
actually fixed by the fourth proposal of his letter, which
refers 'to the recusarts’"compoundj.ns The qt..estlon of "com-
pounding “with a view to some alleviation of the Ffinancial
penalties of the recusancy Act of 1581 did not arise till 1586.
(See Chapter XI, Section V.) C.f. Birt op.cit. p.423, N.1,
where he says that the letter (Egerton V§.695 £ 117) is from
the pen of Cooper.

The Council gave instructions on 25 May 1586 to the Lord Lieu-
tenants of Hampshire to watch the ports and creeks for Jesults
and Seminary prlests A,P.C.(N.8.) "5 1 May 1586, p,l”j)

A.Pp.c. (W.8.) Vol.lk, p.125.
See Chapter XI, Section V.
This number does not cox respond with any particulars from the Act
Books of the Bishop, but is

the Archdeacon's Court.

See Appendix VII.

-n-a-\- o ey

Hem*‘ shire.

: (1.8.) Vob.1k, p,l?4 Tetter of 25 May 1586 to the Sherif?

The enclosed schedule does not survive.

Stf“‘pu, Amnals ITT, Part I, pp.623 et seg. The docum
W:L":h he recusan cy Umblﬂm is headed: "“1c. dancerous
realm. It seems, zays Strype, to be by Cecil oxr ™

<';cn;u'w6110'~’**’i

A ion was made by Talsingham in December 15846,
su same sort of remely: 53.P. Dom Tliz.157, Mo,39
ci d, Tals 05

re o

7 Pebr 53 In Hampsh

Shelley and Gilbert Wells % i

(3.7, Dom E1iz,183,M0,15)). In a further memo

1587: S,P. Dom ”"!i:f;,l%, Mo.29) he con

aTz necsesery for the defence of the e

he made Tor the restraint of recusants
livelihood Some are 1O
ghires witl e

O
b
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abroad. Notw'- nsfmi1r~ these penalties, children wer
abroad in considersble n:umbers to be educated.

S.P. Dom Z1iz.191 Wo.1l5, 11 Iuhr 1585: transcript Hants Field
Club Papners, Vo--.UI, 1932, p.BL et seq.

Strype Annals, TIT, Part 2, Appendix p.423.
He ®followed the company of young gentlemen in Er

attending to his f‘unm;lon"" Morris, Troubles, on,
quoted by Conyers Read op.cit IIT, p.l12 Note I.

0]

C.R.3. Vol.21, p.1i5 et seq.
C.R.S. Vol.21, p:25, footnote.
Span Cal, 1580-5 No.433, p.576.

See the Confessions of Anthony Tvrrell; Morris Trovbles, Second
Se"’le.;q possim.

Toid, p.340.
Thid, pp.368 ard 372

Mepledurham was the manor of the Shelley~
figld. It seems clear that Tyrrel
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b5.
LE.

L7.
48.

49.

I
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mouth to London road.
‘El‘he Shelleys of Mapledurham were a well-known recusant family,
{see Chapter VII, p. 165/

"Mr, Titchbourne, sometime of Portchester, now remaining at Long-
wood ... he being in London; Tr.Fortescue brought thither Somer-
field, his sisters being the receivers". S.P. Dom Eliz.168,Noc. 3.

On 13 Sugust 1586, Chidsock Tichborne's servant, Thomas Hewes,
gaid that "his master was resident at his house as Longwood ..."
(S.P. Dom Eliz,192, No.3L).

See Chapter VII, p.l65.

B.M. Harl. MSS 286 f 52 cited C.R.S. 21, p.95

Spen Cal 1580-6, Mo 468, Mendoza to King, 13 August 1586

Cobbett's State Trials, D.1136.

Kenyon MSS, H,.C. 1lLth Report, App.iv, pp.61l2 613,
Bardon Papers, Camden Society, Series 3, Vol.l (1309), p.ki5.

Cobbett's State Trials, H.1160.

The Censure of a Loval Subject, 1587, by George Whetstone
(edited J.Payne Collier, Ldn, 1863), p.22.

Holinshed, Chronicles, Vol,k, p.1573
Camden, Annals, Book 3, p.80
His gift for writing poetry is seen in three exgquisite elegiac

stanzas which he composed the night before his execution. They
are to be found in many anthologies.

He was reburned in the official list of Hampshire recusants for

1583: S.P. Dom Eliz.150/26. In that year he seems +to have been
gquestioned with Laurence Vaux sbout his journey overseas and the
"popish relics" he had brought over, etec. (S.P.Dom Eliz.165,Nc.18)

See Chapter VIII, pp.197, 198 and 206.
C.R.S, Vol.I, p.132, quoting 3.P. Dom Fliz, 192, No,18.

C.R.S. II, p.261.

The will of the Tarl of Southampton is dated 2% June 1581. The

execubors include Gilbert Wells of Brambridge, brother of Swithun
Wells, and "hisg faithful servant, Thomas Dymock, gentleman™: Life
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58.
59.
60.
61.
62,
63.
6l;.
65.
66,
67.
68,

72.
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of Third FBarl of Southampton, Carmichasl Stopes {Camb.Univ.
Press, 1922), polk.

3.P. Dom Eliz.160/26.

The ittorney-General reported that Dymock "was committed by the
Lords and Mr.Secretary, but the particular causes we know not?,

(CeReS. 2, De259)

Morris, Troubles of our Catholic Forefathers, Second Series
(Three Series, Ldn, 1872=77), pp.340 and 3565.

Ibid, p.352.

C.R.S. TI, p.256.

Appendix I.

S.P. Dom Eliz.160/26.

"Wy, Tychyner brought from Winchester®: C.R.S. II, p.257.
C.R.8. IT, p.259.

C.R.S. II, p.262.

C.R.8. Vol.21, p.181 etec.

Cal Scottish and Mary Queen of Scois Papers, Vok.S, p.688.

C.R.S. 21 passim.

Knox, pp.17, 32. Anthony Tuchinor left a permanent record of his
imprisonment by twice cutting his name on the walls of the Beau-
champ Towexr, Tower of London, once just below the inscription of
the Earl of Arundel (C.R.S. 21, p.189, Note).

A Collection of Scarce and Veluable Tracts by Lord Somers (Idn,1809)
Vol.I, p.l167.

AP.C. (N.8.) 24 Pebruary 1586=~7

The Catholic Second Earl of Southampton died on L October 1581.

His sgn, the futures patron of Shakespeare and associate of the Earl
of S:ggﬁ was Just on eight years of age at his death: Life of the

Third Earl of Southampton. Carmichasl Stopes (Camb.Univ.PreSs,l9223,
P4 and 5.

Eight recusants, including three of the rank of gentlemen, were
returned for Titchfield in the list of recusants in 1583 (S.P.
Dom Eliz.160/25).
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73, See Note 25 above. Burghley further considered generally the
restraint of recusants in a "memorial®on 6 March 1587,
(S.P. Dom ®1iz.199, No.1l5).

74k, S.P. Dom Eliz.204, Noe2 -

75. Lansd Mss 52 p.64.

76.  See Chapter II, p.6.

77 B.M, M3S Royal 18 D iii.

78. S.P. Dom Eliz.206, No.85.

79. See p.110 of this Chapter.

80. S.P. Dom Eliz,208, No.2k.

81. S.P. Dom Eliz.208, No.75.

82. A.P.C. (N.S.) 12 April 1588.

83. Henry Hallam, Constitutional History, Vol.l, p.162 (Ldn,1872:
3 vols).

8L. Hume, History of England, Vol.5, p.297 {Oxford, 1826: 8 vols).

85. Allen, Defence of English Catholics, I, pp.85-86 {1584) quoted
Hughes, Reformation, op.cit, III p.395.

86. B.M., The Spanish Armada (Ldn, 1886) by T.C. Noble. The list is
stated to be based on contemporary and other éocuments. A similar
list was published in 1798 (Ldn) entitled Names of Nobility,
gentry, etc, who contributed to defence of the country against
Spanish Armada, compiled by Leigh and Sotheby.

87. S.P. Dom Eliz.90,No.18.

88, Richard White was a J.P. till 1587, but was deprived because of the
recusancy of his wife, See p.l1lC8.

89. Ricardus Straunge alias Barmes de Buriton (Weston is in the
parish of Buriton) was fined £180 for recusancy (Recusant Roll

1592-3, E 377/1: C.R.S.18, p.288).
For Henry Carewe of Hordle (Hordle Bremor) see Recusant Rolls,
1592-3, et seg, E 377/1 ete.

90. S.P. Dom Eliz.160/26. (The entry (g:: recusancy is:Anthony Lisle,
gentleman, of Whippingham (I.of W)).
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91. Helen Pregnish, wife of Richard Pregnish of Hursley, yeomen,
is fined £180 for recusancy on Recusant Roll 1592-3 (E 377/1,
C.R.S. 18 p.288); and Anna, wife of George Philpott, latel
of Thruxton, esquire, is fined £160 on the same Roll {ibid).

92. S.P. Dom Eliz 90, No.18.

93. S5.P. Dom Eliz.205, No.42, 21 November 1587.

ok. See Chapter VII, p.l55.

95. S.P., Dom Eliz.205, No.40, 21 November 1587.

96. They were both sons of Nicholas Tichborne of Tichborne and West
Tisted, Sheriff of Hampshire (died 1555), the husband of Eliza-
beth Tichborne, "an obstinate recusant". (Hants.Visitatious,
Harl. Socy, Vol.6lL).

97. H.M.C, Report XV, Appendix Part 5.(Foljambe MS3), p.42.

98. L.A., 1586 and L.A. 1588 ('I‘here is no exact date for the commence-
ment of this record.)

99. L.2.1586 f.7.

100. For example, Dorothy Pinck of Bighton presented as a non~-Communicant
in 1588 (L.A.1588 ¥, 5) and previously was returned as such
(L.A.1575 f. 80 v), was in the 1583 official list of recusants
(S.P. Dom Eliz.l60/26); similarly Joan Cooke of New Alresford
(L.A.1588 f.6), Nicholas Collins (ibid f.37 v), John Goldsmith,
gentleman, of Exton (ibid f.39) now cited as non-Commmnicahts were
also in the 1583 list. John Goldsmith was a convicted recusant in

1592-3 (Recusant Roll E 377/1).
101. L.A, 1586, f.3.
102, L.A, 1588, £f.34 and 35.
103, L,A, 1586, f.48.

104. In 1574 47 people were presented from Bishop's Waltham for not
Comrmnicating (L.B.1574, &f.23 et seg).

105.  L.A. 1588, f.lk.

106. S.P. Dom Fliz.157, No.89, quoted by Conyers Read, ialsinghem II,
P.305.

107. Ibid f.7 v.
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L.A. 1588 f.6. et seq.
L.A, 1586 f.44.
Ibid f 48 v.

L.4, 1588 .31 v,

L,A, ﬁ f 8 w. See also Royal Ingunctions, 1559: item "For

tables in the church"..... "It is ordered ,,. thet the sacra-
mental bread be made plain ... of the same fineness and
fashion round ... as the usual bread and water heretofore
named singing cskes, which served for the use of the pr...va{ce
Mass". (Royal Injunctions, 1559: Prothero, op.cit. p.190).

t non=-Communicants were presented from this very small

[age in 1588. L.2&, 1588 f 8 v.
L.A. 1588 £ 56.

E‘ig
vid
Vil

L.A. 1586, £ 39 v.

Ibid.

A,P.C. (N.S.) 21 September 1589.
Ibid.

AP, (N.S.) 7 April 1590.
Ibid.

C.R.S. 42, p.1L8 referring to a document in the Stounyhurst
Archives, A iv 1: M3:196-7.

Other Elizebethan bishops took similar action. For example,
Bancroft, at his visitation of the London diocese in 1401,
enquired "whether any notorious recusant who obstinately re-
fuseth to be partaker of the Church of England in pubdis
prayer and hearing the word of God preached ... be buried in
Chrigtian burisl o-o" (Bancroft's ﬁI‘thl“S cf Visitation,
Flizebethan Episcopal Administration, (edited W.P.M,Eemedy,
Ldn, 1924) Vol IIT, p.351).

C.R.S. 42, p.1k5.

C.R.S. 42, p.146 et seq.
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14,
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16,
17.

18,
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CHAPTER VI ~ NOTES

A P.C, (N,B,) 5 May 1590,

Ibid
Chapter VIII‘page 207,

5,P, Dom Eliz 240, No., 42, There is also a S copy of
the proclamation in the British Museum (MSS 3936 bb 44)
relating specially to Hamp hire and inscribed "for MNr,
Deane of Winchester"

8,P, Dom Eliz 240 No, 43,

This particular measure was apparently 1ntended to prevent
the action known as "“riding up and down' - see Chapter

AaPQCC (EJ,S. 19 Deco 15910

Both bSir Walter Bandys, whose wife and her sister were
recusants (see Chapter VII , page 147) and Benjamin

Tichborne, all of whose muny known kinsman were Catholics,
were J.P's of the gquorum, It is not known whether these

two were among the special commissioners, but they, as
J.P'8,naturally had considerable auuhority in the county.

In 1592 Sandys was High Sheriff for Hampshire (P,R,0, List
of Sheriffs Ldn,61898), C.f. the action which J, P's were
required to “taxé against recusants at this time (see p,121),

4,P,C, (N.S5, 28 January 1591-2.

Recusant Roll for 1592-3: transcript in C,R.,8,, Vol, 18
and p 287 et _seg for Hampshire,

Ibid.

A,P.C, (N,5,) 21 July 1593. The letter for Hampshire is
addressed to D,A, Atkinson, Southampton", David Atkinson
wasS one of the Messengers of Her Majesty's Chamber (4A,P.C,
(N.8,) 12 Bept, 1592).

Ibid

S.P., Dom Eliz 243, No, 103, 1592 (%).

A,P.C, (N.5,) 8 Jan 1592/3.
5,P, Dom Eliz 247, No, 5.

B.P. Dom Eliz 248, No., 9.
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20.
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22.
23,
24,
25.
26,
27,
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33.

34,
35.
36,
37,

38.

~u31,

$.P. Dom Eliz 254, No., 65. The information from this
investigation was, so far as Hampshire was concerned,
probably that eventually incorporated in the episcopal
record known a8 the Processus contra Recusantes 1598«
1603 (Bee page 128 of this Chapter).

5.P, Dom Eliz 256, No, 102, 22 March 1596.

This was William Wickhamlﬁgl who was appointed in 1595,
William Day, the present bishop, was appointed in 1596,

Bee Chapter IV, pp 85, 86,

5.P., Dom Eliz 256, No, 102,

Page’if 128 et_seq.

8.P, Dom Eliz 260 No. 92.

A.P.C. (N,S) 21 Nov 1596.

A,P.C. (N,5.) 12 Dec, 1596,

A P.C, (N,8,) 6 Nov, 1596,

S.P, Dom Eliz 264, No. 130, 2 Oct, 1597 (docquet).,
Hatfield Cal, Part xii, p 123, 25 April 1602,

A, P,C, (N.B,) 16 July 1598 and 31 August 1598,

For these three, see Irish 5,P, Vol., 204, No., Ty 8 Aug.1598
The ten were: Thomas Dymock of Titchfield, Richard Bruning
of Wymering, John Beconsawe of Ewhurst, Alexander Cuffaud
of Basing, William Bruning of Southwick, William Hall of
Winchester (Easton?),Benjamin Stockwith of Lymington,
Robert Joy of East Meon, Stephen Vachell of Buriton,

John Uvedale of Hambledon: 4.P,C, (N,8,) 31 August 1598,
A,P,C, (W,8.) 4 February 1599/00,

bee Chapter XI, Bection VII,

4,P.C, (N.8,) 28 February 1599/00.

A P.C, (N,8,) 11 May 1600, The Hampshire recusants were
Gilbert Wells and Henry Carewe (of Hordle Bremoy), now
stated to be in Londonf, who owe £30; and Alexander Cuffold
Richard Bruning, John Bourne, Nieholas Bcrope, Ursula

Uvedale, William Bruning and Robert Joy, who owe £15,

AP.C, (N.B,) 29 July 1500,
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A, P.C. (N.E,) 9 Oct, 1600, If any sume were paid by
Hampshire recusants such sums are ‘not identifiable in
the payments recorded among the Pells Recelpu~ at this
time (E 401/1866 etc.) which relate either to recusancy
fines or two-thirds rentals of leands,

Liber Actorum'1593)(ii).

29.

Fh

Ibid
Tvid © 12,
C,R,S. 18, p 2894

Processus_contrad Recusantes, 1598-1602, p 106,

L.A. 1593 (131) 1 14.
dbid £ 51 v,

Ipid

maa/E4

See Chapter V, N,112,
L,A, 1593 (ii)'p 47 v.
;g;ggf 51 v.

Ibid £ 13,

ipid £ 32,

Ipid © 12 v,

Ipid, f 45 v.

Ibid £ 18 v.

S, P, 160/26,

L.A, 1593 (11)'f 51,
Ib

ig¢,f 10 v,
35 EWLZ G . 2
The volumé (1n %he Dlgggggirgegg %it %i%éhester) is

entitled Processus contra Recusantes 1598-1602,
(March 1597-8 - iarch 1602/3),

Liber Detectorum, 1599 - 1600
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64.

65.
66,

67.

68.

69.

70.
T1l.
72,
T3
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75.
76.

7.

78.

79.
80,

81.
82,
83.

84.
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hese cases appear 1n the Proeessus as follows:
39 (2 cases), p 41 (1), v 42 (1), p 45 (1), p 51 (1),
5? (2), p56 (1), p 66 (3), p 67 (1), p 72 (1), and p

Processus p 166.

o 13

Tbid
E 377/11,

An analysis of particulars taken from the Roll will be
found in Appendix X,

The chief centres of recusancy during this period are
indicated in Appendix IV,

The Parish Register and Parochigl Documents in the
Archdeaconry of Winchester: edited W,A, Fearon and
JoF, Williams (Winchester 1909)'p 2, N.1l.

Map opposite page 138 amddppendix IV,
Liper Detectorum ,1599-1600,

Proceggus, p 2.
Ibid. ©She does not appear in the previous comprehensive

return of recusants of 1583 (8.P. Dom Eliz 160/26),
probably ag a result of local connivance,

Ibid
Processus, p 66.

Processus, p 4. Like Anna Elston (see No, 73 above) his
name does not appear in the 1583 list

He was 1in the gaol on account of recusancy in 1599 and
wag& examined in connection with the esScape of Edward
Kenyon, the priest, see Chapter X, page 242,
Procesgus, p 4,

See Chapter X, pages 242, 243,

Processus p 6, 8She is not in the 1583 list, see N, 73 and
N, 76 above,

Processus, p 6, Not in 1583 list, see N, 80 above,
Bee Ghapter VII . bage 147,

Processus, p 15. Hise name 16 in the 1583 1list of

recusants (S,P. 160/26),

Ibid p 12,
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85, Ibid. Her name is also not in the 1583 1list,

86, They were: Barbara Tompson, widow of Avington, who had
been a recusant for eight years (Processus, p 13);
William Lyall (? Lisle), gentleman, of Winchester, who
had been one for seven years (ibid ,p 22): Ralph George
of St. Maurice, Winchester (ibid¥ p 39; Richard Bmith
of the parish of Bt, Clement, Winchester (ibid); Cecilia
Greetham of Durley, who had not been to church for ten
yearss and Laurence Moorcock of Twyford (ibid'p 53) .

87, Processus p 33.

88, Ibid p 64.

89, Ipid p 34.

90, Ibid

9]-- .I.b_..:l_@’ p 509

92. Ibid p 61,

93, Ibid p 69,

94, Ibid.

95, Ibid, p 38.

96, Liber Detectorum‘1599-1600, f 50,

97. They were Johanna, wife of Thomas Abraham, the recugant who
escaped from the gaol (Processus p 35 and Chapter X, pp
242, 243); John Paye of 5St. Bartholomew's, Winton
(Processug p 47); and &my wife of Thomas Hunt, of Farley
Chamberlayne (ibid p 61).°

98, Processus p 61,
99, Liber Detectorum 1599-1600, f 48 v,

100, Ipid
101. Processus p 70.

102, Liber Detectorum £ 4 v

103, Ipbid f 69 v,

104, Ibid f 23.
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CHAPTER VII
NOTES

See Chapter VIII,

Letter to Aquaviva of 11 July 1588: Arch, 8.J., Rome, Fondo

Gesuitico, 651, cited William Weston, Autobiograohv of an
Elizsbethan (translated Philip Garaman Ldn 1955) pp xxi,

footnote 2.

8.P. Don Eliz 160/26, April 1583,

Procesgus contra Recusantes, 1598-1602: Winchester
Diocesan Registry, ‘

Liber Detectorum 1599-1600: Winchester Diocesan fegistry,

Processus contrs Recusantes, 15981602 (Diocegan HRegistry,
winchester), p 34.

Although Henry Carewe does not appear to have been cited
previously as a recusant, he was summoned (presumably
for recusancy) before the Zcclesiastical Commissioners,
at Winchester in 1589, but rerfused to appear. He was
thereupon ordered to appear before the Council and was
afterwards committed to the larshalsea, but was released
on bond a few weeks afterwards (A,P,C, (N.,5,) 21 Sept,
1589 and 26 QOct, 1589), He seems to have been convicted
for recusancy within a short interval, for on the Pipe
Roll for 1591~2 it is recorded that the rentals of two-
thirds of his manors of Hordle Bremor and Southam alg
Hamworthy, Dorset, are owing to the Crown: the debt is

for 1590-1 and the preceding half year (Pipe Roll
E 372/437).

See Appendices III gnd IV,

Lady Mary West was apparently the wife of Sir Owen West
of Wherwell, see Patent Roll, 31, Henry VIII (1540) pt 4
m 4, cited in Hampshire ucrars Vol I, Winchester Publie
Library Archives, In this volume it is stated that ‘on
the remains of an altar tomb or tombs now built in the

wall dividing the churchyard (at Wherwell) and the vicarage

are the following 1nscr10tlons-

'0f your charity pray for the sooles of Sir Owen West,
Knight, and Mary his wyffe who died (sid',

'The which died the 18 day of July anno domini, 1551°,

The last refers to Sir Owen West, an extract from whose
will is reproduced below,
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Extract from will of Sir QOwen West

PPG 30 Buck " In the name of God amen, the xvij day of

July the year of our Lord God s thousand five hundred fifty
one ... I, Owen West ,.,. do make my will and testament ...

The rest of all my goods with the lease and occupying of
my farm I give and bequeath wunto Dame Mary my wife ,.,.".

For the descent of Sir Owen West see pedigree of the
West family in Hutchins 'History of Dorset' 3, p 141.
This also shows that he married Mary, daughter of Sir
George Guilford,

10, 5,P, Dom Eliz 127 No., 42 of Dec, 1578, The date assigned
in the P,R,0, is probably too egﬂé&%hand a more likely
date ie the early 80's, when th : atholic Renaissgance was
taking place and Government informers were active, James
Bird or Byrd who was present at the Mass in Lady Mary
West's house was returned as a recusant in the officlal
list of April 1583 (8.P, Dom Eliz 160/26) when he was
described ae& the son of the Mayor, Anthony Bird, The
priest mentioned, Stone, was staying with the Shelley
family at Mapledurham (Buriton) in 1586 (5,P, Dom Elig
190/50 of 23 June 1586), James Bird was executed in 1593
for having been reconciled to Catholicism (See Chapter
VIII, Section VI), The house of Lady Mary West is now
the Royal Hotel (C.R.8, 42, p 2).

‘11, 8.,P, Dom Eliz 160/26,

12, ,P, Dom Eliz 164/No, 14, 10 Dec, 1583, The report is by
the bishop and is signed by, among others, Anthony Bird,
the Mayor, father of James Bird, who, & little earlier, had
heard Mass at Lady lMary West's house (see N, 10 above).

13, 5.P, Dom Eliz 168 No, 34. |

14. John Nutter was executed at Tyburn on 12 Feb., 1584 and
Roger Dickinson at Winchester on 7 July 1591 with Ralph
Miller, a layman (8ee Chapter VIII, Section VIP®,

15. C,R.S, Vol, 21, p 95,

16, Original document in Scrap Book entitled Citv of Winchester
Proceedings of (Winchester Public Library Archives).,

17, 8,P, Dom Eliz 160/26,
18, See V,C,H, Hants Vol, 3 p 344.

19, For Anthony Norton, see Recusant Roll, 1592-3 E 377/1, C.R.S,
Vol, 18,_p 283, Benjamin Norton went to Douai and became a
gtiestf(ﬁngx PP 196£ 2l7). In 1625 he was appointed Catholic

icar for five counties ir a i ire |
ncluding Hampshire (C.R.8, I, p 395),
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20, In 1626: C,R,S5. 5, p 395.
21. See Chapter VIII, Section VI,

22, C,R,5, Vol, 18, p 287. The ancestry of the Heath family
is not known, Benjamin Beard (see N, 23 below) said that
Jerome Heath wae his cousin (Cal. 8,P, 248, No. 95,

May 1594).

2%, Cal, 5,P, 248, No, 30 of 16 Harch 1594, According to
Bussex Visitations, Harleian Society, Vol, 53 (Berd),
Ben, Beard was the son of John Berd (or Beard) of Abberw
ton (Edburton), Sussex, by Mabel, the daughter of Bir
Benjamin Tichborne, EBut Beard himself sgid that his
grandmother was Mistress Tichborne (the mother of
Benjamin Tichborne, of West Tisted - Hagtfield Cal, Part
IV, p 402-and that his uncle was Benjamin Tichborne
(Hatfield Calendar, Part 4, p 432). The pedigree 1is
evidently incorrect in describing MMabel as the daughter
of Sir Benjamin Tichborne, :

Beard knew Hampshire well and gzave a good deal of
information about recusant$ in the county either to Bir
Robert Cecil, or to lorgan Jones of Gray's Inn, who
appears to have been an intermediary between Beard and
Cecil, He was in the Fleet in 1593, apparently for debt,
and hoped by acting as an informer to be Wlegated .

240 GoR-S‘ vo:l-o 1, p 3940
25, See N, 10 above,

26, William Beckinsall of lioyle's Court, Ellingham, was the
son of Richard Beckinsall and grandson of Walter
Beckinsall of Hartly Waspell,

(Hants Visitations, Harl)eian Bocilety, Vol, 64, pp 204).

27, B.,P, Dom Eligz 160/26,
28, Ipbid
29, ®.P, Dom Eliz 168 No, 34, Feb (?) 1584.

30, ©She was presented as a recusant in 1583 (8.F. Dom Eligz
160/26). In her will made on 20 February 1593, proved
in 1594 (in the Archdeacon's Court, County Record Office,
Winchester) she was described as of the city of Winchester,
She made subestantial bequests to other recusants (John
Tichborne, Stephen Henslowe, Thomas Goter, Elizabeth
Birte (Burte) and Mary Cotton),
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33.
344
35.
36,

39
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Hants Visitations, Harl, Socy. Vol. 64, p 191, The Yates
of Lyford were Catholics and it was at Lyford that Edmund
Campion was captured (See Life of KEdmund Campion by R,
Simpson., ©See also Appendix I).

5.P. Dom Eliz 117 No. 10 of Oct, 1577.
.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26).

C.R.8. 18, p 287,

See Appendix VII,

8.P, Dom Eliz 177 No. 3, 3 Marech 1585, John Owen was
captured on 28 February, 1585. ‘

Thid

This house cannotbe identified by the vague informatlion
siven, but it wae possibly the house of Sir Walter Sandys
of the great Hampshire Sandys family of the Vine, whose
wife, Lady Mabel Bandys, the sister of the Catholic
second Earl of Bouthampton, had been presented as a
recusant with her sister Lady Katherine Cornwallis, fIrom
the parish of St. Maurice, Winchester, in 1583 (8.P. Dom
Bliz 160/26), It is known that Sir Walter Sandys began
in 1582~3% to build a great houge in Winchester and it
seems to have been completed by 1585, the time of the
report to WalSingham, It Stood opposite the site of St,
George's Church on the eastern side of Lower Brook Street
at its junction with the High Street (Book of Ordinances
I, £ 222 (a)). It would nc doubt have been an easy
matter to conceal priests there in its great extent,
Woreover, if priests had access to the mansion, as& they
probably did by reason of the stauneh Catholicism of Lady

- Mabel Sandys, it would doubtless nothave been searched
 because of Bir Walter Sandys’ officidl position as a J.P.,

his religious position a& a non-Catholie, and of his own
social prestige and that of his wife, The vagueness of
the particulars furnished to Walsingham and the seeking of
further instructions can therefore be understood.

The writer is much indebted for the information
about the Sandys' mansion to the kindness of lirs,
Carpenter Turner, the Hon. City Archivist, Winchester
(see also her article in the Hampshire Chronicle for
17 Nov., 1956: Churches of Mediageval Winchester: 4),

City of Winchester: Proceedings of the Corporation, 6 July
1597 to 3 April 1605, B. (Original manuscript documents in
Winchester Public Library Archives), The document dealing
with the search is numbered xxvi and dated Nov, 1598.

John ?oftinger, gentleman, of Winchester, was returned as
a Papist in 1572 (8.P, Dom Eliz 90, No, 18)
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43.
44,
45,
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51.
52,
53.

54.
55.

57,
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The Goldemithe were well known recusants of Exton and
Corhampton -~ see Appendix II, Thomas Churcher, lagdalen
Churcher, &£dith Churcher, were all returned azs recusants
for ﬂlnruoaue Winton, in 1601 (Processus contra

LR

Recusantes, 1598-1602, f 90), dgnes Church of Michelmarsh

was included in a list of recusants in 1586 waeﬁ"ﬁﬁ@"ﬁ§§"“
requested to make a "composition" offer to the Queen in
view of her recusancy. ©he 18 then described a® "nothing
worth* (5.7, Dom LllZ 188, “o. 16), As regards the

“widow of Dr, Martin's qon Edw.rd Joneg informed the
Barl of Sussex in 1586 that certain Ha mpshire recusants
used to resort to a house in Fenchurch Street I@ndon,
These 1ncluded Chideock Tichborne, Mre, Hall, "“a Hampshire
woman'" and Doctor Martin and his Wife (B,P. " Dom Bliz

190 No. 50 of 23,June 1586} Elwad Jows had bun ascwant of
Chidesck Viohbome { oud )
MBS volume entitled City of Winchester: Proceedings of

the Corporationd, 6 July 15907 - 3 April 1605, B.
(Winchester Public Library),

V.C.H, Hants, Vol, 4, p 183 and 185,
Harl, Socy. Vol., 64, p 128,

C,R.8. Vol, 22, p 101,

Ibid

V,C,H, Hants, 4, p 183,

L.A, 1586, f 4,

8, P., Dom Eliz 160, No, 26,

C.R, 5. 18, pp 287 and 289,

Foley, op cit, Vol. 3, p 278,

See Chapter VIII, Sechimn ¥ and VI .

For Gilbert Wells, see under Wells, Section III of this
Chapter, and for Swithun Wells, See Chapter VIII, See, VI,

5.P, Dom Eliz 160/26,

Processus page 49,

D.N.B, Vol, 63, p 152 (Article on Thomas Wriothesley).

Ibid

P,R,0, List of Sheriffs (Ldn 1898),

Woodward, op cit p 177, N.1.



69.
70,
71,
72,
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~teg b~ ,
V.C.H, Hants, 4, p 487. ©See also N, 38 above,
S.P, Dom Eliz 160/26.

Loseldy MBS Vol. 5, No, 41 cited Bt, G. X, Hyland, D,D,,
Ph.D, A Century of Persecution (London 1920),
Appendix I, p 385.

Ibid
Loseldy MSS, 1085, 15, eited Hyland op cit Appendix I,p 408
V.C.H, Hants 3, p 447.

8,P. Dom Elig 160 (26).

Ibid

Harleian Socy. Vol, 64; p 125,

v,C.H, Hants, 4, p 511,

C.R.8, Vol. I, p 361.

Pipe Roll, E 372/429,

Foley, Records of the Bociety of Jesus, 5, p 815

The sketch of the,sgcond Earl's life in the D,N,B uwder
IThomas Wriothesley),(Put thete is a fuller and well-
documented account of him ia with full transcripts of
letters in Addenda III p 499 et seg of Carmichael C,
Stope's Life of Henry, Third Earl of Southampton, the
patron of Shakespeare, (Camb, Univ, Press, 1922),

C.R.8. Vol, 9 pp 62-69 cited J,H, Pollen: English
Catholies in the Reign of Elizsbeth p 258 (Ldn 1920),

Camden Annals Book 3, p 26 (Ldn 1717).

©,P, Vol., 96, May 1574, pp 1l-169 containing names of
hundreds and resident J.P's.

Miss Carmichael Stopes, op cit p 520 and N,6,
duoting from a newsletter in BState Papers (Dom Eliz
Addenda 25, 74) mentions that it is learnt from it that
by 22 Feb 1579 "the Earl of Southampton is out of the
Commission of the Peace", And “yet", as Miss Stopes says
‘on 4 September 1579, Sir Francis Walsingham wrote to tell
him that he had misunderstood the Council's orders to the
Commigsion of Piracy", It is clear from this that the
Earl was still taking a responsible part in the affairs
of the county, and the statement in the newsletter does
not seem to Justify an assumption that he ivre ¢
of hie Justigeship{ pere hat he was deprived
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L.4, 1566 £ 85 v, L,A, 1575-7, £ 151 v, and L,4, 1581,
f 51 v,

Letter of 21 March 1579 by Countess of Southampton to her
father (Cotton ME, Titus Book 2, 174 f 366 cited Btopes
op c¢it p 521 et seg.

A Catholic in Brussels, writing much later (in 1599) to a
friend, mentione Charles Paget as still 'tampering in
broile and practices between friend and friend, man and
wife ... I will overpasg his youthful crimes, a8 the un-
guietness he caused betwixt the late Earl of Southampton
and his wife, yet living"., (8,P., Dom Eliz 271, No., 74
A-14, quoted Stopes op_cit, p 6, N.2), ,
Father Persons in his Memoirs (C,R,8. Vol. II p 183)
algo referes to Charles Paget as a gullty party. Iiss
Ctopes did not apparently know £h of this, Persons sgys!
"One thing also increased the difficulties of Catholics
at this time, which was the falling out hetween the Egrl
of BSouthampton and the Lord Montacute (Montague) about the
€arl's wife, which was daughter to the Lord and put away
by the Earl, as suspected of incontinency, in which
quarrel and dissension, as alsc that of the Lord Paget
with his wife (it) wae then 8aid in England thet Mr,
Charles Paget, brother to the said Lord,had much fault',
In connection with this, it shou.1d be mentioned that
Charles Paget was one of the executors of the Earl's will
(Btopes op cit p 527%. Uoreover, the Earl said in the
will that "if any of the clauses of my will breed
trouble, and my executors cannot settle it, Charles Paget,
Esq. and Thomas Dymock to deecide,.." (Btopes p 526),
This ,indeed ,looks more like confidence in Paget than
guspicion of any guilt.

Stopes, op c¢it, p 527.
Ipbid p 526,
Ibid p» 11,

Letters 17 and 5, Cottrell - Dormer IS5 cited Stopes
pp 9 and 10,

Stopes op cit pp 17, 18 and 24,

William More, in writing to the Council some time in
October 1570 (Losely MBS No. 90 p 233 edited H,J, Kempe
(Ldn 1836) said "that he (the Earl) did not ebsent hime
self from the same (Common Prayer in More's house) as

of one that contemned the service, for not only he had
usually Common Prayer in his own house, but alSo at his
being in the Court did there frequent the same", After-

warde, he went to Common Prayer in Nore's s
once or twice, (Losely MSS ibiB). house apparently
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“A yearly rent of £5 to be pald to his servant Henry
Allway", (Stopes op cit p 526, referring to the Earl's
will).

Ietter 5, Cottrell - Dormer MBS cited Stopes op cit p 10,

L,A, 1581, ff 156 and 156 v,

S,P. Dom Eliz B¥ps, 55 160 (26)., In a codiecil to his will
the Earl mentioned that his house at Dogmersfield was not
yet “perfected", (Stopes op _cit p 527).

5,P. Dom Eliz Nos. 55 and 56, 25 June 1584,

See Chapter VI page 106,

C.,R.8, 2, p 266,

C,R.5. 18, p 290,

V,C,H, Hants, g’p 214,

5,P. Dom Eliz No., 10, 24 Oct. 1577.

S.P, Dom Eliz 160, No, 26,

A more modern residence is on the site of the manor house;
5,P, Dom Eliz 168 Nos, 33 and 34 (?) Feb 1584.

5,P, Dom Eliz 188, No, 16 (13, 13 April 1586,

Pipe Rolls 1582-3 (E 372/428) and 1583-4 (E 372/429).

The name of John Ludlow appears on the Recusant Roll
(Hampshire) for 1606-7 (E 377/11),

Hutchins' History of Dorset 3, p 540 and V,C,H, Hants 3,
p 145,

S.P, Dom Eliz 90/18;
5.P. Dom Eliz Vol, 96, pp 1-169, May 1574.
S5.P, Dom Eliz 117 No., 10 of 24 Oct, 1577,

Hutchins' History op c¢it 3, p 540 and V.C,H, Hants 3,
p 145,

Appendix I,
C.R.8, 22, p 100.
S.P, Dom Eliz 160, 26,
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110, For the Cuffold family, see Appendix II (Cuffold), Marx
Cuffold was the sister of Catherine, Ralph Henslowe's wife,
They were both daughters of 5ir Geoffrey Pole of
Lordington, Sussex, brother of Reginald Cardinal Pole, sons
of Margaret, Countess of Salisbury, executed by Henry VIII,
(See Ralph Henslowe's will made 1577 proved 13 Jan 1578:
County Record Office, Winchester, Harleian Bocy. Vol, 64,
pp 35, 36, 200, and D.N.B, (Articles Margaret Pole and

Geoffrev Pole),

111, 8,P, Dom Eliz 168, No. 34.

112, Chapter VI, page 111.

113, C.R.S5, 18, pp 333 and 334, John White, the brother-in-
law of Ralph Henelowe, married Katherine Paunde, aunt of
Tmomas Pounde: ?County Genealogies, (Hanoshlre),hhﬁ(uuﬂgnv'

Lodng £33 u,,’and V C.H. Hants 3, p 145
Ld 1908) brayt )PP,

114, C.,R,5, 18, p 290,

115, Rec, Roll E 377/4, Henry Henslowe® was a ‘Wykehamist -
see Appendix I,

I
116, Xnox op cit/p 10.

117. Gillow op cit Vol., 5, p 354.

(o)

7.

124, Letter of 4 Lov, 1578 by Lhomas dtephens, to the Father-
General of the Society of Jesus, in Foley 3, p 584.

123, Ibid pp

o

125, £.P, wom &liz 185, lo, 115, 1586,

128, £.P. Dom £1iz 142, do. 20U cited Foley III, p 6%3,
129, Foley III, p 643,

130, b,P. Dom Jemes I, 21, p No. 48, quoted Foley 3, p 514,
et sed:; Foley 3, © 513.
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131, Bee Appendix IX,

1%2. See under George Cotton, Chapter VII (Section ;II).

1%%, 5.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26).
134, Foley, 3, Vol. I, p 476 and III p 47,
1%5. Hants Visitatlons, Hsrleian Socy. 64, p 129,

136, Forgotten Shrines, Domg Bede Camm, 0,85.,B, (Ldn
1910) p 178 et alia,.

137. Hants Visitation{og cit p 129, -

138. C.R.B8. 22, pp 39-41.

139, A.P,C, (N.,5,) 26 Sept, 1578,

140; Prison Lists 1577-80 (C.R.S, 1, 2 and 22).

141, 5,P, Dom Eliz 209, No, 39, 29 March 1588,

142, Btrype Life and Acts of John Whitgift (Oxford 18232)

pp 528, 529. The date given here is 1586, which is the
date on which George Cotton was sent to Wisbech,

143, Camm, op cit p 89, ,
144, Winwood's Btate Papers, 3 vols, (Ldn 1725) Vol., III, p 43.

145, Camm, op cit p 89.

146, See Chapter XI, Section V,

147, AP,C, (H.S,) Vol 19, 1590 p 108, 5 May 1590, '

148, Bee Chapter XI, Section VII, In July 1589 George Cotton
was granted three months' release from prison to sell
some of his property in Hampshire and Cheshire “for

payment of fines to Her Majesty". (Cal, 5,P, Dom Eligz
225, No. 17). |

149, Challoner, Memoirs, op cit, p 30,

150, Foley, I, p 284,
151, P,R.0,, List of Sheriffs.{L-l«,lS’ﬂSf

152, Woodward, History of Hampshire, Vol., 2, p 17.

153, L.4, 1568, £ 36, The precise reason for citation is “not
having received the Holy Communion at Easter", She wae

ordered to produce a certificate of communicating. but
did not do So, -
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161,
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163,
154.
165,
166,

1167.
168,
169,
170.

171,
172,
173,
174,
175,
176,
177,
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H,M.,C, Cal, Salisbury Papers, Vol, 2 (96) 1572,
8.P. Dom Eliz 117, Nos, 10 and 10 (1), 24 Oct, 1577,

Hatfield Cal, Pt, 4, p 402, and Cal, 8,P, Dom Eliz No,
30 (16 March 1594) dnd No. 94 (5 May 1594),

Bee Chapter X, Section II,

S.B, Dom Eliz 189, Nos 54 and 55,
/(Lu-h; E ‘zuo 0

Chapter VIII, Section VI,

CoRnSo I,’ p 48.

P,R,0, List of Sheriffs (&ém3508),

GoReSo 22’ pp 39"'416

Appendix VII,

C.R.8, 22, p 120 gt_seg.

Ree, Roll 1592-3 (C.R.8, 18, p 276) et seq: E 377/1

et seq. The manor of Brambridge remained in the
possession of the Wells family till 1762, In that year,
in fulfilment of the will(dated 2 August 1762) of Henry
Wells, it passed to his cousin Walter Smythe, second son
of Bir John Smythe, Bt,, of Acton Burnell, Salop. The
amous M. [; herbesd, &-u(t o/. chfjer_\z‘wmmu)ubalu*l\ﬁwof Walder
Sovythe (CR 11,p4)

Appendices III and IV,

S5,P, Dom Eliz 160 (26),

Stopes op cit p 527

S.P. Dom Eliz 168, No. 34 (Feb ?) 1584, Ae Dodwell

mentions Wisbech he isg referring to Gilbert Wells, who
had been imprisoned there,

Cal, 8,P, Dom Eliz 248, No, 30, 16 March 1594,

Cal, 5,P, Dom Eliz 248, No. 116, £ 24, May 1594,

S.P. Uom Eliz 385-¥ps=177-30-Pes=35855 151, No., 11.
B.,P, Dom Eliz 185, No. 17, 10 Dee, 1585,

See Chapter IV, p 71l and Chapter X, Section I and II.

S.P, Dom Eliz 187 No., 3.
Bee Appendix I and Chapter IV p 69, et seq,
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179.
180,
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182,
183,

184.
185,

186,
187,
188,
189.
190,
1291,

~4 52~
C-R.S. VOlo 7, p 650
Harl, Socy, Vol. 64, p 7.

Ihid
8,P. Dom Eliz 117, Nos. 10 anda 10 (1).

S.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26).

He wa& probably in the White Lion, Prison certificates
for the period Oct, 1583-March 1584 show that he was
then in that prison (C,R.S, 2, p 232).

5,P. Dom Eliz 183, Nos, 45 and 45 (1),

Mapledurham wae purchased by Edward Gibbon, the grand-
father of the historian, in 1719 (V,C,H, Hants, 3,
p 87). It was subsequently pulled down,

5.,P, Dom Eliz 180, Mo, 50,

See Appendix V,

C.R.B, Vol, 5, p 395.

Chapter X, Pection II,

Cal, 5,P, Dom Eliz 248, NWo., 30,

Thomas Shelley was the eldest son of aenry Bhelley
(Harl, Socy. 64, Shelley).

Richard Strange glla$ Barnes, gentleman, of Buriton,was
fined £180 for recusancy in 1592-3% (C,R,8, 18, p 288).

Rovert Barnes was accused of harbouring priests
and wag arrested on this charge on 5 June 1594, He was
then imprisoned in the Bridewell, London, &t his trial
he made an able and spirited defence against the attacks
of Topcliffe whom he accused of having tortured James
Atkinson to death in the Bridewell early in 1595. It
was possible owing to Barnes' courage and skill that
Topcliffe suffered eclipse: therg_had already been great
indignation among Protestants at ﬂﬁpﬁfﬁeaﬁment of Robert
Bouthwell in 1592-3;, (Bee D,N,B, Vol, 57, under Rgbert
Southwell),

The whole story of Barnes and Topcliffe 1s related
at length in C,R,58, 5, p 287, et alia, .

193, Cal, 5,P, Pom Eliz 248, No, 116, ' Robert Knight of Ludshott

1
2

8 on the Recusant Rolls for 1592-3 (C,R,S, 18, pp 274,
80) and the following years,
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105,
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197,

198,
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200,
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203,
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205,
206,
207,
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Troubles of our Catholic Forefathers Second Peries
p 385 (J, Morris, London 1875) and Hatrield Cal,
Salisbury Papers, Pt, IV p 402, '

J, Strype Annals Vol, 2, Pt. I p 359 (Oxford 1824),

The Reconstruction of the English Church R,&, Usher
(Ldn 1910) Vol, I, p 139,

S,P, Dom Eliz 168, No, 33 (?) Feb 1584, Robert Nutter
was martyred at Lancaster in 1600 (see Appendix VI),

Foley Hecords, 6, p 716,

Strype op cit, Vol, 3, Pt 2, Appendix p 424,
5,P, Dom Eliz 206, No., T74. |

Cal, 5.,P, Dom Eliz 248, No., 30,

Foley op cit p 205,

Cal, 5,P, Dom Eliz 238 No. 139,

Foley op cit I, p 383,

S, P, Dom Eliz 190, No., 50,

8.P, Dom Eliz 168/33,

Foley Vol. 6, Appendix p 715 ete,
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CHAPTER VITI

NOTES

Chapter IIT, page 57
See for example, Chapter II pp 29, 30 and Chapter III p 53.
S.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26), C.R.S. Vol. I, p 60, C.R.S. 3 pp 5, 6.

S+P. Dom Eliz 160 (26).

Challoner, op cit p 299; F.A. Gasauet, Hampshire Recusants in Qld

English Bible and other BEssays (Ldn, 1908), p 276 et seq.

Chapter III p 50,

Chapter II, p 36.

Chapter IIT pége»SO.

Tbid

$.P. Dom Hliz 248/30°

C.R.S. 22, p 120 et seq

Foley, op eit Vol. III p 582

Ibid

For George Bilbert, see Chapter IV p 67.

CoRoSo 39, p 331.

M., Bateson: Original Letters from the Bishops to the Privy Council,
1564: Camden Socy Misc ix (1595) P 3 quoted by leyer op cit p 129,
N.I.

Bateson, Ibid p 34 and vpassim.

Knox op. cit, p lxii, quoting Allen's letter to Dr. Vendeville,
16 September 1578 or 1580: MS Eng. College, Rome.

John Gerard, Autoblography op. cit. p 20

Knox, op c¢it Appendix p 378,

Knox, p lxii Note 4,
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J.Black, The Keien of Elizabeth, 1558-1503 (Oxford, 1936),
quoted Fughes, op cit, P 285,

Knox op ecit, pp xxiv and xxxi

Letter written in Septemb v 1583 to the Cardinal Protector ai
Rome: Xnox.op cit p lxxii,

ne

[

The seminary was removed from Doual to Rh 1578 on
ntr '

eim
account of the +troubles in the Low ﬂou jies,.

Hughss op cift p 3406,

3
i
G)
(D

i, h were 55 gtudents in the seminary at
) in 578' 112 at thlm in 1580 with others
towng and in 1583 some 200,

Knox op cit,

D
Douai (or Rheim
he

reasident in %

1
ms

These were fortunately away from the area of tension in the Low
Countries and in places where training could wminterruptedly

be carried on. The English College in Rome commenced in 1576
with 10 students from Douai (Petef Guildays: The Inglish Catholic
Refugees on the Continent, 1558-1785 (London, ~1914) p %97).

Valladolid was founded by Persons in 1589 and Seville in 1592
(ib*d p 27). Other colleges were Madrid, San Lucar and Lisbon
founded between 1598 and 1604, (Ibid).

In addition to all these, St. Omers founded in 1592
(Guilday, op cit p 128), gave the sons of recusants a sound
education, It continued the work of the college at Eu which
had been established by Persons in 1582 and became the chief
preparatory school for the seminaries.

See Knox op cit, passin

For Dodwell see p 201. For Pemberton

Ly Helol

(London 1931) p 30

see Pa
C.f. Norman Wood, The Reformation and English BEducation
9

See p 195
Chapter 11 Section IV,

The Government had particulars from time to time of recusants
who maintained children or kinsmen abroad without licence, In
Dec, 1581, for instance, it possessed a collection of the names

[0 £

of such persons in qever al 4 V1ocpsj g ag have children or others

eTOnblng to them, that now remain in the parts beyond the geas,
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(S.P. Dom Eliz 150 No. 95). As regards Hampshire the

particulars were: Thomas Owen (Abroad with the privity of his

father) son of Thomas Owen of Bllsficld (List of Rscusants

for 1583, S.P. 160 {26) and Wykehamist List), who had heen

"a2% Paris without licence for four years'; Richard Putienham

of Sherfield, Hants, who wass maintained by Thomas Colby "having

of him £110 a year pension" who wes "beyond the seas, the place .

not kpawn "3 John Pitts, son of Henry Pitts (Chesdez ¥ Johw b wasa Wylihamub.
&4), who was absent without licence for thrse months; !

r .
Thomas, Roger and John Burte, sons of Joan Burte, widow (she

35
36.

37
38,

39.

40,

was returned as a recusent in 1583: S.P, 160 (26), all stated
to be in Spain for six years without licence: Walter Loveden,
son of Eistgess Loveden, late of Pennington, who was in Framee
san ef B ==s Loveden, gentleman, and his wife of )
Pennington were returmed as recusants in 1577: S.P. 117 No.

-10 (i) )3 William Lisle, brother of Anthony Lisle, emquire

of Woofton, Isle of Wight, who had been absent without licence
for four years (Anthony Lisle, was returned as a recusant in
1583: S.P. 160 (26); John Pounde, son of Mistress Helen Pounde
of Farlington, "a Jesuit beyond the seas" (brotkher of Thomas

Pounde: Chapter VB See*ﬁ:e-rr)—qu ‘57/.

A year previously the Council had written (A.P.C. (N.S.)
16 December 1580) to all the Bishops requiring them "to take
bonds of The parents and friends of such young gentlemen and
others of Her Majéstyls subject a8 are presently Dbeyond the
seas without licence',

Guilday, op cit p 78

Cal. S.P. Dom Eliz 149 No., 5l: William Allen to Rector of
English College, Rome,

Hugés, Reformation ITI, p 347, N. 2.

There are differing estimates of the number of the priests in England
at the end of the reign. An account in $.P. Dom Eliz 262, No, 28
(co.fo Foley op cit Vol. IIT, P 723) says that in 1598 there were over
500 secular priests in England and 150 Jesuits in England and abroad.
Dr. R.G. Usher op cit Vol. 1, p 134, estimates that there were 200

priests of all descriptions in England in 1600.

Winwood's State Papers (London 1725) Vol. I p 51.

The main contemporary records are the State Papers, Acts of the Privy
Councid, R. Challoner's Memoirs of Missionary Priests, and Acts of the
Ingligh Martyrs (documents hitherto unpublished: ed. J.H. Pollen,

London 1891).

See Map immediately vefore page 138 and Chapter VII, p 138,

Dr. R.G. Usher, The Recongtruction of the English Church (London 1910)
Vols I p 139,
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Chapter 7, Section IIT and Appendix II.

Ibid,

Appendix IT

Tbide

Chapter V page 94.
APCo(N.S.) 25 May 1586.
A.P.C.(N.S,) 2 August, 1586,
L4,P,C.(N.8.) 10 September 1586

Strype, Life of Whitgift Vol.II, p 3. Strype assigns the paper by
Maynard to the year 1590,

Harl KSS 703, No. 49 f. 74 b,
A.P.C. (aosq) 18 Jan 1576 - T,

He was harboured in 1584 by John Goldsmith, gentlemen of Exton
(SP 168 No. 34 and Appendixz 2).

Gileg White, gentleman, a J.P. in the earlier years of the reign
was returned as a Papist in 1572, He was Mayor of Winchester in
Mary's reign and also in Elizabethks reign (in 1566) - see
Chapter XII N 12.

Gaéquet, op cit p 276, suggests that Giles White's brother, the
spy's informant, may have been Thomas White, gentleman, of Titchfield.
Thomas was returned with his wife Jane as a recusant in 1593,

(SeP. 160/26).

He was céptured in Hampshire in 1582, - see page 1905

SeP, Dom Eliz 171 Nos. 55 and 56,

. Thomas Hall was returned as a recusant in the previous year (1583)

for the parish of Otterbourne (S.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26) ).

William‘walwheel was returned as a recusant in 1583 for the parish
of Compton (near Winchester): S.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26).

CoRoSe 2, D 2636

C.ReS. 21, D 69.

Thid
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C.R.S. 2, D 261,
CoReS..21, p 119.
Se P. Dom Eliz 246 No. 18, 29 NOVo 1593.

William Edmondes alias Holloway of Bast Meon was fined £160 for
recusancy in 1593. (Recusant Roll, 1592 — 3, transcript C.R.S. 18

Do 289) In 1598 he was cited for recusancy but did not appear at the
Consistory Court. He was pronounced contumacious for this and ex
communicated on 4 Nov, 1598 (Processus contra Recusantes, 1598-1602,

RO)

William Brockystated to be of the Winton Diocese, was one of those
students who matriculated at the University of Douai "before 1612":
Knox op cit p 280,

George Lewknor, Doctor of Law, and Mistress Margaret Lewknor,
his wofe, were returned in 1583 as recusants for the parish of Prechaw,
Hants: S.P. Dom Eliz 160/26.

Hatfield Cal. Salisbury Papers, Part 7, p 35°
William Uvedale had been High Sheraff of Hampshire in 1595;

M—B@*ﬁ? Gonoslesios—op—ois, List of Sheriffs: PR.o C(dul&?‘/

Winwood op cit Vol. 1, p 5l.

Hatfield Cal xi, p 278: 10 July 1601.

This was probably Dorothy lore, who was returned as a recusant in
1583 for Warblington, the Cobttons' own parish: S.P. Dom Eliz 160/26.

Hatfield Cal. xi, p 302, 27 July l6ol.

S.P. Dom Eliz 283, No 43, 27 December 1601, C.f. Foley op cit
IT p 226,

Southern, op cit p 33 et seq.

Ibid.

Ihid,

Chapter II, page 20.

S.P, Dom Eliz 155 Nos. 8 and 8 (i)

Ibid.

CeR.S, 5, » 32, quoted Norman Wood op cit, p 290,
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Chapter IX, page 226,

SeP. Dom Eliz 155 Wos 8 and 8 (i).
Chapter IV page 269,

S.P. Dom Eliz 206, No. T4.

See page 186,

C.R.S. 2, p 263,

See Map before page 138,

Chapter VII page 155.

See Map before page 138,

See Appendix IT.

See Chapter VIT page 165. John Body, the sbhoolmaster, was caught

at Mapledurham (C.5.S5. 5, 9 395), but as a laymen he probably did not
expect arrest and therefore may not have taken any precautions. There
must have been priests staying there at the time, but none seems to have

been caught,

Harl. MSS 253, 37, para 6.

John Gerard, op cit p 17.

See Chapter VII page 155.

See Chapter V page 111,

Caf S.P. Dom(Eliz 248 No. 102, The identity of this priest has not
been confirmed. He may have been Fixter or Fixer (See Appendix V),
but the sgtated dates of arrival in England do not coincide.

SeP. Dom Bliz 248 No 105 (i)

See Chapter IT, page 18 et seq, and Appendix T.

Appendix V.

Ibid.

Foley, op cit p 725 et seg.

John Gerard op cit p 40.

Knox, op cit p Lxxi, quoting MS Archiv. Dicc. Westmonast.

Chapter VII page 140.



~-iyqbo-

104, Chapter IX, page 226,

105. A way to deal with persons of all sorts in order to convert them,
based on the methods of Fr. Robert Persong and Fr, Edmund Campion:
written by George Gilbert in 1583: C.R.S., Vol. 39, p 331 et seq.
For George Gilbert, see Chapter IV, page 67.

106, C.R.8. Vol. I: Documents relating to English Martyrs, p 132.

107, R.Challoner, Memoirs of Missionary Priests, Part I, (London

- 1741) p 155.
108, Chelloner op cit I, p 227 (Appendix)

1C9, Tbid, The location of his house is not specified.

110, Challoner op cit Appendix, pp 145 and 230, See also Appendix V.

111, Challoner op cit p 228.
112, Thid.

113, Challoner, op cit Appendix, pp 145 and 230.

114,  Ibido
115.  Tbid.
116,  S.P. Dom Eliz 160 (26),

117, Chapter VII page 147. Norden, op cit said that Sir Walter Sandys lived in
Upper Somborne. Sandys also possessed the Manor of Timsbury.

118, Challoner op cit Appendix, pp 145 and 230,

119° Ibid,

120,  Ibid.

121, See page 186,

122. Chapter VII page 143.

123, S.,P, Dom Eliz 177 WNo. 3, 3 March, 1585,
124, Chapter V, page 92.

125,  Co.R.S. 2, D 241.

126, Chapter IV, page 82,

127, See Appendices I and V.
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See Appendix I.

Foley op cit » 725 et seq, and Appendix V,

Chapter V, page 91,

Chapter V, page 94.

Chapter V, page 115,

See Appendix VI c.f, classification of martyrs in the booklet The Martyrs

of Hampshire by the Rt. Rev. Mgr. J.H. King (now Archbishop Kiﬁé3
(Catholic Truth Society, London 1945).

An Account signed R.B. of the execution of J.Slade and J.Body,

two Roman Catholics (? 1583)., In the copy an the British Museum

the title page is missing and the date 1583 has been inserted as
conjectural. But Challoner, on cit Pt. I p 81, gives the information

that it was an account by an eyewitness (Protestant) and that it was
printed in London by Richard Jones in 1583, William Allen algo knew of
thie printed work, for he refers to it in his Defence of English Catholics

(1584): see Note N. 135 below.

Defence of Inglish Catholics in reply against a seditious and slanderous
libel, entitled The Execution of Justice in Bngland by William Allen

1584 (London, Manresa Press, 1914; 2 vols)s Vol I p 14 et seq. It was
a reply to The Execution of Justice in Bngland which is now generally
attributed to Burleigh (see Hughes, Reformation, Vol 3, op cit, p 298).

See Chapter XII.

Ibid.

-

Somers! Tracts Vol. I, p 189 (London 1809).
William Allen op cit » 14, et =ed.

See N 134 above.

13 ®liz C.l: Prothero op cit, p» 58: An Act whereby certain offences
S it st

be made treason. For the circumstances in which he was charged, see

J.H. Pollen, Acts of English Mariyrs (London 1891) p 235. Humphreys

is said to have uttered in sickness words tc the effect that the Queen

was a heretic,

Under the Act of 1585 (27 Eliz C.2). See also Challoner, op cit .

PP 145 and 2303 A.P.C. (W.S.) 14 June,1591.

Both under the Act of 1581, 23 Eliz C.l, Prothero, op cit p T5.
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James Bird was returned as a recusant in 1583, when he was .
stated to be the son of the Mayor, Anthony Bird (S.P. Dom Eliz 16C (26)).
The nameg of Anthony Bird and Richard Bird are frequepntly found
together in the Third Book of Ordinances (City Aéﬂﬂéggzg; Guildhall,

Winchester), which deals with the procesdings of the Mayor and his
brethren, Richard was grobably o twrother or kinsman of Arnthony:

the exact relationship has not been ascertainable. | Anthony does not
appear in any known citations for rscusancy or non-Communicants, but
Richard was probably a Catholic. He was prominent in the case of
Harman's wife, (1564), a Papist &f Winchester (Chapter II, page 36)
whilst in December 1582 (L.A. 1581 & 1582 £ 80 v) "Richard Burde of
Kallendre, Winchester" was presented with his servant for not
commanicating at Bagtsr, "and he called parson knavel.

(Lo&, ibid),

Challoner, op cit, p 151,

was an offence under the Act of 1585, (27:Eliz C 2 - See
T
L

S.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26).

See Our Mertyrs (a chronological list) by C.A. Newdigate 35,7,
(London: Catholie Truth Society, 1935) pp 17 and 18,

See Chapter VI page 118,

Cal 3.P. Dom Wliz 238, No. 143, 1 May 1591: & letter writien
to Gerard Corby by his brother.

Cal S.P. Dom Eliz 243, No, 80, 2 December 1591,
Wewdigate op cit p 19 and 20.
A.P.C. (W.3,) 5 May 1590.

35 Eliz C.2:¢ Prothero op cit p 92.

Newdigate op cit pp 20, 21.
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CHAPTER IX

NOTES
Birt op cit, p 527.

5,P, Dom Eliz 19, No, 36 quoted Birt op cit, ibid.

5,P, Dom Eliz 114 No. 68,
Ihi

Q.n

See Chapter IV, page 66,
4,P.C, (N,8,) Vol. 12, p 133,

Letter of 12 Beptember 1580, William Allen to Cardinal
Cofome, quoted Simpeon gop cit 237, 238,

- Bee Appendix VII,

A letter of Persons dated 5 August, 1580, quoted Pollen
op cit, p 365,

An_Ancient Editor's Note Beook in 3rd series p 27 of The
TroublesS of our Catholic Forefathers (3 Series, London
1872~7) (edited the Rﬂv. John lorris 5.J,)).

hig editor speaks of '"one of uooner' men being in charge
of the prisons (in JTHOﬂBSDeP) “8o that he must be
writing of a time during Bishop Cooper's episcopate,
1584-1594. ‘

letter of 10 Lecember 1578 from the Gouncil to the

ishop of Wwinchester referred to a "House of Correction
1ately finished Tquﬂ the Castle”; A, P.C, (H.E5,) 10
Dec, 1578. It 1Q not easy to 1aentiﬂy 211 the three
prisons which are stated to be "full of Catholics', but
they were ,without doubt,Winchester Gaol and the House of
GOPfeCulOﬁ, for many recuqants were Imprisoned there,
and pogeibly the Bishop's own gaol,

©,P, Dom Eliz 185, No. 17.

shalsea was in the Borough Road to the south of
Court and was under the jurisdiction of the
1 of the Royal Household; the ihite Lion was near;
on Lbe north &ide of the river and following Fe arringdon
Street £ tl 1

peet Ludgate Hill, the Fleet was op the right,

\Eaf‘

presumably near the old Fleet River. Near the 0ld Bailey
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18.
19.
20,
21,
22,

23,

24,
25,

26,
27
28,
29.
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was Newgate and farther on, eastwards, at the end
of Cheapside wa& the Poultry Counter, ilood Street Counter
was off Cheapside on the north side, not so far down as
the Poultry. The Gatehouse was in Wegtminster close to
the Abbey., (Pee C,R,8. I, p 47, where the location of
these prisons 1is described),

The Clink, which wag closer to the river than the
White Lion and in Clink Street, adjoined the palace of
the bishops of Winchester: "it was a small place of con-
finement on the bankside, called the Clink from being
the prison of the Clink liberty or manor of Southwark,
belonging to the Bishops of Winchester', (Brayley,
History of Burrey Vol. 5, p 348 quoted Fpoley op cit,

I’ pp 44‘0 Nigc)u
C.R.,S8, 2, p 238.

Tbid p 241.

Ibid p 259.

Ibid p 282,

See Appendix VI,
C.R.,B, 2, p 288,

Thomas Pounde died in 1613 (Farlington, Hants, Parish
Register cited Gasquet op cit p 276); George Clotton in
1609-10 (W and L Ing, p.m 7-8 Fames (Ser 2) bundle 3, No,
2%2, cited V,C,H, Hants 3, p 134); Gilbert Wells in 1600
(Hatfield Cal, Part 12 p 676); and Gilbert Tichborne,
brother of Sir Benjamin Tichborne in 1636, at the age of
96 (C.R,B, 42, p 97 N ),

See Appendix VII,

There seems to e no record of the release from prison of
members of the lower socilal clasges, but release must
have occurred,

Foley, op cit3, p 590,

Meyer, op cit, p 1840

Foley, op _cit, p 582,

Ipbid .
P.H, to Walsingham, 168 No, 31 (?) Febv, 1584,

Cal, b.P, Dom Eliz 238, No, 126, 20 April 1591,

5,P, Cal, No., 138, 1 Oct, 1581,
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33, Bee Appendix VII,

34, John Gerard, The Autobiography of an Englishman,
translated by Philip Caraman (London 1951) p 78,

35, tbid p 79.

36, William Weston, The Autobiosraphy of an Englishman,
translated by P. Caraman (London 1955) p 117,

37, C,R.B, 2, p 266, The writer owes this illuminating
suggestlon to the kindness of Archbishop J.H, King,

38, H,14,C, 11lth Report, p 247, Inner Temple MSHS No, 538,
T 20, : '

39. Ibid

40, Appendix VII,

41, John Gerard, op cit pp 116, 129,

42, Ibid, p 128 et seq,

43. Ibid, p 117,

44. A,P.C. (N.8,) 18 Feb, 1581-2,

45, Ibid A similar complaint by recusants in the Gatehouée
was remedied by instructions given by the Council in
December 1581 (4,P.C, (N,8,) 4 Dec, 1581),

46, John Gerard, op cit, p 4.

47, Cal, 5.P, Dom Eliz No. 116, 24 May 1594.

48, See Chapter IV, page 67,

49. Foley op cit 6, pp 715; 716, and 727,

50, 4,P.C, (N,8,) 9 Dec, 1588, Vol. 7, p 388,

51. Chapter III, page 63,

52. A,P.C., (N,8,) Vol, 12, 26 June 1580,

53. Ibid

54, Ibid

55. Ibid

56, Foley, op _cit 3, p 612,

57. 5.,P, Dom Eliz 203 Nos, 38 and 38 (1-4) 10 Sept. 1587,
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8.P, Dom Elilz 203, No, 39.

He was churchwarden from 1554-1557: The Early Church-
wardens' Accountg of Hampshire, edited T,F, Williams
(Winchester and London 1913), o 171,

L.A, 1562, £ 39 (L.4, 1563-4, p 51 etc,

J, Strype Annsls of the Heformation, Vol, 2, Pt 2,
p 660 (0xf, 1824).

Ibid
8.F, Dom Eliz 203, Ho, 39,

Ibid

(a1

8,P. Dom Eliz 203, HNo, 3§, (1).
A,P,C, (WN,5.) Vol. 19, 6 Bept. 1590,
William Weston, op cit, p 165.

A,P.C, (N.B,) 11 Jan, 1595-6, 28 Feb. 1595-6, 15 August
1597 and 5 Jan, 1599,

A.P.C. (§.8,) 25 March 1600,

S,P.‘Dom Eliz 211, No. 67, 30 June, 1588,
A, P.C, (N,8,) 13 Harch 1589 - 90,

A P.C.(N,8,) 7 August 1592,

A,P,C, (W,8,) 21 August 1590,

A,P,C., (N,5,) 7 Mey 1581,

BSee Chapter XII,

A P.C, (N,8,) 11 July 1581.

AP, C, (H,5,) 13 August 1581°’

Appendix VII,

A, P.C, (N,B,) 13, p 189, august 1581,
Cal. ©,P, Dom Eliz 189, No, 21, 15 May 1586,

A,géc. (H,8,) 3 March 1585, 14 March 1585, and 27 April
1586,

For the Whites of bSouth Warnborough, see Chapter II, p 29,
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83, A,P,C., (N.B,) 26 Nov, 1595.

84, Chapter V, page 108,

85. Hatfield Cal,, Part XIII, p 6;, 1594-98, The Warnfords
were recusants of Winchester(éﬁrqz)’

86, Appendix VII,
87. Act 35 Eliz C.,2, Prothero op cit p 92. .
= Hosloase Searke
88, A,P,C, (W.,5,) 5 Oet, 1592, Vol, II, p 228, &&= was
imprisoned in Winchester, ) A
89, Cal, 5,P, Dom Eliz 225, No., 17, 7 July 1589,
90, Ibid
91/ 4,P,C., (N.S,) 19 August 1593,
92, A.,P,C, (N,8,) 25 Feb, 1595.
93, A,P,C, (N.8,) 12 Dec, 1596.
94, Bee ﬁ. 23 above,
95. A4,P,C, (W,8,) 13 Bept. 1600,
96, Appendix II,
97. V.C.H, Hants I, p 431,
98, V.C,.H, Hants 3, p 48 duoting Pat., 27 Henry VIII Pt, 2, m 8,
99, Ibid quoting Memo: R,L,T, Hil 1, Eliz m 81.
100, 8.2, Dom Eliz 188, No, 16 (2),
101, Pipe Roll 1588-9, E 372/434,
102, Chan, Ing; (Ber 2) celviii, No, 41 cited in V,C,H, Hants,

103. Bee Chapter X, Section III,
104. See Chapter IV page 73.
105, See page 215,

106, L.A, 1581-2, £ 138,

107. C.R.,8, 2, p 266,

108, 5,P, Dom Eliz 127, No., 42.

109. S5.P. Dom Eliz 158¢ No. 9, 11 Jan., 1583,

110, ®.P, Dom Eliz 155, Oct. 1582 & S,P. Dom Eligz 158, No. 10,
111, 5,P. Dom Eliz 173, No. 62, 8 Oct, 1584,
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See Chapter IV page Tl.

S.P. Dom Eliz 144 No., 3, 18 Nov. 1580,

P, Guilday, English Catholic Refugees on the Continent, (Lohdon 1914),
VOlo I’ pu58n ‘ :

This letter is in the Archives of the English College at Valladolid:
Englefield Correspondence, It is referred to in Cal. S.F, Dom Eliz, 31, No.
103 24«Jan/3 Feb, 1590, (Madrid. Sir F. Englefield to the Father
Confessor of Syon at Rouen. I wrote to my Lady Abbess, and now write

to you ... I want copiecsg of the letters Sister E. Sanders wrote to me

about the troubles in BEngland..."), The letter is undated, but it was
written probably soon after May 1587 when she returned to the Continent

(C.R.S. p 140).

Elizabeth Sanders apparently wrote two letters: one, the original
mentitned above, and a second when she received no acknowledgment of the
first. It is understood that the second was translated into Spanish by
Bishop Yevez and incorporated in hig Historia Particular de la Persecucion
de Inglaterra, 1599, »pp T24-T737. The present writer is indebted to the

kindness of Archbighop King for the copy of the original letter which has been
used for the text.

The Yepez letter was trenslated from the Spanish by Dom Adam Hemilton
0.8.B., in a publication called The Poor Soulg® Friend (Chudleigh, Devon,
Vols. I and II, 1893-6). This publication is associated with Elizabeth
Sanders' own order, the Brigittine Nuns. The original of the letter used
by Yepez has apparently bheen lozt.

The re-~translated letter agrees in the main with the first letter,
but it is much less vivid and more general. It ie on that account less
historically valuable.

Sir Francis Bnglefield to whom Sister Sanders wrote was the eldest
son of Sir Thomas Englefield of Bnglefield, Bucks. He was a member of
Parliament as Knight of the Shire in Mary's reign. At the accession of
Blizabeth he fled to the Continent and retired to Valladolid, He was
indicted for High Treason in 1564 and his lands and vast possessions were
forfeited to the Crown., He favoured s pro-Spanish policy in his Catholic
associations. (D.¥.B. (London 1908) Vol. 6, p 790).

The Yates of Lyford were a well-known Berkshire Catholic family end

Bdmund Campion was found "in the house of Mr. Yates of Lyford" on 17
July 1581 (Richard Calloner, Memoirs of Missionary Priests (revised

edition (London 1924, p 22)..
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See Chapter VII page 165.
4.P.C. (W.S.) 1 Dec. 1580,

Elizabeth Sanders' name is on the Pipe Roll for 1582-3 (E 372 /%28),
when the total amount of the fines against her was £260, '

Appendix VII

Ibid. In the Yevez letter (s@e Note 4 above) BElizabeth Sanders says that ' .-
these recusants were of the same opinion as the priests, but thought that
she could obtain her liberty by means of money.

See Chapter VII - page 162.

Chapter VII, page 165.

Tt is not possible to identifyy this priest from the brief description.
See Note 18 below, |

S.P, Dom Eliz 160 (26)

See Appendix IT (Vachell).

See Chapter VII p. 143,

Tbid, | ;

C.R.S. 5, p 142, 1In a letter of 10 May 1587 written at Rouen to Dr. Ely,
Walter Stokes said: "I met with Sister Elizabeth Sanders at Diepoe out

of England....".
AcP.Co (W.S.), 5 May 1590,

These were William Burley and either John or William Beconsawe. !
J é

(Appendix VII). ,

As N 20 above.
APoCo (N.S.), 18 Jan. 1595-6,

Ibid.

S.P. 273, No. 23(1), 20 Sept. 1598. Thomas Canterton of King's Somborne
is recorded on the Recusant Roll for 1594~5 (B 377/3) as owing the sum
of £2.13.4 on account of recusancy.

Uvedale is named as William Uvedale in later State Papers ﬁé.g, %ﬁp' om
Flizm 273, 23 (2)) relating to disorders in the goal. He was ag£££22£§; a
kinsman of Anthony Uvedale, the recusant Keepdr, though the precise

relationship cannot be .ascertained.,
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SePe 273, No. 23 (2), 5 Oct. 1598.
S.P. 273, No., 23, 5 Nov. 1599,
S.P. 273, No. 23 (2).

dbid. |

John, Marcus and Philip Goter, all of Timsbury, were cited as recusants
in Nov. 1598 (Processus contra Recusantes, 1598-1602 (Winchester
Diocesan Registry), p 15). As regards the other recusants, Pancras,
Gendge of Christchurch and Robert ffidler of 8t. Clements, Winchester,
were cited for recusancy in April 1601 (Processus, p 57 and p 47

respectively)

See Appendix II.

S.P. Dom Eliz 273, No. 23 (3).

Ibid. This statement is interesting because it showed that he was able
to infringe the provision of the Act of 1593 which restricted reeusants
to a distance of five miles of their home parish.

Hatfield Cal, 9, 14 August 1599.

Ibid

S. P, Dom Eliz 272, No. 111 and S. P. Dom Eliz 273, No. 23.
See also Chapter XII.

S.P. Dom Eliz 272 Ho. 111
S.P. Dom Eliz 273 No. 23 (4).
Ibid

See Appendix II,

S.P. Dom Eliz 273, No. 23 (4).

Marcus White was cited for recusancy in November 1598 (Processus, op cit,

P 33)‘and was excomminicated for obstinately refusing to confqrma

There is no record of the citation of anyone named Bidlecombe before 1602,
In that year John Bidlecombe of Holdenhurst was cited for recusancy :

(Processus, op cit p 75).
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Thomas Abraham of the parish of St. Bartholomew, Winchester, was cited
for recusancy in October 1598 (Processus, op. cite., p 5). He then said
"he hath been a recusant these nine years and is resolved not to conform

himself".

There is no record of his citation for recusancy.

William Myles of Weeke, was cited for recusancy in July 1598 (Processus
op city 4). He had not been to the church, he said, since Queen

Mary's reign.

S.P. Dom Eliz 273 No. 23 (5).

Cal. S.P. 273, No. 23 (6).

S.P. 273 No. 23 (7)»

TLe Corehams at Hyde were well-known recusants, see Chapter VII p 146,
S.P. 273, Noo 23 (6).

S.P. 273, No. 23, 5 Nove 1599,

Cal. S.P. Dom Hliz 274, No. 34, 6 Feb. 1600,

Pat 6 Jas. I, pt 3, m 19 quoted V.C.H. Hants, 3, p 48,

Feet of F, Div. Cos. Bast I, Chas. I, cited V.C.H. 3, ibid

C.R.8. 5, D 364
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NOTES

1 Eliz, C.2, Prothero op cit p 13.

Ipid

Documents illustrative of English Church History, edited

H, Gee and W,J, Hardy, 4th edition 1921, p 369, quoted
Hughes op cit p 34, N,3.

Quoted by DPr, W.P.M. Kennedy, Fines under the Elizabethan
Act of Unlformltv, English Historical Review, Vol. 3 33, 1918,

P 517,
Kennedy op_cit p 518.

See Kennedy op cit p 522, et _sed for the Articles of
Visitation and the Injunculons relating to various dioceses

in England.

Parker Register, i, [ 302 quoted Kennedy op cit p 522,

Inner Temple, Petyt MBS8 538, £ 223, and 538, 47, £ 545;
and Corpus Christi College, Cambridge MB, cvi, p 423,
Quoted Kennedy op cit p 522,

The Advertisements of 1566 quoted from the contemporary
tegt printed by Reginald Wolfe, B.M., T, 1014, (Kennedy
op cit p 523).

Visitation Artlcles and Injunctions 1559-1575 Vol, III
edited W,H, Frere, Ldn, 1910,

Grindal Register £ 97 cited Kennedy op cit p 523.

Dr, Kennedy op_cit p 523, refers, under the heading
Vlultatlons _applying to the Dlocese of Winchester, to an
Article of Inquiry ,1569, in which it is asked whether the
fine of 12d 1is paid by an absentee from the church or by
anyone who 18 not devout or reverent at the Church service,
He also say®, referring to this Article, that in 1569 Horne
"went the full length of the law in the parishes of
Winchester ,..," But this Article of Inquiry applied
specifically to the Channel Islands, which Horne had not
yet apparently visited, and not to the parishes on the
mainland (see Horne neq15uer f 67¢ for the Article in
question)., There is 11ut1e doubt, however, that Horne
must have made diligent enquiries about the fine at his
Visitations,

S,P, Lom Eliz 19, No. 36,

L.A, 1566, p 59,
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22,
23,

27,
28,

29,

30.
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1568, £ 96 v,
L.A, 1568, £ 113 v,
L.A, 1570, £ 88,
Ibid £ 179, 193.

f 184,

=
i

1574, £ 9.
1575,=7, £ 112,
1581-.1582, £ 72 v,

F

£
e

Ibid £ 73 v,

- Liber Detectorum 1599-1600, f 61,

The Eazrly Churchwardens' Accounts of Hampshire (edited
J.F, Williams, Winchester and Ldn, 1913),

Cotton MBS, Titus B iii, £ 63, cited Conyers Reed, Mr,
Secretary Walsingham and the Policy of Queen Eligzabeth,
II, p 273, N.,1. (Oxford 1925),

8pan, Cal, No. 57, 11 Dec. 1580,

See Townshend's Historical Collections (Last Four
Parliamente of Elizabeth (Ldn 1680): Date 1601,

23 BEliz, C,1, Prothero, p 74,

To what extent, if at all, one-third was distributed to
the poor it is impossible to says there is no record of
what was done in Hampshire, and the position is probably
8imilar in the case of other counties, George Cotton, for
example, was the only Hampshire recusant who paid the
maximum fine of £260 a year regularly each year, and the
full amount wag paid into the Exchequer, as the fecusant
Rolls and Pells Receipts indicate, What happened to the
money after that is unknown,

Dr, A, Jessopp, the Anglican scholar, in One Gener-

-gtion of a Norfolk House (The House of Walpole, of Henry

Walpole, 5,J.,) (Norwich 1878), p 106, who undertook
extensive research in the Norwich diocese, said that "he
never found the faintest trace that any one parish
benefited directly or indirectly by the fines which were
levied (paid ?)",
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It ig difficult to arrive at even an approximate modern
equivalent, but at a conservative estimate, the & in say,
1590, would probably have been worth 25 times that of the

£ today.

Bee Bection VII below,

5.P., Dom Eliz 114, No., 22,

This would have been an important innovation, Refusal to
receive Communion, unlike refusal to attend Common Prayer,

was not a legal but an ecclesiastical offence: it was a
provision in one of the rubrics in the Book of Common

Prayer (d.v.).

Cal, bom Eliz 116, No. 15,
C.R.5. Vol. 22, p 2, et _seq,
Tbid

C.R.8., 22, pp 39-41,
Appendix XI,

Inid

Ibid

1592-3, et seq: E 377/1, ete.

Incidentally, Lady Paulet never paild any of her recuSancy
debts to the Crown - Appendix XIII,

Btrype, Life of Grindal p 345. RStrype has the subject
under the year 1577, but the correct year seems to be 1580
(see F, Peck, Desiderata Curipsa”(London 1779).

1 Eliz 1, C.6, Prothero p 88, 1.
28 and 29 Eliz C,6, Prothero p 88,

F., Peck, Desiderata Curiosa, pp 87-89,.

Whitgift MS Eegister, f 90 v, cited W,P,l, Kennedy, Parish
Life in the Reipn of Elizabeth, London 1914, p 126, ef
C.R,5, 18, Introd, p xii.

23 Eliz C,1. Act 7, Prothero, p 76, J.P's could not try
cases of treason or misprision of preason,

M8, Guiseppi, Guide to Public Record Office, Vol, I, p 135,
(Lan 1923).,
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52,

53,
54,
55,

56,
57.
58.

59,

68,
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Ihid and Sir Geoffrey Gilbert, ITreatise of the Excheguer

(Ldn 1758) p 85.

John Stow, Survey of London, ed. C.L., Kingsford (Oxf,
Clarendon Press, 1908) and Act of 1581, 23 Eliz C,1, Ayt 8,

Gilber} op cit pp 74, 75
Appendix VII, |

28 and 29 Eliz C,6: An Act for the more speedy and due -
execution of certain branches of the statute (of 1581
2% Eliz C,1, Prothero pp 74 and 88,

Pelle Receipts for 1582 onwards (E 401/1831 et seq).

R

5.P, Dom Eliz 160/26,

S5.,P, Dom Eliz 151, Noe& 72 and 73, The report is in
Walsingham's hand, The P,R,0, date assigned to these
documents is 1581, but this is obviously too early and
Profeesor Conyere Read (Walsingham, Vol, II, p 303, N,1)
considers that the date 18 probably mid-1585, But it
might well be later,

Wglsingham seems to have had suspicion of some of the
sheriffs and Jjudging by the contributions from Hampshire
towards the cost of light horses there seems to have been
some lack of enthusiasm on the part of wm, Wright, the
cheriff, (See Bection IV),

A,P,C, (New ®Peries) 14, 1585-6, pp 8 and 15,

5,P, Dom Elig 186, iios 81-3,

28 and 29 &liz C,6, Prothereop 88, ©ee Conyers Read,
op.cit.II p 299. o

Conyers Read, op cit p 298 N, 1.
Chapter V, p 109 et _seg
.F, Dom Eliz 183, No. 45.

w

S5.F. Dom Eliz 183, Lo, 45, 1I,

Nicholas Tichborne had been presented for recusancy as
early as 1562 (L,A, 1562) when he wa& excommunicated,
He spent years in prison and died in Winchester Gaol in

1589 (£ee Appendix VII),

Nicholas was the second son of Henry Tichborne of Owslebury
and Porchester (Harl, MSS 5800)., He married Hary, daughter

of Robert Nyll of Hartley Maudit, and s 1
CnernoPorL Hyll marriagGY fau s and Seem§& to have lived
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80,
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89.
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91.
92,
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Pells Receipt E 401/1834. The amount (£40) wszs paid in by
Richard Tichborne (possibly his son) on behalf of Nicholas,
who waé in prison in Winchester at the time, It was
partly to meet the accumulated debt in fines,

5.,P. Dom Elix 184, No, 8,

S.P, Dom Eliz 184, Nos 17 and 17, 1,

A, P,C, (New Peries) Vol, 14, p 86,

The mother of Sir Benjamin Tichborne ,0f the senior branch
of the Tichbornes, who was High Sherle of Hampshire in

1580 and 1602-3, (Harl, Socy 64 (Tichborne) and P.R,0O.
List of Sherifrs),

He was returned as a recusant in the officilal list of
recusants, ©5,P, Dom Eliz 160, No, 26,

See N, 71 above,

A,P,C, New Series, 10 March 1587 p 413,
.,P, Dom Elig 199, No. 74, 30 March 1587,
S5.P, Dom Eliz 195, No, 2, 3 November 1586,
Ibid

5.P, Dom Eliz 186, Nos 81 and 82,

See Reatden pab2eboeq .

S.P, Dom Eliz 188, Nos 16 and 16 1-¥III,
S.,P, Dom Eliz 189, No# 54.

Appendix IX

Peiz= 8 Ibid

Pells Receipts, Easter 1585, E 401/1837.
Appendix IX, %

S5.P, Dom Eliz 189, No, 54,

5,P, Dom Eliz 189, No., 55,

5,P, Dom Eliz 194, No., 73. There is no clue as to the
person who made the observations,

28 and 29 Eliz C,6. Protherep 88,

23 Eliz C,i, Prothero p T4.
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103.

104,

15,
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Pells Receipts E 401/1831-1840 inclusive,

Pipe Roll E 372/428,
Pipe Roll E 372/429 (1583=4), The amount of £240

indicated on the Roll was partly in respect of a period
before the date of conviction,

Appendix IX,
Pipe Roll E 372/430.

Pipe Roll A E 372/434.

See e,g. the entries on pages 282 and 283 of the transs
cript of Recusant Roll, 1592-3 E 377/1., C.R.S5. Vol. 18,

Appendix X,
Ibid

P,R. 0, Augmentations Office: Particulars for the grant
of Crown lands, E 318, Portfolio 49.

The names of Alice Knight and Robert Knight (probably her
son Jappear regularly on Recusant Rolls, E 377/1 et seq:

V.C.H, 5, p 492 (see also Recusant Rolls for 1595-6 et seq
E 377/4 ete,

E 377/1 (Transcript C,R.5, 18, p 280), His wife's name
appears on the fecusant Roll for 1602/3 (E 377/11)
described as the wife of Ptephen Temple., ©She was fined
£100.

John Mewes himself appears to have been a recusant, for an
inquisition into part of his property was made in 1591 and
on 12 Dec, 1591 an arder was given for a lease to be made
in respect of two-thirds of it, (Augmentations Office,
Particulars for grant, E 318, Portfolio 49). Nothing more
is heard of him, however, and like Stephen Temple he may
have conformed,

Mark Curle, gentleman, is returned as a recusant of
Adderston (Arreton% in 1583: 8.P, Dom Eliz 160/26, 1583,
. 1b2 243

Pee Beebtien L The question of fraudulent conveyances
continued to caufe the Government anxiety, In 1593 a bill
was proposed “for registering all leases or alienations

of land, to avolid the penalties of Popish recusants who seek
py transferring their estates to escape the penalties of

Ehe laws against recusants", (Cal, Dom Eliz 244, No, 111
Harch (?) 1593). Nothing apparently came of it
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IIemoI’al’lCla, ROllS, L.Tli{d Easter, E 368/455"

Tbid

The fine was evidently sanctioned, for it appears on the
Pipe Roll for 1587-88, E 372/433.

Memoranda Rolls, L,T.R, Anno 1598 March, E 368/493,

Vide the case of Katherine Marryner of Wanstead, Southwick,
in Pept, 1597 (Recusant Roll for 1596/7, E 377/5 and
Wemoranda Roll, E 368/492 L,T.,R,). In this case the
recusant was "forgiven the palns and penalties of the
statute"., This appears to have been an exercise of the
royal prerogative, 8o far as the financial penalties

were concerned the Act of 1586-7, Art., 6, stipulated

that arrears before the date of conformity were payable
(Eliz 28 and 29, C.,6 Statutes at Large Vol, 6). The
Recusant Roll does not give details of the submission, but
refers to the lMemoranda Roll for an account of the case,

B.M, 4dd USS 31853 £ 26, Norden's Maps of Counties
with Notes (1595),

E, Lipson, The Economic History of England (London 1947)
Vol, 2, p 188, »

v,C,H, 5, p 470,

Studies in Administration of Finance 155841825 p 8,
Edward Hughes, Manchester University Press, 1934,

Ibid £ 35,

E 377/1 Transcript C,R,S, 18, p 279,

Appendix IX,

Pee Note 31 above,

In July 1589 George Cotton was granted three months'’
release from prison in order to sell more of his property
in Hampshire and Cheshire "for payment of fines to Her
Majesty". (Cal, 8.,P, Dom Eliz 225 No, 17).

V,CG,H, III, p 134.

Pells Receipte E 401/1831 et _seq.,

Appendix XI.,

Appendix IX,

Appendix XII,
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They were Richard Chydden, tailor, Thomas Phillips,
yeoman, and Joan Spencer, wife of William Ppencer, yeoman
all of Romsey, in 1583-4 (Pipe Roll E 372/429). (The
year 1583 was the date of the execution of the martyrs
John Body and John Slade),- and John Goldsmith and
Gilbert Tichborne, gentleman, in 1592-3 (Recusant Roll,

E 377/1).

Recusant Roll E 377/11, and Pells Receipts E 401/1873
et seg.,

A History of England, Vol, II, p 409 et _seq,
(Professor E,P, Cheyney, London 1926),

261 ad
See Sestsen LIl NSTE. | |
The fact that recusancy debts for fines are allowed
to accumulate in such large sum8 before any further action
is taken 1is further evidence of the weakness of the local
executive (See Appendix IX),

There are records of six Hampshire recusants who owe
debts of various amounts for the value of goods and
chattels seized, (Pipe Rolls E 372/434 et _seg and
Recusant Rolls E 377/1 et_seq) but most of them made no
payment, The debts continue to be shown on the Recusant
Rolls yeal after year, (E 377/1 et seq).

See Appenddx VII,

Sce Beetsen. B p2bs,
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CHAPTFR XII

NOTES

This is the classification in the srticle on the penal laws in
Catholic Encyclepaedia (Seminary edition, 1911) Vol.II, p.611
et s=eq.

1 Fliz C.I: An Act restoring to the Crown the ancient juris-
diction over the State ecclesisstical and spiritual, and
abolishing all foreign power repugnant to the same: Prothero,

op cit p 1 et seq.

1l Eliz C.2: An Act of Uniformity of Common Praver and Divine
Service in the Church and the Administration of the Sacraments.
Prothero, op cit, p.13 et seq.

5 Bliz C I: An Act for the assurance of the Queen's Majesty's
rovel power over zll esthates and subjiects within Her Highness?
dominions: Prothero op cit, p.39 et seq.

It was under this provision, viz.2rt.9 of the Act, that the

oath was tendered a second time to Bonner, the deprived Marian
Bishop, by Robert Horne, Bishop of Winchester. Bonner at the
time (156k4) was imprisoned in the Marshalsea which was within
the jurisdiction of the Bishops of Winchester. He was thus, for
a second refusal, threatened with deathg the Govermment consi-
dered that they had sufficiently tightened their net and made
sure of their victim. Horne certified the refusal under the Act
to the Court of King's Bench, but the astube Bonner denied that
he had been tendered the oath by a bishiop: Horne, he said, was
not a properly-consecrated bishop, and could not therefore
legally sdminster the Oath (Strype, Annals, Vol.I, Part II,p.2).
The revived statute of 25 Henry VIII, C.20, required the election
of bishops to be confimmed by one Archbishop and two bishops or
else four bishops. DBonner asserted that Parker, Hoime's conse-
crater, was not an Archbikshop because he had not been properly
consecrated. A special Act (8 Fliz C.I) was passed to legalise
all the counsecrations which had been made. The Govermment lefd
Bonner alone (Strype, op.cit, pp.2 and 7; Hughes, Reformation III,

Dobilk). T

Chapter VIIT, p.203.

Prothero, op cit. p 57 et segq.

Prothero, op cit, p.60 et seq.

An Agnus Dei was a "sacramental" made of wax and blessed by the
Pope. On it was impressed the symbol of the Lamb of God as the

Saviour. Its history geoes back probably to the Fourth Centurv.
(New Catholic Dictionary, New York, 1929, p.l1S).
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16.
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21,

22,

23.

250
26.

~a bt~

A "gacramental™ is any object blessed by the Catholic Church
having as its purpose the increase of devotion (ibid p.84J).

Strype, Amnals, Vol.I, Part II, p.360.

Statutes at Large, Vol.2, Cambridge, 1763.

Ikid.
Meyer, op cit, p.148.

The speech is analysed in Elizabeth I and Her Parliaments,
1559-1581, p.382 et seg (J.E.Heale, Ldn, 1953).

Neale, op cit, p.383.

Neale, op cit, p.384.

Ibid.

"A distinction was drawn between being end becaming a Catholic.
The first was punishable by fine and imprisorment, the second

by death", (Meyer, op cit, p.l48.

Conyers Read, Walsingham, op cit, II, p.292.

Foley, op cit, Vol.3, p.278.

This was Roger Coreham's house at Hyde, near Winchester - see
Chapter VII, p.146.

See Chapter 13, Section VI.

Statutes at Larse, (Ldn.1763), Vol.2.

D'Ewes Journals (1682) pp.L71l-472.

Meyer, op cit, p.167.

Tbid. Professor lieyer's statement must be understood to refer
to recusants convicted.

A History of England from the defeat of the Am'a.da to the death
of Elizabeth: E.P. Cheney (2 vols. Ldn,1926) Vol.2, p.31l4).

Ibid.

Ibid.

Lenmbaxd, Eirenarcha, or the Office of Justices of the Peace,
(Lan, 1592) p.199, citing 13 Eliz C.2
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32,
33.
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35.

36.
37.
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25 Eliz, Art.5, Statutes at Large and Lambard gp.cit p.202.

27 Eliz C.I, Art.l3, Statutes at Large.

Act of 1581, Art.8, 23 Eliz C.I. Statutes at Large.

There is some inconsistency in the act of 1581 as between
Articles 8 and 9 concerning the type of offences which may
be dealt with by Justices of the Peace. Art.8 says that
all offences against the Act or against the penal Acts of
the first, fifth and thirteenth years of the reign, visz.

1 Eliz 1 and 2, 5 Eliz 1 and 13 Fliz 2, may be ingquirsble
by J.P.'s. Art.9 says that J.P.'s have power "to inquire,
hear and detemmine all offences against this ict (the Act
of 1581), except treason, and misprismm of treason®. But
Art.8 has already said, without qualificafion, that they
may inguire into "gll offences against the Act®, which in-
cludes cases of treason. Moreover, the Acts of 1 Eliz 1
(Supremacy Act, 1559), 5 ®liz 1 (Act of Assurance, 1553)
and 13 Eliz 2 (1571) alsc refer to cases of treason.

Lembard, op.cit, p.208.

returns of the J.,P.'s and others with their respective
dioceses, clasgified according to their religious convie-
tions: edited Mary Bateson (Camden Miscellany, Vol.9, Ldn,

1895) .
Ihid.

Letters from the Bishops to the Privy

Robert Penruddock was returned as a "strong Papist™ and
Williem Bulkeley and William Paulet as Papists in the
official list of 1572 (S.P. Dom Fliz.90, No.18).

As regapds Thomas Shelley, by an inquisition talen at Win-
chester on 2 October 1570, it was ascertained that he had
been a fugitive in foreign parts beyond the seas since
December 1558 and was then living in Louvain. Before his
départure he had gramted a 12 years' lease of all his lands
in Mapledurham {Buriton) to Thomas Golforde and John Jervys
(Vv.C.H., Hants Vol.3, p.88, citing Excheg. Spec. Com.

12 Fliz, No,2015). He died seised of the manor of Mople-

durham in 1577, his heir being Henry, his son, a well-known
recusant (see Chapter VII, p.166).

M |
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In the same month, November 1564, Robert Hodson was actually
committed to the Mershalsea for connivance at Papist activi-
ties (Chapter II, p.36). Richard Bethell, senior, and William
Lawrence lewwenae were M.P's {Burgesses) for Winchester in
Mary's reign (1lst year) (1st Book of Ordinances, f 10la, Win-
chester City Record Office). Richard Bethell, senior, was a
Freeman of the City of Winchester (1lst Book of Ordinsnces,

f 982). Richard Bethell, Junior, was made a Freeman in Octo-
ber 1562 (lst Bk.of O, f 134b). He was afterwards one of the
City's Bailiffs (1lst Bk. of 0. £ 1964, 16 September 1577,and
3rd Bk.of 0. £ 12b, 17 September 1577). Giles Vhite was Hayor
of Winchester in the Lth-5th year and 5th-4th year of Mary's
reign (lst Bk.of 0, £f 112b and 113b). He was also 1P,
(Burgess) in the Lth-5th year of Mary's reign {lst Bk.of 0.

f 1lhe). He was again Mayor of the city in 1566 (1st Bk.of O
f 149). John Pottinger was made Town Clexk of Winchester
jointly with John White on 31 March 1567 (1st Bk.of 0. f 150).
He was afterwards Chamberlain of the city (lst Bk, of 0.

f 239v). He died some time in 1585 (1st Bk. of 0. f 239v).

William Lawrence, John Pottinger and Giles White were re-
turned as Papists in 1572 (S P Dom Fliz 90 No.18) vwhilst
Roger Corehem was a "strong Papist" (ibid). :

Henry, the Second Earl of Bouthampton, was to remain a
Catholic till his death in 1581.

ord Sandys, apparently the father of the "young loxd", was
present at a Catholic beptism in 1562 when he became god-
father to William Windsor's child (L.A.1563-L, f &). Members
of the Sandys family do not, however, appear as Catholics in
any later reéords.

Letters from the Bighops, Camden Misc, Vol.2, op.cit.

Hatfield Calendar, Part I, p.392.

o

3.7, Dom Eli.z,9 No,1l8, The name 'E? Richard Pouttenham [::f Sher-

field, Hampshi?e was included in a list dated December 1581

of persons wao h2d " children or others belonging to them ..
1 -

©
1]

in the parts beyond the seas". These "chiléren or others" were
Catholics. Richard Puttepham, who was possibly a son @ kins-
man of George Puttenham, was stated to be in a ®place not known"
(probably a2t one of the Semineries), and to be maintained by
Thomas Colby with a pension of &40 a year. (S.P. Dom Fliz.150,
Mo.85). There is no record that Thomas Colby was an open

in 1577 {S.P. Dom Eliz, Vol,121,

.1 s T gt 1 gy o Y
Catholic, bult he waz a J.P. irx

Liber Pacis).
LDSX a0is

H e = Y 1
S.,P. Dom Eliz 5), LiG g e
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Chapter XIXT

Notes

See Chapter VE, page 129.

A,P,C. (N,S,) 30 Oct, 1580,

Not underlined in the original document.,
A.P.C.v(N.S.) 30 Oct. 1580,

Ibid S.P. Dom Eliz. 144 No, 36. The Council's request
f is mentioned in this letter. -

Walsingham's letter does not seem to surVive, but

Bishop Cooper refers to it in his letter of 10 Dec, 1585
(S.P, 185 No, 17).

See Chapter X, Sections I and II.

See N.6 above,

A,P,C, (N.S,) 5 Oct, 1592.

A.P.C. (N.So) 7 Ja.no 1592-3-

A.,P,C, (N.S.) 13 Nov. 1592,

CsRiS: 5;. p 203: Documents relating to English Martyrs,
quoting Westminster Archivesh iv, 287, p 203, "Advises

from England, 1 October 1591". See Appendix VI for the

martyrs mentioned.

Ibid

Strype, in his Life of Whitgift (Ox., 1822) Vol., 2, p 3,

refers to a paper written by Maynard and assigns it to the
year 1590,

Historical Collectionss Last Four Parliaments of Queen
Elizabeth (H. Townshend: London 1680)

S.P. Dom. Eliz. 248 No.9.
A,P,C, (Noso) 7 June 1593. -

S.P. 281, No, 37. Simllar arguments are given in another
document dated about this time - see Hatfield Cal, Pt XIV,
p 282 (1596-1603),

7 & 8 Jac I, C.6 (Art, 5): An Act for administering the
oath of allegiance, and reformation of married women
recusants - see Prothero, op cit p 274,
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35,
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39,
40,
41,
42,
43.
44.
45.
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Chapter II, Sections II & IV and Chapter IXI, Sections
IT & XXII.

Chapter II, Section V and Chapter XII, Section II.
Chapter ¥I, Section IIE,

Chapter IIE, Section IV,

Chﬁpter ITE, page 47 et seq.

Chapter III, page 57.

Chapfer IV, page 81,

Chapter VI, page 128,

Sag:: Summaries in Appendix X.
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Chapter VIIE, Section V.
Ibid

Lbid

Chapter VIII, Section II.
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Chapter V, p 113 et _seq.
Chapter 10, SectionsI and II,.

Letter to Dom Bernardino di Mendgza written as from a
Catholic, but actually by Burghley (C.R.S. Vol. 21, page
169 Note). Burton and Pollen, Lives of the English

Martyrs (Idn, 1914) p xxv et seq state that there are
two drafts preserved in Lansd, M3S, Vol. 103, N,55,

V.C.H., Hants, 2, p 85

A History of England, E.P, Cheyney, 2 vols.

C.A, Newdigate, op cit, p 9 et seq
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Chapter 9, Section I.
Appendix VII.

Appendix XII.

Chapter V, page 88,

Chapter V, p 94 et seq

S,P. 208, No. 75.
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Chapter IV, page 79.

S.P, Dom Eliz., 158, No. 9.
Chapter V, page 92.

In the north the increases were considerable., The Dean
of Durham told Cecil in 1597 that "the number of
recusants is great and increases: they were of good
calling and wealth", (Cal, S.P, 262 No., 25)., In 1599
Thomas Burghley, Lord President of the North, informed
Cecil that he feared that in Yorkshire he would soon
return an army of recusants (Cal, S.P, 272 No. 112).

In 1604 the Archbishop of York said that recusants had
grown in number courage and influence. (Win§wood op cit,
Vol. II, p 40).

In 1603, the number of non-Communicants in Hampshire was
stated to be 230 (132 men and 98 women): Harl, M.S. §95,
Nos. 213, 214,

See the considerations mentioned in Chapter XEII, Section
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‘&%9—
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93, B.M. A Book of Proclamations during the reign of Elizabeth
(London, 1618). Among other matters, the Proclamation
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of the Church, but "bring this our State into confusion®,
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96, Chapter V, page 91.
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98. For example, according to Black op cit p 374, N.l., R.G.
Usher op cit, I, pp 157-0 estimates that in 1602 there
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Meyer op cit pp 62-3 estimates 120,000 approx.,. In some
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99, Dom Norbert Birt op cit p 412,
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GROUPS -(DWINCHESTER & NEIGHBOURHOOD

(D SLACKSTEAD & DISTRICT

Upper Somborne .
& Timsbury Manor

. Lady Mabel Sandys

Sherfield English: Mistress Francis Tichborne

(3 COASTAL (1)
Tichfield : Earl of Southampton
Fareham ! John Ludlow
West Boarhunt: Henslow family
Wymering : Bruning family
Farlington : Thomas Pounde

Bedhampton : Anthony Cope
George Cotton

Warblington :
Mistress Bullaker

(5 MEON -ROPLEY

Hambledon &
Woodcote Manor

Exton :John Goldsmith
East Meon: Robert Joy

. Anthony Uvedale

Punsholt Manor: Anthony Norton

(Privett)
Mistress
West Tisted : Elizabeth
Tichborne

@-COASTAL (2)

Beaulieu ' George Tattershall
Lymington:Benjamin Stockwith

Hordle Bremor
Nr.Milford
& Keyhaven

Henry Carew

Christchurch : John Tichborne

(&) TWYFORD ~OTTERBOURNE

Brambridge

‘Wells famil
Twyford &Otterbourne ers famiy

Compton: Powlwheel family

Longwood: Peter & Chideock
Tichborne

Westbury Manor William ffawkenor

West Meon

(D ITCHENSTOKE & PRESTON
CANDOVER

[thenstoke : Nicholas Scrope
Easton : Mistress Katherine Hall
Preston Candover: William Hoorde
Totford : Gilbert Tichborne

(9 MAPLEDURHAM

(BURTON) & IDSWORTH

HARTLEY MAUDIT

Hartley Maudit- Nicholas
Tichborne

Alton : Mistress

Elizabeth Pitts

(10) OUTLYING

Mapledurham : Shelley family

Heath House : Stephen Vachell
(Peterstield)

ldsworth : Edward Banister

(.27 Woodland areas

Crondall : Lady Elizabeth Paulet

Manor of Cuffaud: Cuffaud
(Basing) family

Manor of Ludshott:Knight family

Middleton Hall:William Burley
Longparish




