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Abstract

This study examines a form of religious debate that saw Catholic priests and matstsis

the reformedspectrum arguing in direct opposition to one another, and drawing on long
standing academiforms and intellectual ideals in doing so. Piabteligious disputation is

first defined and placed in iteligious cultural and intellectual context, alongside formal
dispuation in the universities, printed controversy, literary dialogue and other manifestations

of discourse and debate. The struesy tropes and tactics thfeformal, academiprocessg as

usedi n public or &épr of e sisieohanadetdilede ordettagive & r si a |
more precise definitigrand a framework for the analysis of individeaknts

The chapters followig this move chronologically from theccession of Elizabeth | and the
1559 Westminsterconference to thaftermath ofthe death of James and the 1626 debate at
York House. Drawing on the trends discussethinfirstchapter and thproceduresletailed

in the second these sections place individual disputations in their immediate context;
examining the use and restrictionpaiblic religious debatley state and church authorities, the
impact academic forms could have upon pybtiontroversial disputatignthe interplay
between faith antiumanlearning on display anthe changing perceptions of the practice as

political, religious and cultural conditions developed through the period.

The aim of this study is to assert gignificanceof public religious diputation and accounts
thereofas somet hing more than a simple Odtgari ety
formal structures and dirednteractionsshed light onReformation and podReformation

religious argumentsut itsstructuresand ideals lso demonstrata shared, fundamental mode

of discourse andompetition underlying those argumeriihieseencountersandthe accounts

they producedare not just examples of partisan polemithey are potentially invaluable

tools for the religious and tural historian.
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Introduction

d never knew good come by disputatébn

This thesis describesan aspect ofpostReformation controversythat has fallen
between fields of inquiry. Amid the mass of written polemic generated by
controversialistsin sixteenth and seventeenttentury England, there were more
immediate engagementsfaceto-face debates that fuelled and complemergd the
storm of proselytising and denunciation in pri8purred on by lassical ideals and
biblical imperativesand encouragedy prior historicalexamples,divinesthroughout
the periodssued calls for scholarlpften publi¢ disputationas a means @ddressing
religious questionsand the resulting event$ ranging from smalkr encounterso
occasionslike the Hampton Courtconferenceof 1604 7 formed milestonesin
controversy The Reformationhad in the words of ThomasMcCoog, been
0 p u n c &wita chalehgesto dispute indeed,in somecontemporay minds its
changesvereé p r o p e dispetatiér Direct religious argumentwas regardedas
distinct from written controversya view reflected in themanner in whichit was
reportedand describegdand in the histories of the practitteat appearethroughthe
seventeenth centuryln their structuresand idealsthese eventsffer a fascinating

window intot h e p éivisionsdaddgprovide an opportunity for thoseseekinga

! John Feckenham, in William Fulké, True Reporte of a Conference had bet®igttour Fulke, and

the Papists, Being at Wisbiche Cagtlendon, 1581), sig. B2

Thomas M. Mc Coog, 66Pl aying the Championbé6: The
Thomas M. McCoog (ed.)The Reckoned Expense: Edmund Campion and the EaglsErlesuits
(Oxford, 1996) , p. 119; and the view of Franci s

and answer your sel feo: A cConferericé Betwixt @ MothHer aoDeveog t a n t
Recusant and Her Sonne a Zealous Protedtdhe Sixteenth Century Journ8ll (2000), p. 423.
®I'n 1604, the Jesuit Robert Persons compared Au

Reformation, and in 1658, the clergyman John Ley, spurred on by an encounter between fellow
ministers, prodoed a detailed historyoving from abiblical dispute between two angels and the Devil

through the continental Reformation to more immediate events: NA Review of Ten Publike
Disputations(St Omer, 1604)passim John Ley,A Discourse of Disputation€hiefly Concerning

Matters of Religion(London, 1658), esp. pp. 3. For recent emphasis on the role of controversy in
shaping ideas about the past, see Thomas Fr eeman,
Calendar i n Fox&Theaslound of &dclesmadticalMestoryly(20%0), pp. 476, 495.
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combined Catholic andeformed postReformation narrative.Ther procedures
describea sharedntellectualarenaallowing for broad,crossconfessionaanalysis’

Thus, pblic religious dsputatiors in this periodcall for a dedicatedstudy
They have notbeen neglected entireljput as eventghey areoften consideredin
isolation; their printed results treated as ke elementof that mass opamphlet
controversy to whichevenin the seventeenthcentury t her e appeared to
In order toaddresghis gap this thesiswill concentrateon the mechani¢smplications
and perceptiorof the practice As will be discussedelow, u b | i he@takensn
opposition tod @ @ e mtd debote eventmking place beyond theducatioal sphere
those public in purpose as well asperformance(or through the distribution of
accounty The period offocusis from the accession of Elizabethtd the immediate
aftermath of Jamésdeath, through which time a clear arci in application and
perceptiori can betracedin public religious disputation.

These encountermited two distinct phenomenaacademidisputation which
was a staple of university educatiand could be appliedo any number ofsubjecs,
and themore chargedealm of religious controversy andpolemic It is this dual
identity that hasstrandedhembetweertwo sphere®of researchwheretheyhavebeen
studiedin detail,they arerarely presentecasmore tharexanplesof one or the other
In works on controversyad i s p udargamentgrs oftencited without reference to
the fact or structureof the disputationitself: Patrick Collinsold seminalElizabethan
Puritan Movementapplied a series 0f1590 debatesin precisely this mannerin

exploringthe difficulties faced byconforming puritansSimilarly, Mi ¢ h a e | Quest.

“‘Peter Lake calls for a combined narrative in 6A
Edmund Grindal and CuTrahshatiang of thika Bopak Hiskrical Setyj 118e d 6
(2008), esp. p. 153. Further, see Peter Lake and Michael QuestierQeaf®rmity and Orthodoxy in

the English Church, c. 1560660 (Woodbridge, 2000), pp. xwvii T it should be noted that shared
intellectual ideas and forms allow us to combi narrativeswithout discounting contemporary self

images. Recently, lan Campbell suggested a simitzatuson the Aristotelian roots of Irish political

discourse; shared concepts allowing him to cross national and religious boundaries: lan W. S.
Campbell 6 Ari stotelian AnGe€Ardnmstt o€e@d g taint UStoiveer Tda rgd t A n ti i
Historical Journal 53 (2010), pp. 57391.

® Daniel FeatleyThe Romish Fisher Caught and Held in his Owne(Nedon, 1624), sig.’ Michael

C. QuestierCorversion, Politics and Religion in England, 158625(Cambridge, 1996), p. 13.
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work on conversiomiscusseseveralpublic or semipublic disputations noting their
arguments aniplications but this rarelydraws directly on process.
The practicenas occasionally been considered in ndewilPet er Mi | war d
19778 directory ofreligious controversieswhich catalogugpamphletexchangesn
the reigns of Elizabeth and Jamesitlines the aftermathof severaldisputatiors.”
More recently, Ann Hughes hasxamined mid-seventeentitentury debates and
accountghereof under theheadingp f r el i gi o ubscallihgfar adetailecht at i o
studyof their proceduress a means tgreaterunderstanthg of religiouswriting in
the period® Mc C o owprd sn theJesuit mission of the 1580meanwhile follows
disputation in Catholic efforts with a focus on Edmund Campipris article
published in1996 is unique inoutlining the form and perceptionof such events,
including their contestedworth to the mission and the Protestant authorilids.
addition, there have beeietailedstudies of thenost prominentinstance®f religious
debate notablyHampton Court® As thescatteredhatureof theseexamplesuggests
however studies of public religiousdisputationareinvariablytied to particular places,
groups orshorer periods of timetheir findingslimited to individual events.It should
also be noted that in 2002he historian of rhetori®eter Mackcited a forthcoming
work by Judith Deitclon disputationpractice inthis period but at the time of writing
this does not appeaon the integratedBritish Library catalogue, ofeaturein the

Bibliography ofBritish and Irish History*

® Patrick Collinson,The Elizabethan Puritan Movemehbndon, 1967), p. 336; Questi€pnversion,

Politics and Religion esp. pp. 28, 33, 159. Questier doesibfly touch onperformanceand the

pressures surrounding these events.

’ Peter MilwardReligious Controversies of the Elizabethan Age: A Survey of Printed S¢unoei®n,

1977), esp. pp. 60, 97, andReligious Controversies of the Jacobean Age: A Survey of PrintedeSo

(London, 1978), esp. pp-3, 16%#8, 1712, 220227.

®Ann Hughes, OPubl i c Di s puHiswotyiTaday€l (19913 m@B3ideret s and
060The Pul pit Guar ded: Confrontations betwéen Orth
Anne Laurence, W. R. Owens and Stuart Sim (édkjn Bunyan and His England, 1688 (London,

1990), pp. 3150.

McCoog, O66PIl aying t h-22 1% ®W®BQ seechdp@r,3baow.p. pp. 119
19°See chapter 5 below.

1 peter MackElizabethan RhetoricTheory and PracticéCambridge, 2002), p. 58n.
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Historians of educational practitevedetaled disputationin the universities
In his own overview ofthe requirements aOxford and CambridgeMack usesa
seventeentcenturyhandbookRo b er t S d61%LegicaeArts Caempendiumh
to illustrate disputation atthe former allowing for some variation and providing
severaexamples?’S. L. Gr eens | athe Historyofathe Umiverbityaf i on t
Oxford hasoutlined in more general termhe requiredcourse of disputations the
sixteenth century, a n d theobgianlJelm Ranol@srgees n 6 s v
into tremendousletailont h e u n iregeirensentsatyhé rdergraduate level and
in the divinity school?® Another work of note, thougkomewhat olderis William
Co s t eScHolasticsCurriculum at Early SeveméeCentury Cambldge, whose
section ondhe disputatio®proves the mst detailed and enthusiasticcount ofsuch
events* Again, howeverthesediscussions are restricted toithigeld: only rarely ha
their focus onpractice andperformancebeenapplied to publicorpréo f essi onal
religiousdebatel Gr e emor& gnRainolds and thefforts of Hughesbeing notable,
albeit brief, exceptions®> More recently, Debora Shuger hasxamined those
university disputationsthat dealt with controversial religion, and this will be
consideredwhere the relationship between acaderaind public disputation is
discussedelow®

Its academicties notwithstanding,public religious debatedemand to be
approachedvith an eye taontroversy and polemigot justin thedual historiograply
that has come to surrountl but in thee v e rconer@ and the nature of the
surviving records.Onetype of source predominatgsrinted accountsall claiming to

be accurateandgenerallycompiledby one of thedisputantg eager to claim victory,

2 |bid., pp. 5860.

Bs., L. Greenslade, 6The Facul t JheMistorybfithe biiversity 6, i n
of Oxford vol. 3 (Oxford, 1986)pp. 2967; Lawrence D. Gree o hn Rai no ledtweggon Oxf or d
Ari st ot | éNéwark Rh ¥86) ppi 29.

14 Wiliam T. Costello, The Scholastic Curriculum at Early SeventeeBmtury Cambridge

(Cambridge Mass., 1958), pp.-34.

“Hughes, O6Public Disputationsd, p. 28.

Debora Shugehe Wi Stgi nMaarnyd tt he Bi Hubtihgtorolfibray he Pub
Quarterly, 72 (2009) passim see chapter 2.



cag doubt on their opponentand pursue thegrgumers at greater lengthilhe better
partof the surviving source material thus fallato the categoryf religiouspolemic,
and mustto an extentbe dealt withas suchin addition thedisputationghem®lves
were surface ripples oran ocean of printed materiather trends inargument
reflecting shifts in controversy as a whole. It is necessary, thereforepterecent
approaches tohis wider phenomenonijn orderto addressthe placeof disputation
within it.

Although several influential works on religious controversy have been
publishedin recentdecadesit hasoftertimesremained in the backgrounds relative
importanceo contemporaryeligiousthought cannot be denied, itbeé st ar k and o
putti ng maestertfimdsigtdtone andloctrinalcontenti not to mention the
morelegitimatequestionof reliability inherent in its purpose has generally relegated
it to the role of supplementary material, behind state papevste correspadence
and more benign theological works’ The form has however, experienceda
resurgenceaince the mid-1990s,having played role in the work of among other$
Peter Lake and Anthony MiltorL.ake himself hasdescribedthe marginalisation of
0 mer emi g dfawun of other types omateria] and championsits use in
examiningcontemporarygelfimages but works of controversy can also provitEme
insight into broaderthought patterng they reflect commonideals practicesand
needsas well asndicatingé cont est 'AMidl tacaliKéreestugyd f 6t he
actualmechanico f r el i gi o usws attentidn toahe signsicarice tiis
materiali andits workingsi to our understanding ofeligious thought,expression
andidentity in this period*®

By theearlyyearo f EIl i zabet h o swasaernuagplpart othent r ov e

religious landscape, particularly ieducated clerical and government circles.

" Questier Conversion, Politics and Religiop. 186.

Bpeter LaPkue,it@MAntsim: The Structure of arldakeej udi ce
(eds), Religious Politics in PosReformation England: Essays in Honour of Nicholas Tyacke
(Woodbridge, 2006), pp. 890.

9 Anthony Milton, Catholic and Reformed: The Roman and Protestant Churches in English Protestant
Thought 160a1640(Cambridge,1995), p. 4.



Greensladénasobservedi t s 0 e x i s ti eantrovessydealqngasa it doaswitld
matters fundamental to personal, religious (and in this period political and
geqoolitical) identity.”® Every divine, regardless of thehurch he defended, was
someway prepared font to be a part of his careegnd as Milton notes the years
1605 t01625 alone saw the production of more than 500 works in the*fidlaimes
McConica has gone so far as to desciibe s 6 t hreellectdalicandern of the
d afdhecontinualst ruggl e f or , ant the needtfir campesing s o u |
churches(and groups within them) to justify themselves in the face a@bmplex
guestionsand devotedoppositionwere the centralmotivating factors; buait a more
basiclevel, theprevalenceof controversy cabeattributedto the changingntellectual
world in whichclerggymenmoved

For the reformecthurches, controversyasintegral to religious identity. They
weretheresult ofcomparativelyrecentdevelopmentspartly definedin oppositionto
Catholiasm. As Lake points out, referencingantipapal writings Oeveivey nega
characteristic imputed to Rome implied a positive cultural, political or religious value
which Protestants c¢l| ai me dandaogefotmerscame too wn e X
value, if not idealise, confrontatidn.Most would not,of course have desdbped thér
motivesso explicitly, and reformed theology providetherforms of selfimage;buta
comparison ofProtestantattitudes with those of Catholiariters showsa subtle
difference in outlookinfluencing perceptions of controvess whetherwritten or in
disputatior”® For representativesf the EnglishChurchin particular there was aeed
to clarify and defendheir position Their doctrinal situationj n a &éno manads

betweerntheologicalextremesjed them to experienc a real sense whateftullian,

“Greenslade, 6Faculty of Theology6é, p. 324.

2L |bid., p. 325; Milton,Catholic and Reformeg. 32.

“James McConica, OElizabethan Oxf oThedHistory bféehe Col | eg
University of Oxfordp. 732.

“pPeter LtiagPkogp,er§yAn the Structure of a Prejudiced,
Conflict in Early Stuart England: Studies in Religion and Politics 16632 (London, 1989), pp. 73.

Lakebs descr i ptiewdints a the d¢otmecson betweehatefied thought and the
development of Renaissance humanism: see chapter 1 below.

24 Which is not to say that there were no disagreemeittsn these churches: an illustrative cross
section on disputation can be f ol25®930.n McCoog, 06
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Martin Luther and John Coléiadidentified a s t h eof hefeayi raddstiobthe 6
faith of believers. .. a “reraadiclretofmerkaec epi ng
similar effect was produced by tlkkenceptof a godly minority, perhagthep er i od 0 s
most overt example of selflefinition in opposition toothers In this climate of
confrontation to which Catholics felt the need tospmnd controversialistplaced
each other undexdditionalpressuredriven by discursive ideal8eyondthe ideaof
direct conversation (indeed, single combat) that fuelled individual exchanges, there
was aperceptioni more pronounce@amongProtestant$ that nocontroversialwork
should go unanswere&ilenceinvariably equated todefeat; anotion that coud be
twice as damaging when offers of disputation were turned down.

Therewasalsoa scripturaimperative When theArchiepiscopathaplain and
prolific disputant Daniel Featlegetailedhis reasons for engaging Cathslin 1624
he cited1l Peter 35 abovecanonlaw and the instructiaof the king O0be read)
always to give an answer to every nthat asketh you a reason of the hope that is in
y o @ &orks ofcontroversywere held tgpeform a spiritual functionthoughaimed
at opposingdivines their role wasalso one d confirmation. Their production was
seeni particularlyby Protestantvritersi as having a personapiritual valueit was
not simply a requirement of officé it wasan illustrationand reflectiorof o n eo@rs
faith. The resultingworks were believed to have lzeneficialeffect upon Protestant
readers’ In this respect theimpactof written controversycanagainbe comparedo
that of disputation:any responsehought to beriggeredby religious argumenivould

be amplifiedin the mouths of universityrained orators.

5 Milton, Catholic and Reformed p. 3; R. R. McCutcheon, O6Heresy
Approaches of Bviamrs2h(1993),gn384. Mor e 6,

%6 1 Peter 3:15, as cited in Daniel Featlap, Appendix to the Fishers Ngtondon, 1624)p. 53. See

Pierre du Moulin,A Conference Held at Paridondon, 1615), p. 1, for a similar French citation;

Decl an Gaffney, 060The Practice -@a64Ré&] i ghowWs QontSrh
Diana Wood(eds) The Churches, Ireland and tesh (Oxford, 1989), p. 145, for a comparable 1641

expression of the purpose of controversy; and Rigcourse of Disputations. 27 for an echo of

Featley.

2" Milton, Catholic and Reformeg. 37.



Writers and clergymenin postReformationEnglandwere thus compelledto
producesuchworks and to engagtheir adversariesn some semblance of debate; a
compulsionevidentin the training ofseminarypriests in Ja®beanroyal commands
andin Calvinistcitations of sripture.As the chapters below demonstratesneedsof
individual groups andchurches werecombined with spiritual and intellectual
imperatives grounded ina certainty thasuchendeavoursvould havean impact In
short, these actions were not undertakenon a whim They were a necessity;an
immediate, effectivéorm of devotionalpractice

The importance of controvey in contemporaryeyescannot therefore,be
denied. At the leastontroversialistb el i eved t hat al Waokstong t he
go unanswered rigkl discredit fori or evendefectionfrom 1 their own side;this
aloneimplying faith in theireffectivenes$? As is frequentlyobservedit is difficult to
determine whatthe climate of rdigious uncertaintyin this period meant for the
populationat large but the state churchand controversialists of every stripe were
aware ofits dangers, andll reacted accordingly. The question that has alis@rorks
detailing controversyis how far this perceptionreflects the realiy of personal
religious experience; and thus hagnificant andeffective suchworks cantruly be
said to have beerilhe questionwas raised in 1996 by Quesier, who compared
pol emicowinsftisdee nce 0t hgaaspedtimaut & ntciorud tdy 6b et hr o
works with the naturallimitations ofthe material its inherent bias anthe aforesaid
6 mo n odtofodoarinal agument”® Questierarguesthat polemic was forced, by
political considerationgnd its own objectives to avoid sharedbeliefs and provide
6veil ed iammpdr edspsailtiendsidasshdrchasanyone who converted on
account of controversyhest at e s, 6di d s o-games andHiteraryb a s i s

sleight®*® of hand. 6

28 QuestierConversion, Politics and Religiop. 17.
29 |bid., pp. 12, 186.
% Ibid., p. 36.



Although there isometruth in this, and conversiowasundoubtedlya more
complexprocessthan most controversialeffortswoulda | | o w, Qriiusdf i er 0's
doctrinalpolemicdoesnot account forthe volume oSuchworks produced, diit with
all recordedopinions® The disputationsral their accountsffer clearexamples here.
They demonstrat&y interest in doctrinal argumerand wereorganisedand written
up in a mannerintended to appeal to a wicdeudience often in public, alwaysn
English, andgenerallyin dialogue form The ime andpolitical effort thatwent into
thedebatestaged with Campioim 1581, or the conferendetween Rainolds and the
priestJohn Harin 1582 not to mentiorthe preparation of their printextcountsdoes
not suggestirrelevance or detachment froaoctrinal argumentand showslittle
contemporaryawareness of tiee flaws identified by Questier On the contrary,
records ofstatesanctionedlisputationimply a considerablelegree otredibility and
lay interest, while private conferencésknown to hae t&ken place in noble and
gentry house§ demonstratehe latterdirectly. In addition, while faith is certainly
moreelusive a church as a political, social and cultural entity, lives and dies by its
outward componentsts doctrine.A polemicists skights of handnay not have been
0an adequate basi s 6 hooethelessanpotantrtosshow merit b ut t
in a moraistic culture,confidence inthe face of national insecuritgnd certainty in a
time of contention andloubt® For those in pwer, thereremained an urgemeedto
defend nationatloctrineafter the twists and tuns of the Reformation, and opponents
on all sides felt the need testionit. Theseactions however crasslpresentedmust
have hachnimpact onpersonahssurancén this period

There can be ndoubt in a society as theologically charged and polemically
saturated as the circles in which these contraa®thrived thata particular work

might have planted the seed doubt inone or twominds, as Questidrimself points

.Decl an Gaffney notes that the image obyamontrove
acceptance of its pl ac-eeeé lnanpElbagsdispgutationgandapoleimic6 con v er
Gaffney, 0 Prga otuisc eComft r Reler sy o6, Ap.Reljdod,ndeirt ithog Mao
Reply Concerning Reall Presen@ublin, 1641), sig.a

32 Questier Conversion, Politics and Religiop. 12.
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out® But that, it could be arguedwas all controversialistsvere concerned with.
Claims of wholeand comprehensive truth everhetoricali even a matter of form
andwhat wasactually on offer was aninitial step.Conversionitself wasseenas a
experience indepelent of reasonits preparationsand aftermattrequiring spiritual
counselor seltreflectionandstudy;little of whichi as Questiecontends could be
obtained fronrcontroversy* But that was not the point. The point was to demaiestr
thatsuchpersonakfforts wereright, justified andnecessaryimperative, evey) andto
compete in a climate wheéef a dhwate8wereinvariablytrying to do the same.

As a body of source materiadhe mass ofeligious controversy angolemic
gererated in this periodught notto be dismissedThough challengingthese works
remain a vital source; and for more thpmst the argumentghey contain Their
rhetorical tropes and misdirections certainly make teeemiike selfdefeatingworks
of6spi ho mo dudthay caanptebmejectedas seconscious sparring. As the
openingchaptes of this thesisdemonstrate, thpracticesand argumesstfollowed in
controversiadisputatiori manyof which appearsfrequentlyin writtentractsi were
the producs of a wider culture; accepted modes thought andexpressionmany of
which now seemaltogether alien. Theistyle andmanoeuvrabilityshould not, with
hindsight,be conflatedwvith a lack ofeitherrelevance or conviction.

Printed and manuscrigccounts opublic religious disputation form theain
body of evidence for thithesis but thesewill not beexaminedn isolation.They are
polemical woks with pretensions to accuradyughesoffers an optimistic portrayal

of their study, but even thirules out the gssibility of fully reconstructinghe events

#bid., pp.367. Tobi e Matthew t ook tdintyofgattolic ddcttine is suché t h e
that | hold it at this day the greatest miracle of the whole world that a man who is in any way of a
judgment and will which is not mightily depraved, can forbear to subscribe entirely to the truth of
Catholic doctrineand to acknowledge his obedience to the holy Catholic Church, upon that kind of
conference and proof, which he may easily hear thereof, within the space of a very few hours, from any
Catholic | earned Anaue HitoricaloRelaten oMthedbvargow of Sir Tobie
Matthew ed. A. H. Mathew (London, 1904), p. 26.

34 See John MorgarGodly Learning: Puritan Attitudes towards Reason, Learning, and Education,
15601640(Cambridge, 1986), pp. &8

10
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themselves® Examples will be noted below of selective editing and factual
inconsistency beyondhe level of bias inherent in polemic. Moreovet many
disputationsdid not producefull or printed reports. Thus, espite their value in
revealing sharedpractice and perceptios, the scattered partial nature ofprinted
disputationaccountsamplifies the need fasupplementary evidenc&heseencounters
were recountedn private letters as well as pamphlet exchanges, andn the case of
more prominent event$ arereferencedn state paperdvanuscript archive$old a
wealth of minorallusions as well asadditionalaccounts somewritten in opposition
to printed reportsThus, while this thesisprimarily exploresa longand fascinating
catalogue of printedlisputationaccounts these will besupportedwith a range of
additionalmateriaj to place thelisputationdgn context,add detaiandi in some cases
T introduce argumentisom bothsidesof adebate

Theseevents by virtue of their participantssecords andcontent must be
placedin the context ofeligiouscontroversy but their uniqueattributes and those of
their accountsshouldbe emphasised.o examineit asa practicein its own righ, it is
necessary to discard the assumption fhablic religiousdisputationwas but one
ovarietydof controversy; interchangeabdath pamphletexchangesit might be easy to
suppose, in this period of upheaval, that forms of expression were secandbey t
ideasexpressedbput the image of changepropelledby disputationmust bekept in
mind. Public faceto-face debateswere a part of controversiactivity, and can be
examinedas suchbut in their structureandimpact, they were distinct phenomenno.
They reflect a discursive intellectual climate that crossedtheological divisions,
offering a point ofcrossconfessionakontact; andheir accountdrame oft-studied
argumentsn clear, persuasivdorms, combiningthe benefits of literary dialogue it
emergentideasand usesof the past. Ta chapters belowvill examine the unique
aspects ofpublic religious disputation its intellectual foundationsts customs and

techniquesandits roleas ashared areni a period of turbulence and change

®Hughes, O6Public Dispabelat i onso6, p. 29; see chapte
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Chaper One: The Culture of Controversy

érhe Lord hath given us wisdome and reasan...

The image of a Reformation propellday disputationcan be extended tohe early
modernperiodas a wholga reflection of themportanceof discussion and argument
to contemporary thought This chapter will examine the culture of discourse
surrounding and encouragingublic religious disputatian Ideas and events
reminiscent othe practicewill be consideredalongsidedisputationin the universities
and its potential beyond the academicsphere. Modes of Renaissancthought
argumentand expressiowill alsobe discussed, tgive a framework forthe analysis
of di s p u mahodsia @ter chaptersPrinted controversy will be revisited, to
examinethe influence of thisintellectual climate upon the disputatiomd nat ur al
habitat andfinally, its impactonthe practicatsef will be addressed

Pulic disputationsandrelatedoccasionswere not thesole expressiorof the
p er i aultli@ f diswourse It was an attitude drawn from classical traditions,

informing elements of literature, governmeand law as well as eademicand

(@}
(@)

religious debaté At all levels it wasrefed ed i n the noti was of
appliedas mucho abstraciconceptof adviceasto the workings ofparticulargroups
Parliament drew on both in asserting their rol2.J o h n @ epictiors of
c ont e mp applaatianefgh@ word 6 ¢ o u,ncendaing abstractideas with
institutional deliberation,is reminiscent ofthe blurred contemporaryusage of

0 d i s p ureithérnecessarilydenoteda specificaction,and bothcould beapplied

! Francis SavageA Conference betwixt a Mother a Devout Recusant, and Her Sonne a Zealous
ProtestanCambridge, 1600), p. 121.

2 On the adoption of classicaérms andtraditions in debates surroundinffeedom of speech, for

example, see Davi€olclough,Freedom of Speech in Early Stuart Englg@hmbridge, 2005), esp.

pp. 23.

? Ibid., esp. pp. 7, 12Q. Recently, Jacqueline Rose has explored both abstract and practical ideas of
counsel in relation to r oyahiparaCounselrin Eayy Maderd c | er i
En g | &mediétorical Journal54 (2011), pp. 471.
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to discursiveideak.* As will be discussedn the context of particulaebatestheyin

fact describepolar conceptsdrawn from the sam@undation eitherof which could

be appliedto define ad i s p u t parposedCon@aringthese superficially disparate

words in their use and significancewe canthus p ut l anguage to th
underlyingbelief in discussion andebate a beliefthat prove simplerto define than

some otthe morenebulous concepis produced.

The idea of counsel raiseseveralimportant points abouthis concern with
discourse First, it introducesa note of prestige illustrated in Francis Bacod s
marriagebetweercounsela n d  edrSeoi vVYThis eynphasis othe wisdomshownin
seeking counsél revivedwith the classicalidealsof Renaissance humanigsntan be
seenin severaldisputationaccounts specifically, in eventsarrangedto reassurean
individual of statug. Secondy, it calls attention to th@ersonalcharacterof much
public discourse in this period as clearin the languageand dedication®f printed
worksas in privateorrespondencgThe language giersonaktounselWwasoftenused
to frame public issues artkbate an approach whose benefitsrecountinga public
disputationwill be exploredbelow. Here however, it should be noted thaolitical
andreligious discoursewere linked by somethingoeyondthe religious climatethey
shared basimodes of expressioither conferences andisputationshaveas much to

tell usaboutcultural andinguistic trendsas about the topics discussed.

Academic Disputation

These observations can lgetailed through an examinatiof changingthought

patterns and specifcally the dvelopment of educational institution®efore

“John Guy, 60The Rhetoric of Counsel Tudor Pditcal | vy Mo d €
Culture (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 22 Colclough,Freedom of Speech. 3.

® See ColcloughkFreedom of Speech. 3.

*Guy, 6 Rhetori c BrancisBacomBaeeloh 0 sp Es2a g s,ed Wicheardt Annot
Whately,3" edn (London, 1857), pp. 12

" Examples can be found in the 1559 Westminster conferencenahd 1.620s: see chapters 3 and 6

bel ow. On fthesédhemdnil amnguaged of counsel see Guy,
8Linda Levy Peck, 0Kingship, Counsel and THeaw i n E
Varieties of British Potical Thought, 1501800(Cambridge, 1993), p. 99.
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approaching the universitiedirectly, however, it should be noted thatother
establishmentsvere shapingmodesof debatealong different,but recognisable, lines.
The inns ofcourt, wherea growing number ofyoung gentlememwere taught legal
skills andknowledge are one such exampMilfrid Prest notesthat legalawareness
was seen as impora n t t o a g e n tbutanmaaditionsthe gedceiveda t i o n ;
benefits oftime at the inns included training in argumentative techniqug from a
different perspective to thaf the universitieS.T h e 6 mforontofdmock triglwas
a central exercisestrikingly reminiscent ofacademidisputation the questions were
carefully framed beforeharandthe argumentdormaly set out although theformat
varied betweernstitutions'® Again, a comparisonwith public religious disputation
showsthat, procedurally the latter hadas much in common with secular modes of
discourseas withotherforms ofcontroversyi again it provesmore thanust a face
to-faceversionof pamphletpolemic or anextensiorof academidormsintoad pu b | i ¢ 6
sphereMor eover, the innsd r ol estructoredalebate at i n
further than the universities alongght have doné’

The universitieswere however the homeof disputatiod® i1 riormalkemse
and the training groundf mostclerical disputantsAside from ther direct link with
disputation they weresimply a dynamic intellectual environmengyd an introduction
to their development should preface any study of the mechanicerifoversy As
McConica notes Oxford and Cambr i dge oftllericad 6a Vv
e d u c a new clergymerbeing appointed almost exclusively fragnaduateranks
by the sixteenth century.Thus, hey represent thsharedintellectualbackgroundof
most educatedcontroversialistsAnd indeed the work of Ann Moss might lead us to

include divines educatedabroad as changes in approach moveddependent of

° Wilfrid R. Prest,The Inns of Court under Elizabeth | and the Early Stuarts, 524 (London,
1972), p. 23.
Yibid.,pp.116119. Prest refers to the participants as 6
™ The prominent roleand relative independence of the inns made them a prime target for Catholic
mi ssionaries; a conduit, in the words :iifl.,ppvi I I i am
1767, 178, 188, 203.
12 . 2 . .
Mc Conica, O6Elizabethan Oxfordbé, p. 730.
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religiousturmoil, and the pagan oiiigs of manyanacademidext secured ifrom the
upheavals of the ReformatidhBeyondE n g | aunive®ises,therewas a shared
classical and biblical heritagéom which all sidescould drav their examples: In
England, h e uni v er sciefical edscatiorwas loree otiher most important
functions and n disputationthe trainingthey offered was particularlysignificant
Their curricuum éer udi t e, mor al i s wasa pedenttreegingb | i c
ground for conversialists, combining fowledge witha groundingin ordered,
persuasive discourse.

Buttheuni ver si t i eacpbblicslispgtationts mastapparentwvhere
the role ofsuchdebatein academidife is consideredDisputation wasa cornerstos
of any studenis progressits influence can bseenin the structure of textbooks aiml
student notebooks® Mack has detailedthe Cambridge statutes of 1570, which
required BA candidates O0to dispute twice
c ol | osegtbed four yearoof study and MA students O6to res
master, to respond twice i n dancthewie®t i ons
similar requirements at Oxford. McConica describes6t he r el ent |l ess p
d i s p u taaguingohat @qllege teachingrevolved around preparation for these
debates® As Mordechai Feingolddescribesit, t he f or nidestcourseaedy ul at e
examinatiodéntf®@s @o.tsitsheuldalso besnoted that while
students were subjected desputationthroughout theirstudies the Actat Oxfordand
the Cambridge Commencementheld annuallyi brought the practicento a more

public environment

BAnnMoss, O6Humani st Educ aedi dhe €ambridge Hi€ony of Litérary Nor t o |
Criticism, vol. 3 (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 145

14 Mack, Elizabethan Rhetorig. 279.

“Greenslade, 6Faculty of Theologyd,. p. 295; McCon
16 Mack, Elizabethan Rhetoriqp. 62, 67, 296.

Y bid., p. 58; Green) ohn Rai nol dsgpp. & f o6dedrsltades O6Facul t
pp.2968,3083 10. On O6opponentd and O6respondent 6, see ch
¥McConica, OEl imdbethan Oxfordo,

YMordechai Feingold, 6The Hu iemistory of thedUniversity ofNi ¢ h ol .
Oxford vol. 4 (Oxford, 1997), p. 300 (emphasis added).
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These exercises continued into the seventeenth centboygh by its
midpoint, critics ofthe universitiesvere bginningto view themasopportunities for
logical wrangling, and a hindrance tottnandlearning®® Similar views were voiced
in public religious disputationsin the 1620s but the continued predominanceof
formal debatawithin the academicspheremaintanedtheir structureandvitality.”* As
long asdisputationretainedits all-consumingacademicrole, its architecture was
ingrained intoeducated divines, arthis goesa longway towardexplaining itsi at

timescontradictoryi usein thedemandingealmof controversy.

Intellectual and Educational Developments

Aside from noting their disputation requirements, it remains to be shiéwaw the
universitiesshapedhe culture of disourseand debate in early modeBngland, and
how theirinfluencechanged aass the period under discussidha c k 6 s out | i ne
skill-set taught at Oxford and Cambridge including 6 a r gntation and the
syl | ogiostnadc td rcds f ioprovidesas ipsight entb tharp@gramnse

but it shouldbe emphasisedhat the curiculum wasnot static?* Changes in teaching
methods indeed, in the manner in which knowledge and education were peréeived
were constantly occurringn the mid-sixteenth century, there had beameaction
against medievakeaching practices, fuelledby the advance ohumanism but
subsequentevelopmats weremorecomplex,often flowingbackon themselve§® At

the most basic level, humanigieasrepresentec revot against medieval scholastic
thought and argumentparticularly its perceptionof (and reliance upoh Aristotle.
More generallyjt wasa movementaway from thepotentiallycircuitousarts of logic
towards those of literaturé which in terms ofdiscourseand debate meardn

emphasis on persuasion, ahe pursuit of truththroughdiscussim, rather tharstrict

9 |bid., p. 300.

21 See chapter 6 below.

2 Mack, Elizabethan Rhetorig. 295.

23 James McComia, OHumani sm and Ar The English Historical ReViev@tor Ox f o
(1979)p. 291.
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logical forms?* McConicahas tracedhe humanist advandiroughundergraduate
reading listsin the use of rediscoverethssical workgnew attitudes drew heavily on
Cicero) and writers like Erasmus and Rudolph Agricdfa.For the humanists,

@i s ¢ o was sométhing ofa preoccupationmost explicitly, Feingold notestheir
consolidation of languagehetoricand logic within a unifiedért ofd i s ¢ owith s e 6 ,
persuasiofi crucially for religiousdebate astheir primarycollectivefunction?

This phrase, O6the art of discoursebo,
figure in Renaissancahoughti the French educational reformer aneérstwhile
Protestant martyrirre de la Rameédhe phrase wa€ i ¢ e adopbed byRamusin
aneffort to improve educationglractice?” Much like the humaniss, R a coocserid
was to make educatiprand the subjectstaught clearer and more relevanbut
althoughhewas eager to reduce tfemal aspects of logic,anmentator®n Ramism
frequently note its similarities to medieval scholasticisni® R a muappgoachwas
more conservative thathe humani st s 6 ankfiort to simplify logicalp ha s i s
structuresratherthanemphasiséhe persuasive asf and t was ths more subtlgbut
potentially cimsy) approachthat detracted fromits appealin England®® Ra mu s &
conversion from Catholicism and death in Be Bart hol omewhis Day
w o r blendof scripturewith classicalriters, his method8perceivedndependence
from human inventiorand his apparentpreoccupationwith dichotomiesall held a
fascinationfor reformed controversialistsbut his ideasdid not take firm root in

academid’ Severalof t he peri odds mor divinps(somnmedfn e nt e

“*Martin Elsky, O6Reorganizing the Encyclopaedia: \
in Norton,Cambridge History of Literary Criticisnpp. 4024.
% McConi ca, 6Eli zabet han Oxfordo, p. 702; Davi d

Renai s s an c €dmbridjgerHistblyaf ltitexary, Criticisnp. 266.

®Feingold, 6The Humanitiesé, p. 281.

2" Walter J. OngRamus: Method, and the Decay of DialegCambridge Mass., 1958), pp. 198

28 |bid., pp. 4, 53; MorgarGodly Learning pp. 1067.

29 Ong,Ramusp. 4.

%' Morgan,Godly Learning pp. 108, 111. Ramus6 work was transl
after the massacre. To puritans, the béréfRamism was that it reflected the workings of the world,

removing human invention from activitidke scriptural interpretationsee Peter LakeModerate

Puritans and the Elizabethan Chur¢thCa mbr i d g e, 1982), p. 101; Donal d
Rami sm i n Wil Il i anheSxteekth Qestdry JOunnabo(1985y gsp. pp. 5115.
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them disputantsiotedbelow) were citical of his approachJohn Rainolds, a paragon
of Christian humanism, was an adherenthefscholarJuan LuisVives, andi though
he praisedR a m uatibandthe benefitsof his workin preaching expressed concern
abouta numberof his ideas® The reaction of John Casevas similar?’ Rai nol ds 6
pupil Daniel Featley, a studert Corpus Christwhilst early debate on Ramism vere
dying away in the 1600s, attacked itsvachtes with seltassurednetaphor worthy
of any ofhis later disputationsthey hid hestated i n t hei r madtheryds s
could not bear t he *®ichard Montsgu ard iFgritis Bacoh s c i
criticised Ramus o habitual a bhisiudegefme nt |,
dichotomies has been exhaustively catalogd@iit theimpactof Rarism is perhaps
best expressedy Feingold its apmal, he argues was shoHived among the
Protestant majorityn Englishacademiaand was soonovertakenby humanism;an
Oemergent mood of intell ectuaarlni exd@wsf. i dlenn c
context the relative conservatismo f Ra mu s Orenderedtrem pestially
irrelevant, his beneficial ideag such ashis clearconceptof systematicdmethod i
being 6sil®8ntly adoptedd.

But how, then,does Ramu$ave a bearmon thep e r i imdetleGtsal climat@
And what ishis relevanceo publicreligiousdisputationDisputationwas, after all, a
scholastic exerciseited byVives (and Ramushimsel) asthe one remaining use for
scholasticforms®® As ostensiblya more streamlineébrm of scholastism, it might

seeminevitable that Ramism had an impact onthe practice,at the least for its

.McConica, O6Humanism and Aristotled, p. 307:; Fe
OEl i zabet han Oxf oGodlydLearnipg.p. 1091 Gived Map gramach was to
: I

persuasive argument based on probable truth E
Mc Conica, ©6Humani sm and Aristotleé6, p. 300
¥Bodl. MS Rawl. D. 47, f. 100; Feingold, éThe Hum
3 Wilbur Samuel How#, Logic and Rhetoric in England, 150700 (New York, 1961), pp. 208;

Peter Sharratt, OPet er Ramus and the Reform of

El oguence?d, ti(ed), FPemdh eRenaisSamce rStudies 154D Humanism and th
EncyclopedigEdinburgh, 1976), pp.-8, 15.

®Feingold, 6The -P@manOhigesbarpptelB99ed this as a
Ramus ch. xiii), while Morgan notes the integration of Ramism with Aristotelianism: MorGaally

Learning, p. 235.

% Juan Luis Vives|n Pseudodialecticog1519) and the 1543 works of Peter Ramilise( Structure of

Dialectic, Training in DialecticandRemarks on Aristotfe, i n EIl sky, O6éReorgani zing
pp. 402, 405.
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adherentsbut given therangeof criticism amongt prominentscholars andisputants,
and the humanistposition of men like Rainolds, this rafionship ought not be
overstatedinstead,Ramismshouldbe seenas asymptonof the intellectual climate;
andnotonedebilitating enough to havan immediatempactin the universitieslt was
aneffort to improveunwieldy scholastic practiceat a timewhen there waa growing

reliance uporopendiscourse, andlo clarify logical formsin direct competition with
the notion that trutltould be defended or probabletruth obtainedi throughfluid,

rationaldebate Disputation was a scholasfizrm; but Ranism hadlittle effect on it

becausethe disputantsthemselvesvere not boud to scholastism. Moreover, the
most influential aspectsof Ramismi those adoptedby puritansfor the lecture and

pulpiti were less applicablehere arguments welingdiredly contested’

Logic and Rhetoric

In terms ofthe experienceof public religiousdisputation,the p e r i intalléctsial
climateis best examinedot throughthe trendscompetingfor academic influence, but
in the commontools disputantshad access tdNhile the performance®f individual
divines might showtheir reliance onhumanistpersuasionscholastic wrangling or
structuredRamistcategoriegto resort to contemporary stereotypevelopmentsn
the practiceatself can beidentified anddescribed rare cogentlythroughchanges in
logic and rhetoric

Despite theshifting intellectual idealsof the period, formal logic retained its
positionin academicstudy and debat&.Indeed,it maywell have beemuoyedby the
omnipresence ofdisputation in teachhg and examinationOng has mad this
connection Aristotelianismthrived i and to an extent, Ramist logidevelopedi

party becauseof disputation, whichdhrust.. abstruse speculation into active

3" Morgan,Godly Learningp. 112.
% See, for example, Bartholomew Keckermafmaecognitorum Logicorum Tractatus |{Hanau,
1606), in Feingold, 6éThe Humanitiesdéd, p. 276.
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confrontation with living and present adversaiifsTo take the example of the
syllogismi a cornerstone oformal logic i Quirinus Breennotedthat despite its
O0bur dens o menbdeof discaursegein dssputat@rnit providedbothadversary
and audience with a clearfull descriptiono f one 6s* Bhusgtareeehat
logical conclusion, the wrangling for which scholasticism wa®ften condemned
wasnot the fault of any pross, but that of the user; aimdaddition,problems raised
by its public application were less significant within acadeniibe survival of formal
logic thus providesevidence of what McConica describesan 6 e c | ec t iinc 6
the universities, fdled by competingpublic andacademic need$ This conflict is
writ large in publicreligiousdebate but the point to beemphasise hereis thatlogic
form continued tgplay asignificantrole in the universitiesdespite humanist concerns
about its efficacy and beauty.

Although the role of logiavithin disputation will be considered more detail
below, the connection betwedhe two must beexplored further. Following the
suggestionsf Ong and Breent is interesting taotethat critics of formal logic made
exceptios when it came to structuraetebateGi ven t he p efocusoudod s
clear, opendiscourseand thegrowing public application of disputationis retention
of logic form makesthe practicea curiosity and throughthe seventeenth century
increasinglyleft it open to criticism.Aestheticconcerns about the effectiveness of
forms like the syllogismwere joined by doubtsas totheir validity, and yet formal
debatecontinued toplay a part in the majodiscussionsof the day*? Here, tte
influenceof theuniversities shoulthe emphasisedtisputationbeyondtheir walls was
oftenanimperfectreflection of the eves still taking place inside, and their retention
of structuredlogic is a prime exampleThe use of thesetechniquesin so public a

phenomenorasd p r o f e eligious delaateidénot to mention therinted accounts

39 Walter J. Ong, in John MiltorGomplete Prose Worksol. 8 ed. Maurice KellfNew Haven and
London, 1982)p. 161.

““Quirinus Breen, 6John Ca ChuicmHistony 26 (1957)epp.Rhl
““Mc Coni ca, ©®6Humanism and Aristotled, p.
“2H. A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of Spinozeaol. 1 (Cambridge Mass., 1934), pp-56 Br ee
Cdvindgeg ppingold, 6The Humanitiesb6, p. 277.

N ®©
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that often followed 1 can be explainedin part, throughtheir perceivedweight and
precision; butit was also encouraged byheir roots in academiccustom Where
disputatio in the proper sensewvas concerned, they were simply part of the
package.

While the use of logical structurdsusremained arelative constant, the same
cannot be said of rhetoriBevelopmentsn this topic wereoccurringover andabove
t he hu maphdsis dnPpérsuasioand doing so in a manndrat shedsight on
the changingcultureof discourseln 1961, WilburSamuel Howellllustratedonesuch
movementwith reference taa key fgure in Elizabethan controversyt the 1540s
whilst serving as praelector in humanities andohetat Corpus ChristOxford, John
Jeweldeliveredan oration attackingvhat hesawto bethe nev meaning of rhetoric:
that speech beonstrucedina manneb sy st emati cally opposed

communi®ation. o

For if in speakingve seek. that we may be understood by others with
whom we deal, who can discover a better modspeiech than to speak
intelligibly, simply, and clearly? What need of avwhat need of childish
ornaments?.. Truth, indeed, is clear and simple; it has small need of the
armament of the tongue or of eloquence. If it is perspicuous and plain, it

has enouly support in itself; it does not require flowers of artful speéch.

Thi s 0 oreflects a misotity opinon, and with the advance ohumanismit

would remain sdfor sometime.*® But Jewelwas notthe soleexample;andhumanism

“3 Howell, Logic and Rhetoricp. 123.
4 John JewelQratio contra Rhetoricam i n Hoy't H. Hudson, 6Jewel 6s

Tr an s | Tag Quartery Journal of Speeci4 (1928), pp. 382; Howell, Logic and Rhetoricp.
123.

“ Brian Vickers,In Defence of Rhetori®xford, 1988), p. 255.
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itself was not oncernedexclusively with style.Already, its emphasis on rhetoric
aboveAristotelianlogicshoweda desire to be clos®r to 6th
Theh u ma nredstosefy ofa great manglassical texts had placednew
emphasis onstylised rhetoricd figures but with it came a increasedfocus on
practicalapplicationii the proprietyof rhetoricfor specificformsof discoursé'” Brian
Vickersarguesthat thisemphasion practicaltywa o6t he most di stinct
the reintroduction of classical wog noting the importancehumanistsplaced on
rhetoricos 6*% Ion lcaunteripaint te Jewe) ¥itey dlaimedi with
characteristic moral focust h a t 6[ not hing is] mor e advarl
than wellformed and weld e vel o p e d* Tha mepatenwgse dver what,

preci s efloyr, mebdwoe Inhe ant

(@}

Lending i mmedi a c yracticaland noral inhparaieesand t s
vital to the purpose of publiceligiousdisputation,was anew awareness of the will,

andof the emotional power rhetordns couldwield. As Vives put it in the 1530s:

in man the highest law and government are at the disposal of will. To the
will, reason and judgement are assignedassellors and the emotions

are its torches. Moreover, the emotions of the mind are enfléyédie
sparks of speech. So, too, the reason is impelled and moved by speech.
Hence it comes to pass that, in the whole kingdom of the activities of
man, speech holds in its possession a mighty strength which it

continually manifests’

“% virginia Cox, The Renaissance Dialogue: LiteraBjalogue in itsSocial and Political Contexts,
Castiglione to GaliledCambridge, 1992), p. 102.

“"Vickers, In Defence of Rhetoripp. 2545.

“8 |bid., pp. 2761.

9 Ibid., pp. 2745.

0 Juan Luis Vives,On Education: a Translation of the De Tradendis Disciplires. F. Watson
(Toronto, 1971), p. 180, in Vickerk) Defence of Rhetorjg. 277 (emphasis added)
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This offers more hana simplejustificationfor the humanig émphasis on rhetoria
givesan explanationfrom one perspectivef thep e r i caltdré sf discourseVives

is describingpersonaljudgement as a microcosm of discouiséet he whol e
of the activite s o fi amddom@so intermsas familiar to students oéligious and
political history as to thosexaminingRenaissanceratory In this period rhetoric
was adaptingthrough social and political usand ts applicationin religious debate

waschangingalong similar lines*

The Universitiesin ReligiousDiscourse

The growth ofRenaissanchumanismwasnot the only developmenbccurringin this
period Indeed,the rejection of Aristotleand medievalscholastism hasbeenjoined
or replacedby eduational historiansvith an emphasis otheir survival beside, or
combined withhumanist approaeis>? Neither mode of thought was simple enough
for the two to have been mutually exclusive, and @afdrmed andinfluenced the
other. McConicahas examinedthe survival of Aristotle in university teachinghis
work on Tudor Oxfordouilding up a detailedimage of te 6 e ¢ | envitonmerdin
which divines wereeducatedi an environmentwith persistent ties to medieval
precedents® This refinementwasalso apparent in continental schoots.

The impactof these institutionon the culture ofdiscourse and climate of
controversyin England cannot, however, be expressedpurely theoretical or
educationalterms. Far from being an isolated environmette univergies were

closely tied topolitical institutions and naturally engagedwith religiousdisputes In

K i

1596, Case described Oxford and Ceamlbri dge

althoughthis wasprescriptive more thana comment on realityit doesindicate the

*1 Howell, Logic and Rhetoricp. 65.

McConica, OElizabet han Ox Cavinidndand the. Amyraut2Heresg .
Protestant Scholasticism and Humanism in Seventéaetiury FrancegMadison, 1969), pp. 128.
John Morgan also traces thervival of Aristotelianism, citing Rainolds as an example: Mor@uodly
Learning p. 106.

“Mc Coni ca, OHumani s m3,2968 Mokgar,Godlyd éatniagp.,228p p. 29 2
4 Armstrong,Calvinism pp. 12, 127, 136139.
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perceived intensity of the connectior™ Royal counsellors wereoften named
chancdor to one of theuniversiies (in the reign ofElizabeth theseincludedthe Earl
of Leicesterand Sir Christopher Hatton at Oxfordnd William Cecil at Camimfge),
andthere ardrequentinstancef the maarchor Privy Councilors exeting control
overone or both institution> On Oxford, S. L. Greensladbasdetailed themethods
of controlavailable to the stateip tothe statutory changes made with eatiase of
the Tudor successiof.The reasn for this needfor controlis clear Jennifer Loach
notesa complaint fronthe Council in 1581t hat 6é most of t he semin
at this present disturbe this Churche have ben heretofore scholl¢@xfofd]o ,
athough Penryilliams arguesthat by thistime 6 t h e biast thel Cathohogjira
the universitieghad been wair®
The influenceof these institutionsnust therefore,be considered on several
fronts. In a realand direct way they shaped the mes and technicalities of
contemporary discourséut they also formed part of itbroadercontext. As noted
above they werea dynamic intellectual environment, in which all manner of topics
including the mostmportantissues of the day wereconfroned Thegover nment 0 s
need to keepvatch overthem was reflective of their dual role in the culture of
discourse: as a training ground for officiadslucatorand clergynen andasa setting
for educated discussioa semipublic amgitheatrein which arguments including
religious controversieswere played out® Thus, manyof the conditions informing

public religious disputation beyondthe forma t llome in academjacan betraced

“McConi ca, 6Hustamtilsem ,anmd. A¥12; Moss, O6Humani st Ed:
Penry Williams, O6Elizabethan Oxf or dheHStonagfe, Chu:
the University of Oxfordop. 404, 440; Greed, o hn Rai nol ds ¢® 300thi§ carbed sekne ct ur e
in Cecildéds action against | ec Elizabettan Rhetori.Mfiimas Car t
Leicesterds measures against Catholicism, in Wil
refusal to grant Rainolds the presidency of @srghristi, in Green) ohn Rai nol dsgs Oxf or
pp. 363 7 . Rai nol ds Ghe Ganma bf ¢he @ooferencerbétwene John Rainolds and John

Hart (London, 1584) is dedicated to Leicester in his capacity as Chancellor of Oxford (pp. 3, 6). There

was a tightening of confonity in the seventeenth centuly:i chol as Tyacke, ORel i gi c
in Tyacke,The History of the University of Oxfqrdsp. p. 581.

*Greensl ade, 6Faculty of Theologyé, p. 325.
®Jennifer Loach, 6 ReirfMcCanieaiThedistonCal the UnivevsigyrofsOxferd o ,

p. 378; Wililams OEIl i zabet han Oxfordé, p. 414.

“Shuger describes academic disputations as a 61l ar
3334.
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throughthese institutions from the advance of humanist persuasion #resurvival
of formal logic to the political immediacy of postReformation theology The
universitiesprovided public religious disputationwith theoryand techniquebut also
with energyand life the buildings in whichJohnRainoldsdisputedstill harboure

memorieof the Marian trial$?°

Literary Discourse

Finally, somementionshouldbe made of thditerary manifestations athep er i od 6 s
culture of discoursespecifically, the fictional dialogue.The form will be discussed
further in relation to disputaion accountsas there are fascinatingarallelsto be
drawn between the twobut tere its popularity should be noted® As C. J. R.
Armstrongargues f ol | owi ng (@e Dialdgao$ 1562 iitgyascendansyd
must be considered irrelation toprevailing intellectual mode® Formsof dialogue
had been produced throughthe medieval periad the most basic religious
manifestatiorbeingthe catechism(as lan Greewbservesan oral exercisaritten up

for greatedistributionand effectf’® But humanists lathed on taheclassi@l dialogue

T atrend reflected in thencreasedrariety and volumef such worksn the sixteenth
century®® Virginia Cox, in consideringthe popularity ofthe Renaissance dialogue,
makes arintriguing point in suggestinghatd w h eenamywage adopts on a wide scale

a form which so explicitly &éstagesd the a

%0 See chapter Below.

®1 Recently Antoinina Bevan Zlatar has considered Elizabethan polemical dialogues rirtxistarical

andliterary angle, placing them in a similar environment to that noted hedbriefly comparing the

O6most seriouecalis6t onamwharti psth eon sn sahtoinmal Belvain Zlatad,i s put a
Reformation Fictions: Polemical Protestant Dialogues in Elizabethan Endl@rfbrd, 2011), esp. pp.
1-8,1516,19.

2Si goni o observed: O6Because the disputation is a
by meansof question and answer... the ancients maintained that dialogues should be composed of
guestions and answers and t hus DecDialogo(Venice] 262),t he ¢ o
cited in C. J. R. Ar mstrong, @Tuted , DiitafFresfiint ai rcraalt F
Renaissance Studigs 37.

®lan GreenThe Christianés ABC: Catechi srg0(@xod, Cat ech

1996) , p . 8. Green describes O6catechismd itseltf
activites 6 : i b-b5.d. , pp. 4
**McCutcheon, o6Heresy and Dialogue6é, p. 357.
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for some reason, conte be perceived as problemdtian argumentoorne outhereby
the typesof materialpresentedn this mannef® A large number of religious works
were writtenin thisformi demonstratingwhenC o gabguments extended, theeed
for religiousdiscourse in thiperiod of contestedstarkly theoreticalideas® This is a
simplification But although R. RMcCutchem is quick to separatictional dialogues
(61 ei sur el y a pubblicdisputatoa(bdl reebg)u | fartoend aitisd ant a
the contention of thishesisthat, where religion was concernethe sameadeas and
need fuelled bothforms®’ FrancisSavaye urgedthe lattermodewithin an instance of
the former®® Moreover, he popularity ofthe dialogue,its mechanicand its usefor
more thanreligious nstruction are of great interesthere as the genre does for
disputationaccountswvhat other types odebatehave for thedisputationghemselves:
call attention tolanguage,form and techniqus, and te them to something more

fundamental thapamphletpolemic

Thus, oth public religious disputatiomnd accountshereofcan be placeth awider
context hanther currenthistoriographypermits In either form, heseeventsare more
thaninstance®f academigractice orreligiouspolemic:they emerged frona culture
of discoursethat wasbeing continually adapted and -thought asinstitutions and
individuals triedto perfect their arguments analddress anncreasingly engaged
public. This last may be the most important point to makélowell observedthe

contemporaryperceptionof rhetoricas o0t he t heory of communi

% Cox, Renaissance Dialogue. 7.

S a v a Gomférence Betwixt a Mothés offered as an archetypal example of Protestant enthusiasm

for dialogue by Puterbaugh. This enthusiasm can alsobeen i n t he sucPl@aes of Ar
Mans Pathway to Heavgn1l 6 O ét Jorth Dé@alsguewise,f or t he better under st anc
Arthur Dent, The P[lJain-Mans Pathway to HeaveifLondon, 1654)ODNB Dent Arthur. In 1612, the

puritan Rober Hill re-wrote A Golden Chaine Wi | i am Perkinsé work on
catechi sm, in the hope of giving O6much 1 ight unt
William Perkins,A Golden ChaingLondon, 1612), sig. 12J . F. T™We Pastoral Tightroge: a

Puritan Pedagogue in Jacobean Londonéd, in Thomas

Politics, Religion and Popularity in Early Stuart Britain: Essays in Honour of Conrad Russell
(Cambridge, 2002), p. 154.

®McCut chhepaesydéand Dialogueé, p. 357.

®8 Francis Savage&onference Betwixt a Motheop. 113121.

26



learned and the layword or bet we en ,anxcpngasttto tleeredrnetl ay mar
mode of formal logicandit is from attitudedike this thatone might posithe spread

of education asa factor behindt h e p eoncemdnitts discours® Like the

humaniss dmove towards rhetoric, it cannot beseenas an isolated or causal
phenomean: theseideaswere reactiors to changingdemand upon the intellectual

world. Equally, danges inpublic religious disputation were not a predictable
expression of religious divisionghey werea result of intellectual ideals anda

growing popular consciousneggacting to religious divisions. The distinction is a

subtle one, butitally important.

Religious Controversy: Written Polemic

These observations can now be applied to religious polerficough frequently
depicted(and studied en masse controversy took many formfrom pamphlets and
longerworks to pulpit sermonisingand disputationin somecasesarguments were
pursuedin letter exchange® All of theseactivities can of coursebe decribed as
manifestations of disurse; andhis isparticularlytrue given the personal nature of
writing in this period.As can be seen in counsehe classical and Renaissance
descriptionof writing as anactive endeavour was crucial to the relatioqpsbetween
controversy and discourggln this period writing was moving further into a Gublic'
sphere, butetained itdanguageof direct interaction andthusall polemic shouldbe
examinedin discursiveterms. The questionis how new modes ofargumentand
expressionmade their presence felt in this field has beensuggestedhat the
prevalence of controversy cae attributedin part,to the intellectuatlimatein which

it was produced, antthis statementan now be expanded upon.

% Howell, Logic and Rhetoricpp. 34.

9 A consistory disagreement between Jerome Beale and Samuel Ward in the late 1620s was expanded
in letters between the two: BlodMS Tanner 71,ff 1011, 15; 72, f. 314; 80, f. 143.

L Cox, Renaissance Dialoguep. 34 40.
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First, a good mrtion of the tone and direction afontroversystemmedfrom
the moraldichotomiesof the Renaissanc&heh u ma nmosatesmphasiscombined
with developing forms ofirgument &nd the divisions inherentin postReformation
clericalllife) encouraged woid in which merit was if not defined, at leastplained
I n opposition Wbhthe res 6f Euraqpdnglandraddevielepgdn
epideictic literaryculture, habitually employing the language of praise and blame.
Renaissance thought was preagied withthe position of humanity between clear
positive and negative characteristiesid withthis camea tendency tause absolute
labels’?> When a society united by thisodeof thoughtand expressiowas dividedon
a topic as vital as religigra stom of polemical attack and courdattackwasalmost
inevitable. Again, there are deeper trends tleamply the religiousat work i the
influence of dichotomy andepideictic language wasntimately connected with the
oppositionakeltimage ofthereformedchurches.

It is also possible tdrace specific academic formsn written controversy.
Criticism of an opponentwasa doranpn feauid pelemic Peter
Lake, in discussingthe clash betwee\rchbishop Whitgiftandthe puritan Thomas
Cartwright in the 15904rivals at Cambridgenow risen to becontroversiabpponentys
identifies6 | ogi ¢ and pbird aflagreemegtBothavere dafendingdt he i r
standing as men of ahdégicalmconsgtenmiesaverasapéno | ar s h
toattack as 0i nAgan it ek ademitdbnethosirasideg from the
prevalenceof disputation in the universits, combined witta reliance uporbiblical
truth.”> Pamphlet polemic also exhibited aspectsof disputation itself; replies to

oppasing works were often presentedin an approximationof dialogue form,

2 Baxter HathawayThe Age of Criticism: The Late Renaissance in Ifahica, NY, 1963), p. 337n;

Brian Vickers, OEpi dei ct New Litarand History il4c (1983h p.t508e Ren ai
Vickers defends this convincingthroughliterary works, and the use of such dualitiess natural to

polemic.

3 Peter LakeAnglicans and PuritansPresbyterianism and English Conformist Thou@tindon,
1988),ppl4dl15. The protagonists were 6educated divines
proof wused in the wuniversities Ibgaldisputeandaemmoiec di sp
precise point of competition, in which puritan attitudes toweaagining were taken to mean ineptitude:
Morgan,Godly Learning pp. 679.
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reproducingt heir opponent so6 a iThyynoteonly veasfofn@mly conf
public disputation a unique phenomenpnits techniques actually informed
controversialriting. In descibing the dispuesof her own period of interest, Hughes

offers a similar point:

These incidents remind us that the pamphlets and other sources used by
modern scholars to discuss the issues that divided English Protestants
after 1640 were not themselvése products of detached, stuldgsed
academic debate... it is important that many pamdatroversies had

their origins in direct physical confrontations and debates between

adherents of different religious positiofs.

The relative neglectof public dsputation in prior work omeligious controversythus
seemsnexplicable. Controverskeflectedthep e r i caltdré & discourseasmuchas
its religious divisionsandin its ties with disputatiofi direct and, through academic
training, incidental thefield is explicitly rooted inthatformer trend

One aspectof the intellectual climateemainsto be considered: theonflict
betweenhumanlearning and faith. Mack notesa6 di st rust é of pagan
Christian thinkersfurther describinga conflict between the social mobiligyrovided
by educationand the godly emphasis orap r e d e s t i.'A Ehdsenaelsared e 6
somewhat heavyhanded, particularly given the enthusiasm forpre-Christian
authorities andorms shown byreformeddisputantsbut thereis sometruth in them.
John Morgan tracethe debatebackto the ChurchFathers: Augustine sbd for the
use of learningn defendingthe church, while Tertullian argued for its rejectjcas
damaging to faitH® Expanding on these positigriEhomasMore agued that reason

was not aloneenoughfor scripturalinterpretition andErasmuselevatedd be |l i ef an

“Hughes, O6Public Disputationsd, p. 28.
5 Mack, Elizabethan Rhetorig. 253.
® Morgan,Godly Learningp. 41.
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i nspi r gteackiny 6 These positionsontinued to develoghrough the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centyi@es! carbetracedin accouns ofdisputation
andcontroversy more generallyWhenWilliam Charke andVieredith Hanmer agreed
in principleto engageCampionin debatein 158Q all sidesinsisted thathe arguments
eschewonat ur al | and morall reasonsi;aagr eat
William Whitakeri againwriting in oppositionto Campioni rejected reason assale
basis for determiningeligious question&® Theseattitudeswere not alwaygollowed,
certainlyby the dispud t i o n s 0, butanyuseefiogical dexterityin controversy
left itself open tosuchcriticismi a weaknesfequentlyexploited in publicdebate
Beyondan acceptance of itBmitations positions on the role and efficacy of
learningvaried withtheologicalstandpoint.The humanists elevated clasai learning
and idealsasthe foundatiorof mosthuman endeavoubut as the period progressed
this involved a separatioof learningfrom religion. For the godly,any emphasis on
humanability was qualifiedby the Calvinist conceptionof justificationn knowledge
and understanding wergecessarybut faith came by revelatianThus, learning and
reasonwere vital preparatoryand defensivetools but their role in religious debate
remained in doubt’ Remarkably, this situation is qualified by Morgan withereihce
to educational influencedisputationagainoffering the besexample Reason was not
wholly rejectedby reformers, everor interpreting scriptureparty becauseof therr
academic trainingthey had eclear set of tools forunderstandingnd argment, and
were notpreparedto abandon theff Thus, & the disputations considered here
demonstrate, thquestion of learning in controversy oftbacameone of nuance and

polemic: as Morgannotes puritans Ohammered at t hose

"McCutcheon, o6Heresy and Di al ogretald(eds)phe Codnplete, ci t i n
Works of Thomas Moyol. 6, part 1 (New Haven, 1981), p. 175; Magkzabethan Rhetorjg. 253.
"Mc Coog, O66PIl ayi ng t hevodefata Puptanspp.845.Johp Caselt®Weyer,L ak e,

argued for the necessityofeason in confronting opponent s: Mc Co |
313.

9 Morgan,Godly Learning esp. pp. 23, 40, 42.

8 Ibid., p. 49.
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attemp ed to reduce religion®inligiousarguménnt el | e
the role ofhumanlearningand reason ultimatelgamedown to faith: they werpotent
defensive toolswhen appropriatedo show the truth ofone6és own positi

dangerousr t i fice in the h¥nds of oneés advers

Religious Controversy: Public Disputation

It is now possible to look directly g@iublic religiousdisputation Although thephrase

itself still needs to be clarifiedye mustfirst considerattitudes towardall religious

debate. Beforehese eventsan beplaced in contextwe mustpursue theconcerns

above, and ask how suéaceto-face encountersvere possible ippostReformation
England.For the clearest opening discussion of these questie@snustreturn to

Thomas More. McCutcheon describes Dialogue Concerning Heresiess 0 a s or t
mo ot di s p wdesthai Momeiddespitehis humanist allegiance to discourise

advised moderation whemlealing with religious topics®® Heresy from Mo r e & s
position, undermined discoursd.he Dialogue arguesthat debatds only necessary
wheredoctrinei s o0dout f ul | : whereselfavidénytgith & conaerded,
supporting arguments s ee,nmndoppysmgitrisi byt f ul |
definition a lost caus® This issue plaguethany public disputatiors, oftenresulting

in a contestedutcomeor stalematé though historicand doctrinaargumens were
possible,the participantswere at odds intheir most basic assumptions. Thus, as
McCutcheondescribest, the purpose o disputeécomes t o seem psyc

less to establish consenshan to keep identities separ@t® view than can bied to

8 |bid., p. 50.

8 Thus Tobie Matthew could speak of the efficacy of conferewbde assertingd | must ot han:;
soul upon the cunning oTrue distosidaltRelaiidnppa26,db2. Rgnoldse r 6 : M
lays out the distinction inecountinghi s debate with Hart: Ohumane arte
seene many sparkles of the truth of God bylitite of reason, are profitable instruments to set forth the
truth, so farre as they have p@8uameoftherCortferengar r e, wi
255.

8 McCutcheon 6 Her esy and sedCaxReoajpsarcéd Dialogue. 63.7 5 ;
8 More, Complete Workspp. 3456; McCutcheon 6 Her esy an d (aBd naté mpg362 6 , p .
367).
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critiques (with hindsight) of polemié®> To an extentthen, it can be arguedthat
controversial religiorundemined te humanisbelief in discourse:divineswere, for
the most part, defending absolugather than seekingrobablé truth. But to dismiss
the belief entirelywould be to overlook theonflicting needsand natureof faith, and
the purposeof debateas perceived and stated by contemporaries.

More subversive than the practicalities débate were the dangers of
interaction with heretics which might confer legitimacy or T worse i risk
conversiort® Separation was urgebly Protestantwriters, but such advicecould not
always be adhered to Indeed it is somewhatcontradictory in the context of
constructing aeformedidentity®” On the Catholic side, there wesenilar warnings
against public discussiprbut here Questierfinds that exceptionsvere made for
priests who dmight confer because the conference would seem, on account of their
learning, to be adisputatio®®® Moreover, Qu e s t acepundo$ the Catholic
viewpoint, with Mc Co o g 6 s Jesuirtraining and a comparablérotestant
attitude suggests that alvere aware of thimperativesin controversy notedbove®
Direct confrontatiorwasundoubtedlyseen as a danger; bot learneddivinesit was
anecessaryne.Thus, whilea comparison obutward cautionwith the prevalencenf
crossconfessionaldisputationpaints a contradictory picturethe reality appearsto
have been one dhtelligent moderationcare and learning were requiredjth an
avareness of 0 n eid aboveo gll plse i daitht B should alsdb be
rememberedhatthes effortswereseen to havbenefits as well as dangers

It has now become vitab offera c |l ear definitionpo of t he¢
place thes@lebatesnore preciselyn context and consider thenm relation toevents
that might on the surfaceappearsimilar. Despite the linguistic vaguenee$ both

contemporaryaccounts ananorerecentworks aprecise delineation of the wouill

®McCutcheon, O6Heresyl.and Dialoguedé, pp. 360

% |bid., pp. 3591.

¥Puterbaugh, O6AYour selfe be judge and answer you
8 |bid., p. 422;Questier Conversion, Politics and Religippp. 155 (emphasis added), 179.

8¥McCoog, 66Playing the Champi onolelow.p. 122. On Jes
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be necessarto establish thévoundariesf this study.di s put ati oné benef
regard from itsacadeng conrections: though its rules and structuresould vary
beyond university wallsthe academic fornoffers a clear definition within that
context’® A degree of caution musthowever, be observedwhen the term is
encaintered incontemporary worksas there are numerousinstances ofit being
applied tounstructuredlebate EvenJohnLey, whosel658Discourse of Disputations
gives a catalogueof formal encounters(and whose definitiorwill be referenced
below), thought fit to includeth® e vi | 6 s t e mpih Matthewdnl-1lahd Chr i s
Luke 4:1-13 asan exampleof the practice’ an attitude that, whilst understandable,
dramatically b r corsedchporaydefinitioe® Witb thig dns mind,
however, 0di sput at i on 6compardtively prasaterm,ffaxr t h b ¢
encountersthat, in their form and language,resembledthe disputanté academic
experiencesAs the next chapter will demonstrateghe academic definition carfor
theseevents be viewed asraarchetype or ideal.

The wor d ¢mustaldode considesed maintainedsomething in the
region of five definitionsin this period one of whichwas syronymous with formal
disputation It was substituted fothe latterin the prefacesind titlesof manydebate
accouns, conceivablybecausét was thought toappeal to a wider audieneBeyond
this, there weraronferencedthat reflect modernusageof the term(administrative
and political meetings,and academic interactions without formal debate and
encounterghat comprisedittle more tha private conversationsThe word is not
specific enoughtheeforg to be used as a defining tefor these eventeven recent

historians have been forced, by the vagueness of their matedier definitions so

®Green describes these events as Opubl itcthedi scuss
form of questions which then could be handled acc
John Rainol ds 6 276wtheadetall is gier itchaptes Zelow.

%1 Ley, Discourse of Disputation®. 34; see chaptert@low

%2 The Protestant account of the first debate with Campion, written by Alexander Nowell and William

Day, is entitledA True Report of the Disputation or Rather Private Conference had in the Tower of

London, with Ed. Campion Jesu{leondon, 1583).
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broad as to be meaningless éadetaled study’ Its use here is furtheomplicatedby
the existence of those conferenaeduding, but not equal todisputation Hampton
Court for example,consistedof formal debateinterspersed withother types of
encounte?* Of courseanyus e ofr edic@®f é n t hiitonapdegree o d h a
of complicationin its puritan associationseyondthe exchanges includeah their
prophesyings and combination lectyresiritans expared the termto cover their
organisational groupingsas described by @imson® Thus, ay precise use of
6conferenced was long ago cl ai medherey hi s
the termcanneverbe more than a catell for public disputatios anda multitude of
comparable occurrences.

The prophesyings are themaed an interesting case, atiteir relationship
with the practice of disputation must be examined before lines can be drawn and
eventsconsidered for inclusioere Ther format could vary considerably but it is
worth notingthe observatiorof John Scorya Marian exilewho experienced them on
the continent: ol t hought mysel f. .. t o h
Commencement t i ni®Thdugh so@e webegiven tg eséymons or
congregationaldiscussion prophesyingscould take on aform reminiscent of
disputation, or include suatebateas part of their programme€ollinson,with John
Craig and Brett Ushenotesthatsuch eventsftenconcludedvi t h 6 pr i vat e co
among the mi niisaseuldhippensvishrdisputatiimevsr dinner’’
This emphasis orprivate conferenceshould alsobe considered. Before the 1570s,

prophesyings andelatedexercisesn Englandwere wholly clerical in a deliberate

SForeampl e, Joseph Puterbaugh: 61 use the term #fc
debates (also known as fiprophesyingso or fdexerci ¢
ecclesiastical order. 6 Putwebavyghr d6aéalbeododsepfedh

% See chapter Below.

% Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movemengsp. pp. 17B. See Patrick Collinson, John Craig and
Brett Usher (eds)Conferences and Combination Lectures in the Elizabethan Church: Dedham and
Bury St Edmuds 15821590(Bury St Edmunds, 2003passim

% John Scory, in CollinsorElizabethan Puritan Movemeni. 169.

" Collinson, Craig and Ushe€onferences and Combination Lectyrps xxvii; Daniel FeatleyThe
Grand Sacrilege of the Church of Rothendon,1630), from p. 233.
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avoidance of debaté b e f or e t H°But anthisehangere #ey diference
emergedbetweentheseeventsand publicdisputation Whilst many disputationsi
particularly inE | i z areignt Wwebessanctioned by the statee prophesyings were
seenaspotentiallysubversive. Collinsoargues hat 6t he poplwaysar el e
the Achilles hedl of these eventsbut in public religious disputationi arrangedto
persuadendedify, in the face otertainerrori the public element wasfor those in
power, thepoint®

Thep u r i toagregational debateaise a mee basic gestion of definition.
It was noted above thats o me  d alibputatieri as debate betweenclerical
participants but how, then,do we classifythose occasions wher@ minister was
guestioned by his congregatioh? addition if the criterion of academidorm is too
rigidly adhered tomight usefulevents beverlooke It could be argued that there is
no great difference between spontaneclgsical disputatios and debatewith or
between laymerat a1626 encountdoetween Featley and the Jesuit Thomesr&rd,
thefirst questionwasposed by their host, Viscountess Falklaadd h 1582, Whitgift
was ordered to engaday recusants in conferende publicly answer their concerns
(this reflecting an Episcopal duty formalised in the 157()s Hughes meanwhie,
included clerical and lay encountersin her work on seventeenttentury
disputation™®

Public religious debatesan neverbe wholly separatedfrom comparable
events any more thamheir accounts can beemovedfrom the ategoryof pamphlet
polemic Methods blured betweendifferent typesof engagementandadapedto suit
immediate needs Hereg however, 6di s p u byatwva abtribidtes wi | |
following contemporary distinctionghe learned or clerical status thie participants

andi to a lessr extenti the format observedOther types of encounter will beted

% John HooperLater Writings of Bishop Hooper: Together with His Letters and Other Piamks

Charles Nevinson(Cambridge, 1852), p. 132n Collinson, Craig and UsherConferences and

Combination Lecture9. xxix.

% Ibid., p. XXix.

190 Featley,Grand Sacrilegepp. 2372 40; Put er baugh, o6AYour selfe be

p. 424; QuestieiConversion, Politics and Religippp. 15322;Hughes, 6 Pul pi-8. Guar ded¢
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but only in relation tothis centralblock. The goal of thighesisis not to reconsider
puritan organisatios) or to assesattitudes towardll religiousdiscoursen England.
Instead, the intention is toconsider one type of encounter, recognised by
contemporarieasdefined andinique Despite the problems afefinition that need to
be taken into account,is the contention of this study thatlear type of eventan be

identifiedw i t h t public religiousdisputatiod .

The aim of thighesisis to considerpublicoré p e 8 § i 0 n a | disputatohfrong i o u s
anewdirection asan exampleof combinedintellectualandideologicaldiscourse, ira

culture of(relatively) opendebate Theseeventswere more than justhe sum of thé

parts, academic and controversidhey are indicative of changingperceptiors of
discourse and demonstratenew demandsuponthe intellectualworld, occasioneds

much by the Renaissance as by theformation With this in mind, he chapters

below will examinepublic religiousdisputationin detail; concentrating firsupon the

technicalattributesof the academic form
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Chapter TwoTheDisputation Pocess

dror what was the custome of Oxford in this kinde to us... who had by joynt consent

set downe an otherordero be held ind this disputation?

Before embarking on &ully contextualised study of publieligiousdispugation, it is
necessary tointroduce the mechanics ofthe practice to elucidate further the
categorisatios above, and taletail the influenceof academicconvention For those
disputing beyond tha n i v e mpuietw,ithe gilés of dispation were not witten in
stone(althoughreportsof public debateoftenapproximate that conceptiprRather it
wasan intellectualinstrument to beemployedas the occasion demand&yenwithin
academiaas Debora Shugemotesitwas 6éa f or mat t ddantthewni ver
dorms or at di nner t o ap Wal nsa stapleé ofviormals t | e
examinatiorf The intentionhereis not, therefore, to sele@om the wider world of
controversyeventsthat conform to the academstructure rather it is to trace the
adaptationof that structurein the context of public religious debate.Noting the
contemporarypropensity forreligious conferenceg James Hollerarstatesthat 6t h e
academic way at t his t i mebutvinafact, tlkelusecof t he v
formal disputationin this field was notwithout its difficulties anddivergences or,
indeed somesurprisingcontinuities®

The aademic processhas been examined before. In the 1950Alliam
Costello used accounts andstatutesto detail seventeentitentury disputation at
Cambridge emphasisingts elements of ritual and technigti&ore recently, Shuger
T in discussingeligious controversywithin academiaisputtioni hasgivena clear

out |l i ne o fuse &t FOefordf doawingdas further contemprary accounts

! Daniel FeatleyTransubstanttion ExplodedLondon, 1638), p. 37.

’Shuger, 6St. Mary the Virgind, p. 316.

3James V. HolleranA Jesuit Chal | en ghebateEat theuTower of lomdgievo n 6 s

York, 1999), p. 27.

“6To the twentieth cent urfgrmandelasea bdliigstppan@pariacdn i s as
The manoeuvres of the disputants were as technical as the veronica amidratfa; the audience was

as critically apB¢olastc Cariculupnpp..1431,atp.18ost el | o,
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alongsidethe work of Costello and Mark CurfisThoseengagingwith the practice
more tangentiallyhowevey content themselves withn outlineof the fundamentals
typically describingthe roles takenthe order fordebate,and the choicef topic or
question® As the more detailedstudiesi and contemporargourcesi demonstrate
there is a great deal m®to be said about the procelsst theseelementsarea good
starting point.Broadly speaking disputationproceeeéd along the following lines: a
respondentselectingor being givena question would make an opening statement
beforedefendng their position against one or more opponents, whgedarguments
and authorities to challengdeir reasoning.A moderator would then summarise,
clarifying where necessarpeforeoffering a conclusiori. Althoughthe preciserituals
and etiquettevaried betweerevels and institutions all formal disputationfollowed
this pattern;and through it we canbegin totrace its application o pr of 6 si on a
religious debaté’. What is remarkable is the extent to whittis processcan be
reconstructed from accountd public, controversiakencountersAlthough detailed
sourcesexist for academicadisputation accountsof public religious debatéorm the

cental body of evidence for thebservations to follow

*Shuger, 608tr giMad y ¢ &30, 33p4p; MarlBH. @urtisCfbré and Cambridge

in Transition 15581642 (Oxford, 1959), esp. pp. &

®*Hughes, OPul piilemGu&aThlee dMdMe ampi.n g3s5 ;0 f Rel i gious Pol
(ed.),Puritanism: Trans#antic Perspectives on a Seventee@tntury AngleAmerican Faith(Boston

Mass., 1993), p. 209; Macklizabethan Rhetoriqp. 589.

"Hughes, OPul pit Guardedd, p . 35, and 6Meanings o
Virgind, ckilizab&tla® Rhetdvigop. 589; Curtis,Oxford and Cambridgep. 88.

8 On the Cambridge process, see Costélimholastic Curriculumpp. 1431. Curtis outlines differences

between levels; citing undergraduate debates (where the moderator coulchejtenve the Act and
Commencems disputations as the extrem&irtis, Oxford and Cambridgepp. 889.

For an introduction to the sources available, se
sever al of t hese ( acxford uisit bysioho Berelldck ancaNickola$ Rokinsdh,5 6 6 O
from the Latin in Charles PlummeElizabethan Oxford 18 8 7 ) , and John Overall

Commencement debate, from Archibald Campféie Doctrines of a Middle State between Death and
the Resurredbn (1731)) are printed by Shuger,pp. 3% . Cost el |l ods sources inc
Buck, in George Peacoc®bservations upon the Statutes of the University of CambgiBy ).
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The Fundamentals: Opponent, Respondent, Moderator and Question

In the universities the centralroles (opponent and respondg¢mwere to be strictly
adhered tai an insistencemirroredin 6 p r o fael sésourdensin the 1620s, the
minister George Walkereportsoffering adversariesher choice ofrolei as he told
the Jesuitlohn Percy in 16231 f you be pleased to oppose
faith, | will defend it, or if you will take upo you to anwer, | will prove against
you...0 and a similathoughat timesless equitableadherence tohem can beseen
throughout theperiod!® Daniel Featleyemphasisedequaity in the roles, andshowed
firm allegiarce to theircharacteristicsalthowgh severalof his debatesvere cut short
before his turnat responihg came™ Some accountsare it must be said more
concerned withhighlighting the rolesthan othersThe radical Protestant divinkohn
Field, in reportingthe debatestagedwith Campionin 1581, makesfrequent explicit
reference to tha; as doWalker, Featleyand others in theeventeenth centuryput
someeventsi such aslohnR a i n d982dsbatewith Harti arerecountedwith no
clearmentionofé opponent 6 &?Everdwheest s mat ekgresslystated
however,an awareness dheacademic forrat remains, andherolescanbe identified
by theirrespectiveattributes In Rainold® a c c ohis saime debfatehe burden of
proof shifts back and fortith someregularity Althoughthe respondetsbpoints are
uncharacteristicallydetailedand the exchanges more fluldart and theising Oxford
luminary Rainolds areclearly described adollowing an adaptation of the formal
process?

More than just an order for proceedinge ttoles vere markedly different,

requiring different skillsand eachhad benefits andimitations As theparty charged

19 George Walker,The Summe of a Disputatiofondon, 1624), sig. A3 idem Fishers Folly

Unfolded: or The Vaunting Jesuites VanftyL o n d o n , 1624), p . 9. Mack ci
di sputations on the Euchari st as an instance whi
traditional accounts of disputatonwd d | ead us tEtzabstbas Rhetoricpd 60. Buta ¢ k

here, they are stild]l di stinct; bl urred only in t

example, Bodl. MS Add. C.197, ff,Z, 3.
1 Featley,Appendix pp. 55, 86, 92idem Transubstantiation Explode@. 271.
2 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengassim
13 See chapter 4 below.
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with introducing arguments the opponent could naturally direct the course aof
debate, andnight thusassume a position of authorityut, as Campiomwas informed
in158, 61 f your cause were good and your ski
reply [oppose], then to answere [respond]. For the answerer may with a worde deny
the proposition, and so, soone take from the replyer alvlsisa p &* it roles were
not, however truly balanced; nowere theyadhered tsimplyf o r  csusgkelTdeay o
were usedactically. to demonstratability andrespect fothe form, and tocontrolan
adver slewal pfoiavolvement As Featley reminsl one opponent , o[ t
respondent. is not to proove, but to hold and maintaine his own growgiEnst
contrar i e aonmeans sfietcapeene Hud also a shieldgainstextensive
answers® AmongC a mp i restrdinss in 1581 was a restriction to teeponderd s
role, which allowed hisadversariesto control topic, contentand methods of
proceeding; not to mention the extenthig contribution'® Exploitation of the roles
was not, however limited to prisondebatesandso pronouncedvere the differeces
betweerthemin their potentialimpacton a disputatiothat whenapplied withrelative
freedomthey couldresult in remarkableshifts in the balance of poweihe most
significantexampleis anaccount ofa 1584 debateat Lambeth in which Archbishop
Whitgift respondsagainsttwo puritars, Thomas Sparkend Walter Traver§ Here,
Whitgift is placel in an astonishinglyestrictedposition,andhis Episcopakuthority is
directly challengedy theproceduralauthority ofhis opponents?®

The main roles are thus anintriguing point of continuity between academic
and public religiousdisputation;but in other fundamentadspectdhe differencesare

more apparentThe moderatowas a more dispensabl@resence often displaced,

14 John Field,The Three Last Dayes Conferen¢eendon, 1583), sig. Ff.i The designations of the

roles vary. The author of one 1632 accountdes bes t hem as t d andirdlicatoput ed arr
of the opponentdés control and the The €anferenced ent & s
Mentioned By Doctour Featly in the End of His Sacrildgeuai, 1632), p. 10.

15 Featley, Transubstantiatin Explodedp. 271.

15 Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, . 1L More generally, see Fiel@ihree Last Dayepassim

"BL. Add. MS 48064, ff. 4963.

18 See chapter 4 below. | owe this observation and its emphasis, in part, to Peter Lake.

40



through contexaind purposebythe audence a doubtingor presidingindividual, ora
more imposingsourceof authority Again, the Campion debates provide excellent
example a one Field reports that William Fulké one of theopponents called for a
moderator fromthe audience and that whemone volunteeredhe lieutenant of the
Tower, Owen Hopton,stepped into the rajehaving oncetakenit up by default'®
Thus, thearbiterof goodpracticewas an individual what the first debate had given a
first-hand accountof the responden @ime at the rack® When James | took part in
controversialdebate(at Hampton Court, and before the Countess of Buckingham in
1622), his royal presence combined with hisown enthusiasm fordisputation
transformed thepart into a restrictive blend ofmoderator,disputantand ultimate
authorityi a tragic ironythatwill be discussed ifaterchapterg®

More often, however, the moderator is omittextirely @s in the case of
Rainolds and Hajt or therole passego all or part ofthe assembled companThe
latter is particularly true of seventeerténtury debates,occasioned bydoubting
individualks. Here departure fronthe academic practiceeflectspurpose a mark ofits
usein more immediatesurroundings By his own account of hisdisputationwith
PercyWal ker told the Jesuit: 0Ot hese hearers
our disputation, and t 6 Thehudiemceit haebethinct or y
1584 0 ac k mgunentsdhgse @tdthe Campion debates aescribedas
denonstiting displeasureand disputants passing betwepnints on numerous
occasionsrhetorically passthemt o 6t he judgement of t he |
audiencé?® In the aftermath ofa disputationbetween Featleyand Percy againin

1623 the Protestant sie werecriticisedin one Catholic account in thétey did not

Y Field, Three Last Dayessigs L.ii", O.I"; see chapter 3 below.
29 Nowell and Day;True Reportsig. C.I.
?L One account ofHampt on Cour t has James making o6a [per]
oppositions & r epl ye'sSeechdpters Pamdi6.belowS 38492, f. 81
2\Walker, Fishers Folly Unfoldedp. 19.
23BL Add. MS 48064, esp. ff. 3556', 60; Field, Three Last Dayesigs L.I, L.ii¥, N.iiii", Ff.iii", Q.,
S.iiii", T.iii", Y.iii Y, Aa.iiii"; Featley Appendix p. 73.
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6satisfie the Judi c i*luis hokeveywophanoting that | Aud
disputants without a moderatopuld hearkenback tothe academicpracticewhen
faced withpoor form JamedJssherdisputing in Dublin Castle in 160@xclaimed 6 |
would we had... a modeXator, to judge of
Therealfoundationof formal disputation was the questidropics n public or
0 pr of e ensourdens@ete Subject to circumstancdut the respect held for the
procesextended to the sanctitf the questionDisputation it must be remembered,
was along-standingform of reasoning asidefrom being & institutional tradition
deviation wasseenas a cardinal siffl n  Fi e | d 6tlse Canpiorodehatesotio f
sides are called back the questiorby Hopton®’ At the disputationbetween Featley
and Percy, an argument wasraduced by Sir Humphrey Lynde, the organigbat
was rejected as bei n;gand@nampteviousewnt Eeatleyt he g
himself reports stating 0 | wi || not now digresse fro
justified defence?® Writing in the aftermath ohis debate with FeatleyPercyaccused
him of this very fault: hehado shift, but to divert the disputan from the substance
of the pr op dug cviatponwss aciountedroth afundamentakerror
and a despate last resort for the failing disput&nt.
The significanceof the question thus rema&dtrue to the acadeimform, but
the choiceof question,in connectionwith thed i s p ureligious views highlights
the disparity of purpose between theseevents and disputation as academic
examination.The custom ofthe universitieswas for one disputantto selectthe

guestion usually consistingof a generalthesis but in public religious debatethis

4 Anon, A Reply to D. White and D. Fea(gtOmer, 1625), p. 17.

%5 Bodl. MS Barlow 13, f. 80 Alan Ford posits the absence of a moderator as the reason for public

di sputation dexacerbatingé di vpresanagmshad thisweffect:i t ¢ o ul
Alan Ford, James Ussher: Themgy, History, and Politics in Early Modern Ireland and England

(Oxford, 2007), p. 61.

%% The sanctity of the question extendedhe course of argumersiee, for examplesield, Three Last

Dayes sig. Aa.il.

%’ Field, Three Last Dayesig. L.i".

%8 Featlg, Romish Fisherp. 11; FeatleyAppendix p. 73.

29 A. C.,An Answer to a Pamphlébt Omer, 1623), p. 67.
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decisionwas entirely contextuaf® The Lambethdebatewas basedaround puritan
objections to the Book of Common Prayer, and Walker admitted offering the same
@uestionéto everypriesthe encounteredhat the Pope was Antichrist, Rome the
Whore of Babylon, justification by works heretical and Cathafiageworship
idolatry! In P e r cdgliates the questions werestensibly raised by doubting
individuals; but in fact they reflect his own welkdocumerted preoccupatiosi the
relativehistory andvisibility of the Catholic and reformed churciégheorigins and
contextof thar questiors thusdistinguishtheseeventsfrom controversiatlisputation

in the universitiesWhile Shugemotesthatthe latterd ar e gi ven, and t ak
| i ber théireaapiésand argumerst she attributes thito formatin context @ne

could never rule out the possibility that the whole business was jusagiisng... The

format entails a systematic ambiguity besmauits peculiar mix of scripted and
unscripted elements renders the commitments and motives of the speakers
invisible &2 Thatambiguityis lost, hwe ver , i n rlgiousdelaeBor @ nal o
JesuitattackingProtestantvisibility, or a ministecritiquing the PrayerBook beforean

audience of notablesthe format allows flexibility only in terms oftactics and
presentationn the aftermathno cloak or deflection od d i s p u trua positidrs

exists This is why, aghe chaptersbelow demonstratepublic religious debateis alll

the more extraordinaryand whyit was subject togreatercontrol®* In 1658, Leyd s

history of religious disputationdistinguishedits subjectfrom 6 or di nar yd uni \

30 Shuger states that the respondent usually chose the question in academic disputation; whereas Mack
assigns thisask to the moderator; or, wherareo d er at or was not present, t h
Mary t he Vi-& MackiEbzabethap Rhet8ritp758.

31 BL Add. MS 48064 ff. 49-63; Walker,Fishers Folly Unfoldegdp. 9.

32 A. C., True Relations of Sundry Conferen¢8s Omer, 1626), fl; FeatleyRomish Fisherpp. 12;

A. C.,Answer to a Pamphlep. 4; Milward,Religious Controversies... Jacobegp. 21627.

#¥Shuger, 6St. Mary-38%he Virgind, esp. pp. 325

3 Shuger expresses surprise at what academic disputants could get away eithj ng t ha't 6no
seemevert o have gotten in trouble for wor dgectlpoken i
in 1580that imprisoned Catholics would need immunity: ibid., pp. 321, 325; Fulke Reportesigs

A5"™. The difference was losh the puritan Henry Jacob, whoaffering a disputation after Hampton

Court not ed: ol t is ordinary in our Universitie
Religion and Faith; and that in such a maner, as is more dangerous to the trutssanddiéerent,

then this forme that A Ghristiae and Rodestf (ffer of @ Mostiindiffieeentr y J a ¢
ConferencgMiddelburg, 1606), p. 26.
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debate Owhere the contr ov eerigus,eexcaptswhenaheher f
Respondent taketh upon hi m® Ihthesepdbéicf enc e
instances, there coulak little doubt tha both he questionsand the disputants were
serious.

In accounts of public religioudebate the choice of questiowas often the
first target formanipulation andits formulation andexpressiorcould provea greater
bone of contention than the argumetitsmselvesOffering a disputation toCatholics
held at WisbechCastlein 1580, William Fulkesuggestedby his own accounf that
they should chooset h e guestion; 0t hereby It s hal
pr e me d°f Ia theddbatébetweenFeatleyand Percythe nature of thequestion
remained in dispute throughgubntiruing soin the printedaftemmath;Percyarguirg,
6The Question being mine, it?%phswasai net h
contributoryfactor in thed e b adole@ss; but itallowed both disputants tdevel
accusations of poopractice in subsequenexchangesAt an earlier debate again
involving Featley, it was not the questidself that proved contentious, but lengthy
expressionby the respondenthe priestRichard Smith.FeatleyaccusedSmith of
trying to opposgbut aCatholicreportnotesS mi trdplyisthat he wasutlining the
guestionas bothmenhadbeentaughat uni ver si t y: o0D. Smith
was a Doctour of Oxford, and that he (M. Featlie) was a Graduate of the same
universitie, wherefore there was reason they should observe their universitie
ma n n2Featlédp sesponsespeaks volumes for thelationshipbetween academic
and public disputation dvour tiphenie wherewith you cover this skarre in your

reputation from the custome of Oxford (for the respondent to confirme his Thesis) is

% Ley, Discourse of Disputations p . 31; Fur t hnetesthdt & retiglous ddebatéHu g h e s 6
particularly in the universites t he questions represented O0fundamer
uncontroverti bl e &oweverthesp webelgénainelg ¢challgnged: alijections ywere not

of fered for the sakengd$ afr gRenleindi. o Ha g @®lse miodM&,anp .
% Fulke, True Reportesigs. Ad, A4-A5',

37 Featley,Romish Fisherp. 12; A. C. Answer to a Pamphlgp. 17.

3 Featley,Grand Sacrilegep. 288; S. E.Conference Mentionegp. 1920.
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too transparent and netlikBor what was the custome of Oxford in this kinde to. us
who had by joynt consent set downe an other order to be held in this dispdfation?
The format® sundamentalsthen, presenta remarkable, at timemconsistent
blend of continuityand adaptatianDeviation from theacademicformat reflected
participantssettingandi more importantlyi purpose.The roles andjuestionbecane
flexible when released fronacademicrequirementsindeed,they were treatedas
polemicaltools to be manipulatedBut crudally, these element§ particularly the
guestioni were alsopresentedas intellectual idealdo be upheldWhilst reverence
for, and interpretation ofdisputationvaried betweendivines and occasions the
fundamenta remaired a relatve constantMoreover, teir impact on theourseand
import of an eventcould be substantigl far outstrippingthat of more detailed

intellectualmanoeuvres

Arguments and Authorities: Logic Form, Scripture and the Fathers

It is, howeverto themoreintricateaspect®f logic and authorit i which disputation

sharedwith unstructureddiebateand written controversy that we must now turrin

formal debate argumerd were framedin set logicalstructures the syllogismand
enthymeme; induction and examffeln describingacademicdisputation Costello
emphasisegs reliance orthis modeof reasoningdt he o p p o meanefullyf ol | ow
plotted line of syllogisms designed to trap the answerer into a position where he may

be logically forced, step by step, into admitting thex a c t opposite of I
While the relationship betwegrublic religious disputation and logic forrwasnot a

simple one, structuredargumentswere frequently employedin theseevents With

Campionin 1581 this mode ofargumentnaturally followed the allocation of roles:

Fulke informedt h e Jaurspurpose, is nét to deale by discourse, but briefely by

%9 Featley, Transubstantiation Expded p. 37.

0 SeeHowell, Logic and Rhetoricpp. 223. Ong notes that to Ramus a | | forms were 6s
with one or other part RanugpplBéessed or understoodd:
“1 Costello,Scholastic Curriculump. 20.

45



Logical arguments, acc o f?dffeninyg antdndifferente or de
c o nf e afeerHarmepéon Courtthe puritan ministeHenry Jacoba s k ed t hat 0
Opponents frame their Arguments in strict forme of Syllogisme only: And that the
Answerers... answer directly thet premisses, either by denyingr  di st i*ngui s h
Alt houghthesecasegeflecta polemicalappropriatiorof the processtheir assumption
thatlogic formwasto be respectet significant

This is not, however, to suggest that aliges held the same opinioinor that
the use of thesestructuresdid not changeover time.The Calvinist divineWilliam
Perkins followed Ramaiin his assertiorthat syllogistic reasoning was onhgquisite
in dealing with doubtfubssertionor 6cr ypt i cal "Mdhepeparatss of s
Henry Barrowrevealedhimself to be an outspokencritic of scholasticism in one
account, lamenting thepotential inpact of syllogistic reasoningpn truth; and
objections can bdound in the seventeenth centurin relation to audience and
purpose” The debatebetween Featley and Perspawned a discussion about the
propriety of thistype of argument ira pullic setting Featleyarguingthat acuestior®
i in the formal sensei necessitatedhis mode ofdebate*® Percy by contrastcalled
the use ofcomplexforms into questiorin the face ofmixed audiencesa natural
concern,given changingattitudes towardearning®’ In the accountsconsiderechere
logic formis challengedn its incompatibility with fundamental truth, ifsotential for

misuse,and its clarity and impact Looking backon the history ofsuchdebate Ley

“2 Field, Three Last Dayesig.H'.

“3 JacobChristian and Modest Offepp. 34.

“McKi m, 6TmeofFuRamiiosmd, esp. pp. 506, 514; ODNB P
> Henry BarrowA Collection of Certaine Sclaunderous Artic{@ort, 1590), sig. D.iifi see chapter 4

below.

“ Featley,Romi$ Fisher pp. 89.

" Feingold suggests that Oxford disputations had changed in this regard by the seventeenth century, as
humanist ideas became more firmly established. However, this conflict between Featley and Percy
indicates that academic disputationswstill not universally seen agppropriate for wider audiences,
certainly in controversy: Feingold, O6The Humaniti
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decidedé f or Logi c k| yllogsme thraughouFtleerdisputatibn, itScannot

be well observed, much I é&%s is it of nece
Featleyis the clearesiexample of a disputantith unwavering loyaltyto logic

form, and offers an introduction toits usein recountinghis 1623 debate6 T h are e

two meanes onlyto prove anything by necessary inference; to wit, a Syllogisme and

an Induction: other forms of argument have no force, but as they are reducible to

t h e*3T® bedin with he syllogismthisis a threepart argumen composedf major

(if x is true,y must be true), minor (buytis true), and conclusion (ergejs true), and

wasano p p o naemralmasner of proceeding disputator®Wa | ker 6 s ent hu s

for syllogisticreasonings made plainn oneaccount(det us have. strict Arguments

and Syl ), andboth med Reatleyrecall turningthe form into a challengg!

Earlier examplescan befound in accounts of the CampiodebatesandUs s her 6 s

disputationwith the JesuitFitzsimon in 1600 and scatterednstancesare presentin

Ra i n adcaustd his encounter with Hargndin B a r r prisdh slebates the

1590s>? Occasionally, disputantsecharged wittoffering or demanding syllogism

incorrectly, andthese critiques refleaihe complexrelationslip betweensyllogistic

reasoningand thedisputationformat. In additionto its naturallink with the role of

opponent there was acorred¢ time and place forthe syllogism within debate:

demanding such an argument from one of higeashries, Campion wasprimanded,

dt is more then the usuall order of disputhtip to require a Syllogism, when | am

come to [the] i ssue of mi T ®ercg mepowmike,n t | n

"y

“8 ey, Discourse of Disputationg. 71. Ley cites thdebatebetween Rainolds and Hart as an example
of o&éprofitabwlé& &ingdp wtuatciesrs fwi t hout recourse to t
does contain use of syllogistic reasoning: Raindkdsnme of the Conferengmp. 274, 450, 670.

“9 Featley,Romish Fisherp. 11.

*0 On attitudes and alternatives to the syllogisre, eack,Elizabethan Rhetorig. 69.

*1 Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg. 244; Walker Fishers Folly Unfoldedpp. 26-27; idem
Summe of a Disputatipsigs A4, C™, C2.

*2 Field, Three Last Dayessp. sigs L.ifj T.iii¥, X.i", Aa.ii’, Bb.ii"™"; Bodl. MS Barlow 13, ff. 8682";
Rainolds,Summe of the Confereng®. 274, 450, 670; Henry Barro#, Collection of Certain Letters
and Conferencefort, 1590), pp. 1430.

>3 Field, Three Last Dayesig. R.il.
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arguedthata syllogismwas6 i mper t i nent **Thes delateshbeedanc t i o n o
customary fluidtyCost el | o0 6 s 06 c ais a Gtartindg point,pfroro whicke d | i
authoritiesi andalternativeformsi are expected ttake over.

A more common faultwas the producton of poorly formed syllogism. In
recountinghis debatewith Thomas Everard in 1626, Featley reports twice objecting to
a syllogism that consi sted oaad Was thds nd\ degnanstriablee s 6
argument” In a debate between Walker atide JesuitSylvesterNorris, the former
recalls a swathe offour-termed syllgisms, which he openly despairedt before
offering6t o make hi s S¥ Cotrectgdrnsulm®roffthese arguments .
wasvital i a flawlesssyllogismlogically forcedthe granting of the conclusichBut
the form was also a polemicdévice and me thati in the face ofconviction and
dubious reliabilityi could cut both waysWhenUssher criticisecan argument from
Fitzsimonhewadold, &6 Sy | hogi smesso exacwasrgferredo be w
backto the questionand context® In the aftemath of his debate with WalkeXorris
states 6 Your cause |l yeth a bleeding, whe|[ n]
Syl logd smesbo.

Where argument did not proceeded syllogisticallyyéts usually undertaken
throughinductionandexample Featley definest he f or mer.inawschwee f or me
proceed from enumeration of partu | ar s, t o coina dataldgee o g e ne
evidence leading t@ conclusion’® Rainolds in particular favosrthis mode,its
rhetorical potential appedal to his humarsm more tlkan did the technickties of

syllogistic reasoning* Again disputantzould disgree abouthe useof induction,as

> A. C.,Answer to a Pamphlgp. 37.

°5 Featley,Grand Sacrilegepp. 2657.

*5 Walker, Summe of a Disputatiosigs E2E3.

" Bodl. MS Barlow 13, f. 89 A. C., Answer to a Pamphlep. 24.

*8 Bodl. MS Barlow 13, f. 82

*9S. N.,A True Report of the Private Colloq(§t Omer, 1624), p. 43.

% Fealey, Romish Fisherp. 26. For examples, see Nowell and Detye Reportsig. E.I; Field, Three
Last Dayessigs X.iif, Dd.iii’; S. N.,True Reportp. 24.

®1 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenaesp. pp. 43, 3689, 475, 482, 497, 568, 590; see chaptd
below.
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illustratedi n  F e d@isplutatigndvith Percy. Having acquiesced tbe form, in

agreéng to providea list of visible Protestants in alges Featleyproceeed only as

far as the first aged e ma n d i n gespBrsabefoyedeantinuingln the printed

aftermath, Percgcoffed O6was it ever heard that [the

reply to one proposition alone, before the wholeguinent, whether it were

Syl l ogi sme or | nduct iHenm,theJesaitplacesfinductioryin pr op o

the sameealmas the syllogisnpartiallyechoingF e at | ey 6 lsgiciormds ng o f
Even for thosepleading the benefit of the unlearnedhen, tlese methods

provided ammunitionin polemic: reports of unsound argument rival those of

theological divergencelhe most commoffault, beyondstructuralmisstepswas that

of petitio principii, beggirg the pointin question. Rainoldsells Hart OWhet her i

opinions of faith and religion... you or we doo hold heresies: that is the point in

q u e s £2Ind581,@ampionreportedy accused John Walker p&titio principii on

the question of thepocryphaandin 1590 , Barrow was said to

whi t h t h% Featleywes Gccusedf petitio principii by Percyi though he

counteredhis with approach and contektandWalker was charged with the same by

Norris.®®> Beyond this, disputantsare accused ofchanging orconfusing focus or

leavingthe qustionentirely. Charges levelled ditzsimonin 1600and Percy in 1623

demonstratethat respondestwere as susceptible tstructural critiques astheir

opponent$® Use of thesestrict modes of argument was mdt must be saidan

absoluteconstant in phlic religious disputation and in fact it is relatively easy to

62 A. C., Answer to a Pamphlepp. 41, 63; FeatlefRomish Fisheresp. pp. 2® . Percyds contr a
here is a question of audienicéhat ofhisaccount (and this charge and rebuttal in particular) differing
from the layman whowasthedebadt s i mmedi ate focus.
%3 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference. 195. This most fundamental pfincipii was to prove a
stalling point for several debates, but Rainolds and Hart bypass it by taking a step back to formal
arguments and authorities.
% Bodl. MS Ravl. D.353, f. 3; Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. E.it.
% Featley,Romish Fisherp. 16, sigs Ff Hh4, L"-LI2"; A. C., Answer to a Pamphlep. 23; S. N.True
Report pp. 22, 26, 30.
% Field, Three Last Dayessigs H.i", K.iiiiV; L. D., A Defence bthe AppendiXSt Omer, 1624), p. 15;
Walker, Summe of a Disputatiorsigs C§ E'; Featley,Romish Fisherpp. 18, 21, 24, sigs T4/
Bodl, MS Barlow 13, f. 80
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identify thosedisputantswho held them in higest esteemLogical errors feature
prominently in many accounts, but sordeszines knew where to draw the line;
particularly when faced with raimmediate purpose or heterogeneous audi€nce.
However the underlyinginfluence of these formsannotbe underestimated they
were an intellectual fundamerguestioned only irparticular circumstanceslin this,
public religious disputation proves a microsm of Renaissandatellectualismi a

balancing act betwedormd scholasticismandits practical application.

These structuresare nothing without content, and iall dispu@ation they were
supportedvith authorities.Scripturewas naturallythe most indamentalparticularly
for reformed divines® L e y @@mmendationdor debatein 1658 included an
assertion that 0 wde tntues t a umahkeen t Grd ckisnilanvud re
insistencesvere made inearlieraccount$® John Walkercited Augustind smphasis

on <ripture against Campianand Rainolds stressets importanceagainstHart”

George Walker naend i t 0t he ¢ hind@24 and Reatlgyeepornsf al

informing Everard 6 | wi || never di sput Scriptue, theoi nt

Grourd of Faith§ whilst calling for a Bible’* These assertions e@matched by the
prevalence ofscripture within disputation but their reformed slant and deceptive
simplicity can also bebservedin argumentsegardingits use andnterpretation.

A point that could forestall or change the course of a debate wasisk®f
differing translations ofcripture.Rainolds repeatedly tusrio the Greek and Hebrew

texts and the Syriac translatiotg counterH a r us® «f the Latinalthough le urges

0 |

p

(

67 John Sweet reportedly admonished Featley in 1623 with the word§ | eave tpeses&ogi ¢

Featley,Romish Fisherp. 25. Expanding on debatewith Percy, Francis White apologised to readers

for his occasionab Sc hol | asticke tear mesb©6, bl ami nAgRegdlie s adve

to Jesuit Fishers Answere to Certain Quassi(London, 1624), sig. 85

% On sola scriptura in theory and amtCatholic practice, see Jeaouis Quantin,The Church of
England and Christian Antiquity: The Construction of a Confessional Identity in theC&rtury
(Oxford, 2009), esppp. 314, 41-2; QuestierConversion, Politics and Religipp. 68.

%9 ey, Discourse of Disputationg. 69.

"OField, Three Last Dayesig. Aa.l; Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengp. 231, 257, 326.
"Walker,Fi sher 6s F @.ll19; Featldybrara [Satries, p. 248.
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that versionwhere it supports his pointOnce henotest hat a particul ar

not... in your Latin, which man hath translated. But it is... in the Hebrew, written by

t he Spi r [?Atdambeththé mistranSlation ofcripture wasput forward as a

gueston by the puritansSparke and Travergnd Walker challengedPercy in 1623

with the claim that he could affirm Protestantdoctrine solely through the Latin

though O6thefallisofmorer ardsThealb20sreminsus ak i n g ¢

however,to the qustion of purpose andudience In the debatebetweenwalker and

Norris, where markings irthe Hebrewtext were disputedseveral of thegathered

company including Sir Edward Harwood,reportedy comgained 60These

Disputations. are above our capacity,éin f i t t er f &r the School e
Disputesover the interpretation okcripture naturally followed confessional

lines InFi el dds a c@ampondebatesfone bppamentcitest he Jesui t 06

previousinsistencedt hat t he <cir cumst ered heswoadsthathe pl

goe before, that followe after, the scoplee clauses, and whole cont@xbut as

originally written these were not rules for interpretation so much as ful

demonstration of Protestant erfoiHart presents a more typical Cathaliew against

Rainolds, following Vincert of Lérins interpretersd mu s t take the scri

sense of the Church: and therein tffey mus

Whilst Rainolds, Barrowand George Walkestressthe interpretation foscripture by

scripture their adversarie$ollow tradition, andare quick to point out flaws in ¢h

alternative’’ Citing the Catholic theologian and controversialldiomas Stapleton,

2 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 557, 141, 244.

3 BL Add. MS 48064, ff. 5253", 57V; Walker,Fishers Folly Unfoldedpp. 223.

43S, N., True Reportpp. 368.

> Field, Three Last Dayesig. Liiii"; Anon,Campian Englishe@632), p. 5663; see chapter i3elow

% Rainolds, Summe of the Conferencgep. 190191; on Catholic use of Vincentius Lirinensis, see
Quantin,The Church of Englangp. 534.

" Rainolds, Summe of the Conferencep. 802; Walker, Fishers Folly Unfolded p. 25; Barrow,

Sclaunderous Articlessig. D.if. Wa | k e r cites Augustineds guideline:
Campi on: 6in words which have many signification
place, and thereby to expound them; and to exppabscure places by comparing them with other

pl aine places of the Scriptures, which speake of
shal judge of the word?6d, answered: O0The wor do.
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Hart informs Rainolds thatcitation of scripture is6 ¢ o mmavith all Heretikes
offering a list of potential pitfalls in comparinglaces’® The latter point is answered
with the need for diligencand learning but the former proves more problematic
divines defendingan establishedchurch might easily dismiss their advesaiesH
interpretatios as hereticaland the principle ofsola scriptura left debateopen to
potentially insoluble disagreemest In this regard(the church proved byscripture;
scripture interpreted by theharch) crossconfessional debatuld provean exercise
in polemic over6 pr o f i t a itd irendediatydightighteincompatibilitiesin all
controversy notjustinthed i vi ne s 0 pasitioassbitathe arguinents used
to support them?
It wasthe need formore focusedauthority thatdrew controversialistdo the
writings of the Church FathersRoger Goad describes tlisquencen F i e hcdodird
of the Campiondebates and onemanuscriptreport hasCampion stating 6 | doe
principally relye and cl[eave] unto the scriptures... and netd them, to the churche
and do%®fooursesfdr Protestant divines in particular, patristic weréseno
substitute they wereat best aguide to scriptural interpretatiorf> While Hart, in
Rainold® account of their debatajescribesther consenta s Othe rule wl
controver si es,Rainoldsexprdssedabttbabhd@w®d®ul d bel eeve

Fathers in those things, in which they are convicted of errour by the scriptures

8 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenagep. 83, 9495, 185. Hartechoes Vincentius in this opinion:
Quantin,The Church of England p . 53. Percy cited Tertullianbs ce
A. C.,Answer to a Pamphlep. 69.

9 Called before Bancroft in the 1590s, the convert William Alabaster wasocoed with a scornful

reference to such argument s, through an ©O6ould ta
beleeve quoth the Devell, that which Christ taught saide the Collyer; and what taught Christ saide the
Devell? That which the Churdhol det h aunswered the Collieré. Al ab

was good; f otr h & h 2 &npablishedt Warke by William Alabaster (156840) ed.
Dana F. Sutton (Salzburg, 1997), p. 134.
8 Field, Three Last Dayesig. K.[; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, f. 2 Further, see MorgagGodly Learning
p. 73.
®® Greenslade, O6Faculty of Theology6, p. 322; Loas
comparisons of Catholic and Protestant use of the Fathers, see QUhati@hurch of Englandesp.
pp. 32, 545, 723.
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further describinga reliance onhuman authorityas ameasureof weaknes$? As
describedby Rainolds this encounterincluded a lengthydiscussion othe merits of
patristic autbrity, in which Rainoldsassertedhatsome oft h e F avorks weares 6
6corrupted: and c oun t%Butthe Fathers wereitedoe alr e t he
sidesin controversy throughout theperiod andthe disputationsare no exceptian
Rainoldshimself engages Hart witlpatristic citationsandthere are few accounts
which they do not appea* Featleyi whosereformedcredentials are beydrdoubti
recallstelling the priestChr i st opher Bagshaw t hat 6i n r
Aut hor, whosoever he was, yoUuaneXpectatiod v ouc
that infused contemporary reference to the Faffiers.

Reporting a 162Hebatewith the Jesuit George Fishaljas Musket, Featley
offersa | i s trule® fbr interpreting patristic writings first, thatsome6 af t e r t he
manner of Orators. .. u t, wieich shoud beytaken imnion g s b~
account second, that worksnd writersshouldbe compared for clarification; third,
tha Obastard ana i Ashald beyrgectad and filatlyetlaatan
a ut hpeniod sfwriting should be noted asthe most ancientgenerallygave the
6pur est 6% JolmsSwéetnitnhye. aft ermath of Featleyb
emphasisé the second of these, in connection with ehehority of the burch®’
Again, methods follow confessionallines and questions of interpretatioare

complicated bya plethora okditions andranslatons but theseguidelines stem from

82 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengep. 36, 490, 584. William Whitaker avoided human authorities,
including the Fathers, in favour of objective Ramist method: Uslkelerate Puritansp. 101.
8 |bid., pp. 184230. Rainolds describese¢h ¢l ai m t hat texts are corrupte
Logicians in Oxford... when they could not unl oo:
76, 2167, 41213. There is some discussion of counterfeits, pp. 5051808167. See Quain, The
Church of Englandp. 18.
8 Rainolds, Summe of the Conferencesp. pp. 615; Gr eens | ade, 6Faculty of T
Quantin,The Church of Englangp. 234.
8 Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg. 251. The Elizabethan college head Laceerlumphrey
similarly urged reverence for ancient writers: Quarniime Church of Englang. 61.
8 Featley, Appendix pp. 100104; see Rainold§umme of the Conferengm. 157, 470, 473.
87 . D., Defence of the Appendig. 29.
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sharechermeneutic principle¥ According to Featley, Jamésgjaverules for patristic
interpretationn 1625,which included distinguishing private opinions from that of the
church, dogma from rhetoric and positive dinztl profession from controversy.

Muchlike formal logic, the citation of authoritiggrovided disputantsand the
authors of accountsvith ammunition they were quick to respond whéime Fathers
werecitedi as theysawit T incorrectly.By Fi edouhthfGampioowas t ol d &6 Yo
doe open vVvi ol e whlst interpreting eh passagd ia dertdlliarand
responded O Every argument used by the Father
t hei r ¥ Rainplds,sfae all.his urging of theflaws, wa sharpin challenging
misuse of thd-atherswhereHart citesChrysostom in support é¢fapalsupremay, he
bothcriticiseshis interpretatiorandaccussallCat hol i ¢cs of wusing it
simple, and chiefly young scholers who trust your compiora c e bBolm k e s 6 .
addition, Rainolds notes words passed over@uidtsmi ssed ( 01 am t he
your sight s er v ereshonds tacitatioo ofabh the Fatkersviththe a n d
words:6 Hat h any man | iving reatdem?Captmeget!| | ? Neé
them? | had almost ¥anhdtheacatheVi camecot
disputationwith Smith, the former is accused of ignoriegidencein Augustine and
Cyprian confusing an argument by urginvgorks together, andmperfedly citing
Augustine to the benefit of his own positibhAgain, such criticismsre extant in all
controversy, butire herepresened in a ritualisedsetting,contributingto theological

and proceduratlaims and approaches

8 Quantin, The Church b England pp. 645. On differing editions, see RainoldSumme of the
Conferencepp. 2068, 598.

8 Daniel FeatleyCygnea CantiglLondon, 1629), pp. 382. In the first, James cites Vincent of Lérins.
% Field, Three Last Dayesig. Y.I'.

1 Rainolds,Sunme of the Conferencpp. 2801.

2 1bid., pp. 71, 312, 467. This does not, however, prevent himftomt mi ng 6al | . At he Fatt
this, Har t chall enges hi m: 6You have nbut read
incongruouslyi responds:o6 | have read him, that hath read th

Bellarmine: ibid., p. 107; see below.
933, E.,Conference Mentionegp. 104, 1131, 1146.
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Despte thesharedi and highly polemicisedi emphasis on antiquity, later
authoritiesarenotignored indisputationaccounts. As ill controversy, their use was
as muchtactical as evidentiary but agin, disputationproves more direct Rainolds
cites Robert Bellarmingto counterH a r tisé sfStapleton witha more imposing
Catholic authorityanddisputingwith Sparke and Travers, Whitgift citectfer Martyr
and Nicholas Ridleyo sethis argumentsn a reformed traditior’* Disputantscould
however, be criticised for flying to ecent authorities too readilyust as Rainolds
crit i cirsliemte oFstapldatod ceatley reportielingBags haw, OWe com
hither to heare Bel |l ar n WhersJohn Walkerxcitd Bag s h
Sadoleto against Campipone Catholic acount has the Jesuit describihg s use of
l at [ e] wryter wvasaWwaste of tinfgltr®ugiXthe ciyaBomat is i®
must be said refused® Unlike that of scripture ad the Fathers, themhe useof
recentworks troda fine line betweesvidenceand evasioni’

Neither werethe authoritiesused exclusively theological Rainolds and his
intellectual disciple Featley cite Aristotle in several places does Harin the
f o r maccodns of their debat®oth Rainoldsand Hart invokethe philosgherin
applying reason taeligious topics the sufficiency ofscripture, and the need for
consensus iecriptural interpretatiori® Featley meanwhile cited Aristotle in presing
structural pointsagainst Smithand Bagshawi though in the latter case, et
challenged, hstates 61 ur ge not Aristotle for any r
L o g i*cBveén.so this, with he use of historical examplesdenotesa pool of

authority stretchingbeyondscripture and the Father&ducateddivines had a grat

% Rainolds, Summe of the Conferencpp. 1068, 114, 451, 457, 527. On Protestant adoption of
Bellarmine, see MiltonCatholic and Reformegb. 239. BL Add. MS 40864, ff. 5462.

% Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg. 249. On Stapleton, see RainolSemme of the Conference

pp. 3478, 4434, 641, 645, and chapter 4 below.

**Bodl. MS Rawl. D.33, ff. 11-12.

“James | opposed the use of 6l ater writers, espec
Church: FeatleyCygnea Cantipp. 25.

% Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 89, 307, 540, 609.

% Featley,Grand Sacrilegep. 298;Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg@p. 2545.
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deal to draw on irconfirming their arguments but somecast their net widethan

otherst®

Tactics: Attack, Defence andUse of the Audience

The useof authorities was not the only area whardisputaris approachmight vary.

Beyondthe architectureof disputation anothelevel of tactical adroitnessan be seen:

a blend of skilland personalityAggressionn debatecould take many formsome

more consideredthan othersCampionis described asnaking a preemptive strike

againsth i s o p pusendetimet Fatbers(6 You may spard angour I
Rainoldssimilarly pre-emptsa distinction betweempope and bishon his account of
theHartdebat§f6 | east | |l ose my | abo d ) Attheotben gh an
extremeare thedn s u | stdement8Field notesfrom Campion and those Rainolds

ascribes to himseli his observation for instancet h at 6a man must
somewhat... For, you were all undonié this game should be I&st”? These
confrontationalaspectsfall into two categorige: attacksdrawn froman opponent 6
arguments and showmanship for the audiendéhe first could be as simple as
repeatingana d v e r poat, o Asscomplex as laying out logical traps a more

fluid version of C o s'® Rdinblds asks Haot lsadfevidento f syl

guestionsas a prelude tamportant points; a techniqueater identified by William

Mc Coni ca descteachimgpsit Rmiokoladsd hat of 6the Christi
is to fill the minds of the young... with a rich spectrum of pagan wisdom, ready to be turned by those

who understand it properly into harmonious instruction for a good life... pagan wisdom conveyed
through Christian filters.d McConica, OHumani sm a
191 Field, Three Last Dayesig. K.[; Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 358.

192 Field, Three Last Dayessig. K.iir; Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 127. The last refers to

Stapleton.

mMRainolds reviews one argument from Hart with t
(Summe of the Conferenge 308), and turns severalangga nt s against him, once r
Il not advantage...O0; pp. 326, 344, 540.
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Laudfollowing a1622debatewi t h Percy: o6it seepyoedid by th

by this Question... but ¥eeke to win grou
Attackswerenot always so technical, howeveioften, they took the form of

directnegatiois, or cast doubt oana d v e r lenawlegigé and abilityAtCa mpi on 6 s

second1581 debateasdescribed byField, Fulke toldhim, 6 you s hewe your

altogetherg nor ant o fandathtte thmdaGodd eccused him of conjecture,

from 6i gnorance or f orig &t Raulf°nComtradictians anda  p |l a

absurditiesvere pounced uparRainoldsis quick topoint outH a r ihconsistencies

thoughHart makessimilar accusations n Rai nol:dyduascspeahkt as t

you were bereft ' HMoresrepresersiblevas dhe urgng ®mn 6 .

absurdity for cynical reasons; an accusation Rainolds letdlse priestmore than

once'®’ Disputantsalso maeé accusationsof evasion otrifing; Har t 6s toroeeact i o n

such indictmentagain demonstratingincompatitlity : ol t is folly (1

reason with you, if you be resol®ed to ca
Anothercommonoccurrencevasthe issuing of challengesithin disputation

a tactic used to change tisebject or conditionsto speedvictory, or to generate

ammunitionfor accounts Such challengesvere a common feature tfie Campion

debates arising fromt he Jesui t 0 se adddhe ignarelstandimg od pigp o

opponentsBy Fi e | d dvdilliam Charkeissueda challenge whilst opposingno

the fourthday, and John Walkerepeatedlyjusedt he phr ase Owhat say

advancing argument§? Reporing Hampton Court, William Brlow notesa challenge

from the Bishop of Winchester tan olderRainolds:t he bi shop oOowil |l ing

194 bid., p. 180; R. B.An Answere to Mr Fishers Relation of a Third Conferetiamdon, 1624), p.

47.

1% Field, Three Last Dayesigs M.i", Q.iii".

196 Rainolds,Summe ofhe Conferencepp. 120, 175, 330, 336, 534.

97 |bid., pp. 132, 479.

198 5ee Nowell and DayTrue Reportsigs D.iiii-E.i"; Field, Three Last Dayessig. Bb.il; Bodl. MS

Rawl. D.353, f. 2 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenqap. 1445, 172, 447. Featley dedmes such
incompatibility in striking terms in recounting |
purpose to reason with you by arguments drawne from reason, for you will make good any absurdity in
reason by vy o uransdlssantiatibndExplotegha26q. ey ,

19 Field, Three Last Dayedrom sig. Aa.il.

57



learning, to shew where ever he had read, that Confirmation was at all used in

Auncient times by a'ffThesedhdllenges dceuttewHies h o p p e

disputantssought to underminan adversaidg reputation but they were also seenas

powerful rhetoricaltools in debate anda potentresourcein the aftermath George

Walker points outthat when Percyejectedhis challengeon the Latintranslaton of

scripture, O6he was much condemnéfd, censure
More polemically pertinentvere those attacks meant to divide a disputant

from their ownside Rainoldsoften makesthis effort with Hart, statingthat the priest

pl ac@ldt healPopesdé i n dan;gedChankeg reporteditolle ar g u

Campion 6éyou have gyven a greater wounde

suche as vy dalgwingcaa argurnemtonetlde, sufficiency ofcripture*?

Featleycanalsobe obseved usingthistactic 6 None of yours doth ac

figure in these words o0 heinfonmed S8ithby toeu r | t h

Catholic account of thedisputation the priesthavingadmitedé a f i gur e | oy ne

t rut h andnthe Sacrmerité Thyso vhile direct attacksmight seemiike

simple grandstandingtheycouldi n f act s t e msurroundlingsaradthel e b at e

parti ci pancircaimstancaesd i vi dual

Disputantsalso sought tooverpowertheir adversariethroughuse of the adiencei

invokedas supporters of a particulapproachor victims of6 mi s | eamydmemtsy 6
Confronted with O&ébitt er debatedith Naris,rWalaet h f ul |
reports asking the audiencer fpermission to respond in kind,t h o u g heryi t be
u n s e ethDigpatants couldequally plead thec o mp a heydditsin refusing

argumentsby F i actodnpGampionthusdodged a place he saw as unnecessary

HOwilliam Barlow, The Summe and Substance of the Confergmrelon, 1605), pp. 35.

11 walker, Fishers Folly Unfoldedp. 23.

12 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 335, 344, 42 Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, f.'5

13 s, E., Conference Mentionedpp. 6770. See FeatleyGrand Sacrilege pp. 2923; idem
Transubstantiation Explodeg. 261.

14 \Walker, Summe of a Disputatipsig. C.
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andGoadstatedt hat he 6éshould weary... th¥® comps
In dispuing with Bagshaw, Featlegmarks 6 | mu st be briefe, t h
the Auditorie % Suchpaints had a gegatiessquivalendin
accusat i on s thosefassainblddGasnpidn wasfsubjected &weveralsuch

claimsi first in respnse toa scripturalinterpretation and againwhen he askedo

explain am answer6 Bel i ke you have an vyl I opinion
understand nothing, except "yBygane Cathblici t t h
report,the Jesuihimselfcited the needsof the audience in bringing his opponent to a
guestion: 6t hat our coming hether and tr
not be altof%ther in vaynebo.

Divines could also highlight points by turning to the audience in triumph
Campio® s o p pdoonetnhtiss oft en: OMar ke here his &
anargumenf r om Goad is prefaced with the phra
audi t'® DispatingagadstPercy, by his own accountFeatleyreaced to one
answer wh ati umphant OMar kgantdin Walskechs yoabate
Norris, oth disputantsnadesimilar referrals:o | pray you Gentl emen
t ake nwatlikcea,668 a c c o u n tafteragerceid admissgrandr gi n g

againfollowing one ofhis ownarguments2°

But how were disputants tbold their groundagainstthesetriumphs trapsand

challenge® At a time when disputatiowithout bitter speechwas beingurged as an

ideal, and disputants coubonbe accused of pride and vainglory, hlitpyiwas a

powerful tool,used early in debate, awdtenin accountsA disputandb s pr epar at i

time is frequently stated to magnify victory and counter defeat Percy criticised

15 Field, Three Last Dayessig. Liiii"; L.ii".

1% Featky, Transubstantiation Explodeg@p. 2612.

17 Field, Three Last Dayessigs K.il, L.iiii ¥ (further, see Aa.ilj Ff.i"); Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, f. 11

18 Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 23"

"9 Fjeld, Three Last Dayesigs L.iiii", U.iii".

120 Featley, RomishFisher, p. 24; Walker,Summe of a Disputatiorsigs A4, C’, C4, D2'. Norris
reports a similar 6éBehol dGrue®Repotpl5S8men. . . 6 from Wal k
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F e at first gcdoant of theidisputationin this regard, observingAny man reading
this parcel, would be induced to thinke, that D. White and Dtlyréad never had
notice before..for what endhey were to meet with the Jesuites: but that they were on
the suddaine summoned to this Conference, without any preparatiomgwiekige of
the Questiod'* To this, Featley resporett 6 What dot h t his adval n]
prejudice yours® matters not much, how wee came to this encounter, but how we
c ame 'Ih f158% it was not just the imprisonedCampion who claimed
unpreparednesby the Protestant accowwit AlexanderNowell andWilliam Day paint
the debate (as opposed to a controlled examinalias unexpectedb we ¢ a me
purposed to examine [the] wuntruthé®d of C
Humility could also be voiced in the arguments themselvdsulke andGoad make
remarkable admissionsn F i e | dtbaswowddhave aounted against theman
academiddisputaton6 The very words | do not rememb
error of the Council of Trengnd Fulke, unaware of written decrees from Nice, tells
Campion61 f | do not shew it *BydorastRlad thn oheal sthe
humility relatesto style:6i f you t hinke | cast colour s,
can amend that fault withsp&k i ng mor'® roughl yo.

The most frequently challengedodeof defence was evasiowhitgift is said
to havemade effortsto change the subjeat Lambethin 1584 whereasSweet in the
aftermath of Featleybds debate WViotrthmePéscy
conduct as evasidnfrom theinitial clashover the question this departuré?® Often
of course, evasion it the eye of the beholdeand most disputants fier some
justification for avoiding orrefusing points Rainoldsdescribesone respores from

Hartas an admission of defeaut onequalifiedwith reference to othescholars 6 Ou r

2L A, C., Answer to a Pamphlgp. 13; Daniel Featleyfhe Fisher Catched in His Owne Nebndon,
1623), pp. 56.

122 Featley,Romish Fishersig. Cc2

12 Nowell and Day;True Reportsig. E.J.

124 Field, Three Last Dayessigs L.iil, N.ii".

125 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 158, 271.

126 B Add. MS 48064, ff. 52 58, 61"; L. D., Defence of the Agendix pp. 1416.
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Rhemists will render good account (I dout not) of this... | must referre to them. For |
my selfe know not i ffla 58k Campion refeciednac c or d
argumentbecauset woul d | ead i ni an edasidnlgrougdecia thé o ns 6
procedurabkanctity ofthe questiort?® Similarly, Harttells Rainolds 6 We s hal | ne\
make an end i f we stand on eyadRamoldpartic
observes 6 i f | thusffom pdintto doihtiort every occasion that your speech
doth offer, we should confound oconference, and never make an end of the point in
quest® on. o

In addition, disputants could reverse argumetdschallenge their opp@mts:
Nowell and Day report tha€ampionurged one point in the form ofa counter
questionand aotherargumeni s t ur ned back in Fiefdoés ac
Disputants couldilsolaunch intolong orationsin orderto controlthe debate; anaf
course wheae necessary, they could invoke the name and authority of fundamental
truth 3! Rainolds peppers his argument withchremindersreferringtoé The tr ut h,
whi ch | adddbeltrathvitberéei n | wi s W Thus b theory,0 mp a n i
educateddivines had the resources to defeadainstmosti if not all i points in
religious debate The trick lay in being fregable andwilling to apply themandto
apply them appropriatelyn this, at leastpublic disputationreflects academiadebate

a testof the disputants themselves.

Practical Considerations

The choice of locatiorfor these event®ften came down tocircumstanceThose
arranged for doubting individuals wegenerally held in private residences, and

prisoners were confronted withgmisonwalls. In the lattercase questionf exposure

127 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 491.

128 Field, Three Last Dayesigs M.it, M.iii".

129 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 521, 562.

130 Nowell and Day;True Reportsigs C.i-C.iii"; Field, Three Last Dayesig. H.iiii".

131 canpion isaccused ofmaking long speeches: Nowell and Dage Reportsigs C.iii¥, F.ii".
132 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 59, 360.
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and controlplayed asignificant role in relation tothe effect the authoritieg or, for
that matter conscientious prisonei felt the debatemight have onthose presert®
The layout of the roomis lessfrequently describednost accountpassswiftly from
the occasion to the argumeriteemselvesHowever,both Featley andValker provide
detaik of the seating arrangemeat debatesn the 1620sandin this paint a picture of
an ntellectual joustwith the audiencein close attendancé&ountering a claim that
Percy took his arm to persuade himctmtinuetheir debate, Featley recalls that they
were Oplaced distant one from the other,
and that the audienced s at e, or stood, close crowding
t h os e Walker describes hidebatewith Norris thus:¢he one sitting downe at
the one end of a Table, the other at the other end, and the awditiogs along on
both sides, and someashn di ng about i n ™4hebeavergobcownsp,p er Pz
I nst anc e sdebatéin ité mastlplivatdodn i eventsfor doubtingindividuals
T and nore prestigious orsensitivedisputationsrequired amore formal layout One
Catholic account oftte debatesvith Campion has the Jeswiiton a stool, opposite
his opponents, whaerebehind a table full of books® For occasiondike Hampton
Court, accounts oflisputationduring royal visitationsto the universitiesnight give a
better indication ofhe arrangemesithanWalker or Featley®’
In the disputationghemselves, there was an awareness of correct proceeding
going beyond the rules oformal debate Where a sidecomprisedmore than one
disputant, this was factored into the order, aatdlarger exchangesa single

representative speakeould oftenbe chosenProposinga disputatiorto theWisbech

133 Barrow reports an agreement to move from a parlour in the Fleet Prison, as a crowd had gathered:
Barrow, Letters and Conferences. 5.

134 Featley,Romish Fisherpp. 434.

135Walker, Summe of a Disputatipsig. A3.

1°BL Harl. MS 422, f. 148

B¥"Anthony Wood describes an el aborate arrangement
large scaffold set up fothe performance of the Disputations, reaching from the nether end of the
Church to the door of the Choir. Towards the upper end was a void place left, wherein a Travys was set

up, and underneath a Cloth of State for the Queen, and by it a partitiorfon#ttee Ladies and Maids

of Honour . & ArhdHistony gnd Antiguities af the University of Oxfordl. 2 (Oxford,

1796), p. 159. See Shuger, 6St. Mary the Virginé,
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Catholics Fulke asked them teelectone Ot o s p e ak. forflacannota | | t h
speake to ei §hThe emphasisnaatrangingtieseocéasionswas on

balance(or the appearance thergoBeorge Walkenotesthat Percy, confronted with

an interjection from another ministduring their debatecomplainedd i t was uneqt
for two to set ag%higisshould bermtedpwadptecisalythe o nc e . ¢
situationCampion hadnfamouslybeen subjected téour decades before.

It is Featleywhopr ovi des t he mo s tpublid eetigbus! ed O
disputation, andvhoseaccounts contain the moskamplesof the same from other
disputants;indeed, it isundoubedly Feat | ey 6 s met h oRlIscoardea t L e
follows in its recommendationdor debaté®® Fe at | ey @reducedinl thes ,
aftemath of his disputationwith Percy, are as follows: first, he urges sincerity,
following StPa u |l  ¢tling beke donéhrough strife or vaing | 0);rsgcond, he
insiststhatthe disputants begin and end watprayer; third, that notaries be appointed
and the notes subscribed by both sides. The fourth andtdifitiitiors require a wel
defined questionral adherence to logic forfit Negotiatingthe terms ohis debate
with Musket several years beforé-eatleyhad expressed shorterversion of these
requiring hatdbit t er nesse of ,sapwekaddyic foren ara eqality the d 6
the roles'*? The first was echoed by his account in the Percydebatet he Jesui t €
companionSweetasking:6That allb i t t er s p e e ¢ Ehis cobdéiondan r b o r n «
also be seenin one of Geor ge Wal Moeris @ésking @tcltatunt b ¢
disputation might be perforgdl.. with all mildenesse, and without bitter wordes or

byting $peeches. 6

138 Fylke, True Reportesig. A4.

139 Walker, Fishers Folly Unfoldedp. & The minister was Henry Burton
Friday Street: p. 4, ODNB Burtotdenry

140 | ey references Featley throughout, and dnisdelinesfollow a similar pattern(with the notable

exception ofogic form).

141 Featley,Romish Fishersigs R3-S.

142 Featley Appendix p. 51.

143 Featley,Romish Fisherp. 8; A. C. Answer to a Pamphlgp. 15

144 \Walker, Summe of a Disputatipsigs A2-A3".
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Fromthe content angresentation of mosiccountsthis particular ule wasan
ideal, rather thara requirementbut one more closely adhered tocertainly by
Protestantdivines 1 was that disputationshould begin and end witha prayer.
Campionds opponents wer e paalthougbh Campionl y o b
did not participate crossing himself instead® Bagshaw refusedr e a t bfferyod s
prayer in the early 16108° Most remarkably, & Lambeth, Whitgiftcan be seen
refusng the suggestionfrom Sparkewith a clearand el | i ng di stinctio
make noe prayeres ther éYIni15%mataprisandebaie! ace
with the ®paratistJohn Greenwoog¢ one corformist opponentis said to havebeen
rebuked insimilar (but wholly contrary)termsi Greenwood objectingg Whi e do you
here take uppon you to offer up the prayers of us all without our consent, we not being
met togeat he r' Heoe, theh as arufe indippatatienthat somein
the late sixteenth centyrizad seerasentirely out of place, ananore appropriate to
puritangatheringsFeatley) s , thawéver,s derivedfrom patristic authoritynamely

Gregoryof Nazianzug*®

Notes, Written Answers and the Production of Accounts

The practicesoutlined thus farare drawn from printeedr maruscript accounts of
disputation,i nt ended f or t he pongandteeijustificationfof di s p u
their methodsWhile shared assumptionstructuresandidealscan be gathered from

suchworks ther purpose ancuthorshipraisesa procedural question as important as

the conductof the debategshemselves: howerethese eventbeingrecorded and set

forth? And how great as a resultwas the distancebeween disputatioperformed and

disputation reportedPhe firstthing to consideis the presence of notarigsy, in his

15Field, Three Last Dayesigs H, O.i"Y, T.i", T.iY, Z.i"™Y, Z.iii"™", Cc.iiii*; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353ff. 1"
v, 7, 13.
146 Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg. 231.
“TBL Add. MS 48064, f. 50
148 Barrow, Letters and Conferenceg. 48.
149 Featley,Romish Fishersig. R4.
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Discourse describestheir role asbeingé f ai t hf ul | vy, and without
what passth betwixt the adverse partiedraving on Jacobeaexamplego illustrate
this ideal. He notesthatthe moderaté&rancis White, in the aftermath ahencounter
with Percy, could be painted &llyébec ause o6t her e wawhennot a
heand hisAdver sar i es d andgrpaounteadcusatiosdegetled atPedcy
6when he thrust hi matkeédt dispgabeswih Misket'®r i es o
A notary is mentionedin somei but not allT contemporarydebateaccounts.
Remarkably,Field reportsthis objectionfrom Camgon: oI see that you
appoynted to note, as if it were made a solemne maghould have the like... | have
bene yll dealt withall already, & things heretofore spoken by me, have bene mistaken,
and published in print otherwise then | ever me&bitWhen Featleydisputedagainst
Percy,two years aftethe Musketdebatehereports aragreemen6t hat t he Ar gu
and Answers should be taken by one common Writer; and that the Oppohent, D
Featly, should set his hd to each severall Syllogism; atite Respondent MFisher,
to his sevBrall Answers. 6

Offered debateat Wisbech in 1580, the former college hdadd erstwhile
opponentof Cranmer, Ridley and LatimerJohn Young requiredamongst other
things,6 f our e Not ari es, u,am atfthe endewokeyery&rgumend o f o
let them reade it, and if they agree, let th&ay, Concordat & let the foure bookes be
kept in two Chests, wherof vyou»™Sachhave
demandgeflect a keenawareness of the potential forismepresentation iaccounts
Walkerreportsa s ki ng Norris Ot hat the Arguments &
for preventing all false relati@nand Percy,recountinghis disputationwith Featley,
states:dhe wryting of such things as had passechan€onference was wrapped up

in a paper, and sealed up with three seales... & left in Syr Humfrey Lynds hands, or

150| ey, Discourse of Disputationgp. 678; White,Replie to Jesuit Fishers Answesig. b4,
151 Field, Three Last DayesigsH", H.i%, Liii".

152 Featley,Romish Fisherp. 17.

153 Fulke, True Reportesig. B™.
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some other Protestant, with promise that it should be keppamedtill the next

meeting) In both casesthe precautiorfailed tominimise conflicting reports>*
Despitethe respect held for notes taken irsplitation,the use of writingvas

by no meansconsistent nor always so formal as to require a notary. Oftentimes,

pointswere written dowrbecauseof ad i s p uperaamndl @proaclor because the

occasiordemandedt. Somearguments werwritten and subscribed by requesthen

an adversarysaw in them something to triumph atThis tactic was favoured by

Featley but it can also be observedn accounts ofdebate with Campiomand the

separatistsBarrow andGreenwood?>> On the other handnotes orwritten answers

could be so extensive as tartually supplantoral debate Fulke askedthe Catholics at

Wi sbech Owhectohnefre ryoeu bwi |slipteeaattdr dismissedvasi t i ng

time-consumingi andP e r ¢ y 0 sis described éysFeatlegsa combination of the

two:

the principall Respondent, M. Fisher, meditates by himself an Answer;

which hee first writeth in a private paper, then sheweth it to his Assistant,

M. Sweet, and two othethat stood by: according to whose advice he

addeth, blotteth out, and altereth what they thought fit. After this, he

dictateth it out of his private paper to the common Writer of the
conference. .. and, having compar é6d it

as a Record, and then reads it opérfly.

54 Walker, Summe of a Disputatipsig. A3; A. C.,Answer to a Pamphlgp. 38.

155 Nowell and Day,True Reportsig. F.i"; Field, Three Last Dayessig. L.iiii*; Barrow, Letters and
Conferencespp. 7, 10, 17, 2lidem Sclaunderous Articlessig. E.iii; Featley,Appendix pp. 58, 66,
67, 72;idem Grand Sacrilegepp. 247, 249ijdem Transubstantiation Explodegp. 240, 242, 23|
258, 263.

156 Fulke, True Reportesig. A4Y; Featley,Romish Fisherpp. 20, 2930.
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Rainolds describes hdebatewith Hartasc onduct ed O6not akingt h ext
but wr it i ngaltheugh tis isandawaysrefi@cted in the dialogue, and

may, in part, refer to the productiofihis account*’

Full notes and written answers weraot, therefore, aconstantresult of public
disputation, andaccouns were contingent on the information availablefiltered
throughan a u t hmemaoryg perspectiveand purposeNowell and Day state that
folowingt heir debate with Campion, they O6set
same, out ofor fr esh memorwiet ht oo hael Iprewdrstos 6t,hat
could not alwayes retaine the order, or the very wordes wherein every sentence was
utter e 8%.0de Catholicreportc oncl udes: 6 Mu t ®® lhcouldm mote s p o k
rememBPEradl eyods dispatatianwith Peccyis dbscribed as written
opartly, out of the fresh memory of such
byhelpofsuch Notes as wer e t alkmhisaccountofiise Co nf
debate with Bagshaws o6 dr awne o ut olsdrversbaterintedbaimest 6 o f
three decadesfter thefact’®*Most e ma r k a b | y accoBrof his debatewith
Hart isdescribed in a preface attributed télart himselfi asdrawnfrom notes on
which both men collaborated written up by Rainolds, given to Hart for review, and
then expandedn before printing:®*

Adding to the measure ofdeviation one might expectin accounts drawn
partially from memory, therés evidencgandadmissioh of editing in manyaccounts
Barlow describs his report after Hampton Courtas6an EXxtr act , wher

Sutst ance of, andPeecyhelchhes boeaunt of onedebatewith White to

157 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 15.

158 Nowell and Day;True Reportsigs A.il™.

19BL. Add. MS 11055, f. 191

180 Featley,Romish Fishersigs *3"; idem Transibstantiation explodecp. 231.

161 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenqep. 1011; see chapter Below. Ley presents this as an ideal:

060The Disputants are to have |liberty to revise t|
correct them by alteringdding, or expunging... This liberty Dr. Reynolds and Mr. Hart allowed one

anot h e Digcoursd o Qisputationp. 72.
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contan6t he chiefe Passages6 of the exchange
thing that may much import, considering what the occasion, and subject of the
Conf er e rn° Recountingtbe.separatiss @rison debates,Barrow admits to
forgetting ongpointandre-i nserting another, Onot perfec
where yt should come &% Moreover, i all accountsargumentsare perfectedwith
the benefit ofhindsight Ra i n avbrklduts the line betweeaccountand treatise;
andPercy listsguestions henighthave askeéh onereport*®*

What is remarkable, in light dheseconsiderations, is the propensity safch
workst o descri be t he ms.®Somecaimassentialtruth degpiter e | at
imperfections in memoryandomissions areftentimegustified by way of pertinence
Field advises hat : ol f Campions answeres be thou
must knowe that he had much wast speach, which being impertinent, is nowe omitted:
although | protest, nothing is cut off rome wei ght and su¥°stance
In recounting his debate with Perdgatley justifies omissiorthroughthe absencef
the Earl of Warwick fgresentin the event, as wellasdo moder at i onthe i n de
J e s priodesshds accountisthusd fradi a nd @pwelsas mdutirepdon,ot hi ng
but t h'¥ Anbtherotfh 6F e anethoe ig t support claimsf accuracy with
the subscription of those presemis full account ofthis disputationincludes the
names of two earls, two knightiis colleagueWhite, two esquires, the clerk of the
Court of Wards, two bachelors in divinity and the notary, Thomas Aylesbury, to this
effect’®® The Protestant account bfs debate with Smitlwaswritten by John Pory
and subscribed bhe playwrightBen Jonsonboth of whom were in the audient®

Nor was it justhe listenersvho might offer suchguaranteg Rainolds makemuchof

152 Barlow, Summe and Substanaiy. A3; A. C., True Relationsp. 35.

183 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. C.it; idem Letters aal Conferencegp. 2, 57.

184 A, C., True Relationspp. 1921.

185 Barrow, Letters and Conferencesig. A.iir; Featley,Fisher Catchedp. 26; A. C.,Answer to a
Pamphletp. 37; R. B.Answere to Mr Fishers Relatipaig. A'.

1% Nowell and Day;True Reportsigs A.i, G.iii"; Field, Three Last Dayesig. G.iii".

157 Featley,Romish Fishersig. *3", p. 38.

158 |hid., p. 46; FeatleyAppendix p. 6.

189 Featley,Grand Sacrilegep. 306; Featley[ransubstantiation Explodeg. 35.
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Har t 6 s p rrepbricandén orte accdunt\ite usechis own status asn Geae-

withese 60 defl ect 6 Cemuwsr, e afnrdo rh dfienm sj wdi cTir ut
Of course,suchclaims rarely pass unchallenged. Mghite observe, 6our

Adversaries will perpetually tumultuate, and accuse of falsitie, all things whgde pa

not wunder t h eiremarlothan koldshtaue mgardlledsseandpoint

Count er i ragcoumod their @P2debate Laude x c | ai ms O No't one

perfectly rel at edelrkbf;i nadnsd a np oai nstu bésle qduceen t n

was so much as named in the CohfSsmeence,

accuseghefirst accountofFe at Hepase with Percy of 6dau

t he s peechesanddbdthhe@dnd Pérepmesentyadist of falsehoods in the

work!® Wa | k accodirgof his debate with Norris isvholly deconstructedn the

lat t e rcOnsciossky titledrrue Report

in relating the arguments and answersome he changeth, some he
corrupteth: heere he leaveth out, there he foisteth in: one while he
disjoynteth the wordes, otherwhile he dismembreth, & perverteth the
sense. he maketh such a misshapen and confused Gifaomlicious
slaunders, of foolish & impertinent additions, as may well become one of

his own deformed and bastardly brodd.

Norris describessuch falsification as common tgpast heretics and contemporary
Protestantsincluding, unsurprisinglyFeatley'
Theseassertionsre but the most obtuselementof a moredetailedpolemical

stance encompassingyuestions of authorityand presentatignand using literary

170 Rainolds,Summe of the Contance pp. 5, 11; WhiteReplie to Jesuit Fishers Answegig. b6; see
Ley, Discourse of Disputation®. 72.
1\White, Replie to Jesuit Fishers Answesig. b4,
172\jilliam Laud, A Relation of the Conferen¢keondon, 1639), pp. 28.
13|, D., Defence othe Appendixpp. 1719; A. C.,Answer to a Pamphlepp. 378.
1743, N.,True Reportpp. 67
75 |bid., pp. 36.
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methodsto persuadehe readerMost accountsra written in dialogue form,though
somemingle this withdirect narrativeor drop it alogether.The printed, Protestant

accountsf the Campiondebategnake for arepresentative samplélowell and Day

presentthe firstin a simple narrative, wiereasField employsannotated dialoguér

later encounters. The benefibf dialogueform in theseworks weretwofold. First, it
playedadirectrole in claims to balan¢éruth and modesty as Virginia Coxnoteson

|l iterary dial ogues: audhoralerolewand heemingj like thee no ur
reader, an admiring eavesdropper on the conversation of étffe@econdly, it

engags the readerthrough it,they becoméparticipanté ; i ndeed ' Thsoder at
effect wa enhancedvhere an account wawvholly orpartially intended for a specific
readershipasinRai nol dsé account of his debate wi
between treatisand dialogue: thdormer6cast s its writer and r
master and puplidtdt; e rwhtetmgegmpanioms, sliaring equally

in the.. ¢ h a¥®eButéRainolds directs hiswork to the students of the English
seminaries at Rome and Rhejmsi t h t h e enwbdyow felowdandflaendnM.

Harotnd t he quest ideposingpbwert hTaus,®o peexdpsand on Co
analoges, Rainolds presents his adversargnd through himCatholicreaders as a

companion needing to guided or a pupil on his first hunting tripHart serves as

embl em, war ning and heteragerpausreaddrahig®® TRea i no | d
relationship betweethe disputantould proveassignificantand compleyadeviceas

that betweerauthor and readees well as triumphing over an adversaay account

might also raise him up,to accentuate victory, and associatecause with its

championThus White ipridmecPuot eslt matepo€bynt r ov e

Percy*®

176 Cox, The Renaissance Dialogugp. 434.

Y7 |bid., pp. 23, 106.

178 |bid., p. 44.

179 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenasp. p. 28.
180 5ee chapted below.

18L A, C., True Relationsp. 22.
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A final point to be considered is the rhetoric udedpresentdisputation
accountsthe justificationsgivenfor their productionand distributionIn this, auttors
observecustomary humilitythe setting forth of pnted accountss oftendepictedas a
necessarytask, compelled by false reports already circulatfigMore tangibly,
disputantsi nvol ved i n cdopld bevcaticigedfor whakibgaitt peblic,
particularly where a doubtingerson was involvedone Catholicaccountstatesthat
Feat tebaewith Percy6t hough privatly inte[n]ded,
pr i n¥® lmdivitlual accounts will baliscussedbelow, but hereit is important to
note that polemicalpurpose infusedhe way they werelrawn up angreseted and

thatthis drewon pervasiveculturaltrends

Adopt, Adapt and Invoke: the Departure from Academic Disputation

Detailed studyof theseaccountaultimately reinforces that noteof cauton offered by
Hughes: we cannotaccuratey or truthfully reconstruct what occurred ina
disputation™®* But this does not believe preclude us fronmoving from the accounts
to theevents themselvedust & Hughesighlightsthe strategiesisedto presentruth
in such works so theproceduralfoundationsof debatei and expectations in this
regardi canbeobservegindeed, theyorm an integral part ahea u t happroadh
Accountsof public religiousdisputationneed tobe examinednot asflawed 6t r u e
reporsd of debate but asextensionsand representation®f it.'* In this, despite their
purpose angbartiality, they have a great deal tiell usi about theeventsto which
theypertain andthe broaderculturesurrounding them

To return to Jbn Ley, a degree ofwritten aftermathwas integral to public
religiousdisputation though malignedsuch representatiomsdextensionsverevital

to thes e e vPmngpact Leyddescribes hipreferredform asdhe personall debates of

182 5ee Cox,Renaissance Dialogyep. 413.
183, D., Defence of the Appendlim. 3.

BHughes, O6Meanings of Religious Polemicd, p. 212.
185 Cox, Renaissance Dialoguep. 45.
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such as are far froe perfect Union of the Apostle, whose minds are contrary, and
their tongues contradictory, and their pens also; when they take them up like pikes to
prosecute the war by writing, which kgrbal disputation they begaull, profitable
debatecould notoccurin a vacuumwritten additionsareincludedin L e yideal and

so they should be treated by historiaiisas a part of the process,as much as
challengingsource for itt® The quedbn of accuracy is secondary to thatimage
andpurpose.

In termsof public religious disputation itself, Ley arrives at his defion
throughtwo distinctions clarifying that indistinctusageo f 6 d i snptedtabotei o n 6
He distinguishesis categoryfirst from discourse6 wi t h o u t [off thngueés;t r i f e
encounterdetweenthosein agreementand written workst er med O0di sput at
their authors.For the latter,heci t es Bell ar mi ne, who oOcal
controversies, Disputations, though there appeared none opposite to dispute against
h i M’ Aénoted L e ys&congdsubtledistinction referso academiclebate shrouded
i n Shuger oparposearal théséd whfer e t he controversie
t hen s leyis nos 6f course, to be followed without questibis work is
infused with his owrstandpoint and informed byits immediatecontext Moreover
adopting strict categoriesather tharracingthe adaptation of therocessjs in many
ways counterproductive But drawing on Leyand i more importantlyi on the
examplesdetailedhere it is now possible to describe the reachfofmal, academic
disputation into publiccontroversialencounters, and telucidate thosecategories
identified in the previous chapter.

Formal disputationremaineda commonplacen postReformationreligious
discourse but it was a remarkably malleableone. The influence of the form is
impossible to deny it is presentin the structure ofaccounts,in the assumptions

underlying proceduralcritiques andevenin thosedebateshat deviatd from it; in

186 ey, Discourse of Disputationgp. 33,72.
157 |bid., p. 31.
188 |bid., p. 31.
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elementsunconsciouly retained But divines still argual aboutits technicalitiesand
etiquette andthe format could be adapted ia variety of ways, subject tgreference
andcircumstanceWhat weare confronted withthen is not a defined categorut a
constellationof events radiating outward from dormal core. At the close of the
previous chapter di s put at i on &wowrdesia toeeldarinad edclerizal
status ofthoseinvolved, andits adherence to the acadenpoocessHere, where the
details of that processare taken into account, neitherterion is lessenedbut both
describea spectrum, rather than dmmogenoudlock. It is with this in mind that

instance®f public religiousdisputatiorwill now be placedn context.
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ChapterThree DisputationExploited, 15581581

d would you would dispute to have the truth knowea,t her then to have

Disputationpermeated religioudiscoursein postReformationEngland but wasnot
uniformin its circumstanceandtone Inthe later sixteenth centyrthe emphasis was
on authority and powedisputation ofcontroversiakeligion was prohibitedby royal
injunction in 1559 and those eventssanctioned afterwards werfar the most part,
neither fair nor balanced Thoughthe practicewas not used exclusivelin anti
Catholic efforts or for the maintenance adate and church authority much public
religiousdisputationunder Elizabethnvolved the examinationof imprisoned priests
From the accountproduced andthe arrangementgshey describgit is clear thathe
authoritiessaw the potentiali and thereforealsothe dangesi of the practiceas a
weapon inthec o u n tharged =eligious climate

This is not to argue that all public religious disputation was cynically
motivated The formhadan image of impartiaknquiry, the scope for comprehensive
(or selective evidenceand in morecontrolledsituations therelativesafety that came
with being able to dict a;tbtheserare exarnptea nt er 06 s
this periodof thosein high office taking genuineinterest in the outcome afdebate
and in the questions tackledt should alsobe noted that Elizabethanreligious
disputationwas notlimited to onesidedengagements accounts of prisodebateare
most prevalent in th&580s, andthe later periodproducel a number omorebalanced
events Conferenceto reclaim recusants was requiredctérgymenfrom the 15708
Thus agenuinebelief inthe efficacy ofsuchdebatecannotbe dismissedAccountsof
prison disputationshould be seen in academiand religious terms, as but the most

driven, controlledaspectof awider, respectegrocessThe assertion of McCoog that

! Edmund @mpion,BL Harl. MS 422, . 148
% Henry GeeThe Elizabethan Clergy and the Settlement of Religixford, 1898), p. 60.
% Questier Convesion, Politics and Religigrp. 151;seechapter 4 below.
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Reformationdisputationsveretrials, do demonstrate the wicked errors of a convcte
hereticor.destr oy r el i,tptke nuacempiqularlywheniestended to

this period?

The Examination of Catholics

Most accounts of public religioudisputationin Elizabettan Englanddetailencounters

with imprisoned Catholiggut a systematicexploitation of theform mug be proved

rather than assumel.could bearguedthatint h e p elimateootc@ntsoversyand

formal discourse disputatiowould naturallyoccur, and that thelominanceof prison

debatein the surviving recordgeflects circumstance ratherthan design Lake and

Quetier presentthe early modern prison dsut 6t he pl ace where Ca
Protestants wee mo st of t en i & mawnal@iera fot disgueatiotmas r 6
facilitated interactionthrough the laity of the system, thé&gitimate at timespublic,

platform it offered and the sheer number of priesiscarcerated Christopher

B a g s h aceoansof the Catholic community at Wisbechotes conferenceand
disputation betweethe priestsas they descendedto factionalismat the end of the
sixteenth centurya measureof freedomthat was not unusuaf This said, he role of

the authoritiesin arrangingand crucially, reporting prison debateshould not be
understated The freedomsenjoyedcould vary: when Fulke offered disputation to
Catholics held at Wisbech in 1580, John Feckenhaeportedy commented Ot hes e
men are as st r an thisofferedlittim evideneesof the cammanitye 6 ;

Bagshawwould later describeé® The prisonerswere free taturn downF u | koffef) s

“McCoog, O66Playing the Champion6é, p. 120.

*Peter Lake and Michael Questier, 0 Pr iEsnognl sa,n drsi e s
Long Reformation, 1500800(London, 1997), pp. 19233.

® Christopher BagshawA True Relation of the Faction Begun at Wisb@atndon, 1601), esp. pp. 1,

123,223, 71; Lake and Questier, OPrisons, Priests a
" The authorities played a role in the Wisbech disputes: Milw&edligious ®ntroversies...
Elizabethanpp. 11711 9; Lake and Questier, O6Prisons Priests
8Lake and Questier, oPri-86&uksTrueReporiesigtAS. and Peopl ebd
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but could not set terms fothe debate’ Similarly, Campion,imprisoned in the Tower,
was rever allowed to set conditions and few of his challenges werdalirectly
answered? Moreover, whereccountsof prisondebateare concerned;lear patterns
of application and restriction can be traced.

The prison disputations for which accounts surviveare never directly
instigatedby a Catholic challengdnvariably, the Protestastproposeor demanda
debateunder instructiorirom someone in dhority. Fulkewasdispatchedo Wisbech
by Richard Cox Bishopof Ely, thoughhe had no written commissior. Campior® s
opponentsvere sent byareluctant John Aylmefdirectedbyd a hi ghe)yand ut hor
the disputationbetwee Rainolds and Hart waarrangedby Francis Walsingham-?

The authoritativéoneof the Campion debadés further heightenedy the presence of
menlike Thomas Norton anRobert BealeThese events,sd_ake and Questi@rgue
representan official appropriationof (and collusion wh) the prison environmena
turn to public displayin lieu of effective physical control!® But they were still
cautiouslyundertakenpursuedand containedh response tdie authoritieconcerns

The moreimportant question is howthese occasiongere squared with the
image of disputation The fornd s in x&@minationor powerplay was notan
Elizabethan innovatiorat the Mariandebateseld prior tothe executions of Cranmer,
Ridley and Latimer a similarly fragile balancewas maintained betweerpolitical
purpose andntellectual process.David Loadesdescribesthese eventgas a6 s h o w
trialdéd, whose Opaper thin acthardugeafifocnalpr oper

disputationis remarkableit waschoserinsteado f a t r i aJtheredébo mer s 61 ¢

° Fulke, True Reportgpassim

19 Nowell and Day;True Reportsg. H™; Field, Three Last Dayessigs K.I, N.iii", R.iii", S.if, U.iii",

U.iii ¥, Uiiii Y, X.iiii ¥, Ff.i

M Fulke, True Reportesig. A2".

2McCoog, 66Playing the ChampTreerRépbrsigpCl antiFigld, see N
Three LasDayes sig. H; Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 33.

BLake and Questier, 0 Pp. 2045 Mosvards the éne sf the reignpnHenrPe op | e
Fitzsimon was Oal |l dispetatidnsi no |[cehandt Gaif § ory, OPr ¢
Controversyd, p. 150.
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i nt el | ect u#dManipuaten oétheprocesavasdotseen asnathema to its
status at least, those in authoriexpresdittle doubt on that scorén fact, its useas a
polemicaldevice showsits contemporarystanding Greensladenvokesthese events
asa signof the continuedprominenceof disputation despite thei imbalance andthe
same anbe said foiElizabetharprisonencounters®

These 1554 debateshad many of the restrictive featureghat would
characteriseprison disputatin under Elizabeth Cranmer and the othersere
permittedto disputeat one of the universitieqyut at Oxford, the more conservative
institution. They were separatedenthe disputatiosabegan, and lacked the time and
books necessaryto preparei at leas, so Ridley complained when summortéd.
Moreover, theiradversariesver e 0 ad v o ¢ a sl gadeshasdif | awwligtels , O h
power to condemn their opponefRaligoasf her e
disputation with those imprisoned for their belief&sas naturally riddled with
difficulties. The pisoners themselves were aware of the balance of p@andrtheir
objections are often cited in tharp p o naceounts,&alemonstratdairnessin the
worksthemselvesAt Wisbech,Fulkewastold: disputaion is void, for although wee
overcome our adversaries, wee shoulde not prevail, the lawe is already... against us, &
wee come rather to suffer, than to dispiifeJohn Youngwas of the opinion that
disputation with prisoner c annot be a |if a ei@v eadhoded Inut at i C
Feckenhad s  n eimrdunity’d In 1581, Campioncan be seen refusirtg dispute

onthetruechurch as itwould be6 daunger ous, unl es | eave mi

14D. M. LoadesThe Oxford Martyr§London, 1970), pp. 128. Cranmer, Peter Martyr and others had
agreed to defend Edwardoés c hauggestiordii®mda wpthbl!l iCc adme
imprisonment: W. J. Torrance Kirb{he Zurich Connection and Tudor Political Theolo@goston

Mass., 2007), p. 17; Anthony Marteinother Collection of Certeine Divine Matters and Doctrines of

the Same M. D. Peter Martyiondon, 1583), sig. Qq.iii

Greensl ade, 0 Fa 34l Ttheargamentdwere cemarkgblydletailgul:. Loaderd

Martyrs, pp. 1316. Persons described the Marian debates as an oasis of fairness amid Rrotestant
controlled encounter s; 6havinge both judges, not
appoi nt eRidvdew of en Publike Disputationmp. 1719, 74.

18 oades,Oxford Martyrs pp. 129, 131.

7 bid., p. 129.

18 Fulke, True Reportesig. AS.

9 bid., sigs B, A5-A5"; see chapter 2 above.
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Majesties most HoFeap of rearminatiorhdereddetmte bub .
there is aalso more general principle at workere the value of free and fair
disputation Campiord s 0 b j e chutiressed witlsthe ebservation thathis
opponentvould be granted f r ee di sputati dndé in any Cath
Imprisonmentlsocreateda direct, psychological imbalance, to say nothing of
torture and impending executioRlart reportedlytold Rainolds:érhe condition of
conference with you is somewhat-emen. For | lie in prison, and am adjudged to dye:
the closeness of the ong terror of the other, doth dull a mans spirits, and make him
very unfitte for study?> Campiord 4581 debatesbeganwith a discussion ofhis
racking in which OwenHoptontold him that heprotestedoo much,havingé r at her
seene t hen :éalcduld, ardaid presentty ggd thence to your lodging
without helpe, and use your handes in writing, and all other partes of your body:
which you could not have done, if you had bene put to that punishment, with any such
extremitie as you speake @f.
The withholding of bookswas perhapsthe mostcommon complaintThis, it
should be noted was notjust a natural consequence oincarceration here, the
authoritiescould havea directimpact onthe balance chAdebate6 They bi d wus f
one priest complaineda t Ful keds Wi sbech ceaporisdronenc e,
u s** The objectionwas repeated d e s p i targuméntihatlsceipbuse andthe
Fatherswe r e 6 s.T iWhat is ierearkableherg aside from tht confessional
differencenotedin chapter twojs the source of theefusal ¢ | have no aut hc
del i ver youFukdtdisstemdlo okaemsmgt del i ver those
by order o f? NMoreentriguimgthas imbalantebetweenthe sidesin

prison disputationis the relatbnship betweerthe Protestantdisputantsand thé

2O Field, Three Last Dayesig. K.iii".
L |bid., sig. Y'.
22 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 33.
3 Nowell and Day;True Reportsig. C.I.
24 Fulke, True Reportesig. AZ'.
%5 |bid., sigs A3-A4", B3-B4",
%8 |bid., sig A4™.
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superiors such instanceshighlight the tensionbetween opemliscourseand political
reserve

At first glance, his questionwas handledn a similarmannerby Rainolds and
Hart, the priest statingd am destitute of bookes: we are not permitted to have any at
all, saving the Bible onely. You of the other side may have bookes at will: and you
come fresh from the universitie: whereby you are the readier to use them and alleage
themF ' Rai nol ds @hoesetlapod Fukke® | f a man do surfet
di shes, the Phisicion doth wel!]l tlut dyet
here the requirements oflisputant andbatronare reversed, as Walsingh@erder
was that Hart beprovided with any bok he needetf In the context of previous
events he might simply have beertrying to ensure thappearanceof equity, but his
own well-documentedProtestantonfidence andthe interesthe displays athe 1584
Lambethdebate suggest something moré® Of course, seof disputationin religious

polemicanda genuinebelief in itsefficacyare notincompatiblewhenone has faith.

Elizabethan pson debatesthus amplify the tensions afflicting public religious
disputationin this period discursive and intectual idealsare reveredon their own

merits and carefully manipulated a situation complicated by thdnequalitiesof

power involved It would be easy to dismissuchoccasionsas O0shaqgtut t ri al
despitethe a u t h o mvolvemen$ idtentions wee not always obvious and the
outcomewas not alwaysa foregone conclusioriFor all the controthey were subject

to, prison disputationscould T as Lake and Questiendicate i be real public
manifestations of discourse, and their conditions varied eseign progressed\n
examination of individual eventis thusrequired to untangle the web pérceptions

and intentsurroundinghem

2’ Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 33.
%8 |bid., p. 35
29 BL Add. MS48064, f. 58 see (for example) Collinsoftjizabethan Puritan Movemergp. 1667.
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The Westminster Conference

The 1559 Westminster conference called to ease the passage of the Acts of
Supremacy and Uformity, begani on the surfacé asa morebalancedaffair. The
official account,set forthin black letterby Jugg and Cawoofb pr ynt er s t o t he
Ma j e)s descrbédts purpose irpositive,academid e r rios the satisfaction of
persons doubtd, as also for the knowledge of the very trugthcertayne mater of
differencé ;nd v@herethe Catholicside,composedf Marianbishops andlergymen
aeaskedt o o6r ender accompte of t heiaaetheayt ho,
Archti s ho p @ fown Yvordsk Bhis opening cannot however, disguise the
e v e mpurpdbse William Haugaard suggestithat it wasinitially intendedto prepare
the groundfor reform beforea clerical audiencebut that political developmentad
broadenedts role.*! Evenin the printedaccount, lhereis an immediacyto its timing
(6 a s s vpossibleamight be agreed ugpmndtherewas an overwhelmingpolitical
presencean the eventincluding the Privy Counciland members of the nobilitand
Parliament®? The account stas thatrepresentativeand noblesiskedthat answers be
written andread in EnglishagainstCatholic wishes,dor the better satisfaction &
inhabling of their owne Judgments to treate and conclude of suche lawes as myght
depende hereupd? The d e b apoléidalsdrive thus shines through theacademic
imagery ofthis report

Moreover, vhile enough was grantetie Catholis for the rhetoric of balance

to be maintainedthe outcome of theonferencewas prearranged as far as possible.

30 Anon, The Declaracyon of the Procedynge of a Conferghomdon, 1560), sigs‘d2'. Nicholas

Heath had been granted the see of York by papal provision: ODNB, Hiiaklolas The other bishops

(as listed by Gary Jenkins, following John Jewel and John Foxe) were Bayne of Coventry and
Lichfield, White of Winchester, Watson of Lincoln, Scot of Chester and Oglethorpe of Carlisle, with
Henry Col e, De an oafpsfi@ld, AldaraLangdake and &villiam Chedsep: Gaty W.
Jenkins, OWhoresome Knaves and |11l ustrAngicas Subj ec
and Episcopal History75 (2006), p. 321. Feckenham was also present. On the use of black letter in
works for wide circulation, see Greeg@,hr i st i,p.¥ds ABC

3 william P. HaugaardElizabeth and the English Reformati@@ambridge, 1970), pp. 9700.

32 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsigs 2, 3; HaugaardElizabeth p. 101.

3 Anon, Declaracyon ofthe Procedyngesig. 3; HaugaardElizabeth p. 97; Norman L. Jone&aith

by Statute: Parliament and the Settlement of Religion {5&%don, 1982), p. 124.
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In a letter to PeteMartyr, Jeweli soon to bea Westminsterdelegatei outlined the
0 C¢ ¢ a spurpaseis termdar removed from those of thefficial account:it had
been arranged dat the Cathole6 may have no ground of cor
put down by power and auto r i t y ** ®he questiondwerehosento pave the
way for reform, andwere framed around ipture andthe ancient church,
undermining recourse tocontinuity, and the final format requiral answers in
English® Of the Catholicrequirementsit was grarted that answers be provided in
writing, but eventhis was qualified with the provisthat they be read alo’i. These
conditionsreflect purpose ana@udienceas Haugaardotes But theyalsospeak to the
primacyof purposeover intellectual idealandCatholic demandsin an echo of Jewel,
RobertPersong history of disputationasserted hat &6t he Queene and
nearest about her, havinge determined to make a change of Religion, thought they
should do yt best, and most justifiable, yf they pimdi sora name ofisputation,
wherin the Catholiks h¥westminsterttemtadnauchi ed or
in common with prisondebates it was politically driven, weighted against the
Catholic side and then conductedn a partisan mannelhough mither side were
prisoners when thdebatebegan by its end thebishops ofLincoln andWinchester
wereen routeto the Tower?

Historical consensusdescribesthe eventa s 0 s tol @tetded lpast,
6manipul ated to di s’Noendn dnesduggesdBatit as| i ¢ c
onyi nt ended Ot o pr ovitkkeseized upgnagaa oppaatdnity toa n d W

weaken the Catholicposition®® Remarkably however, the printed account

34 Jewel to Martyr, inThe Works of John Jewelol. 4, ed. John Ayre (Cambridge, 1850), p. 1200;
HaugaardElizabeth p. 97; Jenkins, O6%horesome Knavesd, pp.
% JonesFaith by Statutep. 123;HaugaardElizabethpp. 96, 100; Jenkins, O6Whot
321.
% JonesFaithby Statute p. 124. Further, see 3B@Inkins, 6Whores
¥ N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputatiomns 78.
3 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig. 7.
¥McCoog, 66PI ayi nipl; CdiimsonEllzabethan Runitaih Movenem. 32.
““He further argues t ha thehishops; suggesting toih exploitatiareotl t 0 6 e x |
respect for disputation: Jonésith by Statutepp. 115, 127.
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manipulateslittle beyond processth e C a t disoréditis attémptedthrough a
descriptionof practiceand attitudé® The religious points i of which there were
severalbefore the conference collapsédare glossed over, anthe questionsare
appended almost as an afterthou§hito give atypical example referring b the
Catholics épokesmanHenry Cole dHe] made a declaracyon of their meaninges and
their reasons to their first [pro]position, which being ended, they were asked by the
privy counsel if any of them had any more to be saied: and they s&d fibe
purpose b this work, then, is not religious instructionUnlike later accounts, it is
entirely polemicali an epideictic taleHere, the characterof the newsettlements
beingdefined in opposition tathat ofits detractors*

The debateitself was notheld tothe university formindeed its conditions
remainedconfused throughodf T h e a u t ihitilr agreeimens © have written
declarationsrather than open debatgain speaks to thee v e rpurg@osei clear
statements angudgementbeing preferred over corvoluted scholasticdisputation
There washowever,a moderatoof sorts Sir Nicholas Bacon, whitook the duty to
meankeepng the Catholis in check?® From theoutset by the printed account the
bishopsdeviatedfrom the predeterminedorm, claimingtoh ave 6 miesnitid k e n 6 t

agreementTh e i r O0bookd was not ready, but t ho

“1 Jenkins makes the point that victory was achieved through rhetoric rather than argument, although he
does not emphasise procedural idealsk Jem s , OWhor ep8l81837Knaveso, p

2 The questions appointed concerned the use of Latin in common prayer and the sacraments, the
authority of individual churches to appoint ceremonies, and the lack of scriptural evidence to suggest
that the Mass waf the living and the dead: Anobeclaracyon of the Procedyngsig. 8.

“3bid., sig. 5. Jewel of fers a remarkable account of Col e
quarters, and into every possible attitude, stamping with his feet, throbdng fais arms, bending his

sides, snapping his fingers, alternately el evatin
rave after a more sol emWorkgvold4, m 1203t at or i all manner 0:

““Persons®6 account nicendustiamiptoeess] hfamifigothe uasteodties dor the

outcome: N. D.Review of Ten Publike Disputatiqnsp. 7786.

“Collinson, however, describes it ElizabethantPbrisn We st mi
Movement p. 32), and Jones terms itdisputation throughout; but the printed account alternates

bet ween 6conferenced and O melanstd usgformal disputadion; hisugge st
report to Martyr stating that O6on t heeyohdbaret day

affirmations; and... at the next meeting we were
Jewel,Works vol. 4, p. 1203.
6 See Jones, Faith by Statute pp. 1256 . To Persons, this moderator

adversaryesot Catholike Religion, that was in England, violent in condition, and utterly ignorant in
matters of RaviewohTen Puldike Disbutati@ys 79.
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d i s p*luAs eéhédebatecontinues, the accountturns intoa litany of awkwardness:
having declaredthat they had no more to say the first propositio, severabf the
bishopsthenaskto add to their answér a deviation which, like theffirst dmistake)
is allowed though6t hey myghte have ben wel/l
cavi | | &@he granting @bothrequests iheredescribedas havingwo notives:
to ensurethe Catholis & full hearing, and cruciallyi for the better ordering of the
debate’®

Furtherargumenton the firstquestionwasappointed for the second dayut
was then disallowed by Bacon, who insistetiat the Catholicgo to the second
topic.*® After a disputeasto who should beginthey thenrefused toproceed® Rather
than providea reason for the stand the printedaccount glosses ovéoththe initial
arrangemenandthis seconddispute satisfyingitself with denuncation the Catholics
persist in their refusal with no regardttee arguments, their own reputat®ror their
causepupon what sinister or dysordered
some part it BeTheimplitationshatatipynhpdhe confidence in
their position would surviveinp o | e mici@tios of shéevent Featleyinvoked it
in 1638 d&fter the Protestants had given the charge, the Popish..padynded a
retreat, and upon frivolous pretences brake up the coofr¥rHaugaardfinds the

reason forther reluctancein the secondquestion on the aithority of individual

repr |

me an

churcheswhich required either compliance or a damaging appeal to papal autfiority.

But in addition direct exertion of authority and clumsy manlgtion of procedurein

an already imbalanced politicised exchange had turned then against further

7 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig 4™"; JonesFaith by Statutepp.1245.
“8 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig. 5.

49 Jones,Faith by Statute p. 126; see Jenkins, -7,638hforraeas ome K

interpretation of the Protestant approach. Again, neither takes accountppbtieeluralweight of the
moderator; a position hose importancies emphasised by Persons.

Y N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputations. 815: 6t he Bi shops affirminge

party was plaintife or accusant, they shoul d

>1 Anon, Declaracyon of thérocedyngesig. 6.
>2 Featley, Transubstantiation Explodeg. 20.
3 HaugaardElizabeth pp. 1034.
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participationi by the printedaccount, some refuséimo r e et An theclbdey 6 .
the bishops oLincoln andWinchester werémprisoned and therestwere essentially
told not to leave towr’

The official accountof Westminsterprovides amodel forthe useof a public
debatei and specificdly ana d v e r £adugt® .1 polemic The Cat hol i cs
perceivedevasions andeventualrefusal aredescribedas signs of weaknessand
manifest errar and as disrespectful t&d suchomaor abl e Bhessas mb | y . ¢
Persons note victory is given to the Protestant§,and overthrow to
Bishopps, who yet, as yow see, were never permitted to propose any oneraygarm

reason in due?

pPdrsansimvokes rpcticeagdnpairpa®e put the
Declaracyon of the Procedyngead already laid claim tdiscursiveideals In calling
the conference Elizabethsought counseldemonstratingsovereign wisdombut the
Cabholics had then confused anduined the everit® Personson the impact ofthe
conferencelamented 6 rhany rested themselves upon this point, that the Protestants

were learned men, and had gotten the victory in disputations against the Catholiks, for

tha so yt was told them. And thi¥ they tho

William Fulke at Wisbech

After Westminster public disputationof controversial religionwas prohibited for
more than two decadeslational actrine hadbeendecided, andhe government
maintainedthat further debatewould not be conducive to uniformityBy 1580,

however, this restriction had becomeproblematic Disputation at the universities

>4 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig. 7.

* |bid., sig. 72 o6the rest (savynng y[e] abbot of West mi
persondl apparaunce before the counsell, and not to departe the Cytye of London and Westminster,
untill further order be taken wisediewdlWemkswl 4 0r t hei

p. 1204. On the politicalKmduwesmatph.,, >22%. Jenkins,
*% Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig 7.

*"N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputatiomns 86.

*8 Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig. 7.

*9N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputations 87.
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continued the queenherselfattendingseveralon visitations and reportsof public,
controversialdebate on the continenthad found their way into English print.?°
Awareness ofhe practice had nodiminished There hadalso beendevelopmentsn
the dwrch hierarchy anthe higher levels of governmend more engagedreformist
groupi typified by Walsingham and Leicestérhad risen, and maintained a secure
positionevenafter the fall of Edmund Grindagnd both they andhe conservativesn
whom Elizabethincreasinglyrelied were facedwith growing puritandissentand the
immediate dangr of the Catholic missiors, both of whichdemandedonfontation®
The former trends aretied to what Lake following Collinson hasdescibed as the
6prot estodntEingadt isdin c uflomtherearlyla7®sd® soci et yo
Thus, vhen Campiondistributed his 6 Bagd to the Privy Councilin 1580,
challengingdefendersof the EnglishChurch toa public disputation reactions were
mixed®? At first, the official linewas maintainedthe radicalcontroversialisWilliam
Charkestated hat Chr i st daong wéree maa bafl goseedoft r uet h
a debateafter solong without thenm and Meredith Haamer agreed that the time for
discussiorhad passedoth, howeverwere willing to debatéf it becamenecessary*

Campionhimself in Novemberl580, reportel that manyefused his challengsolely

®“Elizabethoés viissedtimnWi laricamsimm&@E|l i zabet han Oxf
History and Antiquitiesvol. 2, pp. 154162. In 1566, one of the disputants was a young Edmund
Campion: Williams, O6EI i z alésaitChalemgeOl8fGraofit e npond gl ;
Actes of Conference in Religighondon, 1571}ranslated a crossonfessional debate at the Duke of

Mont pensi erb6s house in Paris.

®1 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movemenrpp. 1667 . See Lake, 6Tale of Two
esp. pp. 13, 1558 ; Peter Lake and Michael Questier, OPuUTr |

Early Modern Engl and: T h e E @hadoordal o€ Maagyn Histoyyr 2 f f ai r i
(2000), esp. pp. 593, 596, 616.
“?pPeter Lake, O6DieAgam@dng i RuIFi t@aamiPsmedism: TBansattargic (ed . )
Perspectives on a Seventee@#ntury AngleAmerican Faith(Boston Mass., 1993), p. 8.
®The work requests three hearings: 6the first bef
so fa as it touches the commonweal and your nobilities; the seedmeteof | make more account
before the Doctors and Masters and chosen men of both Universities... the third before the lawyers,
spiritual and t empor aRelgiousldeologe ahd CutiuraldantabyuCathdhc. Mar o
and AntiCatholic Discourses in Early Modern Engla@otre Dame, 2005), p. 12 (emphasis added);
Holleran,Jesuit Challengep. 180.
% William Charke,An Answere to a Seditious Pamphledndon, 1580), sigs A%A.iiii"; Meredith
Hanmer,The Great Bragge and Challenge of M. Champion a Jéksaitdon, 1581)passim McCoog,
606PI|l aying t he -30hManotii,Raigiodsdldeologyp..12. 12 9
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becausef royal commandmer. The Jesuipaintedthis as arexcuse; bugiven later
events there weraundoubtedlydivines whofelt constainedby the policy.Moreover
as Lake and Questieliscuss the challengei and the missiorntself T presentedhe
authorities with a crisis of legitimacy.The @ragd was a precaution against
politicisation oft h e J e s u i, bustlie agpnoaels of this amelatedworks was
to level that same accusatiorthe government ané&nglish preachersthey argued
were unable talefend their position in debatand so madethe exchangea political
one following their own worldly inclinatiors and abilities®™ Thus, the authorities
were faced withi and hadhelped tocreatei a climate n which public religious
disputation could no longer be avoidéehrms ofdiscourse haglreadybeenurged
from within their own ranksand resistedtlie bestexample beingsr i n dtant @nd
removal) but thesechallengegpublicly placedtheir prohibition on the wrong sidef
religiousandintellectualprinciple ®’

Where the acceptability of publitisputationis concernedhowever,striking
parallelscanbe drawn between the attitudekriglishauthorities and that of @aolic
leaders on theontinent: McCoog chartsdisagreemenbetweenEverard Mercurian,
Jesuit Superior GenerandWilliam Allen on precisely this questioNlercurian,long
wary of anyEnglish mission, forbade disputation unless the priests saw no othe
option: 6 i t i s a c braticsawhénghey asetclearly beaten in argument, to

be unwilling t o® ButAlenlookad far acadanmi@pitityim lyiso .

®“Mc Coog, 66Playing the Championé6é, p. 129.

®lLake and Qures,tiRapi HtPuriamd t h-Z 6ZMPIedThontas Mpher ed
Mc Coog, 6AThe Fl ower of Oxfordo: The RolThe of Edm
Sixteenth Century Journa24 (1993), esp. p. 899.

0n the prophesyingo, Epéescbphe, SaTakgsof &sp. p.
put different expositions of the same scriptural text before promiscuously mixed, clerical and lay, elite

but also popular, audiences... [they] could thus be taken to be constructing an intellactuedl and

critical audience, an audience called upon, in effect, to judge between different positions... attempts to

start discussion, provoke opinion, raise question
®Mc Coog, O6fPIl ayi ng Fdilater 8itrecgnimendatiéng, sep MichaePQuestier,
66LIi ke Locusts Over al l the Worl do: Conversion,

Elizabet han and Jac oTheReokonEchEgdermmapdpp.,272j280. Mc Co o g,
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missioraries descri bing Campion as 6a mo%t bril
Al | ends preapdareninghe graysamme of his Douai seminaiiys students
were trainedn disputation, taught texaminescripture in the original languages, and
pitted against each other in priaet debatesEach week, somevould take the
Protestant sidéo hone theirskills; and material for study was chosen specifically to
counter Protestant diviné®.Just asEnglish clergymenfaced conflicting ordess and
instincts,then,the missionariebada range ofnstructions but the Englishauthorities
did not leavethe questionopen to debateThus,it was inevitable that the challenge
would be a Catholic one; antiiat the resuibhg debatewould play out behind prison
walls. A needfor disputationcan befound on both sidedong before158Q but until
the mission begani was heldin check by cautious authorities, perpetuating old
warnings about engagement with heretics.

Thework of Campion andPersongwho soonadded his voice to the challenge
marks anendtotheEn gl i s h  awetsibnotapublic rekg®us disputation.In
October 158Q just months after theBragd Fulke wasdispatchedto Wisbech his
offer bearingthe authority ofBishop Cox’* A former Chancellor of OxfordCox
maintaineda keeninterest in learning and closelationswith Elizabeth and_ord
Burghley’? By Fulked siccount the prisonerswere unprepared fothis Episcopal
mandate: theyefusedto ac c e pt Cox 6s ithewreckivedettes antd unt i

173

testimony tothat effect’” They had beemequiredto have regulaprivate conference

with Protestant divinesand Fulke statesthat this was not the first such offer be

“*Mc Coog, 6 PImay iompgld34;Hellerénesuit Challengepp. 1718.
“McCoog, 6fAPlaying the Championood, p. 122.
"0On Persons6 c h aReligieus tdeologys Ele. MéCaay ddes not,mention Wisbech,

instead describing the Campion debatesraimitial at t e mpt 6t o demonstrate that
not afraid of a discussionédé. The change iin attit
particularly theRationes Decemf June 1581. Mc Coog, O6n-BI135yOnng t he
theWsbech Catholics, several of whom had been invo
Two Epi scopal SurRewewsfden Pyblike Oispufations 78l. D. ,

2 ODNB Cox Richard Kirby, Zurich Connecton pp. 2, 15; JKkemakvienssd,, OpNh 03 Z
Cox had pr esi de dOxfond disputaifoes oe the Beharistyamdéhad been present at
Westminster: N.D.Review of Ten Publike Disputationsp. 34, 78. Lexdn@ox md t es t
reservations aboutd Talee pafopThvecs yE migsdap dlakRur veys

"3 Fulke, True Reportesig. AZ.

h
0

88



madeto them but this reaction and the fact thadomewerestrangers to one another
suggests new approach This was, moreovethe first such meeting to be written up
andprinted”

The canparisons to be drawn betweEru | kaecéustandthe printedreport
after Westminstemare striking.The exchangeavas not, in itself, a disputation; rather, it
was a impromptu conference growrom an attempt toinitiate one.The Cat hol i c ¢
lengthy refusd again allowsthe w o r Koéce to derive from attitudes rather than
theologicalpoints, but itgoneis less drivenlt is writtenin dialogue érm1i claiming
at leastto recount everything said and eschew the judgemental languagd later
portionsof the Westminstermccount Fulke concludes@&eeing yee refuse all thinges |
offer you, | have no more to say: but to pray to God, if it be his will, to open your
eyes, that you may see the trueth, or els to hasten his judgementes uppon you for your
obsthacied This is ameasuredapproach tathe reporting of religious discourse
engendered by theimate in which it wagproduced The message of theork i that
Catholics refuse to take partneasonediebate is the samebut it is It to the reader
to come to thionclusion andirawinferences from it.

This is not, however, to suggest that the Catholics were shown leniency
indeed,their refusalof F u | kotfed sas prompted by the conditionse proposed
Althoughiit is suggestedhat they would beallowedto selectthe topics (an element
not left to chance at Westminst@ndto decidewhetherthe debatewould proceed by
writing or speechprisonlimitations are still in evidencethey werenotto beallowed
books beyond scripture and the Fathers and their notes would not be returned to
them’® F u | kdiséussion ofthese restrictions raises a interesting question:

throughout,he is remarkablyeagerto know whether the Catholicsvould dispute;

"4 Holleran,Jesuit Challengep. 28;Fulke, True Reportgsigs A3-A3',
’5 Fulke, True Reportesig. BS.
"% Ibid., sigs A3-A5"; Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedyngsig. Z; N. D., Review of Ten Publike
Disputations p. 79.
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enoughto suggesthat thiswas his(or hisp a t r only sodicern)’ He hadnot, one
might argue beensentto arrange a disputation, so much as to ascertain whether, and
under what circumstances, tphesonerswould take part This in the context othe
Jesuitchallenge|is a crugal distinction. Either Fulkeand Cox weragenuinely trying
to engage the prisoners, or they wenaking to improve the credibility of thehurch
afterthe Bragd A combination of the twds mostlikely: those involved cannot have
been oblivious tdahe Jesuitchallengesbut herethey d put anotherquestionto the
prisoners After ther initial refusal, Fulkeasks if they will hear him preach an offer
they again refuse This, however is not pursued as vigorously, and cannot be
described athea ¢ ¢ o primarpfacus’®

Ful leflorbsat Wisbechproducel somebrief discussion of religion, buhis
was not held to any fornHis account recordsporadicdebateon the question of the
true dwrch, a sermongiven by one ofhis companions(é F | bydnémé and the
practice of disputatio itself, beforehe returns to his offer and askisypothetically
whether therisonersvould disputeat CambridgeAgaintheyrefuse andthe meeting

endks.°F u | laecdust was printethe following year.

Disputations with Campion

This meeting is valualle as afirst showing of thea ut h o hand, iarmlsaé a

disputationabout disputation;but in all other respectd is overshadowed by the

" He repeats the question in response to several queries and defakelsTrue Reportesigs A4,

A5', A5’

"8 |bid., sigs A6-A8".

" bid., sigs A6-B5". On O6Fl udd ( or FElizabgtdae Puiitan MowemerpC325. | i ns on,
The opinions of disputatioherear e r emar kabl e; Feckenham stating:
knew good come by disputation. In the beginning of Queene Maries time there was a disputatio[n] in

the Convocation hae: What good came of it? There was an other disputation in the beginning of the
Queenes raigne at Westminster, there came no good of it. And since there have beene disputations, but
no good as | see, come of t hesg B2t(thestatenfeatmaybd | i ke
Ful keds, to show that Catholics did not, indeed,
does not as far as the evidence shaweefer to recorded, public events.
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eventsof 1581. That July, Campion wasapturedand taken to the Towé&?.In
guestioning him, the authoigs had twoobjectives:counteractinghis writings and
activities, and establishing his rofeif anyi in the Catholigplots being concocted on
the continentThe Jesuitmaintained that his purpoge Englandwas purely religious
having affirmedas muchat a gatheing of priests that monthbut he was nonkeless
questionedon his contacts and the circumstances of his beinghéncountry’! The
approach takewith Campionwastwofold: persuasiorand discreditthe two blurring
together as falseeportsof his confesionandconversionweredistributedat home and
abroad®™ Throughlate July and Auguste was torturedmoved in and out of close
imprisonmentand examined ira variety of settings onhis activities and intenf*
Meanwhile JohnAylmer was directed to an®w his Rationes Decerit which had
beendistributedat St Ma r yQOxferd in Junei andto arrangedisputationswith the
Jesuit®* This measurevas designeto undemine C a mp i ahallénhgs; to discredit
him with Catholics andProtestantsilike, particularlythose over whom he might have
exertedsomeinfluence® In the late 18 century,Richard Simpsosuggestedhat the

impact of the Rationes Decenstemmed from itgoots n6t he newandear ni n

8 McCoog, 66Pl ayi ng tRichardSmasonEdnundéCampiorp a Bidg@phy

(London, 1896), p. 338. Campion hadeviously engaged in private conferences: Hollerdasuit

Challenge pp. 24, 31, 33.

81 Simpson,Campion pp. 330, 342 : Elizabeth Hanson, OTEmdgluaredda,nd
Representation8 4 (1 1991) , p. 7pArpose €ae Persbns in @ TAnsHpistla 6f she

Persecution of Catholikes in Englan{l®ouai, 1582), esp. p. 8%1c Co o g, 6AThe Fl ower o
passim Lake and Questared ,t W ufi Pu lalnidg605®RIpe rseé &,, pp. 6
%2 Simpson Campion pp. 335, 33910.

8 Ibid., pp. 337345; HolleranJesuit Challengepp. 357. Once, several historians claim, Campion was

brought before the queen; although this has been called into quédteom:i on Col t hor pe, 6
Campionbs All eged I nter vi eRecusamt HistonyI y1085npp .88 z abet h
84 Marotti, Religious Ideologyp. 13; HolleranJesuit Challengepp. 313. TheRationes Decenaid out
Campionbs pofopasgdméntnheand attacked reformed ans

Campion, Ten Reasonsed. J. H. Poller(London 1 914 ) , p. 90. Ayl mer 6s r el L
outlined in SimpsonCampion pp. 3579, and letters expressing the same can be found &iaB&d.
MS 33, nos 17 and 18. In John Strypeds biography

hand in the Campion debates, Strype focusing on his objections after thdigemtical Collections of

the Life and Acts of the Right Reverend Eaih God, John AylmgiLondon, 1701), pp. 53.

®McCoog, O66Pl aying the Cdmpionpd 388p36Q1. SpnpsoripBodides Si mp s o
a letter from Rainoldsoa pupi | as evidence of Campionds 1| mpac
industriousy than decently a most virulent enemy of religion, and to admire more vehemently than
justly a barbered and dandified r AretWoksofthan 6 ; fr
Learned and Judicious Divine Mr. Richard Hookeuol. 1 (Oxford, 1888)p. 106.
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indeed,the workimaginesitsr eader s as 0 psightddoleverpdi the s |, K €
truth, of simplicity, of modesty, enemies of %®emerit
Simpsonarguesthat the debatesresuled partly from the demands of interested
courtiers,though thg werecertainlya polemical strateglyy thequeenand Council

These @ublicd disputatios i acceptable now that Campitenguishedn the
Toweri werearrangecentirelytot h e J disadvantaggasidwould provethe most
imbalancedf the reign®’ But the printed, Protestardccountsheyproduceddescribe
T for the first time in tle periodi the formal structure of disputation in claiming
evenhandednessThey are also the first suchworks to fully addresscontroversial
topics®® Of course,their rhetoric of balance angurposeis hampered by Campic®
situation, not t oapproaahand thhgndo hokerdeakauradiide st ant s
their allegancesput given the circumstanceas which thedebatesvere arrangecand
the climate in which th®ationes Decerhad been receivether descriptionf full,
formal disputationi which Catholic reports confirm to have been usethe event
speak tothe continuedacceptancef scholasticdebate andits reacceptancdy the
state and churcfi.here had beeaprogressionof sortsfrom Westminster.

The dsputationstook place over four days. On the last of Augusthe
opponents werblowelland Dayde ans of St P a®niSépembed8y Wi nd s
Fulke took over, withRoger Goagboth returningon the 2%. Four dayslater, the

opponentsvereJohn Walker andwilliam Charke the latter havingerved as notary at

8 Campion, Ten Reasonsp. 145 Simpson,Campion pp. 3623. Lake and Questier describe its
notoriety as a resul't of 6tone and. .. medi umd: L
Sphereod, p. 608.

87 See Holleranjesuit Challengep. 41; SimpsonCampion pp.262,3356.

8 The Protestant accounts aelrue Reporby Nowe | | a n d Thpem yast Daygprihted-i el d 6 s
together in 1583. Catholic reports include an account of the first debate in the Tresham papers, printed

in HMC, Report on Manuscripts in Various Collectiongol. 3 (London, 1904), pp.-86, and items at

the British Library (Harl. MS 422, ff. 13@.72, containing the third and fourth debates, and Add. MS

11055, ff. 188192, containing the main arguments of the setand fourth; Add. MS 39828, f. 38)

and Bodleian (Rawl. D.353, ff.-35). Extracts and summaries were produced by Catholics on the
continent, including Paolo Bombino and Daniello Bartoli. For an overview, accompanying edited
transcriptions, see Holleradesuit Challengeesp. pp. 22® (I have consulted and cite the originals as

far as possible).
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previous debate®. These clergymenare an interesting mix. Nowelvas a Marian
exile, who upon his prefermerdemonstratedeanings toward puritanisfi Day had
been ayoung convert his radicdism tempeed enoughfor him to enjoy state
patronagethroughout his careéf. Fulke and Goadvere Cambridge menone was
head of Pembroke t he ot her [Frruke arsassocate of Khomaso s
Cartwright and aman of dwindling puritan convictiorwas the most activein antk
Catholiasm: Wisbechandthe Campiondebatesepresentin engagement thatould
come todominatehis career® Goad alifelong moderatehadalsovisited Wisbechin
158QonCo x 6 s npeatigaing theiFamily of Love’® The final opponentsresent

the most unusuatluo. Walker was a committedreformer adaptingto Elizabetlan

moderation but Charke was moreradical®®

Aopur it adre radtivenig the a
conferenceshis deploymentherewas a result ofhis own antiCatholic efforts and

dealings with Aylmer® The inclusion ® men like Charke is remarkableffering an

insight intothe authoritie® objectives. Field, a notary for the latter disputationsand

author of the correspondingaccount was to become a leading figure in the
predbyterian dissent of the later 158@ithoughCollinsonnoteshis6r e s pect abi | i

the time of thel581 debatesField having secured favour with LeicestérAylmer

had encountered Field, Charke and others in 1&MdingWilliam Cecil areportthat

8 Nowell and Day,True Reportsigs A.l, C.i; Field, Three Last Dayessigs H, O.{, Z.ii"; BL Harl.

MS 422, f. 148

% Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Moveme pp. 63, 655 , 70, 7 4. Hol |l eran notes
Wi nni ng ¢ onvJsuitCGhdlengepldd. | er an,

“Though described as an 6extreme Puritané by S. I
January 1595, with the support of WilliamdaRobert Cecil: S. L. Ollard;asti Wyndesorienses: the

Deans and Canons of Windg@Windsor, 1950)p. 44 ODNB Day William.

92H. C. PorterReformation and Reaction in Tudor Cambrid@ambridge, 1958passim see Richard
Bauckham, 6Scorenice amed Weli iign g JhedfitishDaournal Mdtithel i am F
History of ScienceB8 (1975), p. 18.

% Richard BauckhaniTudor ApocalypséOxford, 1978), p. 321; Holleradesuit Challengepp. 589.

% Christopher W. MarstThe Family of Love in Enigh Society, 1550630(Cambridge, 1994), pp. 37

9, 203n; LakeModerate Puritansesp. pp. 23d.

% ODNB Walker, John

% Collinson,Elizabethan Puritan Movemerg. 202

7 Oxford granted him a preaching license in 1579, and in 1581 he took up a lectateShipMary

Aldermary, though he was barred from preaching before compilmgy Three Last Day<atrick

Collinson, Godly People: Essays on English Protestantism and Puritafiemdon, 1983), p. 351;
Holleran,Jesuit Challengep. 220n.
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deemedsuchmenonly marginally less dangerous to uniformity than Catholics; but
they still proved useful in confutingCatholicism®® Lake and Questienote the
opportunitiessuch efforts offered divines like Field, Charke and Walter Travers to
showloyalty.*

The settingand condition®f the disputationsvariedi a resultof Ca mpi on o s
showing Catholic report@ndthe attitude of the authoritie€° The firsttook place in
a chapel at the Towewith seating arranged falarge auditorybut the second was
hddi n Ho privaehall, and wasattended byaroundthirteen peoplé® Eachpair
of Protestant divinefiadtheir ownappraach but therevereinstructions to which they
all had to adhereAs noted the disputationform was usedo bindC a mp i lamd$ s
as he wasconfined to the role of respondenfgain, this order came from the
organisersFulke havingto informanadversay that it wasbeyondhis power to grant
their demandsalthough therule lapsedonce on the second dayce on the thirdand
againunder Charke and Walké¥ Remarkably, in seeking to justify ttke bat e s 6
imbalance theProtestarg 1 andther printed account$ still work to appropriate the
proceduralauthority of disputation Where Campion is granted an opportunity to
oppose,it is describedas a deviation from thappointedc our s e : Oyou S

ans weanaopppnénstates 6t hough partt ob eo pffoots eydo u r

% Strype,Aylmer p . 55. Ayl mer had not opposed Char kebs ap
response suggesting a similar adétholic policy: Prestinns of Court pp. 191-2.

“Lake and Questier, O6Puritans, PapistlsogfTwond t he
Epi scopal Surveys©b, pp. 150, 151; Peter Mar shal l
1 6 4 Dhé Historical Journal53 (2010), p. 860.

100 5ee StrypeAylmer p. 53.

101 Simpson,Campion pp. 3634, 372. McCoochasonly the fourthdebatth e | d at Hopt onds
Mc Coog, 66Pl aying the Champion6bd, p. FkldSays He doe
nothing of the | ocation. One Catholic report st e
Hopton his par | oryfol88. Hblerakrbtds. doubt@s whith@haEel was used for

the first, but settles othat of St Peter ad Vincula, because of the size of the audience: Hollesarit

Challenge p. 41n; HMC Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 8.

192 Field, Three Last Day® sigs K.I, T.iii*-U", X", Ff.i".

193 |pid., sig. K.l (emphasis added). Also, see BL Harl. MS 422, f'1526 Al t hough it be co
order of disputation, and to our appointed confer
O@amver expl ai nbatdn thisroverjooks the assertod of the Protestant disputants (and
accounts) thatormal disputation combined with the state origins of the debate andtcasations of
treasorlevelled at the Jesuitefferedjustification enough: Hollerarlesuit Challengep. 72.
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As described byNowell and Day, lte first debatebegan with a blend of
suspicion and proselytising goodwill. Campionsamald thattheywer e t her e Ot
hi m g oddwabéassued that the questions would be taken frothe Rationes
Decem  Beocoufdl not thinke himselfe to be suddenly taken as unproGiigdhis
account,Campionsaid only that he did not understand itheoming but theonly
completeCatholicreportof the dayhas the Jesuit objectingatit wasnot fair dealing,
forhe was oO6destitute of all the ®h®épes w
disputation wassoon hijacked by tate concernsAccusations of mielty in the
Rationes Decemrompted aiscussion ofC a mp i awn exeriencesduringwhich
Hoptondescribechis time on the rack*®® The Jesuitvastold to consider the causat
which Bealeaskedif he had beequestionedn religion.By the Protestantcaount,
Campionanswered éThat he was not in deede directly examined of Religion, but
moved to confesse in what places he had bene conversa,ss repaire into the
Realmé& and when Bealethenexplainedthe concernher epl i ed t hat O0he
betr ay his Catholi ke br e RdtionesrDécemeduimeri, ardx a mi n e
that distinctly Elizabethan line betweatisputationand interrogation was avoidé®.
Catholic accountsare less mannered?aolo Bombing an early biographer othe
Jesuit hasthe intimation of treasoncausinghim to rise to his feetasserting:6 | f
anyone, setting my religion aside, dare charge me with any crime whatsoever...
di scharge on me al® Thefui €atholic aceounha se:s dyloeut caan
man... within thisrealme charge me with woorde or fact but concerninge conscience

andreligonand | yel de t awhictiNewekcalisforsilance®d n 6 ,

194 Nowell and Day,True Report sig. C.i, HMC, Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 8. The Catholic
account notes that 6at the entree everDewmm Pr ot es|

Ratione}inhishame . 6 Campi on 6 ghiswmahienees kr eftlsedc¢tfs o6it i s t
disputations, that the highr i est s ar e ma k Ten BeasorgpaaD;yL ke an€ Questiar,o n ,
6Puritans, Papists, and the APublic Sphereob6, p.

195 For an #ernate version, see HM®arious Collectionsvol. 3, p. 9

1% Nowell and Day;True Reportsigs C-C.ii"; HMC, Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 9.
197 Bombino inHolleran,Jesuit Challengep. 187; SimpsorGampion p. 366.

198 HMC, Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 9.
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The questiongakenfrom the Rationes Decenwere notfor Ca mp i bemefd s
T they wereatactical moveThe topicsamounted to a defence of positions charggd
the work as hereticalthe removal of parts ofcripture by Luther andubsequent
reformers. Thisallowed Nowell and Day to take the role of the injured party, while
ther respondentvas forced to argufromprior assertionsBy the end of thenorning,
Campioni andthose few Catholics allowed to & by him i were askingthat they

might disputeon some other pointrather than continueith the work.*%°

Campionoés

difficulty is emphasisedn the Protestanaccount: severaimes he falls silent,and

oncerises up, vith so great contention of voice, and with such gesture, casting up his

armes, & beating upon his booke, that one of us challenged him therefore,

demaunding why he used sushtragious speachd behavioui*'® The Protestants,

meanwhile, played to the crowthey surprised Campion witln edition of Luther

chosen tocast doubt on hisrgument appealeddirectly to the judgement of those

present, and concluded the morning with a summation vihimyhtheir own accounit

wasattackedby the priestRalph Sherwiras being selectivE?! In the afternoon, they

made a show ofieparting from the Rationes Decembut soon returned to the

morn i n wpics When theyfinally turnedto arother question it was justification,

itself 6 f 1 r st of al | [thg b b e,kardiheren thepmtastedhey had

only brief notes, having come to examiftework, @ at her t hé&n to dispu
Two further points are worthotingin this debate. The firstasreportedin the

printed accountcame when Campion almost subscribed to the doctriselaffidei

on the condition thahis opponenta gr ee t hat , being justifi

forward more and mor e i mMowelhaad Dayagrekgeaisd o f r i

19 Nowell and Day;True Reportsig. D.iil".

101hid., sigs C.iil, C.iii¥, D",

11 pid., sigs C.i-C.ii¥, C.iiii", D.iii¥; HMC, Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 11; HolleranJesuit

Challenge p. 54; SimpsonCampion pp. 3668. Sherwin plays aubstantial role, despite Nowell and

Day being 6ésent onely t o NaesRegontsig.GaiinpiM@ Wadiou Nowe | |
Collections vol. 3, pp. 11, 13 4 . On Sherwinbés background, see Sco
With his FHroi:enRlespbr eBeemtt ati ons of an Early Moderr
Highley and John N. King (eds)ohn Foxe and his Worl@ldershot, 2002), p. 216n.

12 Nowell and Day;True Reportsigs E.i".
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the subscription was onlgtayedby Sherwin*®

Another pointinvolvedCa mpi on o s
knowledge of GreeKThe Jesuitvasgivenseveral books ithe languagewhichi by
the Protestanaccounti he flatly refused to readput Catholic reports clainthat he
refusedonly the first and that this promptedcornfrom the Protestanside Later,
they assert the Jesuitread and gave thé&rue meaning of a place it Basil
confoundingany suggestioof deficiency6 wher eat t her e was so0me
among the Protesttesd ' The printed accoust produced latemnaintainthat this is
false andherelateropponentsakeevery opportunityté e st C &kmowledgerod s
the tongueOn the second day, Fulkeindshim a New Testamensaying:6 see it an:
readei tabwhich Campionexclam® what chi |l di sh dealing is
Greke as wi | "™©Oethethdrd, Fuke reachplace id Epiphanius aloud,
Campion re p o n dli umdgrstand Latine better then Greeke. Yet | trust | have
Greeke ynough torswere you withall. Reade it in Latige® Charke, on the fount
day, makes show of translating @lace inBasil, becausehe Jesuit, hasays did not
6deal e. . . witlthshotuldh ee n@eadlaeatorgsdide Catholic denials,
Simpsoncited severabf Ca mp i o n 0 sontdinmgotaeprpso,si t e Gr eek (
writteni n s ¢ h o | a Inlhis ésematibrafail@ving the full Catholic report
accouns of Ca mp i inabilbysarea fiction, based ormnerefusal(the print was too
small),andcreatedpurelyto discredit him-*®

Campion was more active whethe second day begamuestioning the
disputationé validity: dhese conferences are unequall, both in respécthe
suddainnesse of them, as also for want of such necessary helpes as were fitte and

converientd It is herethat hecalls for his own notary™® By F i e lact@ust he

3 pid., sig. F.i.

14 pid., sigs F.iiil-G.i"; HMC, Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 14; Holleran)esuit Challengep. 54.

5 Field, Three Last Dayesig. M.ii'.

1% pid., sig. Q..

17 bid., sigs Ff.il-FLii".

118 Simpson Campion p. 368; HMC Various Collectionsvol. 3, p. 14.

19 Field, Three Last Dayessigs HY; BL Harl. MS 422, f. 148. Heconcl udes: 61 woul d
dispute to have the truth knowenat her then to have victoriebd.
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summarisedis objections by describinthedebateasa 6 ¢ o n T & rareerpticé 6
distinction betweethisa nd 6 d i sHps ideabencouaterliestateswould bed i n
theUni ver'8itieso.

If the reported conduct of Nowell and Day was grandstanding and
opportunistic, that of Fulke and Goads whollybusinessliké?! By all reports ther
arguments andeactionssuggestthat they were keento avoid th&¢ pr edeces s or s
outburss, andto proceedefficiently with the examinatiorof Campio® svork.*??
Ful keds o pe,naspriged [y tFiald, @ Im@ @ ¢ d  Cpaion poinduct & s
opposition tothe ideak of disputation:dhis | woulde have knowen unto you, that our
purpose is notat deale by discourse, butaccording to the order of Schooles, &
So perfunctory vasthe P r o t e sohedshattCanipion made a point of askiagch
divine his namebefore responding to their questidi$As the disputationprogressed
following the Raiones Decento church visibility and errorhe was rebuked several
timesfor evasion 6 You. . . abuse the presenad with
him; ard againd You do Wun €ackkdoherebath sidesrencalled w
backto the questiony Hopton Goadaccuses the Jeswftryingét o avoi d t he
i n ¢ o nt'f dhwoeghatj teedponentfocused orreligioustopics eschewing
matters ofstateauthority Field hasCampionanswemng an instance ofS t Pet er 0s
dissimulationwith thedeclarationd/Nhy, in some case the Catholikes thinke they may
communicate with you, come to your Churches, & you againe co[m]municate
wl[ithJus, & go to our churchegljispute & conferrew[ith] us, &cd to which Fulke
responds Yoa drawe to a thing you ohgto be silent in. It is a matter of state, it were

best for you to leave such thing$lere Campionaslks if he is being threatened: a

120 Field, Three Last Dayesig. H.
'Hol l eran describes them as o6¢magi sdesitrGhalénge and 6c
p. 64.
122 5ee ibid., p. 57.
12 Field, Three Last Dayesig. H.
124 |bid., sigs H, H.iii%; BL Harl. MS 422, f. 148
125 Field, Three Last Dayesigs H.iil, Liii".
126 B Harl. MS 422, £154; Field, Three Last Dayesig. L.if"
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sharpreminderof the balance opower, which at oncedamageshe rhetoricof formal,
equitabledisputation?’

This changein tone came tdull fruition on the thirdday, andhere shed$ight
on thepurposeof thesedebatesThroughout, he Protestasthad maintained that they
were working forCampior® benefit the assertionof Nowell and Daybeingrepeated
by Hoptonon the 23°. Field has hintelling the Jesuitto consider what great favour
her Majestie shewed him, that hee might have conference witeaheed to reforme
hi s er r oucC€anpionreplies thawheis motin doubt, andaims to instruct his
opponents?® When none preserthen volunteeed to serve as moderator, Fulke

reportedly turnedo thelieutenanto ask

that it might please [him] when one argument was done, to commaunde
us to go to another. And also when we have accepted an answere, not to
suffer the adversari¢éo carie the matter with multitude of wordes: so that
we be neither forced to leave our argument, as though we could followe it
no longer,nor the adversarie permittedith large discourses to spende

the time unprofitably, contrary to thight meaning of this conferenc¢&,

As the debate hestip, he explans:

The other day when wee had some hope of your conversion, we forbare
you much, and suffered you to discourse, contrary to the order of any
good conference... nowe that we see youarebstinate heretike, and

seeke to cover the light of the trueth with multitude of wordes, we meane

not to allow you such large discourses, nor to forbeare you, as we did.

127 |bid., sigsN'-N.i" (emphasis added).
128 |pid., sig. O.\.
129 |pid., sig. O.Y; see chapter 2 above.
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Catholic manuscript reports had already interpreted Ca mpi ono s ver bos
dominarce; and tlese assertiongsombined withhis professedcertainty drove his
opponentsto exert greater control**® From the first day,disputation had been
manipulatedo containCampion but in riskingit in the first placethe authoritiedad
failed to coer the polemical exits.

Two things need exploring in this statemenrom Fulke The first isthe
Pr ot e prioracancesndfort hei r r esoy. d\hile ie seenddoubtful that
theytruly believedhe might be convinced the expression of hope was Vitareports
of his conversion had alreadyeencirculatedto discredit him; and, more importantly,
the debatesneeded an objectivieeyonddiscreditand sekevident proof.A genuine
hope for C a mp islounld o howeverybe dismissedas implied in
many contemporaryanalogies a disputation was a battleat the end of which
something ought to belaimed Moreover it was considered &hristianduty to win
dissenters to the faith. In a move thatallsF u | lofeiGas Wisbech, Catholics in the
Tower werebroughtto hearsermonsjndicating an effort beyond disputation to foist
reformed doctrine upon theht In considering purpos@erhapswe mustistinguish
betweenthe intended effects of disputationand those okubsequentccountsi
Mc C o @ dgfiction of Reformation debates @g r inteddedi® demonstrate and
destroy is flawed ina postReformation context because it glosses overisth
distinction.With the exceptionone might argueof Westminsterreligious opposition
was not aestroyeld in disputation; rather, it had to beweakenedthrough the
distribution ofunfavourablereports More importantlythe errorsof heretis were not
to be demonstratetbut met andjustifiably confuted Disputationwasa challenge and

duty, as showrin evey facet ofits surroundingmagery*?

130 |pid., sig. O.il.

131 Milward, Religious Controversies... Elizabethgn 59. From February to March 1581, they were

brought to hear Calvinist preachers, but despgiing challenges were not permitted to engage

directly: Henry FoleyRecords of the English Province of the Society of Jeslis2 (London, 1875),

pp. 1634.

¥McCoog, 66Playing the Champion6é, p. 120.
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The second point t oenevibed distimatidn ebdtweens Ful
06di scoursed and 0go o thisis rhatoficaly itemdee t® placéA p o r
Campion in opposition toecogniseddeals. But in the climatefahe periodthis alone
speaks to th@ersistentrole andweight of formal disputationIf Ca mpi onds wr it
efforts had succeededbecause oftheir form and tone F u | kchadnpioning of
sclolasticdebatemight appearsomething of aisk, but it does noseemto have been
regardedas oneby the authorities or the disputanits fact, the methodsemployedby
Fulke and Goad demonstratethose trends posited in chapter one: tmtinued
influence ofacademidradition anda persistenfaith in the value of céain scholastic
forms!** Moreover,Fu | kdeédsst i ncti on between hihndatscour s
his frustration at Wisbech The tone ofhis 1581 account cast him as th#utiful
polemicist, but here he seemsmore like a schoolmasteryorking to contain a
troublesome pupilindeed, his imageitself forms a part of thea ¢ ¢ o @pptodcls.
onceFukequestions Campionds edubeahtddireada expr
particularvolume by Augustine.d do not beleeve that ever you read Kulke states.
@ut sure | am, that xx. yeres agoe you had not read it. You would seeme to be an
older student in Divinitie then you are by a great dédlbis is aresponse tdhe
protest6 Twenti e yeres agoe Iisphhasedoeundermiaghe t hi s
Jesuiti againt o di scredit hi s .®8Thestfoenalldebatesamdl pr et

the accounts that followeidwere not intended simply to confuea mp i religidus

points but to separatethem from the clear foundationof learning elucidated in the

133 Campion, by contrst, gives a nod to practicalityé | answere... two wayes.
understanding of the people, and afterapassager espect
citedis falsified and written by a heretic, while for the learned he estgghat all citations from the

author be studied with care: Fielthree Last Dayesig X.ii™.

134bid., sig. X.iii¥; LoadesOxford Martyrs pp. 1278.
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Rationes Decenand thedBragd'® Disputationhad to be used, becausa adversary

hadassociate their beliefs with a certaidegredi andtypei of scholarshig

Much of thisdayconsisted o& return toearlierpoints asCampionwas shown
works previously unavailable. The Pr ot e stdn@a reinanéd brusque; their
r e s p o nadseverdeing read back to him as each place witesd andgiven the
lastword. C a mp i answeérs were taken as definitive, dr@wasgiven little space
to expand on thern in this, theeexchanges resemble thei r s texaohinayioh &f
the Rationes DecemAs Fulke reportedlytold him, Ve have heard your answere
before: we are not now to dispute the matter againe, but to deliver our credite for the
allegationsd®’ This process did nohowever, consume thentire disputationandin
fact, a goodportion of theday consisted o$yllogistic reasoning, hindered molog
confessional intractability than artificiaéstriction Here, ly the Protestaniaccount
Campionconfinedhimselfto prior answersoften he gavea definitive statemenand
would then acceptno further cebate;even whenGoad allowed him(briefly) to
oppose™® There are however, signs that the Protestantsvere simply noting his
answers and moving psuggeshg demonstrativerather than persuasivatent™*
Once Goad epancedthemo r n iaoccgptascef prior answers ta@overall Catholic
works: dVhatsoever you can shewéiath bene shewed by others of your side, and is
sufficiently answered*° This, thoughtactical andi with hindsighti detrimental to

thed e b aintedle@taalcredentialsjs nonetheless confined to a few incideg.any

13%|n theRationes DecenCampionhadc i t ed Ci cero to show that 6truth
clear alightthatnoartifce of wor d or deedlecReasonp.O9de it 6: Campi or
*Nowell and Day assert: O6wee thought... wee shou
overmatched by his knowledge in the tongues: so farre off was it, that... upon experiencdl avithtri
him, we found him not to be t haTrue Repoitsig. GlaTthiswe | ook
discredit began in print Ant h ony A Bliscovdrig yfo Edmund Campigihondon, 1581),
describechim as a vainglorious sophister, pitied bgtearnedsigs G.i-G.ii"). Munday developed this
with reference to the disputatioms A Breefe Aunswer Made unto two Seditious Pampliletsdon,
1582),targeting attitude and use of logic: sigs'Cii.See Mc Coog, 6AThe FIl ower
901-5.
137 Field, Three Last Dayesig. O.it.
138 hid., sigs QU Quiiii", T.iii", T.ii*-U", U.iiii", X.ii¥, Y.i¥, Z.ii".
1391hid., sig. Q.iiil.
140 |pid., sig. U.iiii ". Similar sentiments are expressed by Fulke, sigs'Rxlii
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account, ti is neitherendemic nor obviousnoughto disqualify the event as a
disputation.

Indeed, he efficient sholasticism of Fulk and Goadvassomething of high
point. Simpsa noted that on the fourth day,Walker and Charkei with the
gover ntnmaan 6 f Nortog howensd the notaries 6t r eat ed Camp
more brutally thanany of t he f or me r'* Sirmpsgn highightst the 6
accusations ofmpudence andgedition with which Walkeopened proceedingsut
both he and the Catholic reportsfail to mentionthe beginningof that oration as
relatedby Field dGentlemen, ye shall understande thatbe sent hither by authbte,
to talke & conferre with one called Campion, an English imame, and brought up in
this realme in schooles & places where good learning hath bene taught, so that he
might have bene a good instrument in this common wealth and @tfrttereis a
divergence fromprevious days:Walker is not trying t o under mi ne Cam
abilities butto paintthemasa loss to the realn taken by Rome, anthustragically
gone towaste. Whatever thi prior intentiors, it would seemthat by the 2 of
September Canipo n 6 s o p p o Hitderhops forhhis todversialfi Moreover,
thereferenceo his schoolingbolstes theillusion that tke disputatios were balanced
Campion is an educated man, and thus a watliwersarydespitehis imprisonment
More generally,Walker retaired the practical warinessof Fulke his scolding of
Campionendingwithad et er mi nati on to proceed: Onot\
best that we can, 3hatkewpslessambivalenjgpodield e f f e c

has Campion himself poimig out his hostility: 6 Thi s man woul d be anc

141 Simpson Campion p. 375 Norton istermedCa mpi onds 6 Rac k Mdefenteofitl® i n Pe
Censure(Rouen, 1582), p. 8. Though a puritan critic of the regime, he frequently engaged-in anti
Catholicism, which M. A. R. Gravedescribesasbeingéi n col | abor aferencentothei t h an-c
privy council 6: M. A. R. Gr aves, 6Thomas -Norton
1 5 8 Thé Historical Journal 23 (1980), pp. 31, 35; Patrick Coll
El i zabet han PafanertaryaHseywn t s76,(1988) , p . 192; Lake an
Papists, and the APublic Sphereod, p. 592.
142 Field, Three Last Dayesig. Z.iii-Z.iiii "; see BodIMS Rawl. D.353, f. 1
1430ne Catblic report casts doubt on thiBhe queen, Walker tells the Jesdith ad r ayt her wyne
;fair] meanes;thn t o show Ju 8Bodi. d*eRawl.d853nfdlt youo:
4 Field, Three Last Dayesig. Z.iii-Z.iiii ".
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he k ne vwHergyGharkedrespondgf | woulde, knowe | not why to be angrie
with you, a notable and vowed enemie of the trueth of God, and a seditious man
against the state?uB| come not to éale with your person, bagainst your errors:
Answer the argumerd®®

Wal ker 6s fir st qtheRstione®Decemmadshe st poiett ur n t
coveredby Nowell and Day*® Here, howeverField indicatesthat Campion was
permittedto give considerednswers.The debatewasno more balancedhanearlier
portions had been, butdirect arguments werat leastbeing made, similar to those
againstrulke and Goad"’ In the afternoon, Campion waslowedto statehis position
on justificationi a statemenpres ent ed in Fieldds actount i
In the attitude of the opponentsoweverthedivergenceb e t we e nacdéunend d 6 s
Catholicreportsis remarkablePersonslescribesa return to the posturingf the first
day, Charke in particulaplaying to theaudienceé**® Their reactions meanwhile are
presentedas unfavourable Personsclaims that they once tried to leave,but that
Charke closed the doors. Fiefthkedlittle mention ofthisot her t han t o not
misliking of the answeres, ammlo me s peach of, amaighCmcke an en
requestsan additionalargument>® The oneCatholicassertiorsupportechereis that
of Charké sppeals to the auditariis argumentsare dressedvith suchphrasesas
orhis |1 would have all the companie rkarand understand, whom you labor with
indirect speaches to abuse and draw from thed&rathwell as praiséor the purpose

and disputation format, and cmdemnatior of evasion™>* One rebuke is for the

3 |pid., sig. Aa.il;, on Charkeés hostility4. see Bodl. MS Rawl
148 Field, Three Last @yes sig. Z.iiii"; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 7 1".
17 Holleran suggests that the disputafuisthe authorities f el t t hat that Protestar
been adequately pr eshengetthe depeltipmlthbogtythd shagwanGampiany 6
to expandn his answers actually suggestpraceduralfault: Holleran, Jesuit Challengep. 74.
18 Field, Three Last Dayessig. Ddi. Char ke cautions that O6you are
running from the matter, and loading one thingrupoan ot her 6; but this stems
the nature of the topic.
149 Simpson Campion p. 376; Person®efence of the Censyrep. 5, 8.
150 Simpson Campion p. 376; FieldThree Last Dayessig. Ff.iil".
151 Field, Three Last Dayessigs Aa.iit-Aa.iiii", Bb’, Cc.il-Cc.iii’; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 3 47,
5, 5,10, 11, 11°, 12.
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benefit ofany Catholics in attendanceCharkerepeas an answerdo lay open your
contradictions for some that | thinke are present, and looke for no such weaknesse in
their Champior™?

Field notesa procedural discussioat this debatewhich raises questions of
reliability. In the morning, Norton suggeslie t h a't the disputants
s peake Isetlastheirassiversicould be put in writinghis was notto deviate
from spokendebate,but to formalise the notariés ramd give thedisputantsa
greaterhand in then o t mrepdration allowing them toperfectther arguments®?

The questios herearewhy this was neededand how, if it washadthe notariedeen
recordingpreviousdebate? | n Fi e | d deve isaro diffesence between the
argumentsfollowing Nor t o n 6 s asdutigogeerecedingit;nbut the idea does
providenewo ppor t uni t i ediscrédd Havingagrged tdt,rthé desuits

said to havelemonstrated impatience, describing the writingitially suggested as
oprofitableilasadl ¢ e .A& padnalnoeedom Field further
stateshathe6di d often adde & alter his$* answer e:

The afternoon of théourth dayprovidesfor a comparison of thepponentsOf
all thepairstaking on the roleWalker and Charkbadthe most disparatstyles They
alternated on the afternodraopic (justification), Walker urging the first line of
argumentbefore handing over to his partrfé?.Walker, by his own admission, was
6an ohde. mhong f r oand hisfagtidiosmesssugpassedhatiofe 6 ,
otherdisputants=>° He began withbasicetymology asking Campion the derivation of
6faitho,thsand 6f g und a taskedine subjeét and phijeet of faith,

i dentifying one as mahedas tharuthdoe wosdtoaGod.i n g , |

Finally, he asked the same of hope and chahtingingCa mp i o n 6 soun@to s wer s

152 Fjeld, Three Last Dayesig. Eel.
153 |bid., sig. Aa.i. The suggestion is not mentioned in Catholic accounts, but at the close of one,
Charke tells Campign 6 Al I your Aunswers are sett downeod: Bo
154 Field, Three Last Dayesig. Aa.iil.
1% hid., sig. Dd.iil.
%% |pid., sig. Dd.i; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353,."7 6it is | onge synce | |l efte
tryeyouinLgi ke, and Phil osophie. 0
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a Protestanimage of justification’®’ Each stepappearso have beemchieved with

little animosity, and it is possible that Campion was surprisedhbyq ue st i ons o
simplicity. It is worth noting, however, thaCatholic reports depict Walker as a
staggeringlyweak opponentindecisive andunlearned and frequently chastised by
Campion himself. 60 We wismemt o6 yWo shenoteet & h ¢
stande uppon yf, and, and"™® Once he is challengetbr petitio principii***Wa | k er 6 s
approachthen,wasa tightrope actdisarming, but susceptible to scorn from sharper
minds.By contrast, when Chark&gedhis first point of the afternoon no quarter was

given His first statementarred Campion againstleviaton, and wadollowed by a
polemicistds rant about*®Itisneeimpodsidletoteloper y
whetherthis combination ofopponentsvas a deliberatenove by the organgss, or

whether it wasunintentionaf*®* Given the depictionof him in all accountsof the
encounterit iseasyt o i magi ne Charkeds i mpéaédsicence

definitions.Herewas religious andntellectualchange in action.

Thesedebatesepesent h e a ut h oaggressiveeusedalisputatsoh but despite
ther careful manipulation they canalso be interpreted aa loss of control overthe

practice Stateand church cautiondoes notreflect mastery so much as wariness;
mistake, madeevidentas Catholic reports spread and thisputationswere scaled
down and contained'he printedaccountsvere delayed for two yeara;fact thathas
beeninterpreed as Protestanthesitancy.Simpsonobservedthat Nowell and Day
6rested quwibt e ditepeptertioahat tidy had been best€d Further,
he positeca 6 ¢ o mmo n(actuglly timai of Pedsonshat their successorsvould

haveproducedaccounts immediateliy they imagined themselves the victdns this,

157 Field, Three Last Dayessig. Dd.iif; BL Add. MS 11055, ff. 190; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 89",
*®Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 2.
159 hid, f. 3.
10 Field, Three Last Dayesigs Dd.iif™.
181 Holleran suggests that th®mbindion was concomitant with royal frustration, and a desire to
discredit both Campioandhis radical opponents: Holleralgsuit Challengep. 73.
162 Simpson Campion p. 371.
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he contrastsF i e lregpdrtswi t h Fwoik kaked Bisbech overlooking their
difference in purpo9e®® The authorghemselvesaturally offered explanations for
the delay Nowell and Day clairad they saw no reason tproducether account
(though it had circulated in manusdjipas the Rationes Decerhad been confuted
elsewherebut following Catholic reports, they weigartly of ourselves enclined, and
by the often anh earnest exhortations of others importuned, and by some of great
authoritie almost inforced to set downe thee report of the saide conferen¢® This
goes beyond the customarppeof beingpushedinto writing, mentioningas it does
higher authoritieséalmosten f or ced®é i s an ext r aoFidelndadr sy
accountsare prefaced withhe following: deing private conferences, it was thought
not much requisite to make the[m] publikely knowen, neither had they bin now set
forth, if the importunitie of the adversaries, by their sundry untrue and contrary
reportes made and scattered amongst theoufdes, had not even perforce drawen
the[m] forthd®® Thus, he works were not indeed pro-active but a reaction to
Catholic appropriationand condemnationdamage control, followingevens the
authoritieshadthemselves commissionét.

The Campion deba&swerenot disastrous theycertainlyd o treppeato have
beenan effective Catholic conversion tool, althougthe extent otheir influenceis
impossible to determin®’ Nonetheless, thewere haltedafter the fourthday: A fifth

debatescheduled foOctoberwith Laurence Humphrey (Regius Professor of Divinity

%3 |pid., pp.3767. Thi s can be f ound,Defentemnfas€enswep.r9bat i m, i n

154 Nowell and DayTrue Reportsig. A.ii; Holleran,Jesuit Challengepp. 95, 220.
%5 Field, Three Last Dayesig. G.iiil'.

f

156 Nowell and Day,True Reportsig. Aiil; Lake and Questier, O6Puritans

SphereoCampi &Rds performance was folded into mart

of Ox fpassingAnrée Dillon, The Construction of Martyrdom in the English Catholic Community,

15351603 (Aldershot, 2002), pp. 92 and Fr eeman, OTh ed81P4828.eOnthef Pol e

Protestant sidemeanwhile,Z | at ar notes the o6fictionalizAmtiond
Dialogue Between a Papist and a Protestdri82): ZlatarReformation fictionspp. 114123.
157 One onlookemwas upbraided for praisinGa mpi onds perfor mance: Lake

Papists, and t he ,BuPthelbést ekamBegSingpsor cadfind gba conve2sion after
the debates i s t he.tlEayedrorov aftrr he maithed did, nértinbeddio,g h
embrace and follow it; and after he did intend
SimpsonCampion p. 369.
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at Oxford) opposing was cancelled by Aylmempparentlyon his own authority®®
Crucially, however,those involved did not questionther use ofdisputation instead
blaming carelessnessvithin it. Nor t o nob Septembep @0rstated thatthe
disputationshad been damagindpecausethey lacked order, moderationand a
beneficial audience®® Lake and Questiefocus on the thirdof thesei echoed by
Aylmer i as acall for restriction'’® But procedually, the first twosuggesa departure
from t he paarappr@achPublic @spuiationwasnotdismissedthere was
no reassertion of thd559 injunctions. Insteadprisondebatewas brought closer to
the academicideal. The only way to conductuch @& event without incurring
condemnationwas topresentt in a scholarly manneand ensure&ictory more subtly
and this is precisely what can ts=enin the 1582 conferencebetween Rainolds and
Hart. The Canpion debates had been containkdt publicreligiousdisputationhad

to an extentpeenset freeAfterCa mp i o n 0 s inewakdivetted dowilliam

CharkePersons enewed the challeng® for an 6equa

1%8 Strype, Aylmer, pp.53-4; Simpson,Campion p. 360. Humphrey supposed t
was to be taken withthedes t s, and that they would... be accuse
199B| Lansd. MS 33, no. 61, f. 150

" ake and Questier, O6Puritans, PaAyimeipms534.and the 7

"1 personsPefence of the Censyrmep. 911.
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Chapte Four: New Opponents, 158603
60They who deal eoflyonst(inavd réatl)ere wanta. rtoi baate dogges

before them: that in a dodge the |yon may

The conditionghat gaverise to the 1581 debatesdid not disappeawith Ca mpi on 6 s
death,or with theproductionof the printedaccountsAsE | i z a reigntpiogressed,
reportsof public religiousdisputationon all frontsindicate that the practicexpanded
and diversified.In part, his wasa reactionto new challengesut it also reflectsa
consciougesponseto prior events.The Englsh church andgovernmentwerenot, of
course,a monolithic entityl both housed @aangeof opinionsas to howadversaries
should be dealt with.But where publicdisputation is concernegharticularly with
imprisoned priests a developmentin policy can be seenin 1582 Changesin
Campiord sifftermathwere occasionedoy Catholicchallenges andienunciation but
these matched the intellectual preferences ofofficials and divines Rai nol d s 6
deployment against Hastuiggests newdirection inprisondebate but thatsame year,
clearevidence can be found indirective from the Privy Council taNVhitgift andthe
bishops®

This directive, at it 1l ed o6Our Opinion concernin
Jesuits and Seminary Priests, and other Papists, by such as silbbged to have
Conf er e nc e comainsitstruttibnsfan disputation JohnStrypedescribes it
as aresponséo thegrowing number ofpriestsheldin England, and to challengéke
that of Campionbut its rules match theproblems encountered 1581, andi more
directlyT Ra i n adbatesvith Hart. They emphasise reliance samipture, discount

written authorities after thaccessiorof PopeGregory |, and lay out progression of

! Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 495.

See Kenneth Fincham, 6Cl erical Conformity from
Questier (eds)conformity and Orthodoxy in the English Church, c. 23660 (Woodbridge, 2000),
pp. 12630.

3 This isprinted in John Strypéfhe Life and Acts of the Most Reverend Father in God, John Whitgift
(London, 1718), pp. 99; Strype cites collections including the Petyt manuscripts at the Inner Temple:
Petyt MS 538, vol. 47, ff. 189.
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evidenceto be followed; beforerequestinga b st e nt i orp and dpprebriousa n g
Wordd) andargumens 6 wi t h We i ght a f@hetbpicstcbe dealin Mat t e

are listedas follows

The Authority and Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures. Of the true
Church, and what be the Right Notes and Definition thereothis
Matterbe containedWhether the Church be Visible, or not? Whether the
Catholick Church must of Necessity have one Visible Head in Earth?

And of his Succession in Persons, and Sees, and in Dottrine.

This paper, then, confirm#i¢ position impliedin No r t eactios tothe Campion
debates,explaining the direction public(or publicised antiCatholic disputation
would takefrom 1582 It concludes with a list ofecommendedisputantsincluding
Nowell and Day, Fulke, Goad, Walker, Laurence Humplaned Rainoldsas well as
Charke andwalter Travers The refinementof antiCatholic disputationdid not, it
would appeay mean the abandonment raidicaldisputantshput this directiveprovides
an incompletepicture It is only a statement of intenaindindeed,the divines listed
(twenty-five in all) suggestan explosion ofintiCatholic debatenot refected in the
surviving evidenceln part, this can be explained throutite fortunes of individual
clergymentheincreasinglyvisible danger of Catholismthroughthe later 1580s, the
ability of disputants to hold to thmiggestedopicsand the use akligiousdisputation
in efforts separate fronpolemic (of which there is evidencater inthe reign. But in
addition, arefinement can beeenin the g@ betweerthe debatesexpected herand

thoseultimately written up angrinted

* Strype,Whitgift. p. 98
® Ibid., pp. 989.
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John Rainolds and John Hart

To add detail to thiglirective then, we mustfirst turn to the model for # new

approachR a i n adé¢bdts with Hartwas arranged by SifFrarcis Walsingham; a

patron of reformed learning, and of Rainolds in partictiMfa | s i n intersion$ s
werevaried Greengoes so far as to argtikathe6 was | ess i nterested
thaninthepbi t i c al v a | u eddiadgthat ahePope Gteampdratadthomtyn 0 ,

was t he O6o0ne discyssian that oterested hibat thisis roereflected

in reportsof thedebate’ Though in 1609Va | si nghamés Cat holic na
tas a Protestant cont r i Vicanal Featleybirdlsomasg n e d 6
Fullerd sAbel Redivivusof 1651, statedthat Rainolds was sent tengageHart in

response ta directchalenge® Ra i n o | d s @ssersstbat he was sent dor the

better informing ofH a r] tcahxience and judgemé@nandth e  p rowrepsefade s

to the work i which will be discussedbelow i descriles the occasionin similar,

though resistanterms® Of course those defending disputationhad asmuch interest

in presentingt as agenuine persuasiveffort ascritics had in highlighting its political

aspect, but theseassertionsaremat c hed i n R aby thestopeofdthea c c o un
arguments® One issue stands ounangstWa | s i n gohcaermséeingoldsuggests

that in arranging thisdebate he hopedt o ¢ o0 u ninfeécitoustttdomeé of the
disputations withCampion** It isalsowor t h noting t hat Hart 6s

Kirbie, in a letter printed by Allen, reported that Rainolds, like Fulke at Wisbech, had

®GreenJ ohn Rainol ds gp.3@8.f ord Lectures

" Ibid., p. 31.

8 Francis WalsinghamA Search Made into Matters of Religi¢®t Omer, 1609), p. 3; Daniel Featley,

6The Life and Death of JAbklRediResi onthd Deaddyet Speakingl h o ma s
(London, 1651), pp. 482.

° Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengep. 91 0 , 33. Two versions dHe Rai nol
Summe of the Conferenand an incomplete manuscript held at Lambeth Palace Library (MS 402),

which is signed by Hart on the last page, &nid a different hand refers its readers to the printed

edition. It is possible that this is a draft produced during negotiations over the printed account: its edits

all reflect the printed work. This version tehbruptly at a point corresponding to p. 603 wé Summe

of the Conference

YSee Lake and Questier, O6Puritans, Papists, and t
' ODNB Rainolds John
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occasionally oO0came& &o sufpestingthafit wastheaecouht
that formed part of new strategy?

A seminary priest, Hart had been caughthos arrival in England in June
1580, tried and condemned to death. For a time, he was imprisoned in Nonsuch, where
he wasexamined by Walsingharand senti before th& conferenceproperi to
Rainolds at Oxfordf or t hr ee mont hsd Or elhadmpieffects i nst
he wastakento the Marshalsea, then to the TowScheduled to be executdxside
Campion, he recanteden routeto Tyburnand was granted a reprievapparently
offering his services to Walsingham as an informant on Alléreenassertghat it
was Ha r tsubsequentwavering that prompted Walsingham to arrange the
disputatiom®> The prmirestad® t o R aléscbedtdhsed Saecccroeutnatr
0f avour 6 therdebad butaemiestdaubton his own parthe accepts the
disputaton6 gr oundi ng my selfe upon the most ci
anddoess o 6 wi t h'* Hid tiue felings hawedbeen lostin the competing
depictions ofsubsequenteports, but there is a note of reluctance here, compatible
wi t h t he Cat h o tlaineg antfedthsed in dnib abjeétisns to the
c onf erimbalanee® Overall, heappearsmore conflicted tharCampion had
been ard Rainoldspaints him as a measuredut inexperiencedlisputant.By no
accountwashe the bold challenger Featley wouaterdescribe.

Thechoice of Rainolds fothis recordeceventis a clearindication ofachange
in toneafter CampionP et er HCgpyidnuys rMABgBcug1668) statesthat it was

Ra i n qurithsléaning thatcommendd hi m t o Wal si, huphea més a

2 william Allen, A Briefe Historie of the Glorious Martyrdom of XIl Weend Priestg1582), sig.

B.v'".

13 Milward, Religious Controversies... Elizabethan 60; Green) ohn Rai nol dsap. Oxf or d
31; E. E. Reynold€Campion and Parsons: The Jesuit Mission of t5§0ondon, 1980), p. 152; B. A.

Harrison,A Tudor Jounal: The Diary of a Priest in the Tower, 158385 (London, 2000), pp. 32,

38n, 50”5 1 n, 193. Harrison prints Har-bdsltedbesndb KN

wor ds: 6l't were not remiss, i n  mye meangtpw tekngwu d g e me |
the very secrets of [All ends] whodoeneheianr tt,hiisf wits ¢
4 Rainolds,Summe of the Conference p . 9. The reference to Walsing

letter: HarrisonTudor Journal p. 163.
15 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 33; see chapter 3 above.
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wasalsowidely respected fohis learning®® Rainolds was an academic figure, more
active in universitydisputesthan in antiCatholcism. Though hewas ordained and
began preaching in the 157Cmd had takemn active role in religiouslashesat
Oxford, heis at this timegenerallydescribedasa studentin divinity; a morepositive

force in reformed theologyhan someone like Willhm Charke!’ His critiques of

(@}

Ramusincluded an objectionagainsthisb i t t er i nvectives and
cont r ov'®mMmseowr ikeshis dather and two of his brothef@ainoldshad

been brought up a Cathgliand hisstudies at Oxford werterruptedby a visit to

one of theEnglish seminarieson the continent® It is interesting that Featleyn
describing Rai nol siasigins in eolegegandocauntghssingioven d s h i
his childhoodin favour of comparisonso Jewel and Richard ¢tdker?® The most

dramatic accounbf R a i n durndirend Catholicisntells of a disputationwith his

brotherWiliam (6 ear ne st f g, whicRresuledinmattualcandgersion:

As heart would wish, each one his brother takes;

As fate would have,azh one his faith forsakés

Disputationwasthuswoven into themyth of JohnRainolds but Greeni prompted, in
part, by Ant hony Wé cadtd doubivam ibkale dme mllwal | i a m
conversiondoes not fit with thechronologyof eitherb r o t beéefs @isd the story

might have been inspired by 584 debatebetweenJohn andanother sibling,

Edmund. Green concludébat Rainoldsmay well have been a Protestant by 1566,

16 peter HeylynCyprianus Anglicu{ London , 1668) , p . 51. Kirbie desc
t hat s oA Briéfe Histotielsig. B.Y.

" Green,John Rai n o lLecwirésspp. @I3%; Gullat, Abel Redivivuspp. 4801; ODNB

Rainolds John

B¥McConica, ©6Humanism and Aristotleé6, p. 307.

19 Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicusp. 51; Green) ohn Rai nol ds ¢m250xf ord Lectures
20 Fuller, Abel Redivivuspp. 4778

L From a Lain poem by William Alabaster; translated by Feaiteyuller, Abel Redivivuspp. 47980.

See Alabastetnpublished Workspp. 1213, 845. Manuscript versions can be found at the Bodleian

(MS Rawl. D.399, f. 199) and Cambridge University Library (Ad& B¥60).
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when hewas made grobationary fellow at Corpus Chriseand certainly by 167/.
Feingold describesthe processitself a s 6 g f? aFtbmn ahls dctivities and
backgroundthen,Wa | s i n gh&tchfordiart was noantipapal firebrandaithough
his theologywould becane more radicathroughthe 1580sFor thosearangingand
allowing the exchangegachdisputantwas a departure froprior occasionsBut while
Hart presentedn opportunity, Rainolds wasdeliberatechange of pac#

Tothispoint t he singular O6debated or o6disp
the exchangewas spreadver several occasions amditten up by Rainoldsasone,
uninterrupted wholé? The accountincludeswritten exchangesfter and betweethe
divines faceto-face meetings within its continuous dialogueand thus, while it
conformswellto L ey 6 s ididpatatibnpucsdiedthrough writing, # cannotbe
taken as reported speedithoughthe work containsas manydirect exchanges as
longer, heavily referenced orations The a ¢ ¢ o wredtians described inHar t 0 s
preface it began,the writer stateswith O br eef e not eexpandedwhi c h
upon Hart deing troubled then with more necessary cogitations of ddadker, the
preface reports thatiart wasallowedto examinethe draft and suggesimendments
but when hefound outit was to be printed, éhtried to delay eventually being
permittedto reviewit with greater access to booKsThis version of eventsannot of
coursebe taken as truth, @venaswritteninHa r t 6 s rdsithevagweseason for
hishesitanc( 6 f or . . . consedhedat oome wlir ghisgs eat
telling, as isaf or mul ai c acknowl edgement téh at t h
Interestingly,however,it describeghe printing of thewvorkas 6 hi s Honour s |

iwal singh®mdés idea.

2GreenJ ohn Rai nol ds §pp. 26% 32pAlabastdrlipublishedeVorksp. 84; ODNB
Rainolds John
23 See HarrisonTudor Journa) p. 31.
24 Godfrey Anstruther put the span of the exchange at three months: Godfrey AnsTria¢h8gninary
Priests vol. 1 (Ware, 1969), p. 154.
%5 LPL MS 402might reflecta stage in this process. Although it is signed by Hart, the body text and
edits share a distinct hand, and the tone and content of the insertions suggest Rainolds editing himself.
26 Ranolds, Summe of the Conferengm. 1011.
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Rai nol ds 6 ctpddetliesstadents ofitherEerglish seminaries at Rome
and Rhemes o r pmmiat®o@ssa mode ef debatmtoitself: following
an earlier authority, he descrissac onf er ence o6énot by extemp
writing with advise; the questn agreed of; the arguments, the answeres, the replies
set downe, and sifted of bothi d e s , till € amethbdddhosul Fyt sé
t riall o°f Thetekchangethem tcdntdinedelements ofwritten as well as
spokendebate.Perhaps & a reult, it was not, as described strictly held to the
academidorm; but doesshowfamiliarity with that processAt first glance, Rainolds
seemdo have opposed fomuchof the debateoffering thegreatercontributionand
exerting more control but in fad Hart takes this role several times, andthat
impression is a result oRa i n odutthassbip of the account a n d Hart 0s
imprisonment® The use of logidorm is also evidentbut not soexplicitly described
asin 1581 On the one occasionwhere he doesoffer detailedcriticism ofa not her 6 s
logical practice Rainolds refers not to Hart but retrospectively to Campion.
Throughout these formal aspectf disputationare a givenrather tharma noveltyi
another change in torfe.R a i n odécisiendot to highlight scholasticforms is
undoubtedlya reflecton of his humansm his preferencewithin the debates toward
listing, and othemorerhetoricalmethods™

The questionsvent beyond theissue Green positsas Wa |l s isoleg ha mo s
interest.The temporal power ohe Pope wast must be saida centralfocus disputed

at lengthby the citationof authorities andindeed, tis gives a moredirectly political

" Ibid., p. 15.

8 Hart begins by framing arguments and proving them through syllogistic reasoning, offering similar

proofs further into the debate; Rainol@&simme of the Conferenasp. pp. 37, 457.

96 1 t omranson @ractise amongst the young students of our Universities in the time of the Dunses...

that if in disputation they were brought to an inconvenience, were it never so absurd: they would have a
distinction, though voyde of braine and sense, yet andtiin to mainteyne it... And | wish, if it had

beene the good will of God, mast€ampianhad had the grace in the Towmnference to have

aimed... rather in sinceritie to have sought the truth, then with shiftes and cavilles the mayntenance of
hiscaussnd credit:76 IThhiid. ,i spp.l ad&d in opposition toc
di spute to have the truth knowen...® (see chapter
%0 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 37, 274, 328, 450.

31 bid., pp. 423, 335, 3689, 475, 482, 497, 59Chere is a striking group of three, p. 160, and use of

rhetorical questions, pp. 466, 513.
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impression than the questioastransubstantiatiorjustification and visibility tackled
with Campion. But the discussionextended to thenterpretation andorce of the
authoritiescited A part of the debate was dedicated to tmee of scripture, and
anotherwas given over to the Father3he role of thechurchwas also consdered,
alongsidethe judgemenof successivecouncils®? Thus, whilelogic formis takenfor
granted,R a i n @dcaustserves as a commentary on dnghoritiesrelied uponin
crossconfessionaldisputation This is perhaps,unsurprising the one being an
enduringformula, while the otherwasan intractablepoint of contention.

Rai nol ds ¢ as agpgtedovas@ hblend ofacademic methodsvith
controversy Un | i k e larapppnentspnh@8eemdo haveheld out some hope
that Hart might beonvincedi co nt r ar y depictio® o thesenvlespurppse
he doesot allow answers to stand, or simply note themldber exploitation The
eventi for all its limitationsi is herepresented asa disputationnota O0show tri a
Rainolds works to persuadeHart throughout. His method in this is one of
comprehensive wedence and exhaustive disproofeveral times,he showsan
argument of Har t denonstratehatdé was aldoumnecessa@n vy t o
P e tsegresidency ofwo Apostolic gathering, he preface a secondary argumen
with: 6 Bt, to yeeld unto you (for your most advantage) as much or more then any
likely-hood may afford you. yet are you no neerer unto [the] supremacy which you
shoote aff®* Orce hear gues t hat t he Tdmludng Thormas 6 s c ho
Aquinasi havelittle authority in scripturalinterpretation,before proving that they
supporthis point® Where Hart askswhy he cited lesserwriters before the more
respectedrathershe offersan explanatiomeflectingnot only his own approach, biuit

inadvertentlyi the perceivedethos behingrisondebate dThey who deale with [the]

% bid., pp. 2932, has an outline of the accounttdvg conter
Council 6s recommendati ons are remarkabl e.

¥ Rainolds,Summe othe Conferencep. 153.

% bid., pp. 116113. Further, see pp. 63, 78, 224, 560, 563, 58965997, 6155, 624.
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taming of lyons (I have read) are wont, when they finde them somewhat out of order,
to beate dogges before them: that in a dogge the lyon may see his owiidesert.
A more aggressivelement of this comprehensivapproachwas thatRainolds
was,as Hartdescribest, 6 d i s p o s & Severabimes beylags traps forthe priest
forcing him into a cornef’” Hartis aware othesetactics, however.Once, heasserts
o1 s ee wh atod Rpinoldshayingeemizaiked witnainduction to prove that
when the Pope erred, he did so as Pope. Raimefiies 6 You are t oo sus
beforemakingprecisely theargumentpredicted® Some timdater, he againreassurs
him, 61 seekgeodddrone so opposedatn thd teedtrdater life,
Rainoldsmakes little effortto avoid linguistic or intellectualtheatrics® His use of
colourful language andrguments remarkableanda further indicationthat he hoped
to havea positive effect Later in his careerhe is reportedto have usedstriking
imageryand humourin teaching Featley statesthat anyne hearingor readng his
criticsmof Ari stotl eds s c haoghso édrdiasto entdamgampboto ns  w
spleen and healt.
Rainolds @pproachin this regardcan be broken down into three categories:
metaphor, sarcasm,and reductio ad absurdumThe bestinstanceof his logical
extensios appears early in thaccount whereHart citesSt Paull 6 The head car
say to the feet, Ilhaveon need of youd) isimgleprimpcyg.lderet of t

Rainoldsaskswho the feetre:

The Emperour | trow, must be the right foote. The left, who? The king of

Spaine? What shall the French king do then? It is well that the king of

% Ibid., pp. 4956.

% Ibid., p. 161.

3" Ibid., pp. 180, 446, 634.

% |bid., pp. 3558.

% Ibid., p. 360.

““Rainoldsoé views hoemretheldt sonee eorierugse shoul d make
answer e: you would sport your selves with it, an
GreenJ ohn Rainol dsopp.782f ord Lectures

“L Fuller, Abel Redivivusp. 478; Green) o hn Rai nol ds 6m.58xf ord Lectures
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Scots is no meber of it: nor the king of Denmarke. Marry we had newes
of the king of Swethland, that Jesuits had converted him. Shall he be the
left foote?Or shall the king of Poleland set in a foote for it... how many

feete may this body hav&?

A similar absurdity ocurs further into the debate, Rainolds concluding froiis
0 p p 0 nagurhedts that Petaras built upon himself, and bizarrelyi washis own
head®® Later, an i mpr e cdesciipgonof thenMaddmmomptsRainolds to
comment , OTheandstrdng, i thely eate ®f a gtone affar.

The use of elaborate similitudesgrves as thecornerstone othis dramatic
approach; an offshoot, in some respectsRad i n ocitatios @f authorities. He
compareghe work ofThomas Stpleton to the armpf Antiochus:impressive onlyn
the eyes ofts originator’® He compares he Popedés wusurpation o
Richard Ill, and cass Hart asa writer defendng that monarchln the course ofhe
account, Rainolds constrgceanalogies involving all maner of professions and
historical anecdoteg;lassicalt al e s , L a gpe duecrhoendi amiedgeltg | ng al €
nought elsé and shadow boxing Candlelight at noon den@ennecessary progf
and theJesuitsare said to mingle counterfeit coin with genejon discovering they
have been given bothOnce, by way of alispute between Diogenes and Plate t
false durch beomes a plucked chickef® What is importanhere, in the context of
sanctionectrossconfessionatlisputation,is thateachof thesedramaticor humorous

featureshassome connection tthe world oflearning beyondcontroversiakeligion.

“2 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengep. 3940. In the Lambeth manuscript this exchange is an insert,
on separate paper, intended to replace a shorter
meant dlof the Apostles, or those with the best gifts)LLRAS 402, ff. 6-7".
“3 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 63.
** Ibid., p. 448.
“Ibid., p. 84.
“% |bid., pp. 62, 95, 106, 123, 15} 144, 147, 152, 174, 1R 199, 237, 295, 361, 366, 404, 424
428 487, 555, 629.
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In appeaance theyareweightier and more justified than the grandstanding of Nowell,
Day and Charke.

This is not tosaythat Rainolds ws above such grdstanding, simplyhat his
account does a remarkable job widerplayingit. His adversary as describedby
Rainoldshimself is quick to point out wheme crosses he | i ne: 6You tr
me at every small occasi .d Bevealdimes Rainoldsgh vy ou
is criticised for his tonebut this is alwaysframed in terms ohis reputation’® In
addition, his rhetoricaland comedidlourishes arecounteredoy the mass of evidence
accompagingthem.Rai nol ds 6 p o i naexmever maewoelooletrivialma d e,
The questiorof grandstandingalso raises that of audiencei some officials would
certainly have beepresentbut there is no mention @i audiencen either version of
the account'® If they wereindeedabsentor restricted any triumgh in the eventwas
meantfor Hartd s b ,eamdesdthe tack of @ audienceheremight berevealingi or,
for that matteradeliberateomission.More generally it is a testament tthe account
that suchan earnesimpressionis givend e s pi t empriHao t e n t and Rai
flamboyant debating style C h a r laggfessionis offset with knowledge and
measurediumour, andhe simplicity of Ca mp i Ratiofes Decens countered with
humanist pois€® As a reaction tehe 1581 debate®va | s i n g h a mdisputanth o i c e
was remarkably astute.

But what of Hart imall this?The priest iglescribedasrelativelyinexperienced,
but is nonethelesan active participanias written, he conferencas more thanust a
platform for Rainolds to orate against Cathislia Hart is given space, to a greater
degree than Campion, toffer argumentsal t hough t he account 6s

urge caution irassertingbalancen the event In addition, tvo things should be borne

“"Ibid., pp. 169.

“8 |bid., pp. 91, 367, 599.

““Hi storians have not been able to describe an a
Wisbech visit: Milward Religious Controversies... Elizabetham 60.

*® The juxtaposition of Rairlds and Campion demonstrates the outpacing of new formal clarity by
humani st &éconfidencebo. It was this, as much as h
choice for the debate.
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in mindt H a r repbrsedsubmissiorto Walsingham and his own intellectual ability>*
Despite theapparentlyfull, detailed nature of thelebate both cast doubt orthe
priesd salue as an opponent.

Wood indicatedthat Hartwaseducated at Oxford, buater historiansfind no
mentionof him in the collegaegistes>” He took orders at Romén the 1570sand
proceededto the University of Douai, graduating just two years befwmmgsent on
the English missioR® Rainoldsinvokes his training on the ontinentearly in the
accountin reactionto H a r ple@s®f unpreparednesgh e  p rcouess df stuglyhe
states wasshort butintense andat its end hewasgranteda degree@dNherefore... you
may not alleage unripeness of yeares, or reading, or judgement: especially against me,
before whome, in time so Ign in place so incomparable, you tooke degree in
divinitied>* This is offered as astatement of equalitybut whencombined with
Rai nol ds 6 pemmndriansietakes mma gréaeer significancelhe preface
emphasies the length oftime spent by Eglish universitystudentss 6 si xe year es
the studie of Philosophie, for that you spend three; seven in Divinitie, for that you
s pe[ n] # asking uheteriéally,if thatat Rome or Rheims wasally enough?
Transposing thidackinto thepoint abou Hart 6s education, it [
claim o balances not genuine; thah fact it containsa measure of hdé s ¢ dlartn 6
would later identify Rainoldsis conscioughat Hartis noton his own intellectual
level, but still needsto prove his superiority. Theaccount then, is a work of
educational as well as religioysgpolemc: beneath theentralmotive of disproving

the Papakupremacyit is an effort to compare the worth of English and Catholic

*L |In the aftermath, there were doubts among Cath@i&doHat 6 s O6st eadfastness ul
Anstruther Seminary Priestsvol. 1, p. 154.

2 Anthony & Wood Athenae Oxoniensgsol. 1 (London, 1721), p. 27Foley, Records vol. 2, p.

327n.

>3 ODNB Hart John

>4 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 345.

% |bid., pp. 201.
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training in logic and divinity’® This, it muwst be said, waa contest Walsingham and
otherswould havehad a keen interest in, particularly@a mp i afterndah

The <cl earest indication of Hawrkds i nex
Stapletonat severalpoints Rainolds respond® an argumentwith, 6 D. St apl et on
you so, and you beleeveddif Where Hart offers his preferrecplacesfrom the
Fathers, praising and elevating the Pope, theye di smi ssed as 6t he
[ St apl et o n°d Bripr tot thisetlzere tsa detadedc r i t i ci sm of St ¢
handling of the Fathersyhich Rainolds defineby t hr e e thathechangd : f i r
therr words; secondthat he found meaningsnot intended and third,that he drew
conclusions from contradictory points, as if forgetfulhig ownpreviousassertions
Stapleton Rainoldsstateswasguilty of vanity, and by adherence tas writings Hart
damaged the supremacy he hoped to defénd.

This criticism intended to divide Hart from his authoritiesturns us tdhe
guestion ofthe g i e st 0 s Ralnadgdoéstnot enssan opportunityto drive a
wedge betweerhis adversaryand the Catholic Churchwhere Hart citesGilbert
Genebrardin arguing that Popesot lawfully succeedingpught not be judged as
Popes, Rainoldsotesthat Gerbrardthereconcededwo points: that Popes had erred,
and that the successibad beetroken forlong periods of time. He add d/Nherein if
you say the same with him, M. Hart; | am glad of it. But your felowes (I feare me) will
not allow that you say,fiyou allow that he saitff° Additional evidence ofthis
intenton i indeed, ofa desireto convinceHarti can befound in their debate orthe
Mass, where Rainoldmplores d would to God, M. Hart, you would... consider more
deepely both the wicked al@swherewith the holy sacrament of the Lords supper is

profaned in your unholy sacrifice of the Masse; and the treacherous meanes whereby

* There is diticism of the seminaries within the accouibid., pp. 349, 352, 486.
*"|bid, p. 443; see chapter 2 above.
°8 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferenge 645.
*9|bid., pp. 3479.
% |bid., pp. 336335.
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your Maister and Felowes of the College of Rhemes doo seeke to maintiinksit.
noted, he attributes oboth Hart and Rainoldsgive the account @ active polemical
drive: the priest isa link to thoseCatholicreacersaddressed iR a i n @reface’?dn
context, fom the Protestant perspecti¥art is a positivemodel; a counterbalance to
the martyrthat emergedrom Campior® mishandledexamination.
In describing the outcome of the debaB¥genconcentrate on its political
aspecsi H a r appasentapitulation and the production ®® a i n @dcalistdHis
depictionof the event accords, in part, with thwerk itself, in thatHar t 6 s ad mi s s
comes towardthe end of the discussiod: T r utHe griesbis reported to haves a i d , o
see more prolmlitie on your side then | d@ This is followed, afterfurtherdebate, by

the statement:

| had thought... that you meato give as much to [the] Prince by [the]
title of [the] supremacie, as we do to the Pope. Where you give no more
me thinkes... the[n] S. Austin doth, who saith that Kings do serve God in
this, as Kings, if in their own realme they com[m]aund good thiggs,
forbid evil; not only co[n]cerni[n]g the civil state of me[nut the

religion of God also.®And thus much |

What is interesting here, however, isthgtRa i n o | d sthbis wascrat iotended
to bethe endfar frombeing disnssed a soon as thisadleft his mouthHart himself
callsa halt The accounhasRainoldsaskingfor moretime, to discusghetrue church

but Hart, displayingsimilar warinessto that of Campionor simply hopingfor a stay

of executiondeclines 6 | o[nj§ar holfarder herof, unles | have greter assura[n]ce

®1 |bid., p. 553.

%2 See chapter 8bove; RainoldsSumme of the Conferenge 28.

®GreenJ ohn Rainol dsopm.3ford Lectures
%4 Rainolds,Summe of the Conferengm. 666, 674.
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of my® The stiggestidrthat Rainolds was prepared aadthorisedto proceed
with a more challenging questigriurther speakso thed e b apurpdsebeing more
than politicali if, that is, tle account is accurate.

On c e R aSumnoelofdtre €onferensasprintedin 1584 Hartappears to
havereceivedthe assurancéne desiredbeing deported to France witA number of
other priestshe following yea®® R a i n offerddisl fot howeverresultin additional
debate and thussome doubt must remain over teev e mpurpbse.lndeed, genits
outcome wasquestionable:Hart remained a committed Catholidespite any
concessiondrawn and the factssoon fell victim to polemical posturing Har t 6 s
admssionhad beerimited, even bythe printedaccount; andvhilst Rainoldsfeels
able totell the seminarians talearrd from the priest it wasrecordedi possiblyby
Hart himselfi thatduringthe exchangée 6 wa s p withitwerityeddys in irons
becausehe refused to agree with the minisRre y n ¢®1 Qh &is éxpulsion Hart
travelled to Rome and was eézed into the Society of Jesan the 14' of November;
having applied in prison, during sponafterthe disputation®®

Though Hart himself was not oweinced, thedebatei or, more accurately,
Rainold® a c ¢ ¢ad rathieved distance fromote with Campion and would
become a shining example faformedwriters. Rainoldshimselfgainedfavou in the
aftermath his nane and approachhaving featuredin the C o u n cdirekctides to
Whitgift.*® As the 1580sprogressedand thethreat posed by Catholicisnbecame

increasinglyvisible, antiCatholic disputationcontinued, but accounts dwindledt

% Ibid., p. 674.

% Foley, Recordsvol. 2, p. 106n; Harrisorfudor Journal p. 194.

%" Harrison, Tudor Jburnal, p. 57. This appears in® H2EE priso
Reynolds and others believe that Edwar d iRRi sht on
statement in his name: Reynold3ampion and Parsong. 152. But Harrison offs a convincing

argument for Hart being the author, from a reference from Per$adsr Journal p. 19. A similar
description of Har t 6 s rAeBriafesHistorie sig B.W Fasamnatingly,yas Ki r by :
Harrison points out, the date of shpunishment and t hus of H avaistthie firstr e s i st e
anniversary of Campionds execut iATudorJaumalp. &t asi on |
The refusal i s n o%ummeohtheiConferertce i N Rai nol ds o

®Hart added 06iSnw o6t he diiar ynéasmef i nal entry, penned t
Tudor Journa] p. 194. Further, see Anstruth8eminary Priestsvol. 1, p. 154.

“GreenJ ohn Rai nol ds §m 320trfpenhitift h.®T t ur e s
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Oxford in 1584, ina mingling of public and academidisputation Rainoldsdisputed
against his brother Edmund,neoderateCatholic Both were said to havperformed
well, but neither wasonvinced’ In the intervening yeadisputatiorwith imprisoned
priests continuedin March 1583, the YorkshirelergymanWilliam Palmerdisputed

againstthe priestWilliam Hart on behalf ofhelocal authorities

The Lambeth Conference

Two contrasting images of disputatibavethus farbeen describedOn the one hand,
it was arespected test déarninganda routeto truth throgh structured, equitable
combat. On the other, wasa tool of thepolemicist whose every nuance indeed,
whose very existencei could be citedfor additional respectability.In examining
disputation with imprisonegriests this secondaspecthas beerreferencedto an
overwhelming degredyut in 1584an event took placéhatwasmore akin to théirst:
a conferenceat Lambeth between two puritardivines and severalo f El'i zabeth
bishops

By the lone manuscriptaccount written by Walter Travers this eventwas
occasioned by the Earl of LeicestérConsciousof puritan calls for debate and
objections to the Book of Common Prayéeicesterhad requested thawhitgift
summonTravers andThomas Spamrg dor his satisfaction in such pointes... as were
caled into question that he might heare what the ministers did reproove and how such
thinges were to be aunsweted Whether Leicestehad particularexpectatios is ot
madec | ear , and this descr iipstensiblywrittenfbyan h e me e

oppmentof the authoritie$ is similar to that of Westminster in its guardearasing

“GreenJ o hn R a ixford Ledtwress 320

"L ODNB Palmer William; Anstruther Seminary Priestsvol. 1, p. 155.

2 Two versions of this account survive: BL Add. MS 48064, ff-@®, and a version held in the
Morrice manuscripts at Dr Wirdnsciibadmettd bridf omissians,m, Lond
A. Peel, The Seconde Parte of a Registeol. 1 (Cambridge, 1915), pp. 2283. The two are

remarkably similar, indicating that one is a direct copy of the other.

3 BL Add. MS 48064, f. 50 On puritan calls for disgation, see ZlataReformation Fictionspp. 155,

172.
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of the occasionIn fact, the immediate badkop wast he ar chbi shopds
conformity, which involved direct claims to unity araticles challenging radical
dissentzhe latter rousingrotestfrom councilors including Leicester anBurghley’
Thus,thedebatewas notcalledonL e i ¢ evehimgfurtibesevidence ofvhich canbe
found in the individuals summonedTravers,onceexiled to Geneva, watoo radical
for preerment in the Churcbf England but had ganed favour with Burghley He
had beermadechaplaintd he L or d househadsantutor to Babert Cecil in
158Q before securing apostion at the Temple Churchin London” Sparke,
meanwhile had becomechaplain toBishop Cooperof Lincoln in the 1570s,and
counted Lord Grey of Wiltommonghis patrors.”® The puritans, then, weitics of
the church, not separatists and thetwo-day debatevas an exploratory but cautious
exercise endorsed byforward memlers of thePrivy Council. The final audience
included Grey and Walsingham, and Burghley was prédsettie second da¥/.

In this company it is the mantasked withdefendng the Prayer Book who
becomesa curiosity. Whitgift took the lead througtt, aidedon the second dalyy
Edwin Sandysandon the firstby Cooper who had beenranslatedo Winchesteithat
year’®*Whi t gi ft 6 s o pppeaiseassurisgasaltaeers das the told the
puritans 6/ou appeare not nowe judiciallie before me, nor eomot as called to

guestion by authoritie for these thinges, but by waye of conference to object, what you

"4 Zlatar, Reformation Fictionsp. 155:S. J. Knox Walter Travers: Paragon of Elizabethan Puritanism

(London, 1962), pp. 63 . Knox calls the debate O6a gravat conhc
great hope t othisisexhogdinrCollinsotligabetharaPurdan Movement. 269. On
Whitgiftbds drive for conformity3 see Fincham, 6 Cl
5 Knox, Walter Travers pp. 545; Prest,Inns of Court p. 192. Whenin 1584, Burghley suggested
Traversb6 appointment as Master of the Templ e, t h
Walter Traverspp. 659; Strype Whitgift, pp. 1735; Prestjnns of Courtp. 195.

 ODNB Sparke Thomas

" BL Add. MS 48064,ff. 49, 50, 56. Though the account refers onl\

describes him as Lord Grey Birgo, rather than Sparkeb6s patron, Wi
had died in 1564, and his surviving son, Henry, was not raised to the peathd®&@3. Both men
demonstrated support for puritani sm, but Wiltond

ODNB Grey, Arthur.
"8 bid., ff. 49, 50, 56. The Morrice manuscript provides the dates (Decemb&rah@ 13") without
the year, andhie version at the British Library omitsoth However, Knox and Collinson place the

event in 1584, after Cophamad Ror an explanatibnaot theadating( OD N B
see KnoxWalter Traversp. 64n. The placing of Cooper and his formeapthin on opposing sides is,
therefore, remarkable: see HBitfncham, 6Clerical Con
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have to saye against the booke that it may be auns@éreelw direct comparisons
can bemadebetween thieventand the examination afprisonedCatholics, butthe
contrast betweerthis assuranceand the restraints evident in other accountsi
particularly in the early 1580s 1 doesthrow the latter into sharp reliefHere,
disputationis allowed toplay a broader rol the maintenance ofational @ctrine®
The significance of this, however, depends on the relationship between thésides
far Whitgift would submit taheprocess,andkh et her t he puwould ansd ¢
restrict themn amore subtlemnannerThissaidSp ar ke 6 s tionmgoftaeg t he
first day appearsvholly independent angositive as by T r a v accosnphe @ave
most humble and hartie thanks to god, and to that honorable [pre]sence, that after soe
manie yeares, wherin or cause colde never be admitted to any indiffiei@reing, it
had pleased god of his gracious goodnes soe to dispose that we had nowe that
equitied®’

In terms of structure T r a v e r,®odthedurfaceseemto lbereporting a
formal disputation But while the rolesare neverexpressly statedhe participants do
fall into them, directedas muchby topic as by custom®® Objecting to thePrayer
Book, the puritansare naturally presentedas opponents, while the rehbishop
respondsThisde factostructure canbs een i n t he pandtetusenfsd ob]j
6to which the Archbishop aunswer®T#hed at t
result as notedis thatt h e a r c &uthaorigyil, procédeirally lessenedhe keeps

nominalcommandof thee v e pracfical aspectdbutis forced to folowth e pur i t ans

BL Add. MS 48064, f. 50

®Whitgift told the puritans, 6it shalbe free for
mattersasyousuppce t o be bl ameworthie in ité; ibid., f.
. bid., f. 50.

82 Elsewhere, it should be noted, Travewsuld showwariness of formal logic, stating that its
arguments Oare as common t o g o o\Walter fraverdpddfehee, as ar
of the Ecclesiastical Discipline Ordayned of God to be Used in His Clfiictdelburg, 1588), p. 180

in Morgan,Godly Learningp. 110.

8 BL Add. MS 48064f. 51 onwards.

126



lead®* Sparke and Traversmeanwhile,direct the argumens with an astonishing
degreeof freedom andare naturallypermittedto selectthe questions

At the commencementSparke outlinetwo broad pointghat he and Travers
intendto deal wih: first; 6 such matters as concerne the
in the Churche f oseconditbelsacransentd® The first is ehén, and
divided into two sectionspne relating tothe canonicalscriptures and oneto the
apocrypha®® S p a r fikseobjsctionis that parts aothe formenwerepassed ovein the
PrayerBooka s 6 | e a s tin favalii oé pfadsagésrrgmthater®’ This promps
a discussion of the nature dbth in which Travers descrilleWh i t gi ft ©s posi
andthat oftte churchias 6 not . . . f a P Searkdhenargusthatthes p h e mi
best translation ofcripture should be readin church whereasthe Prayer Book
appoined that whichwasdt he wor st e & t.qrodseandcpalpablgged w
err%omeexdmleia description of Mah yvathdrthanng 6 m.
0 b e t riod givendbéforeinnamednembers otheaudiencecall for thedisputants
to dealwith a matterrequiring & k i | | i n  Whitgift theo segasthis 0 .
opportunity topressthe puritanson the maintopic of the day: the errors thegawin
theapocrypha’®

The archbishopis not presentedh a favourable lighthere a depiction that
must, of course, be taken with a pinch of salkvdscertainly in the interest &@parke
and Traversto align themselves with the fogmist figures in the audiencavhile
describingWhitgift asanimpedimentto the assembly. Tharchbishopis offeredasa

symbol of the errorghey hoped with their | i s t eupgornt $ 6éoverturn; and

84 See chapter 2 above

% BL Add. MS 48064, f. 50

8 Here, the Morrice manuscript, ' Peel 6s transcri pti on, has Spar k¢
Canonicall and o fThd SeenddRarie 27Y) pwhexeds BL Rdxl.eMS,48064 has

6we are to speakaotoff tthe Lpoomygmad ,( fand50

8 BL Add. MS 4808, ff. 50-51'.

8 |bid., f. 52. His position was that the writing of the canonical scriptures (informed by the Holy

Ghost), and that of the apocrypha (achieved, in T
had, on occasion, doubted themhbot
¥ bid., f. 52°.

9bid., ff. 52-53".
127



Whitgift, as written, certainly playshis part. His opening reassurancéasto be
affirmed by Leicester, and risgfalse whencompared tohi s deni al of S
prayer®® In the debate itselhe is evasive:dismissing arguments quickly, and urging
new mattersrather ttan proceeding withhose at hand® In addition, Traversiotes
occasions wherée read from his noteboolsomething neither puritan indeed, no
other participant is reportedo have doa. The first of thesen whichthe archbishop
reads an argumenfrom Peter Martyr orEcclesiasticusis followed byCoopeb sall
for abible, 6f or f udeepere b n@inder a[ t i &°m} theosécond he p |
debate Whitgift answersa mistranslation in Romaryy suggestinghat therés6 s o me
ambi gui t i ed Hebraw, beforedmitingthgtihehimselfhasno knowledge
of the languagé?
At the end of the first day, there wasmediscussion of privatéaptism and
baptism by womenhoth ofwhich thearchbishop was defending when night fell and
the cebatewas cutshort®™ T r a v descsbés drustrating transition to thesecond
dayf or ced oOttlme pluand nheof ore we had runne he
are requiredto repeat argument®r the benefit of Burghled as by a contr ar
areadieagod waye uppon the voyag®ltisinteresimgr e c a
that thedebatels heredepictedas ajourney, rather tharthe more customariyattle or

duel®’

This revision of the first day prompting new points from Burghley andhe
audienceappearsto have taken up good portiorof the second for only two further
topicswere discusset the use of interrog@ries and the cross in baptiswhich the

puritansroundly condemnedandprovisionfor an educated preaching ministfy.

1 Ibid., f. 50"; Knox, Walter Traversp. 64; see chapter 2 above.
2Bl Add. MS 48064, ff. 52 58, 61".

% |bid., f. 54 (emphasis added). For another example, seé.f. 54
*Ibid., f. 57".

% bid., ff. 55"-56.

*Ibid., f. 56.

" See the conclusion below.

% BL Add. MS 48064, ff. 6063.

128



What is striking &out ths second day although itcanbe seento a lesser
extent on the firsti is the involvemenfthea udi enc e . repant thdrr aver s
interjections form part of the dialogue, indistinguishable from the -badkorth of
the puritansand Whitgift Burghleytakesan activerole,oncec r i t i ci suseg Tr a\
of logic on theapocrypha:dyou can never make a syllogisme of that, because Christ
had not alleadged them; therefore they were not holie scripture;tf@re are alsoe
sundry partes of th€anonicall which are not cited at @\When Travers expasdis
point toincludet he Ap o st |teusf@miga sybogismo itnsBurghleywho
tells him: 6 pr ov e y d°uThroughouh Burgldley is the voice of reasoned
pragmatism agreeing withwh i t gi ft 6s poi nt s'%Wdsinghami, n pr a
though mody content to listen, ab showsinterest,askingwhether tle places cited by
Spar ke in response adamrre@. u'hegoboksdwnédstowartisa | | e n
him, and hdinds and affirns the firstof themhimself***

The most intriguing contributionsome from Leicesterhe questioa the
archbishopnthose parts ofthe apocrypha appointed to be read in churc¢lzesl s the
first t o agilnemretationtohglateinaludih(tratdsinsappointed by
God are sinsand the fault of the sinngt® On the second day, memindsSparke of
objections onbaptism, stating Gt was a pitifull thing that soe manie of ye best
ministers, & painefull in their preacheing, stoode to be deprivethese thingeé®®
Throughout,he is the individual most sympathetic to the puritan side, atids adds
further implications toT r a vdepicsiomof the occasionHe alsodirecst he event 0 s

practical elementsas oftenas Whitgift: at the end of the second day,he asksthe

puritansif they have further points, and closethe debate¢® Ofc our se, Lei ces
interestand inclination are not surprising:hewas to attackWh i t gi ft 6 s pol i c |
“lbid.,f.56. The Lord Treasurero6s response i sistoeported

the same effect, and Travers immediately cites two places byfyeagad.
10 5ee, for example, ibid., ff. 162-63.

%% pid., f. 56

192pid., ff. 54, 55.

193 pid., ff. 60, 62.

1% 1pid., ff. 62-63.
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Lords three months laté®> But his contributionsareworth considering to gauge the
credentials otthis eventas anopenhearing forthe puritars, rather than avay of
simply dealing with them For all the favourable comparisons to be maaté antk
Catholicdisputation it must be remembered thiiis conferencewvas occasioned by
those in authority, andattended, however optimistically, by thean who had
commissioneHar t 6 s examinati on.

The outcome is perhaps the best argument for this note bémaasseveral
elementsconspirel to preventSparke and Traverachieving anythig. The firstwas
the attitudeof the puritars themselveskKnox argueshat theirobjectionswere subject
to selfcensorshipin that they avoide@resbyteriaism, although the best argument he
can make fviews in s eegakdietiiashe wouldquietly) fight that corner
two decadeslater at Hampton Coutf® If Sparkesharel T r a v preskyterian
opinions and if, as Traversuggeststhey were free to propose thequestionsthis is
certainly a glarig omission. Where Leicester askso r 0ot her pointes
d o c t attihenend of thelebate Traversnotesthis response from Whitgiftoyea we
wold call the B. authorié into question & other thingé$But herethe puritans refuse
to take the bajtmovingto the issue of an efttive ministry*®’ This is reminiscent of
not hing so much as Ca tmptiu®burghsan indedtionthat | t o
some topicsvere so deeplyentrenchedas to preventliscussion.The closest Sparke
comes to criticising the Episcopalsystemis an argumentagainst nofresidencyand
pluralities; a matterdisliked by all, and thus requiring no debate'®® Collinson
compares the v e mpgpédrencompromise to Hampton Court, which in its aftermath
faced accustions of stateorchestratiort® It is a compason that camot easily be

dismissed.

195 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movemer. 270.

198 Knox, Walter Traversp. 64.

197BL Add. MS 48064, f. 62 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movemer. 269.

%8B Add. MS 48064, f. 63

199 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movemenip. 4623; seeJacobChristian and Modest Offepp. 28
30.
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And yet the procedural restraintposedon Whitgift remain a curiosityln
Traver s0 ac c o uplaysapretidtablercdelinchied e s dootgpins,but
he is partially forced into evasionthroughhis role as respondentlif the debatewas
orchestratedthe accountsuggestshat it was structured tavh i t gdisddvaritané'®
A middle wayis perhaps close$b the truthithe puritais were not about to launch into
an attack on the bishops; begually,Leiceser and others would not [8Vhitgift turn
the conference into an examinatiorhis would explainthe allocation of role§ a
further eflection of postCampion sensitivitieOf course, dessabstractfactorin the
outcome expressedi n T r nauvteal images was the lek of time and this
Collinson posits as one of twoausesof the end result the other beingollective
avoidance of6t har g e r ' iThissmasea évent hindered bypractical and
circumstantial factorsand by the disptants themsebs, but noti as far as the
evidencecanshowi fullywei ght ed i n one sidedbds favour
Thec onf er e nc evias mid it del mohprbdbce a flurry odvritten
accountsandT r a v reporsiscuriously restrained Only Whitgift claimed outright
victory, insisting that the audience aws satisfied by hisarguments His first
biographer George Paule, repeatéis, noting surprise at the puritad® we ak and
t r i wbjextiods*? Strype goes further: he o6 HonBer b fpeserts 6
@bserving the Stregt h of the Archbishopos Reasons

puritansodo], persuaded them to Conform th

(@)}

they would acquaint her Majesty therébf Collinsonr e f ut e s clamitae gi f t
have persuadednyonepresent noting the actionsof various councillors after the
debatewhi | e Knox feels t he versoeidwhithappeatsat e t

wholly unaware of thesurroundingcircumstances is dncorrect™* Sparke and

1035ee KnoxWalter Traversp. 64.
11 Collinson,Elizabethan Puritan Movemer. 269.
Y2 |pid., p. 270; George Paul&he Life of John Whitgift, Archbishop of Canterbimghe Times of Q.
Elizabeth and K. Jameqllondon, 1699), pp. 4Q.
13 Strype,Whitgift, p. 170.
14 Collinson,Elizabethan Puritan Movemer. 270; KnoxWalter Traversp. 64n.
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Travers were nopersuaded to conform, arparkewent on to stand silently for

puritanobjectionsat Hampton Court.

The Examination of Separatists and Nonconformists

Like disputation withimprisoned Catholics, encounterswith radical puritars after

Wh i t gtrafstatdrsto Canterburywalked a narrowline between debate and
interrogation-'> Indeed, the nature of puritan objectipasd the manner in whide
authoritieschose toconfrontthem, meantthe two couldoften fuse togetherentirely.

The use of academic forms in official proceedingscan besea i n Ayl mer 0s
examinaibn of amannamed Merbury in 1578° This encounterwhichtook placein

t he consi st orbgforeat | 8t gePaal osvd and Ayl mer
Commission,began as minquiry i nt o M eactibities, pud surned into a

examiration on rudimentary logi¢?’ Merbury, by his own account,was askedvhat

he had to say, whereupon he accused all bishbpsurdering soulséas manye. as

have [per]ished by the Ignorance of ye ministers of ther makinge whom they knew to

be Troble Whenpressed on those appointed by Aylntesrespondedé | accuse yo
nott [parjticulerlye because | kmeen ot t y o butif Ayknerdddeaie such

ministersh e deser ved Atcthesnhé Bshopsated Ghy proposition is

false if it were n Cambridge it would be hissed out of ye scho6iEsHe thentook

Merburyt o task on tdigidefiondiamsl ofdi 6f er en
many predicables and predicaments there werescimolastic logic.**® Merbury

protestedd | am n oand thegexaminasioméscendedhto ashouting match?°

Just as interrogatiommight creepinto debate then,academic tropes coulgppearin

150n Whit gi ft 6 sakd Modenate Paitarisp h13.The ahange in policin 1583would

partly account for the falling away of ai@atholic debaté¢ many on the Council 6s
enjoyed favour.

"Mer bur yés a ctoedBrtishtLibrarg Add.eVIS 89828 tff. 224",

7 bid., f. 23.

18 hid., f. 23.

19 pid., ff. 23"; see HowellLogic and Rhetoricpp. 1721.

129BL Add. MS 39828, ff. 2324.
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outright examinationi a reflection oftheir role as acommonplacein religious
discourse.
The mostdetailedaccouns of disputationon this front concerrthe separatists
Henry Barrow and John Greenwod@reenwood hadeen grantedeveral church
postsin the early 1580sturning to separatism around 158Bnost likely under the
influence of Robert Browne. Barrowmeanwhie, was a &égentl eman ¢
educated @Cambridge andsr a y 0, svho Ihad rbeerawn toseparatism through
Br own e 8 s, inwansultaiion witkanotherfigure, Thomas Wolsey** The pair
were arrested 1587, Greenwoodwith a group of 20separatistsin October, and
Barrow a monthlater, on visiting them inthe Clink'?? Both weretakento the Fleet,
and over a period of more than five yeangere subjected to examinatitay Whitgift,
who wasaidedin the taskby seniorbishops and amongstothessi memlers ofthe
Privy Council. These proceedingsaturally concernedeligious questions but (more
so event han A exameatiod ®fMerbury) were investigations rather than
disputations They had no academidorm, and their questions appear as
6i nt e 1i @ ddccountsthat Hoowed'?* Barrow viewed theseeventswith
contemptf contrasting t Hevas bwught but o myoclode @riysemn ¢ e 0 :
& co[m]pelled there to answereunto such articles as the Bishops in theire secret

Councell had canived against ug-*

2!Barrow proceeded BA in the 1570 sElizabetiman Buritann g Gr a 'y
Movement p. 388; Prestinns of Court p. 196. When examined, he was asked about his training by

Whitgift: Leland H. Carlson (ed.},he Writings of Henry Barrow, 158/590(London, 1962), pp. 98.

See ODNB GreenwogdJohn Patrick Cal i ns on, 6Separation I n and ou
Consi stency of BaThe lownaloohtlie UitedeRefarwen €liuich History Saciety

5 (1994), pp. 244.

122\writings of HenryBarrow p. 91; Collins@®8n, 6Separationé, pp.
123 \Writings of Hemy Barrow, esp. pp. 8®, 89, 101, 102, 170, 171, 173 1902, 193; Leland H.

Carlson (ed.)The Writings of John Greenwood, 158590(London, 1962), esp. pp. 20 22; Leland

H. Carlson (ed.)The Writings of John Greenwood and Henry Barrow, 15933 (London, 1970), pp.

85-9, 2239.

124 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlessig. D.i'. Once,he termedWhi t gi ft 6a monster,

compound. .. he is neither ecclesiasticallLoror ci vi
Burghley, also presennd entirely unfazed, asked him to cite his reference for the filsitings of
HenryBarrow p. 188; Collinson, O0Separationb6, p. 253.
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In addition to thesenvestigationshowever the separatistsvere called upon to
take part in religiougonference$ anotherindicationthat they wereusedfor more
than evidencegathering'?®> Collinson notes thatonferenceswere held between
Barrow and a total of 4&8ivineswhilst he and Greenwood were in the Fleet, but only
sevensuch eventsvere written upandprinted!*B a r r repofissproducectovertly
within the year,arewritten in a blendof dialogue and narrativeorm, with the former
structuing the latter. Therecordedconferencesook placeovertwo months in1590.

At the first, on the 9" of March, Greenwood disputed against William Hutchinson
Archdeacon of St Albans and chaplanAylmer, andon the 14", Barrowtook onthe
London divine Thomas Sperin®’ Greenwood and Hutchinson resumed on th& 17
the latter joined by one Dr Bright, and tfa@lowing day Barrow faced Hutchinson
and Lancelot Andrewesecently elected Master of Pembroke, Cambrif§©n the
20" Greenwod joined Barrowto dispute againsSperin and artber clergyman,
Stephen Egerton, arah the 3" of April theyfaced Sperin andne Cooper:?° On the
13" Andrewes andHutchinson returnedOf these divines, he views of Sperirand
Egerton aremostremarkabé i both wereknown radicals,suggestinghat a similar

130 But whereasin anti-Catholic

policy was being pursuedshad beerwith Campion
debate thisuggesteaaution hereit demonstrates subtletgndgreater confidence in
disputation

As described by Baow, Gr e e n wirsh sblitasy debateestablishedhe
tone andconditionsof theseevents Hutchinson, eming Fulke and othesanctioned

disputants, told thee par at i st t hat O0he caupenwhgh virt.

125 A chronology of the recorded debates is providediitings of John Greenwoog. 337.

126 ODNB Barrow Henry B a r Acapumts sire contained iBclaunderous Articlessigs C-Ciiii",

C.iii"-D.i", D.ii"-E.iiii", E.iiii*-F.iii", andLetters and Conferencgsp. 15, 1630, 4866.

1270n Hutchinson, sew/ritings of Henry Barrowp. 191.

128 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. Ciii¥; Henry IsaacsorAn Exact Narration of the Life and Death

of the Late Reverend and Learned Prelate, and Painfull Divine, Lancelot Andileaveton, 1651), f.

5,

¥carl son identifies OMritngseofHemysBartoWwpa508ni n or Robert 6:
130 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan MovementSee Barrow,Letters and Conferencessig. Aii;
Collinson, ¢éSLparationd, pp. 241
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Greenwood demandedvatness (naning one Calthrop, a fellow prisonerandaccess
to writing materials.Hutchinsonexpressecdhis purpose as followsnot to examine
him, or anie way to hurt him, but to confer with him about his separating of himself
from the Church of Englarid at which Greenwoodsaid that he had notsked
Hutthi nson t o cwillimeofanib Christiam @ feréncevhere it shall be
free aswell to oppose as answef on both sides the matter to be recorded in
writing.6"*! By this account then, Greenwoodassumedha formal disputationwould
be applied and saw anyrestriction in the roles as being tantamount toarother
examination His description of themoreb al anced for m as O6Chr i si
also remarkablegiven the importance afebatewithin the puritaa movement>?

The questionstackled here would similarly set a trend for the events that
followed. As Barrow has ittHut c hi ns owas &n thHe anotives behind
Gr ee nwo o d 0 .sWhenelyichinsantdecbnado set down a proposition of his
own, the sepmtist objected againsthe governance ancdcomposition of parish
assemblies they contained he stated,6 a | | sorts of profane
6antichristian mini st e¥HeeheattemptsoproverBo ur t s ,
first assertiorby way d the 1559settlemeni t hat al |l wer e recei vec
of her Ma ] e an imageof therchurolpteat formeda cornerstone of
separatist objections (and Ba r r o w6 s).**wAt ihe secanpddebate betwea
Greenwood and Hutamson, theguestia is said to have begursued furtherbut the
argumentgevolved aroundh scriptural analogyi the baptism of the Pharisees and
Sadluceesi urged by Hutchinson during therr first exchange Barrow notes
occasionalinterjections from Brightbut thesealways expressagreementwith his

partner Both conferences, atescribedwere inconclusiveOn departing, Hutchinson

131 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. C (emphasis added).

132 The phrase is repeated by Barrohidi, sig. D.il.

133 |bid., sig. C.

134 pid., sigsGC.i, Col |l inson, 6é6Separationé, pp. 254
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Is twice said to havegromisedanotherpoint (proof that Romecould becalleda true
church, but thisis not raisedin any subsequeraccoun.*®

At the first ofhis own conferencesBarrowreportsmaking his opnion ofsuch
eventsclear, and i like Greenwood though in less practical termis stating his
preferredconditions Sperintold him that he had been sent by Aylmerdiecussone
of BarmwO6s asétehhhaciroen swals no Ch ua which Barmow Eng | a
responded that héhad nothing to do witht he Bi shop of whaihdon,
hold concerning their Church of England the Bishhopps knew long agoe, & never as
yet would grant eitér publicke or private conference, where the Booke of God might
quietly decide the co[n]troversies betwixtbuRecountingthe injuriesdealthim since
his imprisonment, theeparatistassertsd had just cause to suspect anie conference
that [Aylmer] coud sendu nt o ; ansespicionthat would inform his attitude
througout®™®® Asani ndi cati on of Baposvreipressesurprisathatc al i s
he is there inthe bisho® shame 6 because | had heard he h
ot her wi s,and advigskire td dse his owname in requestingdebate rather
thanthat ofAylmer.**’

The structure ofheseinitial exchangesasmore in common with the fluid
discourse oR a i n aé¢bdtavibh Hart than the approach taken with Campidéys
Barrow describes hidirst encounter the argumets proceededhaturally from the
discussion of Aylmer, and it was not until ink and paper weareduced that
propositions were set down in response to the queStiokt each conferencehése
were generally arguedwithout logic form, and debated freelyby both sides T as
Greenwoodhad askedneitherwas limited toa specificrole. There were however,
confusedelements of disputatioon display particularly inB a r r dirst @ebate.

Once, he set downa syllogismwhilst askingSperinto6 pr ove d t hat his p

135 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesigs C.ii, D.i".
136 Barrow, Letters and Conferencesg. 1.

137 |bid., pp. E2.

138 |bid., p. 3.
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true establ i s hZ¥date€ Bperin citechassagesCshriptireto @rave

an argument abouharch governors, but teedo not appear to have beeonsidered

in anydetail*° Reacting to alistinctionon the substancef a ministry, Barrowstates

Or'hus whilest you professe science you make shipwrack of faith, & with your logick
put away the Testame[n]t of Chrif! This isexpandediponin subsequenevents
andinBar r o w0 sto ApGoledtiancokCertain_etters and Conferenceéhese
Preachersvere loth to have the sore touched, but by evasions sought alwaies to
darke[n] & torne away the truth with indirect answeres & con[n]ing distincibis.

Two things can thus be noted in these initial debate. First, they were not
intellectualcontess: thep r 1 s oviewes lmrgigituation precludeniceties of formand
nominallyrule out scholastic wranglingSecondy, theyare possessed afheightened
immediacy,coveringthese p a r adirectsittasiom, and thestae of thechurch as it
existedT points that drew them closer toexaminatoryproceedings The clearest
physical manifestationof this was the private nature of theonference. As noted,
Barrowand Sperin had teelocatebecause a crowd had gathet&tThe account does
not relate which of them suggested thehange of venue, buhe decisionitself is
indicative of a movement away from spectacle towamisre earnest delicate
discourse Gr e e n wo o enhdosntersvith cHutehihson further suggest the
authort i e s 6 thisatrwda si mel d i n twherethe disptitantsvére | o d g «
lockedin6t hat no ma[n] migHWt heare our confer

It is in his secondndividual debatethat Barrow setout hisview of logical
reasoning in relation to religioumgument At the commencementhe repeatethe
assertionthat hehad not yet obtained conferenc& wher e t he Booke of

peaceablie decide all owr dooversies 8efore thedebateitself, there was some

139 pid.,
149 pid.,
1 pid., p. 9.
12|14 sig. Al

143 |pid., p. 5; see chapterabove.

144 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. C.iit".
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discussion ofis separationfocusing onthe eymologicallinksb et ween Osect o
and 6 s c H7Bumnesntialty shére wadalk of making a starpn the topic of

the dwurchand its communicants, arieere Barrow reporta disputeaboutprocess

avhither it should be aftetheir schole maner, by 0 g i ¢ k &* Barrow male$his

position clear:

| desired to reason after a Christia[n] maner, according unto truth, though
not in logicall formes... | would not bynde the majestie of the Script. to
logicall formes whereabout we should have more vagavilles, and
spe[n]d more tyme, the[n] about the discussing of the question; and that
my co[n]science could neither be convinced or instructed with anie

syllogismes so much as with the weight of reason & force of tf{th.

This explainsthe format of the conferencesaspresentechere™*® But for all that he
would rot be convinced byogic form, Barrow had na@jualmsaboutusingit: several
of hisarguments are set out as syllogisiiis

At the beginning of these par at i st sodferehcein she chamber |
oOwhere they wer e, Ehegonvas thel lastdcearripegnd bstlo sidesr s 6
reportedly decided tostart without him. Spe i rof@ering questionechaeed earlier
debateso | would know the causesBagdwrepreedr f or
him to their previous encounter and the discussion proceeded from tHéteAs
Barrow relates it,He topicsagainconcernedhe nature and authority of tlehurch,
beginningat the settlementbefore moving to itglealings withCatholiasm, and the

power of thebishops and civil authoritie€gertonarrived some way intadhe second

145 |pid., sigs D.if-D.iii".

148 |pid., sig. D.iiii (emphasis added).

147 |bid., sig. Diiiii".

Y81t further refl e cstrustureBlogwvhiehdapposed éveniRamisiswnis:
Morgan,Godly Learningp. 110.

149 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesigs E, E.i"-E.ii".

150 Barrow, Letters and Conferenceg. 16.
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point, andfrom herehis interactions withSperinareremarkable both havingpuritan

sympathies™! Egertonholds Sperin back from subscribing to theewi that bishops
held only civil offices; but where Barrow proclainthem Antichristian additions to
Chr iosptedrsf ect mi ragashaltshiepda, r t Eepalrdids.oSperin here
would have denyed the Bishop[s] to be Antichrist: But Mr. Egerton willed r@xrer

to denye that, wibh they had agreed uppéni?

Procedurdly, the conferencewith Sperin and Coopeprovides the most
interesting example#\gain, the debateis preceded by discussion othe distinction
between sectories and schismatigs, which Greenwoodtells Sperin: @y your
Logicke & prophane Artes you pervert the trueth of the Scriptures... You make [logic]
a cloke for your wickednés>® Barrow alsoreportsa disputeover writtenpointsand
answers whereasin previous accountscalls for pen andpaper had met with a
favourable responsehere the requestis questioned® 6 To what purpose?
asks 6 You seeMlbat]twor iddatngh. 6 stitésthat tiSaot owavoid
scl and e rdsmiss€&ibas @ waste of timeFinally, Greenwood decides 0 w e
will write th o u g h  y o U°> Againl, in permission @nd intenthis is a departure
from antiCatholic debate There islittle intereston C 0 0 p side i slisseminating
accounts only in confrorting the separatists themselvehis reflects the more
complex front on which the debatesvere taking place there waslittle desire to
publiciseseparatist views.

The close of this conferenceas extraordinary.Bar r o wo shas€Cooper u n t
breakingoff, claiming to be needeelsewhereput the participantswvere locked insid
a chamber at the Fleet, with no poraéhando letthe free memut. On realising this

Cooperreportediyt ur ned t o t e ordysoneparndited te obsegthe

51 |bid., p. 18.

152 |pid., pp. 21, 29.

153 |bid., p. 50.

154 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. C.iit".
155 Barrow, Letters aml Conferences. 52.
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debate), expandhg on his arguments unilaterafly® This led to some further,
unstructureddiscourse whichi as Barrow has it prompted one of the observers, a
gentleman namedartlet, to commentdt was not well we had not some more
orderlie Conference about theis weightie caubes the truth might appea@The
separatistsagee, blaming the authoritiesbut Coopey paradoxically states6 T h e y
denie our Church and ministrie & therfare not to be disputed wilhsuggestinghat
he viewedheseeventsasbut anotheform of examinationMore remarkablyat some
urging from Geenwood and the observéie adds dNe graunt the things they seeke
are good, and manie of us have written and taught fullie the same, but they seeke them
not by due orded. Thus, ekspite hisattiiude Barrow placesCooper in the same
category a Sperin ad Egerton: a radicatlisputingon thea u t h o lehatf'i’ e s 6

The final debate, in which theseparatists conferred wittAndrewes and
Hutchinson is describedby Barrowin a summary, rather than his usudénd of
narrative and dialogue. liorm andcontent it appears similar tprevious eventshe
accountabdesultastBayrrowhas itofitsdodi sor der | yhé oppoaingd | i n g
divines dwho sought nothing so much as to obscure & turne awairutie bytheire
scholelearning manifold cavills & sifts, shameless denyatff manifest truthes, &
most unchristian contumelies, scoffes, & reproches against owre pérSodsre
0di sor dpartylyed tcraaans | at eHda rarso wéasc dadegmautctéi o n s
were as mucha reaction to scholastiforms as to theargumentsbeing made He
rejectsexamination but also outwardlyrejectsproceduralideals ofbalancein favour
of6Chr i st i amasedomcfipure.e nc e 6

Conferencewith radicalslike Barrow andGreenwoods thusinterestingin the

ideals m display Despitesomeblurring of disputationwith interrogatory approaches,

*Theseobservers are not described in detail in Bar |
point.
157 Barrow, Letters and Conferencepp. 58, 624 (emphasis added). On the process of integration and
distinction underpinningth e gap bet ween these me n and the se
Puritanismé, p. 9.
158 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articlesig. E.iii¥ (emphasis added).
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a distinction is being observed, onboth sides, between the twactions and

0 c o nf eas thesepazafists ternt, is held upi explicitly by Barrow; implicitly by

the authoitiesd r e p r e B as then®ie vakd @x@rcise This is not tamply that

there wasaconsenss o n what O c o,dt i speakto theédpersistenca i | e d
and spreadf those ideak exploitedin antiCatholic debateTheseeventsalsosuggest
development asBar r @Wdhg i st i ani typicah 6f @urimmrbetoic i

revolves around authority and proofrather thanscholasticforms But despitehis

aversion to thgliteral) trappings of academiaghe Gr ay 6 s | nandfoarleu mn u s
Cambridgeman is still tied to syllogisticreasoningthroughopponent training and

custom.

Conversionand Reclamation

What thesereformed encounterdemonstrate is that gpectrumof conference and
disputationwasbeingemployedby the authoritiesby the endof thereign Asidefrom
its applicationin polemic,conferencewas seeras an effectiveaneans ofcombating
dissent ancexaminingi or evenreclaimingi recusants andonverts In 1577, the
bishops andPrivy Councilhad laid outa regimen of conferences to hpplied with
notable recusants, andeveral accounts ofsuch efforts survive®®® These were, it
should be emphasisegkivate encountersheld in thehomeof a minister orbishop, or
before EcclesiasticalCommissioners. Theyarely producedprinted accounts those
reportsthat surviveare generallywritten by the subjects themselva®lating failed

attempts topersuadethem and remained in manuscripf’ The lack of printed

159 Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religiorpp. 1512; see Anthony Milton and Alexandra

Wal shamd d&MRincrmegru: o6Concerning Recusancie imf Commt
Stephen Taylor (ed.};rom Cranmer to Davidson: a Church of England Miscellgyoodbridge,

1999), p. 72 on the pressure for such conferer@es. E| i zabet h & s pedtesl C8tholgr ogr e s
gentry were forced to confer with Pr sthestpantl4di. v il
C. Bald suggestshat John Donne had been subject to conferences on his conversion, noting the
involvement of Anthony Rudd, Dean of Gkmster: R. C. Baldlohn Donne: a Lif¢Oxford, 1970), pp.

69-70.

Al exandra Walsham notes the 6audacityd of the
account of his examinations out of York Castl e i
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accountsindicates either that such efforts were highly unsuccessfulor that the

authotties had little interst in calling attention to theifin converts and lay recusants

presentech more delicate situation thamprisonedpriests.If, aslater events and the

rhetoric of disputationsuggestreligious conferencevasseenas an efctive metiod

of persuasion, the lattexxplanationis morelikely. These events were aimed abdh

under examinatigrthey were not intended f@olemic In the 1590s, tathe urging of

the Earl of Huntinglon, Thomas Mortonengaged inconferencewith several

recusats. His biographer John Barwicitatel thatElizabeth had commanded the Earl

& o convince them by argument® rather ther
The most detailecaiccountf conferenceo reclaima Catholicconvert inthis

period were written by William Alabaster whose fascination withthe Rainolds

brotherswastied to his ownreligious experience As he describes his conversion

narrative, Alabaster had been drawn to Catholicism through readamyl

conferencé® In 1597,he came into contact with theapturedpriest Thomas Wright

through Gabriel GoodmanDean of Westminstéf®* The introduction was

undoubtedlyan attemptto convertWright through debate but as suchwas wholly

unsuccessfli Alabaster writing as a Catholicgdescribegheir discourseas tnever to

any great purpose for matters of controversieut c er t ay empbakising mi s he

his own pride andVr i g tredéngals®™ | t was i nroomthat Algbastere st 6 s

encount er ed WRefutatiomohSundrg Reprehlersisnd, Cavils dralse

Sleights a defence ofhe Catholic translationf the New Testamengndin reading

this workheconverted to Catholicisiha momente describeasrevelationgrounded

Extremity of the Timebo: CRkreff or miatt y o n OrCtah dvddd % £ &ro
Lake and QuestieConformity and Orthodoxyp. 218.

161 John Barwick A Summarie Account of the Holy Life and Happy Death of the Right Reverend Father

in God Thoras Late Lord Bishop of Duresertieondon, 1660), p. 67. Lancelot Andrewes had similarly

been asked to accompany Huntingdon in helping to convert recusants in the north, by preaching and
conference: IsaacsoAn Exact Relationf. 4'.

162 Alabaster Unpublishel Works esp. p. 109.

163 On Goodmansee Kenneth Fincham and Nicholas Tyadkiéars Restored: The Changing Face of

English Religious Worship, 15471700(Oxford, 2007), p. 82.

164 Alabaster Unpublished Works. 114; ODNB AlabasteiVilliam.

142



in prior study'®® The interplay of learning andreligious experiencehere is
remakable: turning swiftly from knowledge ofthe truth to its demonstration,
Alabaster emphasiseudgementas wel |  a.¥° Faitla nid eemdorare n 6
describedas lady and handmaid, and time latter Alabasterstatesa preference for
scholastic divinity serthemanmade6 Ret hor i cal | as éhefound ons a|
in Protestantisnt®’

In addition Alabasterexpresses enthusiasamd hopefor disputation partly

throughthe imagery of martyrdom:

| imagined my self to speake with the protestantes armlighsfor the
Catholique faith; which | was resolved to defend, even unto death itself;
and to suffer most gladly any kinde of torture or persecution that man
colde laye upon me for the same, acounted my self happie that | was
fallen into the opposition diymes wher | shold have aboundant occasion
to shewe my love unto Christ and his Church by confession of my

faith.168

He reports praying for six monthsodé6 freed
pounds on Catholibooksand engaging in privatdiscoursewith as many as would

listen'®® Eventually(as hedescribest, afterthe requiredsix month$, Alabasterwho

held a Cambridge post, was called before the master of his cadledethe vice

chancellor who asled that he return to th&nglish Church, but nether, by his

165 Alabaster,Unpublished Workspp. 11415, 118; MarottiReligious Ideologypp. 99100. Alabaster
does not name the work, but his description match
166 Alabaster,Unpublished Worksp. 124.
157 |bid., pp. 1267. This accords with his agion of John Rainolds (p. 117). His emphasis on religious
argument separate from human invention is reminiscent of that of puritan Ramists: seddddwate
Puritans p. 101; chapter &bove.
168 Alabaster,Unpublished Workspp. 120, 133. Marotti findsra i mi t ati on of Campi on
eagerness: MarottReligious Ideologyp. 106.
169 Alabaster,Unpublished Worksp. 121.
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reckoning, offered disputatiori® He was then imprisonedyut again his desire for
debatewas frustratedhe was visited by severdivines including John Overall, but
6to no bickering of'disputation we ever ¢
Finally, he was broughteforethe Bishopof London(now Richard Bancroft)
whoseintenton wasto win him back totheh ur ¢ h: 6he beganne pre
with me alone, saying that he hoped | was not yeat so farr gonn, but that I might be
r e c | aBanceottaked the exterdf his Catholicism,which drewsome debate on
relative church authority but Alabaster describesthe exchange as #@rocess of
guestion and answer, whicbnly took on a disputatious tonevhen he proved
steadfast’? As an extraordinary postscrjfite notes hat after dinnerBancroftlocked
him in a room withthe apostate priefRalphlthall( 6 o f kyne t inthehe Bi s
hope of persuadinghiut t hat oéwe had scarce begane
himselfe and thinkinge belike that | might ratineove the preest to repentance... than
he me to retorne to protestantes Religion he came running backe in great hast, and
saide that now he had thought of It he
conversion throughliscoursewas mt just a possitity: it was apositive danger-’®
Another meeting withBancroft occurredseveral days later, which Alabast&ates
was pursued throughemptation, rather thadisputationi this only confirming his
position*™
Conference had not, however, been abandowithin days of hissecond
encountemwith Bancroft Alabasterwas sent tdBishop JohnStill of Bath and Wells,
with whom he hagbersonalkconnections.”® In the company of several otlseStill is
said to havdaunched into a dramatic lamewrausingthe convet to laugh out loud;

but this evolved into aconferencesimilar in tone tohis first encountemwith Bancroft.

170 pid., pp. 1312.
1 bid., pp. 1334.
172 |pid., pp. 1346.
173 |pid., p. 136; MarottiReligious Ideologyp. 107.
174 Alabaster Unpublished Workspp. 1378.
175 John Still had married a kinswoman of the convert, and had made him a fellow of Trinity,
Cambridge: ibid., p. 138; ODNB Stillohn
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By his account, Still ignored answers, expressedvibes that Rome had been a true
church, andat one pointould not find a @ce he citedput endedon aconfidentnote,
telling Alabaster to Owei ghe wthécbnventi s r ea
departedunconvinced’® Following this, le was sent tcconfer with Andrewes,
becausdas he pudit) 6t he t ow Bushoppesncethat thex dasf ownd
little hope of change in me, except they could corwiny judgement by force of
ar gu mé Hered mth Alabasterand Andrewes emphasisethe importance of
conference one askingthat hisadver sary o6i mploye all|l his
er or i f h e the otheiciteHthe examplel oé St Paul umging the wle of
conference in conversiorAlabaster maintainedthat he hadspokenwith learned
ministers, andemainedunsatisfied'’® The discussiothenturned to the @athority of
the Caholic Church,and what Alabasteperceivedas the lack of a reformed
equivalent Here, Andrewesstressedaith, comparing itto the light of understanding;
an argumenilabasterdismissesaé not hi ng sowndOmeaandoct or |
Al a b a st etrtiledebatedichot tesembledisputationalthoughhe objected and
Andrewesreplied

Following this, conferencegave way to official proceedings. Ahis next
meetingwith Bancroft and Stilltheyd s att i n s o | commissiorijabld@t t he
andte di scussion revol vedwiaooccasiondinveclivesb ast er
againstRomea nd 61 i g hthatwera eever followed G5° In the nearime,
the convertwas denied books in prison, and his challenges went unansiteiéel.

was deprived ohis ministry, and aftemore unproductivelebatesoncludeddhat no

176 Alabaster Unpublished Workspp. 13841.
70n Andrewes, Alabaster offera aarlycritique of avantgarde conformityibid., p. 142.
178 |pid., p. 143.
179 1bid., pp. 1437. Marotti notes a discrepancy in that Alabaster criticises faith by divine inspiration
but applies the same to his conversilonfact, this isa matter of faith: Alabaster disgoishes divine
assistancdérom humanmagination Marotti, Religious Ideologyp. 108; see chapterabove.
180 Alabaster,Unpublished Workspp. 1489.
181 |bid., pp. 150, 152.
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further disputation or | a%Hrusttated, herescapéd

to the continent and, finally, to Rom&.

The gap describeth A | a b a satragive between théisputation he desired
and theconferenceshe receivedreflects the official attitude toward debatewith
converts As G. M. Story and Helen Gardnaote his encountersvere all private, and

his callsfor public debaterefused:®* Alabastemimselfnotesanxieiessurrounding his

wo ul

case following his meetingwith Andreweshe was noteturredt o Ca mbr i dge,

my exampleaend conversion might ;dnmd®aneoftevoulder s t

not have him in his house because wasdfraid to be suspected for aP i€t 6 .

These concerris plausible enough for Alabaster soggesthemi suggestwvhy such
debaterarelyfuelled polemic.Recusants and convefig definition blurred the binary
oppositiors on which polemic reliedin contrast to imprisoned priestdutalsq in the

context ofeffectualdebatetheyraisedgreatr concernof exposire

James Ussher and Henry Fitzsimon

Amid these private conferences and proceedings, formal disputation with imprisoned

priestscontinuedthough it was not so widely reported utilised in polemic as in the

early 1580s.In the 1590s, Robert Abbdalisputed againsthe Marian priest Paul

Spence at Worcester, but did nmint ther exchange 061 ea st I shoul d

either for my ¥%Meanwhiterheratgred cansert THomas Bl
was deployed againstatholics at York Castle anthe Jesuit Henry Walpofé&’
Earlier that decade,William Fitch, an imprisoned English Capuchimad been

opposedby severaldivines one debatereportedlytaking placebefore a largelay

182 |pid., pp. 1538.

183 |bid., pp. 1589, 1634.

184G, M. Story and Helen Gardn@ds), The Sonnets of William Alabasi@xford, 1959), p. xv.

185 Alabaster,Unpublished Worksp. 148.

186 Questier Conversion, Politics and Religiop. 178n; Robert Abbo#y Mirrour of Popish Subtilties
(London, 1594), sigA4'-*".

187BL Add. MS 34250f. 67;Wa | sham, 66Yielding to the Extremity
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audienceé?® In the early 160QsThomasMorton disputed againsa priest named

Young andoneStillington, a gentlemanhefore amixed crowd his biographers noting

that the account was never printed, 6 bec aus e he and hi s Adv

themselves bynut ual | promise, not t o rMheset It |

events then, presentfurther evidence ofdiversity in public religious disputation in

terms ofaudience attitude and purposebut this time within antiCatholic debate

Echoes of Campion form the modesty of Abbot and Mortoither concernssit at

some remove from McCoogdbs demonstration a
Thistrend can be explorefdrther by turning, briefly, to IrelandOn June 2%,

1600, a student from Trinity CollegeDublin, disputed aginst the Jesuit Henry

Fitzsimoni fifteen years hisenior anda prisonerin Dublin Castle.Fitzsimonhad

returned as a missionany 1594 andi as Alan Ford notes hadallowed himselfto

be capturedin the hope of findingProtestantopponents;a straegy that proved

spectacularlyunsuccessfui®® His adversarywas JamesUssher, later Archbishopof

Armagh a dedicated student of TraveKprovost at Trinity from 1594 and an

adherent of Ramismless than two years frorordination’®* Few details of the

arrargements surroundindpeir debatesurvive but Fordoffersit as afirst example of

the radical divines of Trinity being focusedsansdistraction againstCatholiasm

Herewasa more liberated, Iriskiersiono f t h eharheSsth@fsnén like Travers

Field and Chark; long since marginaliseith Englandby Whitgift.!** In theformat of

his debatewith Fitzsimon however,it is U s sstatesastastudenti rather than his

religious alignmeni thatis mostapparentBy his own accounthis allegiance tohe

8 BL Harl. MS 3888, ff. 232",

189 Barwick, A Summarie Accounpp. 678; R. B., The Life of Dr. Thomas Morton, Late Bishop of
Duresme(York, 1669), pp. 1719.

199 Ford, James Usshep. 12:in prison, Fitzsimon was refused disputation by Meredith Hanmer and

Luke Chall oner; and was finallypydédfedwmcoéddst owi old 0wt
91 |bid., esp. pp. 26, 384.

192 |pid., p. 59. The use of radical divines to counter Cattsoliin England had dwindled after 1583; a

change Prest notes in relation to preachers at the inns of courtimrestf Courtp. 181.
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full, formal processsurpasses that of oldeivines indeed,the accounts in many
ways a template fahe practice®®

The disputantbaveequal opportunity to qpse Ussher talng the role for the
first half, and Fitzsimon for the secantit the migboint, the Jesuitasks totake ovey
andUssher responds, 0 YSoan, heweeel-ilzsimomhasitoebe wi | | i
reminded of the roles, having requestedan argument®® Logic form is used
throughout and its direction and forceint he o6 codus el arddirextlyd
urged bythe younger marin pursuingone point'®® The arguments move from
syllogistic assertion through authorities to confirmationhe r espondent 0s
conciseand the question, th&lentification of thePope as Antichristjs termed
Us s her 09 in®@thdr e@dsihedencounteris presentecasa O0di sput ati o
every respect’® As Ford notes this was parly aresutof Ussherds you:
Oprecoci ous 0 but mdree geheely it representse departire from
recordedantiCatholicdebatein EnglandU s s h e r 6hsi sy ocoaud eevousaad y 6 s
the drive of Trinity College provide a reflection of those trendsonly glimpsed

elsewhereanti-Catholicdisputation loosgfrom its Elizabethan restraints’

The Spread of Elizabethan ReligiousDebate

The most detailed accounts of pubtieligious disputationin E| i z a Brgland 6 s
concernthe examination of imprisonepriests but by the end of the reign, dbe

encaintess hadadaptedo newcircumstanceand old concernd hey were moreover

¥Ussherds account is hel d at-82itea falovup ketieata : MS B
Fitzsimon, f. 88", For this reference, | am indebted RoofessorAlan Ford. The account reports the
backandforth of debate with little detail of occasion or arrangements. A marginal deviationitsom

dialogue (f. 81) suggests some abbreviation or omission, aras Fod notesi Us sher 6s | ett e
Fitzsimon indicates more than one meeting between the two men:J&aords Usshep. 13n.

194 Bodl. MS Barlow 13, f. 82

19 hid., f. 80.

19 |pid., f. 80. On the question, Ussher took a standard apocalyptic line, respondpaints from

Bellarmine: see Fordlames Usshepp. 778.

197 Fitzsimon would later challenge John Rider aadisputation before the Viceroy, Council and

members of Trinity Collegebut this, in terms of facdo-face debatewent unanswered: Gaffney,
OPraetaf Religious Controversyod, p. 145
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oneaspecif awider practice Surviving accounts ofdisputationcannotbe taken as a
definitive measure of itase but theirdiversity andspreadn the latter portion of the
reign combined witlsupplementargvidencejndicates a proliferation ofsuch events
on a spectrum raging from the public examination ofprieststo the attenpted
reclamation of convertandreformeddiscussion othurchdoctrine Early restriction
wasgiving way tobalanceandvariety; fuelledby a belief inthe efficacy of discourse,
and framedn the forms and idea$ of academic debat®y ther e i glosé Jesuits
were giveropportunities to oppose, aarthbishops were required to respond.

Two things howevermust qualify thidJtopianoutline The mostundamental
is the omnipresence of formal debate in the minds of educdtiechls and divines
The academiaole of disputation coupled with the perigds d i ,suggestdhat is
was therestrictionof its public, controversialisethat was unusual hose in authority
camot be saidto havesinglehandedly rekindlé the practicen the 1580sas a mans
to their own end$ it was areactionto religiouschallengesimply waiting to happen.
Secondlyyeligious debatevas stillsubject to the concerng the time.The absence of
antiCatholicaccounts in the later 1580s reflects the ascendancy of Whitgifthend
morefearful political and internationatlimate!®® Moreover, a Lakeargues reactions
to Catholic andreformed dissentwere not independent aine another, and what
prompteddisputationin one directioncould restrictit elsewherg®® Even whenthese
caveatsare taken intoaccount,however,the range ofdebaterecordedin the latter
portion ofthe reign isstriking. Disputationas polemicwas one aspectof a broader,
moresignificant and increasinglyisible phenomenon.

Another aspect sidelined by the examples detailed aboweas therole of
conferenceor disputationin the puritan movement.ines have been drawhere
between debateswithin puritan gatherings andhose crossing confessionalor

controversiallines In part, this reflectd e y 6 s  ibsopunitash axchangeshad

Mi chael Questier, 6Conformity, Ca tCordorniitcand m

Orthodoxy p. 251.
¥ ake, 6Tale of TwassinEpi scopal Surveysbo,
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different intentionsi education and clarification, betweelivines in fundamental
agreementBut there is also, focourse the question of priowork on the movement
To expand thisstudy intoall puritan Gonference @& to retread areasletailed by
Collinson and other In the context of disputation, the growth of puritan debatbe

later sixteenth centurgan bedescibedasa parallediscursivetrend

What emerges clearly frommeseElizabetharaccounts ighe continual adaptation of
formal disputationto suitindividual divinesandcircumstancesT he ideologicaaspect
can be s een uiging oBanfareacdrons scripture,and the practical is
demonstrated in thosgebatesarranged by thauthorities But individual adaptations
are also in evidengein Rainolds 6humanist assurance Ay | meacaalemic
condescensiorat the consistoryJs s her 0 s, apdithe difteerences ybetween
Campi on6s Whaynifies teeseadigersestylesis aloyalty to thedisputation
formati astructurethatwould survive in controversy for decadescome.Thetrends
prompting public religious debatevere not about talisappegrand on her death

Elizabethwould besucceedetly a king possessed dalenthusiasm for thprocess
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Chapter FiveDisputationDistinguished 16041620

&here is no order, nor can bee any effectuall issue of disputation, if each partie might

not bee suffered, without cho'pping, to sp

Wherethe new kingwas concerned, two foes shapedeligious disputation in the
openingdecades of the seventeenth century. The firstdvasm enshGsiasm fosuch
debate At his accessionthose subjugated andexaminedunder Elizabeth voiced
renewedhope fortolerance and¢hange in tractsand appealdo the monarchand n
doing so,they invoked his reputationfor learning, citing his printed works and
engagemenin disputatiorf The reputation was not unfoundethmesestablished a
connectionwith the universities greater thainat exercisedoy Elizabeth, andn 1605
assertedhat if notak i n g, he woul d have®Hbhaddisputéda uni v
with Scottish ministers before acceding to the English throne, and contmeadage
in religiousdebateafter 1603 albeit hinderedby hisroyal authorityand theimport of
eachevent® The second forgehowever,was more restrictive Jamesmaintaine a

belief in Christian unity, evident in his treatment ofpuritan dissemrs and his

! James |, in BarlonSumme and Substange 32.

Patrick Collinson, 6The Jacobean Religious Sett]l
Tomlinson (ed), Before the English Civil War: Essays on Early Stuart Politics and Government
(London, 1983), p. 28; Kenneth Fincham and Peter

The Journal of British Studie24 (1985), p. 184. Questier notes demonisinat of loyalty from

Catholics: Michael C. QuestieCatholicism and Community in Early Modern England: Politics,
Aristocratic Patronage and Religion, c. 159640 (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 265 idem 6Catholic
Loyali sm i n Ea rEhglsh Sitonca Reviewd28 §2D08)npd 18.33. The convert Francis

Wal singham describes a climate of receptiveness
very studious of the truth, by that | had often heard, he would dispute and reason himselfajrpnce

Religion, being also... of sound judgment and learning, as appeared by his books, which | had seene and
greatly | i keAdSéarchpp/2#8si ngham,

*Kenneth Fincham, 60xford and t he HlzerHistgrydheuart Po
University of Oxfordvol. 4 (Oxford, 1997), pp. 182; David Harris WillsonKing James VI and |
(London, 1956) , p. 290. On James6 own oHimgni on of
James VI and | and the Reunion of ChristendGambridge, 1997), p. 51.

* An encounter between James and the minister James Gibson in 1585 survives at the British Library:

BL Add. MS 32092, ff. 8688. Although this was a disciplinary measure (Gibson held puritan

opinions and had charged the king and otlrerScotland with persecution), it contained elements of

di sputation: James questioned theoomidi eshder lowni rhgd
accusationsgespi te informing him, 0Y.Its;teresting haGibforor you
here describes the event as Oconference Jand rea
markedly puritai choi ce of words, given Gibsonédés statement
he tells James, 6are8no judge of my doctrynedo (f
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approach tahe Church ofRome® His stancehas been describeas a via media a
desireto bring moderates to thehurchwhilst excludingradical orsubversiveviews
anexpression of unityntendedto avertthreatsto his authority and persom theory,
this would protectthe stability anddoctrinal equilibrium ofthe church, andi as
Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lageint outi could also adapt tochangingpolitical
requirement$ In distinguishing betweedegrees oflissent, andhusincorporating a
broadspectrumin the bound®f conformity and tolerancet, contrbuted to a climate
in which religious discussioncould becomemore widespreag but it might, at the
same timehavehinderedinstancesndreportsof religiousdisputationi typically the
realm of priestsand aggressivéProtestantpolemicists. Whilst oppatunities for
religious discourséncreasedn theseopeningdecades, accounts disputationdo not
survive in great number3hef o r mftusncecanstill be detectedbut the formal,
demonstrativeventso f  E | i eignlverd nbtidrg) repeatedcerainly in terms of
full accountsinstead, he evidenceto 1620describesscatteregdunstructuredlebates

on theboundaries ofhe EnglishChurch.

The Hampton Court Conference

Jamesbegan hisreign with a conferencentended toaddressnational doctrineand

religious policy? Held in January 1604, Hampton Court wasin contrast to

Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lake, 60The Eccl esiasti
Fincham (ed.),The Early Stuart Church, 16a342 (Basingstoke, 1993)p. 3G1; PattersonKing

James VI and, Ipassim

®Fincham andsilaasktei,c ad EcRcoll e cy 6, pp. 170

" Patterson captures this in arguing that the relish with which James approached religious discussion
formed part of his desire for Christian unity: PatterdGng James VI and, Ip. 342.

8 The principal Summe anch Substare8hdter relatmns e printed in Roland G.

Usher,The Reconstruction of the English Chyrehl. 2 (New York and London, 1910), pp. 33%4,
including 6An Anonymo usheAcBd alhnotp sionf.(7Hdnd Siedd! a MS 3
MS 38492, f. 81') and a transcription of BL Harl. MS 828, ff.-8. Sever al are taken
wor k, where they are print e'd3 Keportd can alse beofougd,in and u
letters from James Montagiedmund SawyerMemoriak of Affairs of State in the Reigns of Q.

Elizabeth and K. James Vol. 2 (London, 1725), pp. 1B85), Tobie Matthew (Edward Cardwel

History of Conferences and Other Proceedir{@xford, 1849), pp. 166 ) , Jamesd agent
Galloway (CardwellHistory of Conferencespp. 2127) and Dudley CarletonMaurice Lee, Jr. (ed.),

Dudley Carleton to John Chamberlain 160824: Jacobean Lettef®ahway NJ, 1972), p. 57The
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Westminsteri intended torespond to puritarappeals most notably the Millenary
Petition 0f1603 and toexaminethe reformedboundaryof the Church of England a
line thatwasincreasingly contestetbwards the end of the sixteenth century.There
were, however, remarkable similarities between thisevent and its Elizabethan
forerunner Like many statesanctioned religious exchanges it was carefully
contwolled, and contempary reportsincludesuggestiongandoutrightaccusationsof
stateorchestration and unfair dealn@i ven James 0 invoegmantiat i on
formal debate before and afterHampton Court these images areparticularly
revealing Whatever academic regh(or polemical respect) was held fdisputation
at his accessionwhen the stakes were higimoughthose in authoritystill recoiled
from leavingdoctrinalquestiongo chancd or, more preciselyto the vicissitudes of
formal, public debate.

It is interesting thereforeto noteC o | | i plasementosHampton Courin
the context ofsimilar eventsand practicesin 1983, hedescribedthe relationship
betweenthese occasionsand university disputationa s a oOl,occrgdehe one
immediate purpose,powerful observersand laxity of formthat character&l such
politically chargeddisputes NondhelessheinvokesJ a me s 6 o0 b s,efr[téat i o n
puritan representativesjad been in a college disputing with thair scholars, if any of
thair disciples hacanswered them in that sort, they would have fetched him up in a
place of a reply; and so should the rod have plyed upon the poor boyes béftbicks.
seeking to contextualidgdampton Courthowever,Collinsonsoonmoves away from
academic disputatiomaking little mention of processnstead hedraws comparisons

with the 1518 Leipziglebatesandthe Westminsterconferencda disputationupon

conference has been extensively st ugdReoorbstruttign hi st or
and a chapter i n HiSterynaf &rdglandR from Gha Actéssion oféJames | to the

Outbreak of the Civil War 1608642 vol. 1 (London, 1883), pp. 1489. Subsequent revision has been

done by Curtis, Frederick Shriver, Collinsdficholas Tyacke and Alan Cromatrtie.

° Nicholas TyackeThe Fortunes of English Puritanism, 160840 (London, 1990), p. 3Patrick

Collinson notes the Petitionbs suggestion that
|l earnedd; adt o debheti ntbed&dngbds appetite for relli
Rel i gious Settlementd, p. 36.

19 Cardwell,History of Conferences p. 161; Collinson, 6Jafobean Rel.i
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whose out come toitrhye afel wilyo loea shHeadtaldiesthis deper
with their now familiar duality of purpose:such occasionswere to ddermine in
principle, but present government determinatian practice:’ To explore this duality
and build on Col | iepessary® sxanpridaanptennCeurih a 1 t i
broadercontextof debate and notethoseelements oficademiccustomon display
The question isto what extentanthe eventbe said to refleccommoni or, indeed
royali attitudestowarddisputation, and hovar was itan engineeredraditionalecho
ofearlierb est abl i shingd debates?
After somedelay, the conferencéook place over three dayhe 14", 16" and
18" of January® The most detaileda c c o u n t S WiSumhmeaamd Bar |
Substancewhich Collinsondescribes atheé s eonfif i ¢ i a'f Barlow bimsgli, o n
then Dean of Clester,was intimately connectedvith the church hierarchy, having
beenone ofits representativelm the eventand hs accountnaturallyinclinestoward
ther side influencedas muchby his own position as by theo n f e roatcome*6 s
The workwasoriginally to bededicated to Robert Ceci&nd wascommissioned by
Whitgift.*> But for all its limitations,Frederick Shriverin examiningthe surviving
accountsconcludst hat Bar |l owds 6 mus forthe eomfaréncd®t he ba
Alan Cromartie posita lack ofimmediatecriticism asa reason for trusting the work,

in part,as both an account of tteventa nd a & almeaigibust positiort

YCollinson, ©6Jacobean Religious Settlementdé, p. 3
2Mark H. Curtis, O6Hampt on Co Histary 46C(2961), er8e Btae and i
Barton BabbagePuritanism and Richard BancrofLondon, 1962), p. 59. A meeting with church
representatives was held on January), it James postponed ihdiscussion until the 1% Barlow,

Summe and Substange 2; CardwellHistory of Conferencep. 162.

¥Collinson, 6Jacobean Religious Settlementoé, p.
Hampt on Court Conf er enc e @amesiMVh andR b Idgak, Authorityl dond o o k e
GovernmenfAldershot, 2006), pp. 691.

“Cromartie, 6King Jamesd, p. 68.

Collinson, 6Jacobean Religious Set70.l ementé, p. 3
¥YFrederick Shri ver-yisitedh Hamep t rach tCroa r HherBoetnal rofs 6 ,
Ecclesiastical Histor3 (1982), pp. 654.

YCromartie, 6King Jamesdéd, pp. 69, 80.
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Ultimately, & Collinson notes the accountis three timesas long asits closest
competitor'®

In numerial terms the conferenceppeargatheronesided. Theestablished
church, essentiallythe question fordebate was represented by large gatheringof
bishops deansand doctorswhile the puritas, overwhelmingly moderatavere JJohn
Rainolds Thomas Spée, Laurece Chadertoand John Knewstub.Members of e
Privy Council werealso present, along witlseveralindividuals whom Collinson
describe  as 6 har d, blurdng thealineebgtorgen theetdo sid&sOne of
these, the theologiaand chaplaifin-ordinary Richard Field, is listedn Barlowd s
accoum amongthe clergymen summoned byamesbut appears in otheeportsas a
puritanrepresentativethe GAnonymousAccountin Favour of the Bishog@sasprinted
by R. G. Usherstates thahe 6 w e n t ith ithen Puntans[but] he never spake but
once, and t hat a? This blerndi evhich acguerédrbetweethie h e m. 6
sidesand betweerthe disputantsandtheir nominalobserverg alreadysetsHampton
Court apartfrom the more structuregbublic disputationsof the period That between
the sideswould have adirect impact on the outcomef the conferencgand its
reception; and, & Collinson notes, theestcomparison irthe latterregard iswith the
Lambethdebate whosehindrances have alreathgen discussed.

On the 14, both sides were initially present, hiamesdismissedall buté t h e
Lords of the Privie Councell, and the Bishoppes, with five Deanes, viz. of the

Chappell, Westminster, Paules, Westchegimnd] Salisburi® |, at pomthasc h

¥Collinson, 6Jacobean Religious Settlementdé, p. 3
YBarl ow names those summoned as 6the Abwhanmhi shop o
Winchester, Worcester, S. Davids, Chichester, Carlell, and Peterborow: the Deanes of the Chappell,
Christs Church, Worcester, Westminster, Paules, Chester, Windsor, with Doctor Field, and Doctor
King, Archdeacon oSummemhdifistangepm H260n thB secohdalay, only the

bishops of London and Winchester were present, accompanied by the deans and doctors, including
Barlow, George Abbot and Lancelot Andrewes: UsReconstructionvol. 2, p. 337.

Col Il i nson, o6ulsacSoebtetalne nReenltidg,i op. 39.

21 Barlow, Summe and Substanqep. 22 ; Col |l i nson, ©6Jacobpe32nl%Rel i gi ou
Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 338; BL Harl. MS 3795, f.7

?See chapter 4 above; CollingS®en, 6Jacobean Religi
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Barlow describest, the door was closed.Accounts of thismeeting varynot just in
perspectivebut in the degreeof argumentsaidto have t&enplace.By all accounts,
the kingquestionedhe bishops orseveralpointsi the Prayer Bookservices irnthe
Church of England, excommunigat in the dwrch courts, andhe provision of
ministers for Ireland*In B ar | o wd kowaves,theseapbintsvaee, handldd a
manner moreconversational thamwastypical evenof public disputation While the
bishos citedscripture, the Fathers and Calvim supportof their arguments, there is
no trace of forral debateandthe lack ofclearlydefined sidesnakesfor a conference
devoid of structural pretensioff This might of course, reflect the natural
abbreviabbn of a purposeful accountbut there arefew instanceshere where the
discussion resembleany form of debate.Jamesexcepta g ai n st the Praye
handling of private baptismand this lads to someunstructuredargumenton the
necessity of baptismybministers but as a whole the encounterretains the tone of a
ruler being informed andl to an extenti reassured about the doctrine of his chifch
Tonally and structurally the impressionis given that whle he had summonedthe
puritars to deal with bheir objections, the bishops were there to clarify affer
advice.

Puritan accounts takedifferent view. Qne, written on the 15" and printed by
Barlow for condemnation,highlights J a meobjgttions noting that the bishops
drought foorth may popisharguments, which theikg very earnestly answered, and
learnedly.. and said by those reasons, they might proove Pddefyiotherasserts
t hat the bi s haopgsmanieyndo lbba pt p ¢ mi ibdisputatiome n

accounts6é ma i nig ofiein sharhand forone ofthe academiaoles, and at the least

23 Barlow, Summe and Substangp. 23.
2 |bid., pp. 67, sigs RPZ; BabbagePuritanism and Richard Bancrofp. 65.
%5 Barlow, Summe and Substangp. 620.
%6 |bid., pp. 1419. The meeting is similarly described in a letter of th® fiém DudleyCarletoni as
close as historians have cDudley Carletondo Jéhn @amberlaih 6 sour
E' 57; ShriverwviédHampthon pCobOt Ke omartie, 6King J
" Barlow, Summe and Substaneiy. P. Another has aimilar focus: sig. P2
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denotes structureargument® Curtis, collating this accountvith intimationsin a draft
royal proclamatiorthe preceding yeahas gondurther, suggesng that his opening
day resembled a trialamesheobserves6 c har ged t he bishops to
Churchneeded a defmandgmdo,s sed o v e accounf’ FilBliaga o wo s
middle way uponrevisiting the conferenceShriverstates thathe kingb e x pr es s ed h
opinions forthrightly, debatingvi t h t he bi shops &ndfdhewi nni n
battleground oHampton Court washuch doctrine, that ofwritten accountsi and
historical interpretationi has beenthe attitude of the king. Crucially, however
competingdepictions ofthis first day donot rest un real orpretendedvictory, but
hingeon thee v e proxamity to disputation or, conversely, to couns&i

More revealingthan theconduct of thissncounteisJ a mes d opening o0
although thistoo is contested.Barlow recalls it as astdement of qualified
contentment the king notes dhe example of all Christian Princes, who in the
commencement of their reigne, usudhke the first course for the establishing of the
Church, both for doctrine and policieparticularly, in this land invoking the entire
Tudor linei regardles®f denominatiori asinstances of the sani&This is followed

by the declaratiorthat heis more satisfiedthan his predecessarand that hehanked

28 Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 342 (emphasis added).

And one that was issued to the puritans when thi
p. 8; UsherReconstructionvol. 2, p. 341. The proclamation cited by @uis an early draft of that

given on October 2% 1603, postponing the conference. Further to this, Carleton has the king
addressing the bishops in an echo of Whitgift at
as men of choice, bywhombkeought t o r e ®adleyCarletomts IohnWChambedaip.6 ;

57.

®¥shriver, oO6HawmpsiomedodOurp. RE8. The victory referre
Private Bapti sm, whi ch Bar |l ow n optseds: whasmedandot s o r
Substancepp. 181 9 . Shriverds depiction resembles that 0

Mont agu: 6t he King alone disputing with the Bi shc
Patience, as | think never Marnli ng ever hear Memorialeof Affails ef Stajgo52 wy er ,

p. 14), and that of Matthew, again in private correspondence: Cartiigtyy of Conferencep. 163.

Gal |l oway, meanwhi | e, d e s ¢ ragamgitsh ednddi.,; p. @131 (edphasisd by h

added).
.Not to be omitted here is Collinsonds reminder t
presence of Gervase Babington of Worcester, Rudd

Robinson of Carlisle, who may havele n 6in <cl oser sympathy with Re
certainly have prompted debatdthough the principal speakerere Whitgift, Bancroft and’homas

Bilson: Collinson,Elizabethan Puritan Movemenp. 459; see Nicholas Tyackénti-Calvinists: The

Rise of English Arminianism c. 159®40(Oxford, 1987), pp. 1849.

#20n Jameso6 chr on distongof Conferemeep. ¢62r d we | |
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God 6for bringing h?T AsBarlbwdesdiehigthept omeé s& d |
purposewsas clear. he had not calledhe conferencefor any Innovatiod and hs
reason forconsultingwith the bishopsfirst was thatGf any thing should be found
meete to be redressed, it might be done... without any visibratided* But again,
puritan accounts shi ftthatohtee 18 cabbngwithtent o J a
report held atHarleian828 (markedly similar in its depictionof the first day) has
Whitgift, Bancroft and Thomas Bilson falling to their kneesask that nothing be
changedand this is echoeith shorteraccounts® By way of answertheyrecountthe
k i ngcknswledgment h at 60t he best st at emittimgpany d g at
longer ormore equivocakpeech A similar remarkis reportedby Barlow, but here
appearsnearthe end of] a memtidn,soona f t er 0 iindmsmissadtas then 6
encouaobjea® 6s

The k n gidentionsat Hampton Gurt have been debatedby successive
generations offiistorians and the enduring difficulty of thquesion needto beborne

in mind here®

" If, however, he approached theconference with considered
satisfaction as Barlowsuggestsit goessome way towarexplainng the discursive
nature of thisopeningexchangé® More importantly the existenceof this meeting
must inform our perceptionof the conferenceas a whole With the puritans 6
contribution prefacedi indeed bookended by consultationwith the bishopsthe

occasionappearsloser toan examinationof their views than adisputation In other

33 Barlow, Summe and Substang®p. 34.

34 bid., pp. 46.

% bid., sigs P PZ; Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 341.

3¢ Barlow, Summe and Substange 5; sigs P PZ.

37 Collinson has attemped t o untangl e competing explanati ons:
Settl emedtdd, Fppchad8th and Lake note that O6the purp
although tley describe it as a characteristic effort to incorporate moderates and isolate radicals:
OEccl esiastic2lIl73®po!| andd OEppl edi7ds t-6. AlanlCrofatiei ci es 6,
identifies a conservati ve |satcrke aokf icnontclhees skiomgds Ce
Jamesd, dsp.80pp HowBver, whi | enigh expleins 6 e peheoy 6pr &b
and progress, the conference itself can, partly, be laid at the doonfeifences past and t he ki n¢
academic turmmf mind.

¥ The ©6Anonymous Accountod states "tohdatuarytUsher, conf er
Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 335.
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words, structurally Hampton Courtwas a distinctly Elizabethanevent Thus, een
beforeJ a memduct andthe efforts of the puritars are taken into accountthe
conferences far from the equitablehearingmany hadrequestedThe overarching
structure reliart uponthe bishops showsthat Jamesdid not valuedisputationover
order andcontinuity, regardless of itantellectual appeal Collinson arrives ata
parallel conclusiomegardinghis approach his experience in Scotland he suggests,
had cautionedhe king against reform, and hattitudehereachievednothingso much
as theexpreson and defencef the royal supremacy’ In its origins and execution
Hampton Courteflectsan ultimatelyonesidedb at t | e b e fpolteainand) a me s 0
by some accountgheologicali reserveand hisintellectual enthusiasma battle
perpetuateéh contemporaryccounts

On the 18, the bishops of London and Winchestér described as
O0super vi sénorgraousbAgcourith arrived before themeetingbegan the
puritars being called inbeforetwelve, followed by the deans and doct8tBarlow
reports thathe kingi arriving last, with his son in tow openedor oceedi ngs wi
short, but a pithie andasshatef thé previmgdaya c h 6,
Jamegeiteratel that theintentionwa O n ot t, iosteadriayimputdhteegodals:
do settle an uniforme order through the whole Church... to plant unitie, for the
suppressing of Papists and enemies to Religiamd] to amend abuses, as naturall to
bodies politike, and corrupt man, as the shadow to the 6&diRemarkably the
O0Anonymous Account i nrepértahiscstatedp o f pd hee B9 s b
establ i she t;whetehsme puritarrépertsdizgsiupoB & r | sewodds
objective, mt i ng t hat o0t he Ki ng mightgdyre againstthe t o u

Papist®3 Again, J a m @escéivedreceptivenes$ a resultof his reputationand the

¥Collinson, 6Jacobean -4Religious Settlementd, pp.
“0 Usher, Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 337; BarlowSumme and Substange 21. Bancroft and Bilson
were the most conservative of the bishops: Cromar

“1 Barlow, Summe and Substangm. 212; this is echoed by Montagu: Sawystemorials of Affairs of
State vol. 2, p. 14.
“2 Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 335; BarlowSumme and Substansig. P2
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calling ofthe conferencé offersa polemicalbattleground prevening the eventfrom
beingdefinitive in its aftermath*®

After the Kk n gidreduction cane t h at of Baemahds.,of t hi
puritan sideKneeling, he offeredfour objections touching the purity of doctrine, the
provision of pastorschurch government, ra improvemers neecd to the Book of
Common Prayet’l n Bar | owds acc o uexpansiondthefirstoff r om R
thesei exceting against several of the 39 Articles, including article XVI on
justification that the debateevolves without structure R a i n @bjedtisng to be
precise,are interrupted byBancroft®® From here Barlow provides shadesof the
formal process, withoutever demonstrating itsfeatures directly.As Sparke and
Travershad at Lambeth, Rainolds oppod®s default,although Barlowés language
showslittt o f  Tr aver s 6 f andawarénass aherplesf’ &gain thereo n
is little trace of logic formAt times, aithoiities are called forand cited including the
Fat her s (6Tertullian, Cy p r ndawilliam Bulkeé; g e n a
although a Biblds not produced until well into the deb&fevlost remarkableof alll,
in light of this laxity,is J a me s 6 atérst mteriugion fronoBaricrbftGhere
is no order, nor can bee any effectuall issudigfutation if each partienight not bee
suffered... to speake at large what hee wélfldhus, fBar | owds talecount
followed, the secondday at Hampton Court § concurrently the best and worst

example ofthe p e r i bdudiigsof @isputatiod both inpracticeand as a absract

43 Usher suggsted that Hampton Court spruad r om Jamesds personal whim,6
and significance which [ he] Recenstactionioht, epmdtléld it sh
This image has since been qualified; Curtis questioning e ¢ o n faiture,ewhile Shiriger and
Collinson highlight Jamesdé6 political restraint: s
4 Barlow, Summe and Substange 23; UsherReconstructn, vol. 2, p. 336.

> Barlow, Summe and Substanggp. 256. On the significance of this article in the context of late

Elizabethan <controversies, and James6 ha&dling o
Fincham and Lakecy®66Ecpepl.e sli7adsnt,i cla7l9 .Pol i
““0On several occasions, Bancroft is said to have

disrupted by interruption, unstructured discourse amdn& s &6 compl ex rBaflo®, as moc
Summe and Substangp. 3280; see blow.

“" Barlow, Summe and Substan@p. 324, 356, 61, 69.

“8 |bid., p. 32 (emphasis added). Fincham and Lake present this as an example of James distancing

hi mself from Bancroftdés o6érigidbéb positiohnhjoandd in
Fincham and Lake, OEcclesiastical Policyd, p. 173
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ideal*® Questions oformat seem to exist only attheack of the partici

(andare certainlyrestrictedtd h e b a c k ),avhile tBedopidsanei@eiscontext
are entirely at the forefront.

It would be tempting to dismiss this laok structural concern as a result of the
drive and abbreviatomBar | ow6s account , wenstactured
nature of theargumens reportedthe identicalfocus inalternativesources, and most
significantly i the restrictive presere of the ing. J a me s 6 r debateis a n
complex oneostensibly that of moderator, but witdr greaterinfluencethan tle title
would traditionally impart®> More than anyimilar occasion Hampton Courthrows
the difference between academic apddic disputation into sharp relief the
moderatoris consideing policy, not judging performance.ln the universities the
disputantsnaturally occupiedthe spotlight,but herethe situation and imponf the
monarchyi combinedwith J a méntli@ctualforwardness placedthe king centre
stage His forthright opinionsmadehim a disputant(and,as Barlow would have it, a
de factorespondenton numerous occasiofsThis, if it can be termed a disputation,
was a disputatiosubjugated byhe moderatoi his conclusionswere often his own,
and alwaysdefinitive. As well asdirecting the coursef debate James gavéengthy
speeches, dismissed argumentwlesale andat one point showedand interpreted a
place in Ecclesiasticus to addréke question ofhe apocrypha>? As the second day
progressedBarlow notesthat the kingansweedt h e p uimal poiatshsnéelf>?

Ironically, this imageof his involvementonly adds tothat of Hampton Courtas an

9 A similar depiction appears in Harleian 828: UslReconstructionvol. 2, pp. 344354.

®Collinson describes James as O6the presidaing

authorty and engagemeintthat he brought to the role: ibid., p. 35.

Tobie Matthew depicts the king as a principal

with them, and confuted their objections; being therein assisted now and then, for v&eetsthar

t

not

he

mo d

d

than for necessity, BbligtontohConferencep. b6t.s hopsd. Car dwel |

*2 Barlow, Summe and Substang. 30, 31, 3%, 3840, 423, 434, 468, 513, 546, 578, 61-3; on

the kingbs o6l earned6 ar gRemmesmuctionovol. 2tph3¢7. apocrypha, s

*3 Barlow, Summe and Substanqe 6483. Harleian 828 has the king interjecting at several points,

occasional |y ®&econstadiowle, @p; 344 846,349, 350. Montagu reports that

James 0 un d estionmbckrenonies] dimself) and examined them by the Word, and by the
Fat her s dMemoBaswfyAffairs of State v ol . 2, p . 14. On James?d

060King James6, p. 65.
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examination, rather thanfall debate’® Particularlysuggestivein this regard i a me s 6
dismissal othreetopicsi private baptismlay censure of the clergndthe provision
of an educatedministry i becausehe6 h ad t a k e[thempwittd ther BisHopsr
alreadyo.

The close othesecond dayas been mutpored over, and says less about the
eventitself thanaboutt h e  kopimogséd ef church governmentthe supremacy,
andthe danges of further reformatior?® His final speechpromptecb y Ra icallo| d s 6
for broaderministerialadministration (includinghe reinstatementf prophesying),
concludedi as Barlowhas it1 with the reiteration of6 No Bi s hop, no K
statemenimadeearlier that day>’ Jamesthenasked ifthe puritanshad any more to
object. They answered in the negatia)dhe appointed lie following Wednesday for
a final meeting®® This last daywasintended6 f or t he exhibiting o
det erminat i ons donithe 14pamdwag, by allchicsuotsasineedod
administrativeconclusions rather than debaté.Harleian828 notes that the bishops

spent two hours with the king before the puritans were called in, andh&hday

** Jenny Wormald finds a foreshadowing of Hampton Court idebate between James and the
presbyterian Andrew Melville in 1596: James Ohad
contact 6, though he could al ways 6éretreat back o
persuade. 6 Th o uhgthhe fa&Vouredhthd formef, temsibrss between the two are evident:
Jenny Wor mal d, 6James VIHistaryy @8 (1983), ebpv pp. 188, 09F, 2030 r On e
Robert Pitcairn (ed.)fThe Autobiography and Diary of James Melviliginburgh, 1842), pp.6®-71.

* Barlow, Summe and Substang®. 31, 512, 77:8; in Harleian 828, the last is presented in a positive

i ght: 6t he Kings Majesty answered. that the forr
same, and that he meant that these thae wemble for the ministerye and had long lived therein,

shoold be charitably provided for, and other appoynted to preache in theyr roome: but the scandalous
forthwith to be r emov &econktiuadianvolt 2h e 3460 Thisiis gloseeder 6 ; Us he
by Barlow, while private baptism receives the same treatment here: p. 347.

*®Collinson, 6Jacobean -Ré¢] i Guobpubss SebtHammeaoho6Coppt
Fincham and Lake, O0Eccl esiastical Policyéb, p. 174
>’ Barlow, Summe and Setance pp. 356, 7883; UsherReconstructionvol. 2, pp. 3512.

|1 bid., p. 83. On James o6 Redonsiructiondad. 2,qon327d €utia,r t i n g,
OHampt on Court Conferenced;vip.i tleldtd,Shprpi.vebr0, 6 Hamp
%9 Barlow, Summe and Substancesp. pp. 19, 88 6 ; Cromarti e, 60King James

exception, a puritan account, has Dove of Peterborough urging an argument about baptism, which is
rejected as 0Pop . SHisdGepdntynaytbé mnfukeidl itsgiming,sas that wriep on

the 18" not es that the bishops ur ged OPopishdé argun
Peterborough as having 06bwiotuhg hnhu cfho od it shgBabowfeo otl o shhi
Summe and Substansiy. P.
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beganwith a statement ifavour of Episcopalgovernmenf® On thepuritanarrival,
t here was OaiBarltdwo sdonshelandumeof the marriage
service, but this was ended by James waittpithie exhortation to both sides for
u n i % Ghaderton and Knewstub urged poiatstheuseof the surplice and cross in
baptismi oneaskingforbearance for ministers in Lancashire, the otbe Suffolk
but these were not disputed so muchiealt with®® The conference wakenclosed
by Bancroft with a prayer thanking God for théng.®®

The mostimmediatecensureof Hampton CourtHe nr y  Claistianlari s
Modest Offenf 1606 seizeduponthep u r i $hartcosniig$ their official selection
andmoderateviewsi andthis is echaed in historical accountsCollinsonarguesthat
they Owere not i n a nbyilding miogpphicallysoalacslies d e | e ¢
statementhat they:overedt of [t he puritan ministerso]
of their judgment in the matters then and now in quesfibbess however,has been
sdd about the performanceln some caseshis is because there is little say the
GAnonymous Accour@ as Collinson observes statest h a 't Spar ke O0spa
sparinglyé, whil e Chadeandthsischoedesewherd’t e a's
But in comparing Hampton Court to other instancesetijiousdisputation its most
striking featureis the unprepogssing performance of Rainolds, whose encounter with

Hart was heldup as an exampleell into the seventeenth centfyCertainly, it is

%0 Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, pp. 3523; Barlow, Summe and Substanqe 93.
®1 Barlow, Summe and Substangm. 9394.
%2 |bid., pp. 9598; UsherReconstructionvol. 2, p. 353.

%3 Barlow, Summe and Substance p . 99. Har |l ei an $8m@aer andcpgclision s t hat
was intended 6to cut oRefofstructomol 2,fjp.B53t her matt er s b;
64 JacobChristian and Modest Offeesp. pp. 28 0 ; Collinson, 6Jacobean Reli
9. Shriver provides similar descriptions,0t i n g Rainoldsd relationship
Whitgift: Shri vevi siotHaddp,t dpupr.€ thert, Ree Cromarti e,
and Arnold Hunt, OLaurence Chaderton and the Hanm

Caroline J. Litzenberger (edselief and Practice in Reformation Englaf@ishgate, 1998), esp. pp.

212-13.

%5 Usher,Reconstructionvol. 2, p. 337; CollinsorElizabethan Puritan Movemeni. 458.

% Featley named both the Rainolds / Hart encoumtefHamptonCourt as debates o6t he
we gather even RadmishHishessig.d &aindlds himsek dopared the two, in his
handling of the cross by scriptural example, in a
GoalPost2# Modi fi ed Subscription and the Construction
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hard to reconcil e t he Ha rthe puitans,moutméhal wi t h
sentenceof the GAnonymous Accontd®” Their startling contrast is an indicationf

how far theauthorshipof written accountsi not to mention the circumstances
surroundinga debatei could affecta disputand seported showingln no report of
Hampton Courts thereanyindicationof those attributes Rainoldsddisplayedwith

Hart. His objections ardunctional anddevoid ofhumour,form, and comprehensive
evidence Thee are, of courseseveralpotential reasonfor thisi Rainolds was no

longer a young man, and was disputiray, the most part, with his king but the most
immediate, relating to source and circumstaraes at the heardf thisevent 6s
placement irthewider historyof publicreligiousdisputation.

Firstly, all surviving reportsare subject to cause and consequefbey are
neither educational di spl ays Swnone oftheo | s f
Conferenceénad beenbutratherinstruments opolitical persuasionwritten to uphold
churchdoctrine or to claim theking for puritan positions Their lack ofprocedural
concern is a reflection of this, and the performarmiemdividual divines naturally
suffer as a resultThis leads, secondly, to thpurposeof the conferenceitself. In
religious debatein this period a broad spectrumcan be observedbetweenthe
maintenancef national doctrine anthe expressiorof theologicalcontrowersies and
Hampton Courtsits close to the former. In addition to J a meiran@ediate
requirementsthe history ofrulers establishingdoctrine placedan emphasis on this
aspect othe debatewhich, combined withl a m @escéived receptivenegsoduced
a guardedevent and ahighly politicised aftermath By Bar | owd s Jamesc oun't
himself preventedthe debatefrom straying intofull, controversialdisputation or 1
worsei anintellectual freefor-all. The conferencevas notintendedt o 6 e sheabl i st

t rut h of thekiad khegy disputadionwell enough to be aware of its pitfalls

Peter Lake and Michael Questier (edshnformity and Orthodoxy in the English Church, c. 1560

166Q (Woodbridge, 2000), p. 200, citing LPL, MS 929, item 121.

6 DReynol ds and his brethren ar e Redorstectibnyol. 2 onde mpn
p. 338; BL Harl. MS 3795, f.'7Shri ver descri bes o6the hapless Reyr
government: Shriv-ersi peldinptpn €burt Re
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and held thediscussiont o 0 p r questiansaru lagpacheghus,Col | i nsonbés
placement of ldmptonCourt within a political, rather than academitradition is
understatedy comparisorto similar occasionsand it is unsurprising that thene

academic reference hgicks up oni J ame s 6 d e p ipuritan®aestricted t he
abilitiesi appearsn private correspondence, rather thaprnted account.Hampton

Court, particularly in the figure othe king shows growingenthusiasm foreligious

disputation but this istempered by lingering mistrust ofits scope angbotential.

Protestant Demands ad Godly Debate

Hampton Court was a product of gsirroundings and did not set the tone faul
Jacobearpublic religious disputation.It does, however, mark a fallingff of full,
printed accounts.In terms of debatewith puritan dissentersthis canpartly be
explainedthroughthe eventitself. Hampton Courtand its aftermatlengagd some
moderatei though Rainolds waseverfully convincedi and to an extent, defleetl
radicalintentions Moreovet it was intendedo be adefinitive settlementFollowing
James d des oatrightidissant Wwasreatedasan act of defianc&® Accounts
on the bishop$ side puriiam Harguménts as underwhelming this
undermining further challenges to dispiteChis goes some wagoward explairing
ther depidion of the puritan representativesand demonstrateshat the authorities
centred onthe king felt little need to engagealls for reformin such away again
(indeed with radical elements, thdyadseenno suchneedin the first placg Disputes

at all levels naturally continued but nofurther engagemenbn the scale of Hampton

®F ncham and Lake, O6Ecclesiastical Policyé6, p. 17
F. Larkin and Paul L. Hughes (ed§Stuart Royal Proclamationssol. 1 (Oxford, 1973), p. 70. On

Rainol ds, see Fincham, Oe®atcorheyof Hampioa €durt, see Collinsgnd , p .
6Jacobean Rel i gi o4BsBabbagePuritasismeand Richard Bpncrofpp.46873;
Shriver, O&éHawpdiotnedZio,urpgp .Re66

% Collinson,Elizabethan Puritan Movement p. 46 1; CQourits, CdHfamigea mmed, p|
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Court took place and few accounts ofdisputationon this front survive for the
remaindemf the reign’

This is not, however, tsuggesthat disputationwith puritansceasedWithin
the year,J a métl@ctualappetite manifesd again on a huntingtrip throughthe
east of the country a regionB. W. Quintrell describeashavingés good a claim as
any to be regarded ashe heart of "‘pfter Hampton Céurithd and. o
attentionof reformerswas directed more than eveto the king but Quintrell has
characterised) a meastigity on the hunt which began in Novemberl604 as
constructinga mode of conformity sharper thamhat pursued by th€ouncil and
Bancroft, Whitg i f t 0 s s uc c e s.¥dMilst dnt the Gauntty Ber wmsi 1y
nonethelesgpresented with petitionarging reform and protestinthe deadline for
conformity laid out afterthe conferengeandone such encounteresulted in adebate.
On December %, Jameswas visited by a large group afinisters(including Arthur
Hildershamwho hadbeeninvolved in the Millenary Petitio andnotablypassed over
for Hampton Coudt bearinga pet i t i on and oobtlmiagk theio f rea
complaints’® Overcome, as Quintrelp ut s it by oO0the fascin
di s p u tJartespent the morning in conference with thdmally asking them to
write downtheir demandsand referring them tthe Deanof the Chapel Royallames
Montagu, and Bishop Chaderton of Lincolrfor further discussion The debatethey

requiredof Chaderton however,nevertook placei the ministers claimedhat the

% For an outline of written controversies in this period, see Milw&edligious Controversies...
Jacobeanpp. 53 3. Fincham and Lake note a hope that wayv
di scussion antd tdteil$ beoas i wmot, i mply public di sputa
Ni cholas Tyacke notes that oO0darkness seems to de
accession: while the drive for reform continued, its focus and tactics shifidtblds TyackeAspects

of English Protestantism, c. 1530000 (Manchester, 2001), p. 111, afidhe Fortunes of English

Puritanism pp. 34.

“"B. W. Quintrell, 6The Ro4y &I05h#joonal ofBcdesiastitad Pur i t
History, 31 (1980), p43.

"?|bid.,pp.434. See Fincham and Lake-76Eccl esiastical Pol
3 0On Hildersham, see Samuel Clarkége Lives of ThirsTwo English Divineg$London, 1677), p. 116.
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bishoprefuseda public, formal disputation recorded by notari€&sT he ki ngoés at t
meanwhile hardenedshis trip continued’”

The most revealingvork after Hampton Couris HenryJ a ¢ dChrigtsin and
Modest Offerwhich directly appealed td a meteli@ctuaism Its dedicatoryepistle
repeatsthe call of the Millenary Petition for ctmoversies to be settletty a
conference with the reminder évour Majestie professed before you came to the
Crowne, that you did equally love and honor tearned andgrave men of either...
opiniong’® Most remarkably,Jacob calls for dull, formal disputationechoingthe
minister® ¢ o magnat Cimadertonitself a reaction to Hamptondirt). His Offer
requires free choice of representatives, equal timethe roles, logic-form, and
protection in the aftermatf. The f ac't tpropgal wad aot @mked ap
underlinesthea u t h o reludancets ehgage ina formal, public disputationwith
puritan representativequt appetits for such debatehad clearly not beendulled
Despiteits failure, e Christian and ModesOffer further suggestdhat disputation
retainedi and might evenhavegainedi some polemicaforce in the aftermath of
Hampton Court®

Once againuniversity debatesnaintaired the presenceof disputationin the
minds ofeducatedlivines Jamesattendedseveralon visitations includingan Oxford

debateof 1605 for which Richard Field was called’® The king was reportedly

“BL Add. MS 8978, f. 118 Qui ntr el | , 6 T h8eBotRGhpderton and Quintbell pp. 4
describe this as a puritan O6rejectiondéd of discuss
5 Ibid., esp. pp. 4%0.

% JacobChristian and Modest Offesigs ¥, *2".

" Ibid., pp. 37.

"8 Further evidence can be found in Peterborough, where Thomasdimed to have grappled with
6factious ministersd through 1604, once resortin
cathedral church, in the hearing of 200 people, | took on me the place of respondent and answered all
objections propowhe d . . . from mor n Calegdartof thel Marnuscripts of&he MestM C
Honourable the Marquess of Salisbumol. 17 (London, 1938), pp. 46, &8; Quintrell, 6Th
Hunt 6, p. 51. On the enthusiasm ofclChxidegttiomalanRo

p . 179; Lake, 6Movi ng -90hHMC Sadisbdry, vBl.013,tpp. 256. Mortens p . pp.
while Bishop of Chester, conferred publicly with nonconformists, but failed to convince them: R. B.,

Life of Dr. Thomas Mortgnpp. 5%8; Thomas MortonA Defence of the Innocencie of the three
Ceremonies of the Church of Englafhdndon, 1618)passim

¥ Nathaniel FieldSome Short Memorials Concerning the Life of that Reverend Divine Doctor Richard

Field (London, 17167), p. 10; John Mhols, The Progresses, Processions, and Magnificent Festivities,
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attentive,often interjecing: 6t he | onger he tarried the m
Speeches... Sometimes he would distinguish or determine of a doubt, and sometimes

i nforce a i HavevgruJoha rChanbérlain observel that he 6 wa s SO0
continually interrupted with applauding, that he could not express himself so well as

he wishoéd; yet he found Taste in®Bvenat Dis
here,in controvery more formal than serious, Jans 6 par ti ci pation wa
his royal authority His enthusiasm iracademicor (aswith Hildersham unexpected
encounterscan be explained, in parthrough political restiaints Jenny Wormald
suggestghat in Englandhe kinghadfew opportunitiesd engage irsuchdiscourse

citing difference in the style ofgovernancefrom that Jameshad experienced in

Scotland: o6debated, shé? asserts, Obecame

Fully recorded mstancef debatebetweenProtestandivinesin this period ardew

ard far betweenand do notalways reflect struggles over subscriptionin 1608,
authorities at Oxforcemployedforms of debate toexamire the chaplain Humphrey
Leech,who had given sermons challengin@alvinist ideasof merit andsalvation®

After one, he was confrontedby the pro-vice-chancellorLeonard Huttorin a nearby
6com[ m] onth&i Bchi nhaafi asaLeech@ronshimoi uaccasedthe
chaplamof trying to 6infectd t hleechmaintained si t y
that his terms were wn fromd@rthodox Antiquityd” Leech cited the authority of

the Fathersi Gregory and Paul and thatof continuity Hutton queriedone
distinction, andat the closesked thathe place inGregorybe copiedout and given to

him, but thiswas as far asrg similarity to disputatiorwe nt . By Leechds at

of King James the First, His Royal Consort, Family, and Gowst 1 (London, 1828), p. 533. The
moderator here was George Abbot, then-gicancellor of the university.

8 Nichols, The Progesses... of King Jamesp. 548552, 558.

81 Sawyer,Memorials of Affairs of Statevol. 2, p. 140.

¥Wor mald, 6James5VI and |6, pp. 204

8 Milward, Religious Controversies... Jacobegp. 1678; Tyacke Anti-Calvinists pp. 623; Questier,
Conversion, Blitics and Religion pp. 8993. The principal account is Humphrey LeeéhTriumph of
Truth (Douai, 1609).

8 Leech,Triumph of Truthpp. 1213.
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discussiorwaswholly i mpr ompt u, and HuttonoThomashr eat
Ravi® Eccl esi astical Commi ssion meant that
entire proceedinf® Leech waslater censured by Sebastian Benefield, a Calvinist
divine and student of theology, whom tienengagediirectly, but his accountere
reflects commonlinguistic blurring 7 its @ r i vat e c dendtigsimdlen] c e 6
conversatiorf?
The c h aedtestiias dobowed his final sermon on the 27of June®’
Hutton, Benefieldand the Hebraist Richard Kilbyeconfronted him a t Hut t onods
lodging, where Leech repeated much of his former defenkk expressed his
obedience to God abowany man and was asketbr a cqy of his sermon before
being as he puts itdismisse@® Following this he turned toJohn King, vice-
chancellorand Dean of ChristChurch hopingto preempt false accusans, andthe
ensuingargumentwas againcloser to reprimand than debateeech vasaccugd of
opl ayi ngo6 w,anhdhhougGdedrom& I n g 6 s botragaim hearguedthat
heonly followed6t he sacred Scripture, ®nterpreted
The final action against Leech was a formal examinattewas summoned
beforea panel ofdivines including King, Hutton and Benefieldto answer for his
sermons? King opened proceedindsy accusinghim of Poperyandof damaging the
uni ver sityos expandad upphisifornmerdefdnes statilgthat hewas
supported byothers at Oxford and spoke only what he knew to be tthén this
aspecti exemplified by John Aglionby gjuery as towho those others were the
exchangeappearsavholly interrogatory but when Leech produced authomsfié took
on a disputatious tonéglionby criticisechimmf or citing Greek texts

sl ender ski |l | ©a criticisntLbeeh turrec avayawitk the use of

8 Ibid., pp. 1419. Ravis had been translated to London in 1607: ODNB R&hizmas
8 Leech, Triumph of Truthpp. 226.
8" Tyacke,Anti Calvinists p. 62; LeechTriumph of Truthpp. 3051.
8 \Wood, Athenae Oxoniensgsol. 1, pp. 4534; Leech,Triumph of Truthpp. 557.
8 Leech, Triumph of Truthpp. 5861.
“Ipbid., p. 62.
% Ibid., pp. 623.
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translations his own limited ability, anda number of_atin works®? The chap!l ai n¢
accountfurther claims that heissued adirect challenge tothe vice-chancellor:d
desired him to deale punctually, that is to say, first to admitt a triall by the Fathers, or
to deny it... if he admitted this trial, then either to disproove my authorities, or to
approove my doctrind® At this, King and thepaneldivertedthe question to other
reformed twurches,and thenthe grounds bfaith, where Leech offered a typically
Catholic point on the interpretation adcripture® At this, themeetingfell back into
examinationone of the pagl raisedhe6 i mpert i ne[ n]t, & bloudy
opinion of theroyal supremacyRealisingthat nodisputationcould take placeLeech
madetwo demands: due process, and the subscription of each side to their positions
both of which were denie8 King suspended Leech from himsition and forbade
him from preachingAfter some attempt to pursue hisseawith higher authoritieshe
chaplainleft England and converted to Catholicisth

Two things are worth noting in the case of Humphrey Leeaist, fithe
willingness of his accusers to strhgiefly into religiousdebate and second, L
urging ofdue process Thoughthe disputation form was nadhered td at leastby
L e e cahcOusti its influence can be detectgehrticularly inhis chalenge to King.
Though he occupied contraryposition on theProtestanspectrunto Hildershamand
Jacob, Leech echoes tkedivines in calling for mequitable fully subscribed debate
Reportsof public disputationmight have receded, bihesedemands again showthat
religious controversyi connected, as Bo oftenwas, with the universities had not
lost touch with the practice Nor, indeed had its forms been exorcised from

interrogatory proceedings

2 |bid., pp. 635.

% Ibid., p. 67.

* Ibid., p. 68. He cited Vincent de Lérins on the role of church tradition in scriptural interpretation.
% Ibid., p. 6870.

% Ibid., pp. 701, 7588; Milward, Religious Controversies... Jacobegmn 167. Questier cites this as an
example offactional disputes accelerating conversion, identifying Leech as aAnotinian: Questier,
Conversion, Politics and Religippp. 534.
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Disputesbetweenindividual divines also gave riseto direct encounterdn 1611, the
London minister George Walkemitiated a lengthy exchange with themore
experiencedclergyman Anthony Wotton, onthe subject ofjustification®” Their
dispute has been examineddetail by PeterLake, but itsfaceto-face elements and
Wa | k ereférenceshereini are worth revisiting® Claiming to haveidentified a
Sociniannotei n  Wo wtitiogs, &alker appealedor a conferencalirectly and
through the godly figurehead Alexander Richardsgnbut neither approachwas
accepted® Wa | k aacdurgincludesa letterof 1614 reminding Wotton of their
dispute whichdescribedisdesire6t o r eason and di spute the
fri end ]l yandthescomeith which Wottonturnedhim away**

As thecontioversyprogressed, thithemei the avoidance of debaiewould
becanea cor ner st one o fsooneaplteksedr iesms pfdosmalt i o n
disputation A meeting between the twdivineswaseventuallyarranged byeveralof
Wott on 6 s aftdr rWMalkenpgdrse ac hed t wo ser mons on
satisfaction of s o me wh owhich eglegs@ibedtwWa v ¢ o iNd g a
position a s 6 Soci ni”awa | k earcdustiofetiis. meeting accuseshis
adversaryf numerousevasionsbut nore importanty, it highlightshisrefusal to deal
6in strict f @ir anmmpaihtWalker squid te@eatin ant-Catholic
encounters®® In urging disputationWalker i thena recentgradwateof StJ o hn 6 s ,
Cambridgei adoptedthe formé& procedural weight for his image of a challenge

unansweredbut he also presentst as a theologicalnecessity his letter,as printed,

" Printed reports include Anthony Wottddr Ant hony Wottondés Defence aga
Charge (Cambridge, 641), George WalkerA True Relation of the Chiefe Passadmesweene Mr.

Anthony Wotton, and Mr George Walk@rondon, 1642) and Thomas Gataké&n Answer to Mr

George Walkers Vindicatiofiondon, 1642).

% peter LakeThe Box maker 6 s ReWetngread ooxOrd hamd xtylbe Bol i t i
Early Stuart LondorfManchester, 2001), pp. 22142.

% |bid., pp. 2212; Walker, True Relationp. 6.

190walker, True Relationp. 12. Defending Wotton, who died in 1626, Thomas Gataker cited a copy of

thislet er , with notes in Wottonb6s own hand. Besi de t
written: o never had any such offer made me fro
al toget her Andadsweepp.d92Gat aker ,

191 \walker, True Relationpp. 6, 13; LakeBo x mak er 6 p.2Revenge

192\walker, True Relationpp. 67; see chapter 6 below.
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remindsWotton @did not | beseech you with teares to be silent in these points, till you
had.. thoroughly disputed them with othet&? In the aftermath Walker states that
Wott odods ci plrepsriclasnipg et ahda t I with teares ac
errour, and vowed to | Vhesewith the congireingi n y ot
perceivedevasios of his adversaryled him to issue anothechallengethis time to a
hearing before eight fellowlergyment®

In examining thisand other controversies, Lak#entifiesa curiousapproach
anmongstthe London godly that adds texture téher useof faceto-face debate and
might explainthe relative absence ofecorded formal disputation In the handling of
these instances he finds6god | y opinion supitg, kordergandt o ma
consensus... bgonstructing room for disagreement and dispiiten other words,
avoiding harmfulrhetoricand controversyby definingclearboundaries of orthodoxy,
in whiché d i s put atollebé distusselfi®tTiee hearing arranged tmnsider
Wa | k é&wuddveh Wotton, he suggestshadthegoalof6 si | ence or , fail
least tact. and a tacit agreement five and é t Il & goal tated in subsequent
works2®” Moreover, Lakenotesthe role ofchurch authorities in maintaining this
approach: King, for instance, passeddmect arbitration of tle Walkerdispute,and
suchentanglementaererestrainedy Episcopalchaplaing including Daniel Featley
i through the licensing of account®® Theoretically this would allow for more
productivedebatesa middle way of sors, betweenpolarisingpolemicandthe ideal
of Christianconferencebut it did not require formal disputation,or theproduction of
innumerablecompetingreports Thoseadvocating moderatiohad a clearconcept of

beneficialargument Lake suggestshat Thomas Gatakeone of tlosepresidingover

193Walker, True Relationp. 13.

194 bid., p. 14.
%1 ake,Box maker 6pp. RESv.enfghee hearing was, bynéVetheker ds
chance to argue o6face to face, in strict syl |l ogi

Walker, True Relationpp. 1921.

1%gee LakeBo x mak er g pp.2B3av e n g e
197 |bid., pp. 22932.

198 |bid., pp. 2267, 2301, 233, 242.
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the hearingan®Vot t onés post lpefeneddipradad eatca.nver sa
manuscript discussions bet wthieercluamgbotho f | e
public disputation and printed accouttisreof'®®

Walkerd s  a tillustratestiee boundarybetweerthis idealand thewrangling
and ggressiorthat could develop indisputation it is worth noting that with Wotton
he never got #format he required''’ Lake stateshatG a t a Krstratioswith the
younger ministerstemmed fromhis immodestapproach Walker was factious and
difficult; his stark labellingand selective argumens a stumblingblock for real
debate'* But in addiion, he was acloseadherentof formal, scholasticdisputation
and this could be viewed as equally damaging'*? Indeed, Lake ties the polemical
O0pandor ahé sepresentedtd logic form Orhe point at which amicable
disagreement... became open conflict, arrived when that process of assimilation and
name callingand the systematic syllogistic terrorism that went withvas loosed by
one side upon the othdr3 Although Gatakeandthoselike him donot representa
godly consensuson such discoursethar concerns reflecigrowing objectionsto
disputation indeed, they demonstrate their direct application in religious
controversy**

The question here, of course, is atter these academidorms could be
detachedfrom Wa | k estyled Bespite thegrowing reaction againsscholastiesm,
many still believed that its structuresretained some useful application Most

illuminating hereis L a k &déntfication ofFeatley as facilitator of containedgodly

199 pid., pp. 235, 241.
HOpid., p. 239.

11 bid., pp. 2367.

12 gee chapter 1.

13 |lake, Box maker 6,s meveBge (emphasis added). Further
Predestination and the Construction of Orthodoxy in Early Sevent€eetht ur y Engl and6, i n
Questier Conformity and Orthodoxy in the English Church, c. 2466Q (Woodbridge, 2000), p. 72.

41 ake,Box maker 6,9p. B84le.nglen a funeral sermon for Fea
recalled a conversati on b epgoiwe & Bchdelearning,esgmewhatd hi ms
out of her elementé, at which she O0strooke in wit
that she might also receive some benefit by, tha

Gataker,Sant Stevens Last Will and Testaménbndon, 1638), p. 29; MorgarGodly Learning p.
128.
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