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HISTORIC DOUBTS

ON THE
Life and Reign of King Ricuarp L.

With Remarks on fome AnsweRrs that have been
' made to that Work.

Quoth Hudibras, I now perceive
You are no conjurer, by your leave.
That paltry ftory is untrue,
And forg’d to cheat fuch gulls as you.
Hud. part I, cant. 3.

WHEN I publithed my doubts on the reign of king Richard the third,

I concluded, from the obfcurity of thc fubje&t, and from my own
‘want of abilities, and fuperficial knowledge of our ftory, that men of deeper
veading and mafters of founder reafoning would eafily overthrow my argu-
ments [though offered but as doubts], and would deftroy what foundations I
had pretended to lay, though corroborated hj; fome faéts, and eftablifhed on
fome new and not totally (trl icable materials. To this humiliation, for the
fake of truth, and of clearing up a very dark and intricate period, I was
ready to {ubm1t I wifhed to i;c a foolith and abfurd tale removed from the
pages of our graveft ‘hiftorians4 and flattered myfelf, that not only the ridi-
<eulous and incoherent parts of the legend would be given up by men of fenfe,
Vor. 1L Bb but




186 STUPPLEMENT T0O THE

but that fome able writer would deign to ftate the whole matter in fo clear
and confiftent a manner, that not only my doubts [which indeed are of little
importance to any body] would be removed, but that the hiftory of that pe-
siod would receive fuch fatisfactory, at leaft probable lights, as would pre-
vent the reign of Richard from difgracing our annals by an intrufion of mob-
ftories and childifh improbabilities, which at prelent in our beft hiftorians

place that reign on a level with the ftory of Jack the giant-killer.

The remotenefs of the time in queftion gave me thofe hopes. I fhould
not indeed have been fo weak as to flatter myfelf, while the {pirit of party is
in full vigour, that any conceflions on later reigns would be made to a candid
enquirer after truth, That perverfe fpirit, wilfully blind, adheres obfti-
nately to the facred difputes of our anceftors, and renders our hiftory buta
more bulky compilation of controverfial pamphlets. To this hour the reigns
of the Stuarts, the moft ignominious period of our annals, are defended,
juflified, varnifhed, nay panegyricized, by able writers as well as by the
moft contemptible ; as if that difgraceful {ucceflion was the favourite portion
of our hiftory with our favourite hiftorians. ~Llizabeth and Cromwell; who,
with all their faults, raifed the dignity and honour of our country, and made
it the terror of foreign nations, confoling us at leaft by national glory for
national fervitude, are deprefled and vilified, in compliment to a defpicable
race, who with equal ambition ‘were deftitute of every talent to fupport it,
and who naturally funk in the efteem of Europe, as faft as they loft the hearts
and refpe of their own fubjets.

The fatisfadtion T expected, nobody has deigned to give me ; and were I
fo idly vain as to conclude, becaufe my arguments have not been anfwered,
that therefore they are unanfwerable, T might indulge myfelf in the delufion
of thinking that I have done fome fervice to our hiftory in clearing away a
load of rubbifh, that had obtained a prefcriptive right of lying in the way of
our hiftorians, merely becaufe it had been carelefsly thrown there by writers,
whofe very dirt and mortar pafled for buildings. Far from fuch prefumption,
1 am perfuaded that my doubts have not feemed to delerve an anfwer from
thofe who are capable of giving one. To fuch men I muft have appeared a
paradoxical writer ; and the flory of Richard the third with all its abfurdities
is fill deemed authentc, ecasfe fir Thomas More, who wrote it in his
youth, proved afterwards a very great man; and becanfe lord Bacon, who

-copied
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copied it afterwards into a fulfome panegyric, and who however correGed
the original filly account without making it confiftent, was the founder of
modern philofophy, and as bright a genius as ever fhone in the orb of litera-
ture. Nobody refpects fuch great names more than I do. Yet, if whatever
fell from the pen of More be holy writ, why fhould we not embrace his re-
ligion as well as his hiftory ? In his graver years he fell into all the follies of
enthufiafim and bigotry, which he had ridiculed in his youth. I have fhown
many palpable fallities in his hiftory. It is a poor refuge to fet up his name
againft his miftakes : and methinks of all men living a fceptic philofopher is
the laft one fhould expect to find pinning his faith on the fleeve of reverend
authority. Lord Bacon is fill lefs entitled to our implicit affent. To fay
nothing of his {lavith flattery to his living mafters, can that man be received
as an hiftorian of unqueftionable veracity, who has laboured to confecrate the
crimes of Henry the feventh, and held forth the meaneft tyrant as the model
of political wifdom ? Such hiftorians ftain the records of truth, and no talents
can refcue their chara&ters from contempt. To enfhrine guilt, is finning againft
virtue and wounding pofterity. ‘T'yrants are lulled with the hope of finding
fimilar panegyrifts: and as hiftory is the tribunal at which all princes muft
appear, fhall the bad dare to hope for advocates at that bar ? Shall Henry the
feventh of England and Henry the fourth of France receive the fame palm
from the fame judicatory ?

Lam forry to be forced to repeat thefe arguments, having mentioned them
before; but fuch magic is there in great names, and it is fo commode to ufe
them inftead of reafons, that one is obliged to expofe the futility of fuch au-
thorities when they are made the Randard of truth againft truth jtfelf.

When 1 faid that my arguments had not received an anfwer, I did not
mean that my book had not been anfwered. It has becn treated like the works
of much better authors, and been attended both with that abufe and compli-
ment that are effentially neceffary to flatter a writer with the hopes of not
being forgotten. I am very grateful for both; and equally fatisfied with
having offended fome, and pleafed others of my readers,

The firft marks of difapprobation were conveyed in the Critical Review.
I was feverely reproved by that monthly court for not having taken due notice
of Mr. Guthrie’s Hiftory of England. The charge I acknowledge was juft.
Bb2 When
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When I examined the ftory of Richard the third, it is true that I confulted
the living works of dead authors, not the dead works of living authors.  And
it ought to be fome palliation of my offence, that I not only had never feen
Mz, Guthrie’s Hiftory of England, but had never met with a fingle perfon
that had read it. It had remained a profound fecret to mortal eyes; or was
confumed by thofe all-devouring enemies of the ingenious, time and the
oven.  However, I am fincerely forry for my neglect ; and the more fo, as
I find by the review, that my misfortune did not confift in differing with
Mr. Guthrie, but in happening to be of the fame opinion. It feems, Mr.
Guthrie, long before the appearance of my Doubts, had condemned great
part of the traditional hiftory of Richard as a fable. It was therefore pre-
fumptuous in me to be as fagacious as fo inimitable a writer ; Or a grievous
affront not to acknowledge that he had previoufly farted the {ame opinion.
Why he fhould be ambitious of fingularity I do not know. The more per-
fons fee through an abfurdity, the more probable it is that the abfurdity ex-
ifts. Indeed, when an author has compiled our annals, I find he looks on
the whole hiftory of England as his property. It is an invafion of his free-
hold to conteft a fingle fa& that he has occupied. Mr. Guthrie and Mr.
Hume affert their right to the whole manour. Mr. Guthrie will not fuffer
me to agree with him, nor Mr. Hume to difagree with him. 'When they
have adjufted their title between themfelves, I will {wear to the lawful mo-
narch—in the mean time I hope I may be allowed to treat one of them at
lealt as a pretender.

To the abufe with which thofe literary inquifitors the reviewers have
honoured me, I acquiefce with gratitude. Not only in the cafe in queftion,
but on other occafions, they have obliged me with that cenfure which bad
authors, turned to critics, are fo apt to pafs on Dbetter writers than them-
felves. 1 have had the fatisfa@ion of feing my trifling writings rife in the
favour of the public, in proportion as they have been condemned by the ju-
dicious gentlemen who are fo laborious and kind as for a fhilling a month to.
inform their humble auditors what they fhould think of every book, which
the latter never read. May it ever be my fate [fhould L again attempt to
amufe the public] to pafs through the innoxious flames of fuch criticifn ;
fecure of lofing no particle of my little merit by being grinned and mouthed
at by as grotelque imps, as thofe that pipe and drum in the piGtures of Teniers,
to divert, one fhould think, rather than terrify faint Antony !

2 As

o
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As I look on abufe as a flattering tribute paid by wounded or impotent
enemics, fo I am apt to fufped that when an author is profufe of compli-
ments to his adverfary, he really but laughs in fecret at his opponent’s abili-
ties, and exalts them officioully, in order to render his own triumph more
conlpicuous.

Next to the capital offence of not having confulted Mr. Guthric’s departed
hiftory, I feem to have difgufted him or his champions by having treated dif-
refpeéifully fome ancient chroniclers, particularly

¢ Thofe claflics of an age that knew of none,”
Ingulphus, Matthew Paris, William of I\.I:dmuﬂm:‘)’, Henry of Huntingdon,
and Hoveden ; though by the way I have never mentioned them, It would
puzzle me, I am told, to. produce .a Latin hiftorian zew alive, fuperior to
William of Malmeibury, with regard to {pirit, fentiment, and authenticity,
nay, -in the beauty of compofition and elegance of diction. It would puzzle
meindeed ; as, except Buenamici’s, I did not know that our modern hifto-
ries were written in Latin, If they are, I offer them as an oblation one and
all to the fhades of the elegant Ingulphus, and as elegant Mr. Guthrie, the
latter of whom for aught I know may have written his hiflory in Latin too.
Nay, from one paffage, I have fome fufpicion that he may have written it in
Greek, the thought being truly Anacreontic. He fufpedts that the duke of
Clarence was not drowned in a butt of malmfey, but died of drinking that
wine. The figure is a little bold, and above the common pitch of an_ anti-
quary : but poets and antiquaries are equally adventurous in their conjec-
tures; and as the criticiim is excellent, no doubt it will meet with proper

refpect from all thofe learned perfons who fhall re-write our hiftory.

If it would not be trifling with my readers, I would mention another paffage
containing a thought not lefs new. The critic fays, that fir Thomas More
never did deferve du? in death the name he has obtained for fincerity and ho-
nefty. How a man can deferve the chara&er of honefty in death, who never
deferved it in his life, is totally paft my comprehenfion.

Having for fome pages refeated my agreement with him, Mr. Guthrie
takes




190 SUPPLEMENT ‘ro THE

takes a {hort turn, and undertakes the condemnation of Richard againft e,
for fear I fhould not be in the wrong both ways. His chief argument againit
Limfelf and me, that Tirrel certainly murdered the two princer, is drawn from
the propriety of his being a perfon fit for the office. How is this made out?
T had [hown, that, inftéad of being the low tool deferibed by fir Thomas More,
Tirrel was a man of great note, and in high employment. How does Mz,
Guthrie deftroy this argument ? By producing a commiffion to prove that
Ticrel was 2 much greater man than I had reprefented him, having even in
king Ldward's time been appointed one of the commiflioners for exercifing
the officc of high conftable of England. I thankfully accept this evidence
againft fir Thomas More: it certainly does demonftrate that Tirrel was not a
mean fellow, a comrade of the page, who fir Thomas fays recommended him
as a fit inftrument for a fecret aflaflination. Now let us {fee how I can de-
fend Mr. Guthrie and myfelf againft Mr. Guthrie.

A claufe, fays Mr. Guthrie, was omitted in the renewal of the patent
which allowed to the commiflioners clerks to take down the minutes of the
proceelings, &c. Had not Tirrel, continues he, with fuch a commiffion, fome
reafon to think be was [afe againft all legal impeachments even in the following
reign# As all Richard’s alls were in the following reign deemed the aéls of
an ufurper, and confequently cancelled in effe@, I fhould think not. But
I cannot from what Tirrel might think deduce any manner of argument for
fhowing that he was the murderer ! But, fays Mr. Guthrie, by the omiffion
of clerks, Tirrel, or whoever the murderer was, had no occafion to call in
any affiftance or clerks. As [ am defending Mr. Guthrie as well as myfelf,
he will allow us to fay, that inftead of argument, this is downright non-
forfe. Does the command over affiftants aid or defeat murder? Or, becaule
a commiMioner has clerks, is he obliged by law to enjoin them co-operation
in murder? By baving o clerks, {ays he, be bad o occafion to call in any
affiflasce. Suppofe my lord commiffioner Tirrel had had clerks, does Mr.
Guthrie think they would have fued him for not employing them in affaffi-
fation ? Bat here are words miore ftrange; Tirrel, or whoever the murdercr
wae.  Mr. Guthrie, then, it feems, doubts after all whether Tirrel was the
real criminal or niot.  Obferve how that very doubt makes him flounder out
of one abfurdity into another. By Tirrel’s having no clerks, the murderer,
woboever be was, had no occafion to call in any affiftance : ergo, if Tirrel
was #of the murderer, whoever was had no occafion to call in any

afliftance,
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affiftance, becaufe the lord high conflable pro tempore happengd to have
no clerks. Thus do materials but ferve to overfet a head that knows not
how to digeft them ! And this is the hiftorian that I am cenfured for not
having confulted !

Mr. Guthrie is much happier in the application of materials that he has
not met with,  The lady Llleanor Butler, {ays he, acguitted the king of any
promife in ‘open court,  Thisis a bold affertion. 1 would afk with fubmil.
fion, in what court that caufe was tried, and where the record ex

indefatigable a hunter after ancient game, no doubt can inform us where he
difcovered the minutes of the trial. Sure he did not adopt this random in-
formation from the authors he condemns, and who, he lays ¥, wrole under the
influence of the houfe of Lancafler. Nothing then was thought too mean, howw-
ever ﬁ;éf& it w{g.bt be, Jor _]isz)':'ffg the )':‘,’i;g‘i.’,,’.-’lg powers.  If Mr. Guthrie is
mafter of more authentic intelligence on this article, he will no doubt pro-
duce it.

In one point I acknowledge he has correted me Juftly. I mentioned the

duke of Albany being with Richard at York, as a preflumption that Richard
was on good terms with the court of Scotland ; whereas, fays Mr. Guthrie,
and he is in the right, the duke of Albany lived then in exile, being on bad
terms with his brother James the third, Ibeg the reader to fubftra& as much
'i;t'eight from the chain of my argument, as this miftake had made on his
mind. Let this recantation evince that I am neither obftinate nor incorrigible.
Had I met witlr cither one fa& or argument more in the writings of my op=
ponents of equal weight, I thould have yiclded with the {fame facility, To
adhere to what one cannot maintain, elpecially on fo unimportant a fubject
as the hiftory of Richard, would betray a vanity that expe@s the world
fhould acquiefce in our weaknefles or prejudices, and a mind too difingenuous
to acknowledge itlelf capable of miftakes.
il gentleman, who did me the honour of
anfwering my doubtsina volume as large as my own. He paid me fo many
compliments, that I beg he will draw upen me for the full debt, svhenever
he has occalion for the like number.

My next adverfary was a very civ

* Vide Critical Review, No. 145, P- 121, in the note from Guthrie.
2 Not
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Not fo the third. Determined on the ruin of my work, and at the fame
%ime difcreetly allowing fufficient intervals -to his teaders to digeft his cen-
{ures, he retailed them in that vehicle of univerfal and diftributive juftice,
the London Chronicle. His friends, he faid, had indeed perfuaded him to
colle@ the feattered leaves into a juft volume——and he flartered the world
with fome hopes of his compliance. Might T prefume to fubferibe their pe~
tition, I would entreat him to indulge their wifhes 3 efpecially as he broke off
exaétly at that part of my work, in which I had placed the firength of my ar-
gument. Content however with the fample he had given of his abilities, he
concluded the world would give him credit from what he had done, for what
fie was able to do. As a fpecimen of thofe abilities, I fhall from many of
equally cogent logic felet one inftance. It will fuffice to thow why I am un-
willing to encounter {o tremendous a foe s at the fame time that I do not feel
myfelf fufficiently warmed by his paflionate expreflions to an{wer them with
equal fury. Perhaps this author too may have written his hiftory of England,
and cannot forgive my not having quoted it. Irom the pains-taking com-
piler, who is twenty-five years in compofing half a reign, to the garreteer,
who transfufes old hiftorians into weekly numbers as faft as his printer can
difpatch them, -the cohort of Englifh hiftorians is become fo extenfive a fra-
ternity, that life is not long enough, though we fhould do nothing but read
our own fory in their various modifications of it. The paflage I hinted at is
in the Chronicle of March 12, 1768. The critic has difcovered there that
when the hiftorian fays prince Edward [fon of Henry 6th] was murdered by
the fervants of Edward the fourth, we may ealily fuppofe he meant the king’s
brothers; for, fays he, judicioufly, are not the king’s brothers the king’s fer-
wants 2 Letme afk this angry and [hrewd perfon, whether, if he was to read
in the Daily Advertifer that his majelly went to the opera attended by his
fervants, he fhould underftand that his majefty’s royal brothers walked before
his chair ? T have heard that omne majus continet in‘fe minus ; but this is
the firft time I have feen that propofition inverted,—It was a cruel friend that
advifed this author to reprint fuch lucubrations!

Having difpatched thefe fkirmifhers with perhaps more notice than they
deferved, I muft now turn to another kind of adverfary, to one from whom
I differ with regret, and whofe talents I cannot encounter withont fear: one
avhofe knowledge is only excelled by his power of employing it: whofe faga-
. city
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¢ity may ned, theugh it cannot be impofed upon ; and who is more able to
defend a bad caufe, than I am to do juflice to a good one: one who could
fip the muddy fireams of Ingulphus and Hoveden, without being intoxicated
by them ; and who, if it would have ferved any political wurpofe, could
have caft fuch a plaufible veil over the deformi

s of Richard, that my at-
tempt to refcue his chara@er from obloquy had been needlefs and im

il

when compared with what his mafterly hand would have performed. Grieved
I am therefore to think that what-his hafte made hi
fuffer to be executed in however inferior a manner by me. Yet what makes
bim averfle from fecing any king whitewathed? Have I violated the afhos of

|5
£ sa al

negle@, he fhould not

his favourite martyr, I mean as they are enfhrined in his volumes? The pro-
fane Mrs. Macaulay has proved the grofs infincerity of that monarch. She
has detected our author’s beloved Clarendon in numberlefs wilful falfehoods,
—mnay, fhe has not treated our author himfelf with much ceremony. Yet
fhe remains unanfwered ; and her arguments, built on records and inconteft-
able authorities, feem like a rock to defy his affaults,. My poor tribute to
royalty is the only mite that is reje@ed. A notice however T cannot but
efteem a fingular honour, as, amidft a hoft of adverfaries of various forts, I
am the only one to whom I think our author has ever deigned to make a
reply.  In truth, if the paffages I am going to examine are to be regarded as
a pecimen of his polemic talents, he will forgive me 1 hope for faying, that
he was not only in the right to fele@ the weakeft of his adverfaries; but
prudent in abflaining from a warfare in which
feem to lie.

greateft force does mnot

After the firk gufh of opponents whom I have mentione

d, my Doubts
feemed to have nothing farther to fear but oblivion. I thought my work as
much forgotten, as I had forgot my adverfaries. I neither cared about them
nor king Richard. How was I furprifed the other day on receiving a prefent
of a French Swifs journal from the learned * author him{elf, in which the
firlk thing in the book was a criticifim on my Doubts.—1I call it criticifm in
deference to the author, though the whole, like other reviews, is chiefly
compofed of extrads from my work ; and, unlike other reviews, of fueh a
torrent of encomiums on myfelf, as made me blufh for the miftaken good-

* Monf. Diverdun, author of Mé
1767, 1768.

Vor, II, Cc

moires litteraires de la Grande Bretagne pour les années

nature
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ch is ill entitled to fucl

nature of the author, and for my own demerit, wl
incenfe. Indeed, any vanity I might have conceived from this panegyric was
greatly lowered by a paffage at the end of the book, in which the author
modefly owns that he does not much admire the works of doftor Swift.
Could I be greatly flattered with the approbation of a gentleman who has {o
little tafke as to diflike doctor Swift and to admire me? How qualified is this
kind petfon to fit in judgment on books, who gives fuch a criterion of his.
diftinguifhing faculties !

1f 1 found myfelf overwhelmed with praife, I was not lefs aftonifhed to
find at the end of his criticifm two or three pages drawn up by Mr. Hume in
anfwer to my Doubts, and beflowed on the journalift to help him in pro=-
nouncing fentence. He pronounces it accordingly, and declares me guilty of
{pecions but falfe reafoning, and decides the vitory in favour of Mr. Hume
on the evidence collected from the latter’s own notes.

The notes thus crept into the world are in French., Many months ago
Mr. Hume gave me a fight of them in Englifh,-and-1 then told him what L
muft repeat now, that I thought I never faw more unfubftantial arguments:
As he is of a different opinion, and as L am now at liberty to take them to
pieces, I fhall make bold to fliow, that they are not only no an{wer to my.
reafonings, which remain in full force, but that, if they are the beft confuta-
tion Mr, Hume can make of my book; it had been wifer to let it fink: or
fwim as it could, inftead of heaping conjectures on improbabilities, and
thereby leading our readers to {ee, that he not only avoided civing anfwers:
to my ftrongeft arguments, but had rafhly taken up an idle ftary without:
examination, and now is at a lofs how to defend it

Before 1 enter on the difeuflion of Mr. Hume's notes, I muft make one o¥
two fhort obfervations. Having remarked how {hallow the authorities' were
on which 'the hiftory of Richard is built, I thought myfelf warranted to
call much of it in queftion. Buck, Carte, and it feems Mzr. Guthrie, had
preceded me in rejecting the received account. Some new lights had acci-
dentally flowed in. Still I propofed my fentiments but as doubts—and yet
have been told that I have not proved my hypothefis. If T had proved it, I
fhould not have doubted. My adverfaries on the other fide feem to think that
affertions and repetitions will ferve for proofs, where fadts and reafons are

5 wanting,
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wanting. The beft reafoner and greateft feeptic amongft them has for once
lifted under fuch mob-banners, and coolly retails the very fame kind of logic
againft me, that has fo often been wafted in vain againft himfelf. I owa
there is much difference between us; our abilities are as unequal as our bodily
prowefs : a feather may fell me; he can refift a broad-fword.

My next obfervation is, that Mr. Hume refts the whole of his confutation
on the fingle fa&, the murder of the children. Whether he allows that I
have cleared Richard’s character from the other murders, he leaves me un-
certain.  What does this filence imply 2 Am I to infer from it that he gives
up all the reft, though he had adopted into his hiftory many of thofe idle
tales? Or am I to conclude that he defpifes my arguments ? But fo he does
with regard to Perkin Warbeck. He endeavours to eftablifh that impofture,
but does not attempt to refute the reafons I have brought to fupport Perkin's
being the true duke of York. I challenged him to reconcile the contradic-
tions in the flory : he reverts to great names, as if names were arguments,
Are all the murders charged on Richard fupported by one and the fame
authority ? Does Mr. Hume think that, if he proves one, all the reft follow
of courfe? Or does he hope to rehabilitate the credit of his hiftory, by at-
tempting to thow that in one point he has not been miftaken or lightly
credulous ? I muft leave it to his own candour to anfwer thefe queftions—and
thall now fhow, that if he has no better arguments in ftore than what he has
bounteoully beftowed on his friend the journalift, or thought good enough
for both him and me, the aflumption of Perkin Warbeck being the true fon
of Edward the fourth, will gain new ftrength by the trifling arguments fo
great a man as Mr, Hume has been reduced to bring on the contrary fide of
the queftion.

The firft note fays that, in gencral there reigns a great obfeurity in the cira
cumflances of the wars between the two rofes, - 1 allow it. My doubts {prung
from that obfeurity.  Bur, continues he, the narrative of fir Thomas More
throwws great light over all the tranfalions of the reign of Richard, and over
the murder ({‘;f" the two young pi rnees bis nephews.  This is begging the very
queflion in difpute. The magnanimity, the probity and the great fenfe of that
author confirm: his teflimony ; and there is no biflorian ancient or modern who
ought to bhave more weight, 1 muft here ftop in the middle of this note. In
the ficlk place I do not pre

ely know the meaning of magranimity. It is a
Cca pompous
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pompous but empty word, often employed by another modern hiftorian * in
liew of qualities more eafily to be defined. When Henry the fecond had
been over-reached, bubbled, baffled, humbled by Becket, and confequently
could no longer pafs for wife, provident or firm, his panegyrift falves all with
that bombalt and vague epithet, magnanimous : happen what would, his
magnanimity was invulnerable. But if magnanimity is ridiculous in the
mouth ¢f an hiftorian, it is {ill more abfurd when applied o an hiltorian,
What has magnanimity to do with that charaGer? And in what fenfe does it
confirm his tetimony : Sir Thomas More’s probity will prove as little, if 1
have fhown that he has given falfe -evidence. Let Mr. Hume, before 1

quotes fir Thomas’s probity, refute the charge that 1 have brought againft
him from fa&s. A man cannot be a faithful hiftorian if he perverts wilfully,
or miftakes fa@s ignorantly : nor, I fthould think, would Mr, Hume allow
in general that the probity of a bigot qualifies him for a fincere hiftorian.
Wihere was fir Thomas’s grobify, or his great fenfe, when he was the dupe of
the holy maid of Kent? Mr. Hume too, now become fond of authority,
amafles all fir Thomas’s great qualities in the various parts of his life, to
fapport a hiftory which More wrote in' the very early part of his life, at
twenty-cight. I had remarked this; but Mr. Hume did not choofe to make
the diftincion. By a flourifh, and tacitly finking the xra of the compofition,
He would lead his readers to believe, that the ftory of Richard the third was
written by More in the grave and fedate part of his life, and bequeathed to
pofterity with all the fan&tion that the imprefs of the flatefman and martyr
could beftow on it.  Young Mr. More, under fheriff of Londen, is the hif-
torian Mr. Hume equals with Tacitus, Davila, Thuanus, and all the ftandard
authors of ancient and modern ages ! Yet, flill the queftion is not whether
fir Thomas lived near the time, but whether his narrative is a competent
and probable account. I have queftioned his competency, and proved him
guilty of ignorant or wilfal miftakes. Is it an anfwer worthy of an able
reafoner to tell us; that fir Thomas More lived at or near the time, and that

1¢

as we have no better account we muft believe his? Does Mr. Hume then
believe all improbabilities becaufe delivered by cotemporaries, and becaufe he
can find no better ? Is he under fuch a neceffity, has he fuch an alacrity of

clieving, that abfurdities are with him preferable to doubting ? Muft he
have an unbroken chain of hiftory repofited in his head, be that hiftory what

it will, true or falfe, marvellous or rational i In theologic controverly divines:

often repeat, that where you have no better teftimony, you muft take up
with
¥ Lord Lyttelton.
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with what you have. Does Mr. Hume allow this do@rine? I thought he
knew that the accuracy of modern criticifm had eftablithed two kinds of evi-
dence, the external and the infernal; and that the former, however refpecta-
ble, is often called in queftion, when repugnant to the latter. But were
Mr. Hume's ftill. newer ftandard of authority to take place, we fhould be
compelled to believe the origin of Rome, with its Mars, Rhea and the wolf;.
the marvels of Herodotus, and the fables of ancient Egypt: and in that cafe I
doubt Mr. Hume would be embroiled with Voltaire, the patriarch of modern
fceptics, who has called in queftion a mob of aflaffinations and poifonings faz
more credible than thofe imputed to Richard the third.

 Mr. Hume continues: e ma y
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that be received the P;I}‘fﬂ_h’!&” zz‘;.:’.fj.l ‘om ocular ':L'.Jz.’;v»jm.r. This is again equall ¥
vague, unfair, and void of argument. Mr. Hume avoids fpecifying that
More received his information from archbifhop Morton, who I have proved
was the molt partial and fufpicious authiority from whence More could poffi-
bly draw his materials ; and yet I defy him to fhow the leaft probability that
More, a retainer of Morton, was likely to converfe with any other chief adlor .
of that period. Is it better proof of an author’s veracity, that he is vety cir-
cumftantial 2 If it is, why has Mr. Hume repofed fo little truft in, guoted fo
little from Wilfon, Weldon, Burnet, and others; who give circumftantial ac-
counts of the vices, folly, falfehood and tyranny of four Stvarts? Is there a
legend in the monkifh writers.that is not circuinftantial ?

We cannot therefore, continues the note, reedt bis authority, and it ought
ebts, feruples and objelions, for no folid ob-
ift bim, nor-can he be convifted of any-crror.
This fentence ex cathedrdl is tidic ulous, and fulminated like many bulls
againft thofe who do not acknowledge the papal authority. It is eafy to fay
doubts and feruples are light: if they are, they are eafily anfwered. Mr,
Hume’s infallibility is not more generally uu)f*nucd than that of m:my
great men whofe authority he himfelf has fet at mu"ht. He will excufe me
therefore if I fay he afferts only becaufe he cannot anfiwer. Mr. Guthrie and

2 I*have

Yo wweigh over an bundred light




198 SUPPLEMENT To THE

I have {own that fir Thomas More’s account of Tirrel is an abfolute falfehood.

It is proved from record that Tirrel was
More reprefents him as a low creature following the court, but unknown to

great officer of the crown when

the king, an intimate of a namelefs page, and a fellow ready to- be difpatched
on any bafe and fudden affaffination.  Is this alight doubt, a trifling objeétion
Sir Thomas adds, that Tirrel, a com-

.

to More's veracity and - competence ¢
miflioner for executing the office of high conftable in the laft reign, and actu-
ally mafier of the horfe at the period in queftion, or, as others fay, appointed
fo within a month, was kept down by Ratcliffe and Catefby, neither of whom
ever was Tirrel’s equal, and one of whom I have proved was abfent at the
time. If thefe are trifling objedions, I invite Mr. Hume to anfwer them—
yes, and to anfwer fir Thomas More himfelf, who owns that there was zo-
thing fo plainly and g venly proved but that yet amen bad it ever inwardly fufped.
Mr. Hume, it feems, better informed than fir Thomas himfelf, knows that fir

Thomas was perfectly acquainted with the fa&t and all the circumftances ; and
with equal confidence, equally unfounded, declares that fir Thomas-cannot be
convilled of any ervor !

It is with concern that T am forced to produce the remainder of the firft
note ; nor can I conceive how Mr, Hume could allow himfelf to make fuch
a mifreprefentation of fir Thomas More’s evidence in the face of fir Thomas's
own words. [t is true, fays Mr. Hume, that fir Thomas declares that the
prr,-rcﬂ-;p".r partifans, in particular doftor Shaw, fpread a report of a precontract
between Edward the fourth and Elizabeth Lucy, while it appears from records
that the parliament pronounced the children of Edward illegitimate, under pre=
text of a precontract with the lady Eleanor Butler.  But, continues Mr. Hume,
e muf} obferve that no attempt was made to prove cither of the coniralts ; and
awhy fhould not the protector’s flatterers and tools have [pread fometimes the one,
fometimes the other of thofe reports 2 More quotes both, and treats both as lightly
as they deferved. - Mr. Carte thinks it incredible that Richard [bould have en-
gaged doflor Shaw openly to calumniate the duchkefs of York bis mother, with
whom be lived on good terms ; but if in reality it is difficult to believe this, why
fhould notwe fuppofe that the dottor, taking the general matter of bis fermon from
the protedlor or bis friends, chofe bimfelf the particulars, and chofe them with
wery little judgment 2 The difgrace into which be afierwards fell fecms o

Serengthen this Suppofition.

I have
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I have tranflated Mr. Hume's words as fairly and faithfully as Tam ables
and ‘thus I anfwer them. On the authority of the roll of parliament [ ac-
cufed fir Thomas More of ignorance or falfification in naming Elizabeth
Lucy inftead of lady Eleanor Butler; and Mr., Hume is forced to admit the
evidence, though he would fain avoid the conclufion. This he attempts by
urging that {fir Thomas mentions both reports.: I muft own that with all
my care I can find no one word in fir Thomas relative to the lady Butler,
and would be much obliged to Mr. Hume for pointing out the * paffage to
me. He alfo fpeaks of Elizabeth Lucy as a report propagated by the pros
tector’s tools and in do&or Shaw’s fermon, Unfortunately fir Thomas gives
usia circumflantiel detail of a converfation between king Edward and his mo-
ther, in which that princefs rtaxes him with a precontradt with Eliz:
Lucy.  Did the prote@or’s. mother {pread thofe reports? Still f
“ The duchefs, fays fir Thomas, devifed to difturb this marriage [with the
widow Gray], and rather to help that he fhould marry one dame Elizabeth

Lucy, whom the king had alfo not long before gotten with child

ly objecled his marriage, as. it were in difcharge of her confcience, that the

king was fure to dame Elizabeth Lucy.” Surely, furely, Mr. Hume. this
g J P, 42 2

is not a report {pread by the protecor’s tools, but by that very mother whom
Richard is accufed of afperfing too—and fo confiftent is your circumftantial
oracle, that in one place he aferibes the report to Richard, and in another

tothe duchels of York.  And am I now unfounded in faying that fir Thomas
More affirmed deliberately of Elizabeth Lucy what related to Eleanor Butler ?
What follows is flill fironger: * By reafon of which words fuch obftacle
was made in the matter, that either the bifhops durft net, or the king would

not, proceed to the folemnization of this wedding, till thefe fame were clearly
purged and the truth well and cpenly teftified. Whereupon dame Elizabeth
Lucy was then fent for—and confeffed they were never married.”
examination, adds fir Thomas, was folemnly taken.”" I afk if this proves
that dofor Shaw chofe the particulars without judgment? And I afk, if
what is here faid by More is not a wilful or miftaken falfehood? But, fays

* 1 have heard that it is mentioned {ome- rections and a- correCtion more recent would

where in the Biographia Britannica, that in

a but prove that fir Thomas More wrote Elizabeth

late edition of fir Thomas More’s hiftory Elea~ Lucy, and that the groflnefs of the miftake in-
nor Butler is inforted inftead of Elizabeth Lucy. duced fome modern editor toreftore the genuine

My edition, which is of 1641, has no fuch cor- mame.
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Does not fir Thomas here dire@ly affirm that the bifhops refufed to marry

M, Hume, no attempt was made to prove cither of the contratts,.—No !

the king, till the examination was {olemnly taken? Which are we to be-
lieve, the infallible chancellor, or his determined advocate? Mr. Guthrie
goes farther, and, relating the fame ftory of the lady Butler, affirms, as we
have {een, that {he denied any precontract in open court So clear is this
shole ftory, after being circumftantially related by fir Thomas More from
ocular witnefles! T leave this part to be adjufted as it may by fir Thomas,
Mr. Hume and Mr. Guthrie; and proceed to the article of do&or Shaw, of
which Mr. Hume is not much happier in his {olution.

Mr. Hume, not quite clear whether Me. Carte is in the right or the
wrong, in not believing that the prote&or afperfed his own mother, though
I produced two original papers to prove that he lived in the houfe with her
at the very time of the fuppofed calumny, and continued on good terms with
her, defires us to fuppofe that doflor Shaw was prompted by the prote&or in
general, but did not choofe his materials judicioufly. He has gueffed that
both the reports of Lucy and Butler were fpread by the prote&or’s agents.
This is fuppoling that a {enfible man and artful ufurper made choice of very
bungling tools, becaule fpreading both reports would have been the {ureft
way of contradicting both reports. But on this point I have better evidence,
even that of fir Thomas himfelf againft Mr. Hume, who fays, ¢ the pro-
tedtor would that the matter fhould be touched afiope eraftily.” ~ One may
Jee clearly [to ufe Mr. Hume’s own words] #hat fir Thomas is fo circumfian-
sial that he muft bave gathered bis materials from the bgft evidence ; and thence
conclude that the prote@or did not leave the execution of his plot to inju-
dicious tools, but himfelf adjufted the whole detail of what they fhould fay
and do. 'This is a complete anfwer to Mr. Hume’s fuppofition, which be-
ing raifed in oppofition to his own evidences, ftands on no ground at all : and
therefore, when he was reduced to this hypothefis, it is plain that he could
not fupport fo filly a ftory as that of Richard blackening his own mother and
fetting up a precontra& with Elizabeth Lucy : both which I expofed ; and
which as Mr. Hume cannot defend from the authority of fir Thomas More,
without contradi@ing fir Thomas More, 1 may fairly prefume that I have
confuted fir Thomas More, when Mr. Hume himfelf is forced to give him
up, and is forced to deny that he has {aid what he kas faid fo pofitively and
circumflantially.

NoTE
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NoTE the Second.

If we refufe to More the quality of cotemporary relatively to the protec-

torate of the duke of Gloucefter, we cannot deny it to him with regard to the
impofture of Perkin. He v

then grown a man, and had all the facultics
neceflary for knowing, exan > and deciding on the truth ; {o that when
he affures us that Richard ordered the maffacre of the duke of York, he affures
us in effect in the cleareft manner that Perkin, who affumed his name, was
an impoftor,

ANSWER.,

When this note is analyfed, T will recommend it for as beautiful an in-
ftance of falfe logic as can be produced, Here is the fum of it: Sir Thomas
More was a grown man when Warbeck appeared, and had all the faculties
neceflary for knowing, examining and deciding on the truth ; therefore a
fa& that he relates which pafled i his childhood when he was 70f capable of
knowing, examining, &c. proves another fa@ that happened when he was
capable of knowing and examining, but which fa& he neither related nor
examined, Yet even in that circumftance of age Mr, Hume is unfortunate,
oir Thomas was born in 1480 ; Perkin appeared in 1495, when More was
fifteen. Is not that a time of life fingularly qualified for knowing, examin-
ing and deciding on the truth of a ftate fecret ? But perhaps Mr. Hume re-
fers to fir Thomas’s age when he compofed his hiftory, I have fhown that
was in his twenty-cighth year, and when he was under-theriff of London.
Was hedn a fituation then of fathoming all the depths of a myftery which he
himfelf and lord Bacon own had been feduloufly involved by Henry the fe-
venth in impenetrable obfcurity ? Does not fir Thomas confels that he. had
heard the ftory of the murder related in many various ways, but gave it from
the mouths of thofe he deemed the moft credible witnefles ? Was this being
in 2 fituation to know, examine and decide peremptorily on fo dark a ftory ?
Is this afluring us in the cleareff manner that Richard ordered the murder of
his nephews ? Does Mr. Hume think that every hiftorian, who is a grown
man at or near the time of an event, and who aflures us of certain fadls,
ought to be implicitly reccived as a faithful reporter ? Who ftands more
ftrongly in that predicament than do&or Burnet ? Who has made a more fo-
lemn appeal to heaven for his veracity ? I profefs I believe the general and

Vor. II. Dd by
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by far the greater part of the bifhop’s hiftory, becaufe I have feen how vain
the attempts have been to confute it.—But does Mr. Hume believe fo too? If
he does, why has he followed him fo little ? Why are More and Bacon com-
petent witneffes againft Richard the third, and Burnet not fo againft Charles
the fecond ?

Norte the Third.

This note is compofed of mere declamation, and affertions unfounded in
f2&. It contains a pompous panegyric of lord Bacon as a penius of the firlt
water, an excufe for the flattery he has fhowered on Henry the feventh, and
an aflumption that it was compofed from original papers now loft ; with
other politions cqually. arbitrary, which I fhall examine prefently. 1 have
already obferved, that nothing can be weaker than to pretend fo eftablith the
credit of an hiftorian on the extent of his underftanding. I fear the contrary

is more often true; and that the lefs bright the imacination of an hiftorian,
mny hiftorians are ad-
mired for their art, method, ftyle, and fhrewdnefs, on whofe fidelity the
world does not beflow equal approbation, Perhaps one of the leaft bright
of our hiftorians, Rapin, is more generally efteemed for his veracity than
many of his fuperiors in compofition, But lord Bacon is an up ight biflorian,
is not partial to Henry, [fince it is from him we bawe received the details of the
tyrannic government of that prince. All one can reproach bim with is, Jor not
blaming the faéts be relates fo [fewerely as they defervea.  As the book is in
print and common enough, one can fearce conceive how Mr, Hume could
give this character of it. If the worlt adions are not defended and palliated
throughout, if his lordfhip’s tacit difapprobation of them may be conjectured,
as it is true it fometimes may, fill fo timidly is it infinuated, fo cautioufly
enveloped, that he feems to have hoped the learned prinee [ James the firft]
under whofe aufpices the work was compofed, would not have fagacity
enough to penetrate his real fentiments. But 1 will recur to the book itfelf,
In the dedication to prince Charles, lord Bacon profefles zbat be has endea~
woured to do honour o the memory of that king, [Henry the feventh] and the
hiftory takes care to keep the promife made by the dedication.  Befides, con-
tinues the dedication, #he times deferve it, for be was a wife man*and an ex-
cellent king. ‘'This was the text, and we find it amply handled in the fame
fiyle. 1 (hall fele@ a few inflances, and will leave the reader to judge whe-
thet lord Bacon is folely reproachable with not having treated Henry's ty-

&

the more he is likely to be exaét in his parrative. M

ranny
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ranny with due rigour, as Mr. Hume afferts ; or whether, as I pretend, he has
not exalted fome of his worft a@ions into matter of panegyric : and under this
head I fhall forbear recapitulating the inftances 1 have already quoted in the
Hiftoric Doubts. :

Henry procured the Star-chamber, which before fubfifted by the common
law, to be confirmed in certain cafes by a& of parliament. This court, fays
lord Bacon, is one of the fageft and nobleft inftitutions of this kingdom.

Recounting the reafons that moved Henry to put to death fir William
Stanley, the brother of his own mother’s hufband, lord Bacon reckons thofe
that were predominant in the king’s nature and mind, as, Stanley’s overmerit
and the glimmering of a confifcation, for be was the richeft fubjed for value in
the kingdom—and after afligning thefe bafe and fcandalous motives, he adds
thefe words : afier fome fix weeks diftance of time, which the king did bonour-
ably interpofe, both to give time do bis brother's interceffion and to flow to the
world that be bad a conflitt with bimfelf what to do, Stanley was arraigned,
condemned and beheaded.  This bonourable hypocrify is fomething more
methinks than not treating Henry with proper feverity. And thefe fordid
motives weighed to get rid of a man, whom lord Bacon impioufly compares
to Jefus Chrift, a¢ baving bad the benefit at once to fave and crown. p. 135.

On the inhuman murder of the young and fimple earl of Warwick the
noble hiftorian is as indulgent as poflible, and rather treats it as an a& of
political wifdom. “ It happened opportunely, fays he, that while the king
was meditating that young prince’s death, another counterfeit ftarted up to
reprefent the danger to the king’s eftate, and thereby to colour the king’s
feverity that followed. And to fhift the envy of {o foul a deed from himfelf,
the king thought good to-tranfport it out of the land, and to lay it upon his
new ally the king of Spain: for thefe two kings underftanding one another
at half a word, Ferdinand refufed to give his daughter to prince Arthur,
while the earl of Warwick was alive.” Is it pofiible to palliate a thocking
murder by fmoother terms? And did not the fage Henry by this infamous in-
trigue avow that the earl of Warwick had the beft title to the crown, from
the illegitimacy of Henry's own queen and her fifters ! In truth, among the
inftances of his boafted wildom, there is fearce one in which he did not prove
the dupe of his own duplicity, and of the fuperior cunning of others, But I
Ddz thould
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der and myfelf with recapitulating what the whole book

{hould tire the re
demonftrates, that it is the panegyric of a knavifh tyrant, and in no light de=-
ferves the rank to which Mr. Hume would preferit. I will only obferve
farther, that in the end he calls him tbe Solomon of England, and a wonder for
2wife men, and talks of the piety, charity, morality, juftice and lenity, of a
tyrant who plundered his people by every a&t of extortion, fhed innocent
blood from jealoufy; wrenched the laws to ferve his purpofes, and died mock-
ing God by commanding his fon to put to death the earl of Suffolk whom he.

had fworn himfelf to fave.

Mt Hume’s next affertion in this note is, that lord Bacon compofed his
hiftory from authentic papers now loft ; and therefore ought always to be
cited as an original writer, Lord Bacon no where pretends to have feen any
fuch papers : it is-a mere ipfe dixit of Mr. Hume, who being the fole finder
of thofe papers was certainly at liberty to lofe them again if he pleafed. Lord
Bacon’s hiftory was rather compofed like Xenophon's Cyrus, for a model to
princes, than as a {rid and faithful narrative.. Livy, Jofephus, Eufebius,
and even Varillas, might by Mr. Hume’s argument be equally entitled to
univerfal credit. The firlt founded all his fables of the early ages of Rome on
writers long fince perithed : and the three others pretended to have confulted
authentic monuments and papers ‘in the compofition of their feveral works;

and yet, though on that foot original writers, arc now treated by all men of
{enfe as fabulous romancers. But Mr. Hume takes great care to forget that |
the truth of hiftery does not depend folely on the originality of an author
A thoufand circumftances muf concur to eftablith his eredit. A cotemporary,
i not an actor, is feldom well informed, and the firft hiftories we have are

generally the leaft true. Time brings greater evidence to light, and diffipates
the clouds of party, partiality, and miftake.  Why elfe has Mr, Hume taken
the trouble of recompofing what has been fo often wiitten

T will conclude my remarks on this note with exemplifying two more .
round affertions in it, as little founded as the preceding. In lord Bacon’s
time, fays Mr. Hume, it was no longer any body’s intereft to blacken Ri=
chard. T have flated, and I thought clearly, that it was as unfafe in king
James’s time, as in king Jenry’s, to affert the baftardy of the children of
Edward the fourth. James the firt claimed from' the eldeft daughter of
Henry 2nd Elizabeth.  In the very laft years of queen Elizabeth, not twenty-

ye
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five years before lord Bacon wrote his hiftory, various claims to the crown
had been fet forth in oppofition to that of James, The earls of Huntingden,
Derby, and others, were defcended from different branches of the royal
ftock, whofe titles were preferable to thofe of Henry, who had in reality no
title at all, and even of his wife Elizabeth, if her mother’s was not a lawful
marriage. I am not furprifed that Mr, Hume fhould overlock my arguments,
buat he will not wonder if I think them preferable to his affertions founded on
no argument at all, and contrary to faé.

But the moft flrange aflertion of all is, Mr. Hume’s pretending, contrary
to the evidence of his own eyes, that lord Bacon had no doubt of Perkin
being an impoftor. I have ftated in the Hiftoric Doubts various expreflions of
lord Bacon, which evince, that whatever pains he took to perfuade others, he
was by no means convinced himfelf., The unmunity of Lambert Simnel,
which was no fmall argument that there wwas fome Secret in it; the king’s manner
of mufiling the Sory, which pas left it almoft a myflery to this day; his owning
that the king did bimfelf no good by the publication of the narrative thefe
and twenty other expreflions muft convince us that lord Bacon was far from
having any inward convifion that Perkin was not the true duke of York
and that, if my doubts are light and trifling, Mr. Hume’s affertions are fo
overloaded with falfe weight, that they will fink themfelves in the mind of
every impartial reader,

But without guefling at the depths of fo infincere a mind s Tord Bacon’s,
here is pofitive proof that he did net believe the ftory as he related it. He
has compofed a new confeflion for Perkin, different from and irreconcileable
with that publithed by king Henry. This I ftated before. Mr. Hume could
not anfwer it, and confequently overlooked it—at the expence of his aceu-
racy. I offer it to him once more thus: Lord Bacon could not compofe a new
confeflion for Perkin, without thinking that that given out by Henry was a
fiction ; and certainly not without knowing that what he himfelf compofed
n lieu of it, was fo. Was it from thefe two impoftures that lord Bacon
believed Perkin was an impoftor

NorTE the Fourth.
But if we demand, fays Mr. Hume, cotemporary evidence, the ftrongeft
and leaft fufpicious are ready with their teftimony. He then mufters a long

7 L
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lit of the queen and firft perfons and families, who, fays he, were fo per-
fuaded of the murder of the two princes, that they addrefled themielves to
the carl of Richmond, the mortal enemy of their family and party, Here
let us paufe a moment——Mr. Hume formerly, making ufe of the fame
argument, was o unlucky as to miftake Lancaftrians for Yorkifts. Correfted
now, though without owning his miftake, he has invented a new mufter-roll
of names, ftill without offering the leaft authority to inform us from whence
he took them. He has dubbed them all Yorkifts at once. That they all
fubmitted afterwards to the ufurper Henry, I do not doubt, efpecially after
he had married the heirefs of York, For fuch of them as joined to invite
Richmond over, their belief or difbelief of the murder proves juft nothing at
all, but that they deferred the right heirs'of the crown, and entered intoa
confpiracy to place it on the head of a baftard branch. Let Richard be what
he would, his ufurpation could give no.title to Henry. If the princes were
dead and their fifters legitimate, the latter were the next heirs. There were
alfo many other princes and princefles living of the houfe of York. As it
appeared afterwards that the counties in which the chief intereft of that family
lay, maintained their affe@tion and attachment to that houfe, Mr. Hume will
excufe me if I do not believe from his fititious roll of names that the party
of York did concur in general in the invitation to Henry ; and though he
lays great ftrefs on illuftrious names, whoever calls to mind the fa@ions of
that time and their frequent changes from interefted views, and whoever has
feen any thing of facions at all, will not form his opinion of a caufe from
the behaviour of the moft illuftrious perfons on either fide. Much lefs will
he pay regard to a fecond edition of names, fupported, according to Mr.

, Hume’s method, by no authority.

But, as if he was {enfible of the weaknefs of his argument, he endeavours
to prop the queftion he has begged, by afking the moft wonderful queftion
that I fuppofe was ever alked {ince the days of the fchoolmen. They indeed
ufed to enquire how things would have been, if they had been very different
from what they were; as how Adam and Eve would have begotten children,
if they had both been women? Our new Toftatus propofes the following
quzre in fupport of his imaginary hoft of Yorkifts: Z there one, fays he,
of thefe perfons, who in writing the memoirs of their own time would not have
aflured us that Richard murdered bis nephbews —In truth, I have not fuch

intuition into what never exifted, as to know how a nothing would be, if it
had
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had ever been. Would Mr. Hume ‘allow me that Charles the firft was a
tyrant and murderer, becaufe I thould affert that Bradfhaw, Ireton, and Hugh
Peters, who never did write his hiftory, would have reprefented him as fuch,
if they ever had written his hiftory ? How difficult is it to eftablith the
received hiftory of Richard, when fo able a man as Mr, Hume is reduced to
fuppole that it would be confirmed by the writings of his bittereft enemies,
if thofe enemies had given any account of him ! A man lefs bright than Mr.
Iume would {fufpe& that fuch non-exiftent hypothetical authors would have
been partial. His Promethean fagacity, after creating the perfons, has dif-
covered not only what they would have written, but argues from this poft-
humous kind of non-entities. This is a fair and fruitful addition to the ffores
of difputation : its latitude is unbounded : it may ferve alike the caufe of
truth and falfehood, and does equal honour to the ingenious gentleman whe
invented this fort of argument, and to his fiiend the Swifs reviewer, who
was only dazzled by my old-fathioned arguments, but was convinced by the
luminous force and folidity of this new method of indu@ion.

Note the Fifth,

Is built on Richard’s fuppofed intention of marrying his niece. Unluckily
it proves nothing at all, If the young duke of York efcaped, Richard cer-
tainly did not know whether he was living or dead. If Richard defigned to
marry his niece, it was to prevent her efpoufing Richmond. Thefe round-
about ways of fuppofing the murder, are the fhifts of one that cannot prove
the impofture of Perkin. Prove that, and I will not difpute the murder. It
is the firong evidence in favour of his being the true duke of York that
invalidates the murder. Mr, Hume had rather do any thing than difeufs
that evidence. He flies from it to prefumptions, fantaftic bead-rolls of
names, unwritten memoirs, and non-repeals of ads of parliament. With
him, the #ot repealing an a& of parliament is a proof that there was no
ground for making it. By the fame kind of logic, a repeal ought to corro-
borate an a& of parliament,

Note the Sixth.

In a Rring of propofitions it is ufual to increafe the ftrength of the argu-
ment. Mr. Hume has inverted this method. The farther he advances, the
weaker his reafons, till he concludes with one that precedes the faculty of

e reafoning,
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reafoning, and is calculated only for the nurfery. In the note before me,
after endeavouring from hiflorians and altors to eftablith the murder, he has
recourfe to the reports fpread in foreign nations, Let Mr. Hume, if he can,
refute my arguments in favour of Perkin Warbeck ; I willingly refign to him
the fudden impreflion fpread in France by Richard’s enemies, and the recent
and more mature judgment of the Swils reviewer.  Let me however obferve,
that the emperor of China refufed to receive an embafly from a great princefs
on much the fame plea that Charles the eighth urged agsinft Richard’s em-
balladors.  Would Mr. Hume, his friends meflieurs Dalembert and Diderot,
and Voltaire, who have celebrated the tolerating and legiflative {pirit of that
heroine, allow that the Chinefe monarch’s ill-breeding was a proof that the
moft atrocious reports were well-founded 2

NoTEe the Seventh.

Still advancing like a lively crab in retrograde argumentation, Mr, Hume
next prefents us with every body’s oration. Every body, fays he, argucd
thus and thus : and then, like a good chriftian, fums up this harangue with
a quotation from feripture. “ Richard, fays he, could not plead like Cain,
Am I the keeper of my nephews ” T am rejoiced that faint Cain is admitted
into Mr. Hume’s rubric.  * Richard, continues he, might have an{wered
the accufation by producing his nephews.” What ! if one or both had
efcaped, and were not in his power? Thus Mr. Hume fuppofes the very

point to be proved, and wonders it is difputed, after he has taken it for
granted. I have fo good an opinion of his fagacity, that if he had »ot taken
it for granted before he wrote his hiftory, I am perfuaded he would not
believe it now. There is a good deal of difference in the kind of belief which
a man entertains before he has treated a {fubjed, and affer.

Note the Eighth,

1s built on the evidence of Tirrel, which I have examined diftinctly in my i
Doubts, and there challenged Mr. Hume to thow how it was poffible for
’ Perkin to agree in his narrative with Tirrel and Dighton, unlefs he was the
true duke of York; fuppofing Tirrel made the confeflion alleged, which I |
have fhown to be moft improbable. If Tirrel did #o¢ make that confeffion, !
there is no evidence of the murder, but the declaration of Dighton, who,
fays
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fays lord Bacon, fpake befl for the king, and whofe teftimony is invalidated by
every rule of evidence. I own there is lefs trouble in repeating the words
Tirrel and Dighton, than in anfwering thofe arguments—and Mr, Hume has
chofen the eafier part. Indeed I do not conceive why my book was worth
anfwering, and not my arguments,

Norte the Ninth,

If the duke of York bad efcaped, fays Mr. Hume, the queen bis mothery the
duchefs of Burgundy, and all thofe attached to bis Samily would have been mads
acquainted with it. 1 agree with him on the two former, not at all on the
relt. It was too important a fecret to be confided to many. The illuftrious
partifans of that or any party were not, I doubt, fo immaculate as to deferve
a truft of fuch confequence. The queen and duchefs probably were inform-
ed: and it is odd to hear Mr. Hume complaining that the fecret was not
trufted to the duchefs, when fhe was the principal fupporter of Perkin, Mr.
Hume is {furprifed that the was not et into the fecret; and prefently will re-
je€& her own declaration that the knew him for her nephew, Henry’s treat-
ment of the queen dowager, and her clofe imprifonment with prohibition of
all accefs, is a fironger prefumption of her being privy to that fatal fecret, than
any Mr, Hume can bring to thow that fhe did not know it

.

Note the Tenth.

Our total-ignorance of thofe who affiffed the dulke of York in bis efeape is fuf-
Sicient progf of the impofiure of Perkin. If Perkin had obtained the crown,
this would be fomething of an argument. . Did not the pretender efcape from
Scotland, becaufe Mr. Hume does not #rote who aflifted him ?

Note the Eleventh.

Perkin’s narrative is woid of all probability.——1I know it.~ Lord Bacon
thought fo, and compofed a new one for him. What confequence ought to
be drawn thence ? Why, that we have not his genuine narrative, - but fuch as
were compofed for him by Henry the feventh and the Lancafirian hiftorians.
Mr. Hume is as unhappy in his conclufions as in his affertions,

Vor, II, Ee Note
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Note the Twelfth,

Perkin made an entive confeffion of bis impoflures.and read it three times, e
do not find the leaft infinuation that it was drawn from bim by leriure; and
when be made it the lafl time, be bad certainly nothing to fear.

ANSWER,

It would be highly unreafonable in me to take offence at Mr. Hume’s for-
getting all my arguments, and all the anfwers which I have already given to
his, [for indeed he does little more than repeat what he had f{aid before] when
he takes the liberty of contradicting a perfon who ought to have much greater

“weight with him, [ mean himfelf. In his notes on his own hiftory he informs
us, that Perkin’s confeflion was fuppofed [though he queftions it} to be wrung
from him by torture. He now politively afferts that we do not find the leaft
snfinuation of fuch force being employed. This is aflerting and denying to
{fome purpofe. With regard to the confeflion, he does not inform us to which
he adheres, to Henry’s or Bacon’s.  No matter: we cannot believe both,
and 'both give us canfe to believe ncither. Henry’s was rejected by the in-
fallible Bacon, and his own fubftitution of another deftroys that too. That
Perkin had nothing farther to fear, is afferted with as little foundation, Have
we never heard in arbitrary governments [fuch was that of England then]
of men fubmitting on impofed conditions to a milder death, to avoid one
more cruel? Who knows whether Perkin [fuppofing he made a confeffion,
which is moft improbable] ‘read it in an audible voice ; or whether Henry's
tools and fheriffs and guards did not difperfe a paper after his death, and-afirm
he had delivered it to them? Were the hiftories of thofe times written ¢ir=
cumflantially as they are now ? Indeed, which hiftory of that time was written
at the time ? Sir Thomas More does not go fo low : lord Bacon and the reft
wrote many years afterwards.

Note the Thirteenth.

If Henry bad not been convinced that Perkin was a ridiculous impoflor, be
would wot bave let bim live an bour aficr be bad got bim in bis power. The
fa manner

|
|
|
|
|
I
|
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Rt ; - : ; :
manner in which be treated the innocent earl of Warawich Grver great foree to this
argument,

3

ANSWER.

I do not prefume to trouble Mr. Humie or an y body elfe with looking over
the detail I have given of Henry’s anxiety and fulpicions on Perkin’s account ;
and of the difference of his behaviour towards him and Lambert Simnel,
who <vas a ridiculous impofior, and whom Henry treated accordingly. But
if Mr. Hume does not purpefely choofe to confound this conduét on two Very
different fubjects, I would beg him to perufe once more his infallible Bacon,
and fee whether Henry thought that Perkin was an objeét of contempt and
ridicule.

The latter part of the note is as extraordinary an overfight (I will call it
no more] as the former. ¢ Had Henry been convinced that Perkin was the
true duke of York, he would not have let him live an hour, but would have
treated him as he did the young earl of Warwick.” Henry had reigned at
leaft nine years before Perkin appeared. The earl of Warwick was all that
time in Henry’s power, and it was at leaft two years before the latter was
put to death. FPerkin was not in Henry’s hands as many montbs, as War=
wick had been years, before Henry caufed him to be executed. Does not
Mr. Hume's argument contradl, as he boafts, great force from this happy
wlufiration ?

Notk the Fourteenth.

Enter the duchefls of Burgundy on the other {fide of the queftion. Juft
now Mr. Hume argued from her knowing nothing of her nephew ; now it
feems fhe knew too much, Like Hudibras, Mr. Hume can take up his arms,
difpute,

% Confute, change fides, and fiill confute himfelf back again.”

She had adopted Simmnel, and therefore was not to be credited about Per-
kin. Mr. Hume demands that fhe fhould be acquainted with the fate of her
nephew ; fhe tells you the is.—Therefore what? Therefore do not believe
her,—But I will reft contented with Mr. Hume’s contradi&ting himfelf, as
Eez he
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he has done in fo many inftances and fhall leave the reader to judge from
b s 2
what I have fid in the Doubts, whether Henry or Margaret fet up an im=

POFIU re !

But T cannot fo ealily abandon Mr. Carte to the attacks of that. powerful
awhig-champion, My, Hume, who has no mercy on a poor dead man, only.
becaufe he was attached to that nonfenfical tenet bereditary right.  Mr. Carle,
fays he, to blacken Henry the feventh for having no - hereditary right, fup-
preffed entirely the important fact of the duchefs fupporting Simnel. Is
it then an irremiflible crime in an hiftorian to fupprefs any material fadk? I
do not know, nor can | take the trouble now to examine whether Mr. Carte
has fupprefled the negotiations between Charles the firft and the pope’s nun=
cio, fo unanfwerably proved upon him by the exatt Mrs. Macaunlay. I my-
£elf have declared that it -was natural for Charles to treat with Roman catho-
lic fubjets againft proteftant fubjeéts who endeavoured to dethrone him. But
what becomes of -his proteftant piety, his martyrdom, his fincerity ¢ Look at
the conceflions he made on every capital point, and the oaths he fwore to
conceal them, 'If Mr. Carte has fupprefled this enormous treaty, and has
fill reprefented Charles in an amiable light, L fhall indeed allow that he has
fifled an important fa&, and will abandon him to my whig friend—but an
hiftorian may omit lefs material circumflances, and not deferve the fame cen-
fure. For inftance : Burnet affures us that fir Edmundbury Godfrey told
him that he expeted to be knocked on the head. This circumftance is en~
tirely omitted by a late mafterly hiftorian, though very material with regard
to the murder that enfued: but it did not fuit the hypotheﬁs of Godfrey’s.
murdering himfelf. ~ Vide Hume's Reign of Gharles 11,

1 will not wander from my fubjeé to lay open many other.errors and omil=
fions in the hiftory I have here quoted, though I could loofen its artful tex~
ture in variety of places with far greater facility than 1 have unravelled the
flory of Richard the third. I admire the ingenious fabric with all. its want
of fymmetry, and in fpite of the confli€t with which it is ever at war with
itfelf, by endeavouring to feparate thefe hearty friends the prerogative and the
church, and by fruitlefsly trying to exalt the former and decry the latter ; an
attempt that renders the whole work one beautiful contradiction.

9 Note

i
|
|
|
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Nox®e the Fifteenth.

No proofs, fays Mr. Hume, were prodiced at the time, of Perbin's being: the
true duke of York. - How does he know ? When o much accumulative evi-
dence in his favour, after all the labours of Henry and his partifans to de-
firoy it, yet remains, {ure the probability is, that ftill greater appeared.at the
time. From what Henry forged, we may guels at what he fupprefled. We
have none but Lancaftrian hiflorians : the queen was fhut up, and, by lord
Bacon’s own confeflion, every thing fo mufifled by Henry, that it ftaggered
every body. Mr. Hume, cutting the Gordian knot which he could not un-
tie, aflerts with- the tone of an Alexander, that all Perkin’s anfwers might.
have been eafily fuggefted to him by the duchefs of Burgundy, by Frion, and
by whoever had lived in the court at that time. I have fiown to demonfltra-
tion by dates, which Mr. Hume fwallows as if they were expletives, that the
duchefs did #of live in the court at any part of the time; and any man’s
common fenfe, but Mr. Hume’s, will tell him, that it is abfolutely impoffi-
ble to inflrudt a firanger fo thoroughly in all the paffages of a court, that
he would not be dete@ed inan hour’s time. If my book is not a heap of
abfurdities, there is no part of it lefs liable to be contefted than the paflages in.
which I have Rated the true and obvious method of detecting fuch an impof-
tor; if he was one. I have fhown that the omiflion of fuch fatisfaction, and
the fubflitution of the moft abfurd aflertions, create the ftrongeft. objections
againft Henry. If 1 have talked nonfenfe, it would be charity in Mr. Hume
to fet.me right.. He knows the deference I have for his underftanding, and
no doubt he,. if he pleafed, could convince me that Henry's condud@ was:
clear, rational, and liable to no mifreprefentation : that lord Baeon’s account
of his ambiguity is- falfe, and yet that lord Bacon’s account ought.to be im-
plicitly relied on:.  Mr. Hume could certainly difprove all that. I have faid,
and prove all that he has faid himfelf, though as yet he has done neither.
Nay, Lam perfuaded he could do what is ftill more difficult, fince his: elo--
quence has worked that miracle both on himfelf and his friend the reviewer,
convince me by weak arguments and groundlefs aflertions, that the anchority
of great-names is preferable to folid reafons; and that repeating ‘arguments;
that have been confuted, gives them new force. Women and drunken men
make ufe of that kind of oratory; and perhaps Mr. Hume’s example may-
give new weight to the praltice.

The
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The note concludes with confeffing that many perfons of diftinction were
at firft deceived by Perkin, which he afcribes to the enthufialm of the nation
in favour of the houfe of York.—1I thought that all the illuftrious Yorkifts,
according to Mr. Hume's catalogue of them, knew for certainty that the
children were murdered, How came they to unknow it again?t JBul, fays
he, many were at firft deceived. "Would not one think that that perfuafion
had been momentary ? Does-Mr. Hume forget, or with the art of a dif-
putant did he flip in the words at fir/f to make his reader forget, that four or
five knights of the garter and privy-counfellors to Henry were convinced
Perkin was king Edward’s fon, and died in that perfuafion ? Does fuch at-
teftation of their belief accord with Mr. Hume’s affertion in the beginning of
the note, that #o proofs were produced at the time, of Perkin being the true
duke of York ? This manner of flating a fact and evading the juft conclufion,
I call owning truth without allowing it: it is endeavouring to delude with a
clear confeience. The poor reviewer fell into the fnare—1I do not belicve any
body elfe will.

NoTk the Sixteenth.

The laft note, which eftablifhes the murder on the authority of the bones
found in the Tower, is the only note to which I fhall not prefume to give an
anfwer. Untouched let it fubfift to the comfort and edification of all the
good women who vifit the tombs in Weltminfter-abbey ! May thofe bones
temain an equal proof of the crimes of Richard, and of the catholic credulity
of Mr. Hume and the reviewer ! In thofe pious lands where all the evidence
.of a miracle depends on fhowing the rotten remains of thofe to whom, or the
fpot on which it happened, fuch faith is often found.—In truth, I did not
expedt it would make its appearance in the form of an argument—but fince
Mr. Hume is reduced to reafon from relics, he will excufe me if I leave him
at the door of the fan&uary, and am fiill unbeliever enough to think that
thofe bones fo enfhrined are no more a proof of the guilt of Richard, than they
are of the piety of Chatles the fecond.

I have thus replied to Mr, Hume’s remarks ; an attention certainly due to
whatever falls from fo fuperior a writer. I am not entitled to the fame ob-=
fervance from him; nor would the public excufe me, if he wafted fome of
¢hofe moments in anfwering my objeitions, which he can employ fo much

hetter
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better for their infiru@ion and amufement. In truth, they expeét greater
things from him. ~ As he has been admitted into the penetralia of the Bene-
diétine college at Paris, and has explored the autheritic fecrets of 'the two laft
Stuarts, the public is impatient for the detail of thofe myfteries, of which he
has alr‘:a(]y given them a hint: nor can the appetite which be has raifed be
fatisfied with a meagre note. ~ He has another and fill greater achievement
to perform, which can never be executed by o maflc:‘!y a hand, and which
the world eagerly demands from his; a work more worthy of his genius,
than any on which it has yet been exercifed. As Mr. Hume’s talent certainly
veers to panegyric rather than fatire, it muft be a grateful fatisfaction to fo ge=
nerous a mind to beftow deferved encomiums, inftead of foftening defeéts and
excelles. The reign of king William, who expelled the tyrants of Britain
and tools of France, will fhine with all its luftre when treated by a philofo-
pher and patriot, who prefers the rights, the liberty, the happinefs of man-
kind, to the felfith politics of narrow-minded kings, and to the bafe adulation
of venal courts.  In Mr. Hume’s page we fhall read with pleafure the eftablifii-
ment and extent of our invaluable conftitution, as immoveably founded on
the revolution—and the excellent docor Robertfon will not remain the firft
of hiftorians, who, above the litille prejudices of country, party, and pro-
feflion, has dared to fpeak of the natural rights of mankind with juft bold-
nefs, and has traced the progrefs of defpotifm in fuch glorious glowing co-
lours; as muft warn the few free nations yet remaining on earth to watch the
filent craft and undermining policy of princes and ftatefmen,

Having now difpatched all the ftraws that have been thrown in my way,
may I be allowed to add to what I have formerly faid, fome additional con-
firmations of my-opinion ?

A very fenfible gentleman, whofe name I will not mix with Guthrie’s and
teviewers, on reading my book, fent me a fmall volume of notes that he had
drawn up forty years ago, in which I was flattered to find very many of my
own remarks, and others of great weight, which I fhould be proud to be at
liberty to publith, This is a proof that my opinion is not fingular. Indeed,
Rapin, Carte, and others, had feen the objection that ought to be made to
Lancaftrian hiftorians. Mr. Hume calls Carte’s doubts whimfical ; and mine,
light feruples. ' With fubmiffion, they are not whimfical or light feruples,
which fo profeund a reafoner as Mr. Hume can anfiwer no better.

" With
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"With regard to the perfon of Richard, the earl of Shaft{bury was fo good
a5 to inform me, that his anceftor the lady Afhley, who lived to a great age,
had converfed with lady Definond, and gave from her the fame account that I
have given, with this {trong addition, that Perkin Warbeck was remarkably
like Edward the fourth. And to prove that the print I have exhibited of
Richard and his queen, which the late bifhop of Carlifle believed was taken
from a window in the priory of Little Malvern [deftroyed by a florm fome
years ago], was not a fantaftic picture of imagination, I fhall here prefent the
reader with two more portraits of Richard and his queen, almoft minutely
correfponding with Vertue’s drawing, and taken from the beft and moft un-
queftionable authority. The carl of Sandwich, on reading my Doubts, oblig-
ingly acquainted me that the duke of Manchefter was poflefled of a moft cu~
rious and original roll, containing the lift, portraits and delcent of all the
earls of Warwick, drawn by John Rous himfelf, the antiquary. This fin=
gular manufcript his grace, at my defire, was fo good as to lend me; and
with his permiflion I caufed ten of the laft and moft curious portraits to be
traced off, and here prefent them to the public faithfully and exadtly engraven.

The rollis on parchment, and is feven yards and a half long ; perfeétly pre~
ferved within, but by handling damaged on the cutfide, on which have been
painted many coats of arms.

The lift begins with Guthalmus, and contains the effigics of feveral ima-
ginary faints and heroes, many kings of England, and the portrait of Richard
the third, with whom it concludes, twice ; all neatly tricked, and the habits of
the mofl diftant ages, as well as of the fucceeding, judicioufly obferved. On
the outfide is written

¢ This roll was laburd and finihd by mafter John Rows of Warwick.”

But perhaps the moft curious past of this curiofity is the following infcription
under Richard, which fhows that, whatever Rous chofe to fay of him in com-
pliment to Henry the feventh, he gave a very different account of him in his
roll, which he left to pofterity, asa monument of the earls and town to which
he was fo much attached. Here is the infcription as it was written by Rous’s
own hand :

¢ The

|
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“ The mooft mighty prince Richard by the grace of God kynge of
Ynglond and of Fraunce and lord of Irelond, by verey matrymony, wtowt
dyfcontynewance or any defylynge yn the lawe, by eyre male lineally dyf-
cendyng fro kynge Harre the fecond, all avaryce fet afyde, rewled his fub-
jettys in hys realme ful comendabylly, punethynge offenders of hys lawes,
fpecyally extorcioners and opprefers of his comyns, and cherythynge tho
yat were vertuos, by the whyche dyfcrete guydynge he gat gret thank of God
and love of all hys fubjettys ryche and pore, and gret lawd of the people of
all othyr landys abowt hym.”

i

Mr. Hume declares his affetion to cotemporary and original authors. I
befeech him to produce one more genuine, more uncaftrated, lefs Interpo-
lated than this record, exifting in the very hand writing of the author, Let
him try it by his rules of originality, and compare it with the teftimonies of
More and Bacon. He will tell me, perhaps, that Rous in his hiftory has
faid the very reverfe. True, in a book dedicated to Richard’s rival and fic-
ceflor.  Lay Richard for a moment out of the queftion, and let Mr. Hume
tell me on any indifferent point which evidence he would prefer. Would he
believe Rous flattering Henry to his face ; or Rous in his cell delivering his
opinion of a dead king? for it is evideat that in the infeription Rous fpeaks
of Richard as one that ad ruled.

I do not doubt but the able crities with whom I have been engaged, would
treat my conje@ure as light and whimfical, if I faid I believed [and yet I
muft avow I do believe] that the remarkable and by no means indifferent
words by very matrimony without difeontinuance or any defiling in the law, by
keir male lineally defeending, allude to the bigamy of Edward the fourth and
the illegitimacy of his children. 1 firmly believe too that the fubfequent
words all avarice fet afide, punifbing offenders of bis laws, ¢fpecially extortioners
and oppreffors of his commons, were a tacit fatire on the ufurer his fuccefor.
1 have at leaft produced here much better authority in vindication of Richard
than Mr. Hume can bring againft him ; for he cannot reject the teftimony of
Rous, without giving up thofe criterions of truth, which he has eftablithed
as demanding our aflent and truft,

Vor, II, Ff I faid
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I faid in my Doubts, that T was ready to yield to better reafons than my
own 3 but I did not fay I would yield to worfe. Still lefs was I ever inclined
to accept of great names inflead of any reafons at all. If mere authority
would do, Mr. Hume would have as much weight with me as Bacon or
More : but great men without their great fenfe firike me with no more awe
than their monuments, which only exhibit their titles and cover their duft.
We fhed a tear over their afhes and their weaknefles, but beftow our tribute
of praife on thofe excellencies alone which touch the heart or convince the

* underftanding. ;

May 10, 1769 T

“P. S. Since the above notes were written, I have found two paffages, that
evidently thow how vague and uncertain the reports relating to the death of
Fdward the fifth and his brother were even in the life-time of fir Thomas
More. From that very fearce book called The Paftyme of the People, and
better known by the title of Raftell’s Chronicle, in the poffeflion of Mr. John
Ratcliffe of Rotherhithe, I tranicribed verbatim the following paragraphs :

« But of the maner of the dethe of this yonge kynge and of his brother,
there were dyvers opinyons. But the moft comyn opiayon was that they
were {moldery’d betwene two fotherbeddes, and that in the doynge the
yonger brother efcaped from under the fetherbeddes, and crept under the
beditede, and there lay naked awhyle, tyll that they had fmoldery’d the’
yonge kyng, fo that he was furely dede. And afteryt. one of them toke his
brother from under the bedftede and hylde his face downe to the grounde
with his one hande, and with the other hande cut his throte holle a fonder
with a dagger. Itisa mervayle that any man coude have fo harde a harte to
do fo crucll a dede, fave onely that neceflyte compelled them, for they were
fo charged by the duke the protectour, that if they thewed nat to hym the
bodyes of bothe thofe chylderne dede on the morowe after they were fo

comaunded, that than they themfelfe fhulde be put to dethe. ~Wherefore
¢hey that were comaunded to do it were compelled to fullfyll the protcﬂour’s
wyll
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wyll. And after that the bodyes of thefe 11 chylderne as the opinyen ranne
were bothe clofed in a great hevy chefte, and by the meanes of ‘one that was
Tecrete with the proteCour, they were put in a fhyppe goynge to Flaunders ;
and whan the fhyppe was in the blacke ‘depes this man threwe bothe thofe
dede bodyesfo clofed in the chefte over the hatches into the fee, and yet
none of the maryners nor none in the fthyppe, fave onely the {fayd man, wyft
what thynge it was that was there fo inclofed; which fayenge dyvers men
conj e@ured to be trewe, becaufe that the bones of the fayd chylderne coude
never be founde buryed nother in the Towre nor in no other place.”

¢ Another opinyon there is that they whiche had the charge to put them
to dethe caufed one to cry fo fedaynly treafon, treafon, wherewith the chyl-
derne beynge aferde, defyred to knowe what was beft for them to do. And
than they bad them hyde themfelfe in a great chefte that no man fhulde
fynde them, and if any body came into the chambre, they wolde fay they
were nat there. And accordynge as they counfellyd them, they crepte bothe
into the chelte, which anone after they locked. And than anone they buryed
that chefte in a great pytte under a fteyre, which chefte was after cafte into
the blacke depes, as isbefore fayd.”

I thall pafs over the abfurdities of both the foregoing accounts; but how
will they ftrike us, when we find from Ames’s Typographical Antiquities,
P- 147, that this book was printed in 1529, the twenty-firft year of Henry
the eighth, and from p. 141, that Raftell the compiler and printer married fir
Thomas More’s own fifter? If {ir Thomas, as Mr. Hume pretends, was fo
intimate with the chief perfons of Richard’s court or reign, how came he to
{uffer his brother-in-law to pafs fuch fenfelefs ftuff on the public, in a work
m10 doubt fubmitted to his infpetion? for Raftell was not only his relation
but printer, his very next publication being a dialogue written by More and
printed in the fame year with the Chronicle. Nor did fir Thomas pick up
the materials for his own hiftory gf?er the appearance of Raftell’s Chronicle,
which was publithed but fix years before fir Thomas’s death, when the per-
fons from whom he gained his intelligence muft have been dead likewife.
But do not fir Thomas’s own words betray, not only doubts in his own
breaft, but thorough proof of the uncertainty of all the incidents relative to
the murder ? He tells us, that he does not relate the murder in every way
he had heard it, but according to the moft probable account he could collet
3 from
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from the moft creditable witnefles. And I will afk one or two more quel~
tions, which I defy Mr. Hume or any man living to anfwer in a rational
manner, 1f Dighton and Tirrel confeffed the murder in the reign of Henry
the feventh, how could even the outlines be a fecret and uncertdin in the
reign of IHenry the cighth ? Is it credible that they owned the fa&, and
concealed every one of the circumftances? If they related thofe circum-
flances, without which their confeflion could gain no manner of belief,
could fir Thomas More, chancellor to Henry the cighth, and educated in the
houfe of the prime minifter to Henry the feventh, be ignorant of what it was
fo much the intereft. of cardinal Morton to tell, and of Henry the feventh to
have known and afcertained? A king and his brother are murdered (accord-
ing to Henry, More, Bacon, Hume, Guthrie, and the mob), a great officer of
the crown and a low groom confefs themielves principals in the guilt, the
firlt is executed, the latter fuffered to live, to difperfe the tale. Neither of
them give the leaft account bow they committed the fad ; or, if they did, no
sman living from the prime minifter to the compiler of the Chronicle could
get certain intelligence of what they confefled, though it is impoflible to affign
any other reafon for the impunity of Dighton, but the intention of his fpread-
ing and authenticating the ftory. If therefore the confeflions faid to be made
by Tirrel and Dighton are irreconcileable to every ftandard by which we can
judge of evidence, no evidence of the murder exifts. If the atteftations pro-
duced by Henry, More, and Bacon, who indubitably furnifhed the beft they
could, are inconfiftent and improbable, the identity of Perkin Warbeck and
the duke of York remains unfhaken, Mr, Hume himfelf allowing and bend-
ing all the force of his argument to prove, that the firong evidence againft
Perkin is the certainty of the murder. If, on the contrary, the authority of
hiftorians is fufficient to pals fuch ftuff on our credulity, I muft avow [ can-~
not fee what criterion there is in human reafon by which we may diftinguifh
between truth and the moft clumfy and incoherent legends.

Auvgult 6, 1769
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