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IN one of the more curious episodes of Charles I's personal 
rule, bishop John Bridgeman of Chester was early in 1633 
startled to find himself subjected to a vigorous local enquiry 

into aspects of his diocesan administration. It was undertaken 
without warning by royal commissioners from Westminster; 
and it was to be followed by months of humiliating prosecu 
tion in and out of High Commission. This rough handling of 
one of the more experienced of the English bishops came at a 
time when the High Church Charles and his prospective 
archbishop of Canterbury, William Laud, were intent on 
restoring the political standing of the Church while reforming 
what they regarded as the worst of its doctrinal abuses. Only 
three years later, Laud's efforts reached their culmination 
with the appointment of his ally William Juxon, bishop of 
London, as lord treasurer   the first in holy orders since 
1470.' Bridgeman, a bishop more firmly associated with the 
Calvinist James than with his son, was never to experience 
comparable elevation; but on the other hand there are no 
compelling grounds for supposing that he was more lax in his 
ways than the majority of his fellow bishops, even though he 
alone was proceeded against in this manner. The explanation 
for his treatment may be found in his peculiar vulnerability to 
investigation by a king less immediately interested in diocesan 
reform than in urgently acquiring revenues for pious purposes 
of his own. That Charles was prepared to take advantage of 
Bridgeman's difficulties, and at the same time hazard the 
reputation of the whole bench of bishops, suggests that he was 
either careless about, or took a narrow view of, the functions 
and responsibilities of the Church in the countryside. The 
circumstances which prompted the enquiry came together late 
in 1632, in the random and haphazard way so often associated 
with early modern administration. They had their roots,
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however, deep in the previous decade. Taken as a whole, they 
show how serious consequences may follow in the train of 
small events.

When his chancellor formally sentenced James Martin to be 
deprived of his living at Preston in 1623, Bridgeman can 
hardly have anticipated the eventual repercussions. It is true 
that Martin's deprivation had proved necessary less than 
three years after his institution, itself in rather odd circumst 
ances, and that his behaviour in both town and pulpit had 
soon called the bishop's judgement into question. 2 It is true 
too, that Martin, a former king's preacher in Lancashire, had 
a ready and practised pen which he might at some stage try to 
use against unsympathetic authority.' But he also possessed a 
wild and restless spirit; and his instability of mind and 
eccentricity of manner were such that, on the face of it, he was 
unlikely ever to command much credibility. When he deserted 
his wife and children for London even before his sentence was 
confirmed at York, Bridgeman must have supposed he had 
seen the last of him. In any case, Martin seemed a relatively 
small problem in a diocesan context.

Ever since its creation in 1532, Chester had been both one 
of the largest and one of the poorest of the English dioceses. It 
was also one of the most unruly, particularly in Lancashire, 
and according to Bridgeman was almost as notorious for its 
sexual licence as for its religious divergences.4 Neither condi 
tion had been sufficiently discouraged by the diocese's 
makeshift administrative structure, shaped originally in the 
interests of economy and by the need to gain the acceptance of 
the leading gentry. Bridgeman's predecessors had taken little 
thought for the long-term prosperity of the bishopric, and over 
the years had seriously diminished the revenues readily 
available to him. 5 Bridgeman was aware of his problems even 
before he became bishop. He had first come north in 1616 
when, as one of James I's chaplains, he had been granted the 
living and manor of Wigan, reputedly among the richest in 
England. They also proved amongst the most difficult to 
administer for a clergyman like Bridgeman, anxious to restore 
lost or neglected rights. By 1619, when as a further mark of 
royal favour he succeeded Morton to the see of Chester, 
Bridgeman had already begun to familiarise himself with the 
legal processes necessary to recover his evaporating revenues. 
What he had begun at Wigan was to be extended throughout 
the see.'' Temperamentally, Bridgeman was well suited to 
such a task. Although he had originally commended himself to 
James by the quality of his preaching, he does not seem to
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have exercised that facility to noticeable effect as bishop, and 
in marked contrast to Morton published neither sermons nor 
tracts for the times, despite having the leading London 
printer, William Stansby, for a cousin. Indeed amongst the 
Wigan townsmen's many grievances against him was his 
failure to provide them with adequate preaching, either in 
person or by a curate. 7 Quite apart from Martin, other 
evidence strongly suggests that he was a poor judge of his 
fellow men, and that he was almost certainly happier dealing 
with deeds of title, columns of figures and the fabric of church 
buildings. As befitted a merchant's son, he had a particular 
aptitude for financial management, especially when viewed in 
isolation from its social consequences.

The three principal books which he left behind him are all 
ledgers, each in its way a tribute to his industry, precision and 
attention to detail. One of them, compiled by his servants, 
contains a long-overdue collection of all extant and recover 
able legal evidences of the holdings and financial dues of the 
bishop. Bridgeman left it to his successors on pain of anathe 
ma if they damaged it or made off with it. 8 Another, surviving 
only in the form of a later copy, records at length his 
unrelenting dealings with his tenants and parishioners at 
Wigan.' 1 The third is his personal account book, written up in 
his own often miniscule hand and seeming to reveal in its 
careful pages much of the character of the man. It includes 
details of his own private land purchases, and sets out in a 
variety of ways his total income. Few bishops can have had a 
clearer idea of the current state of their finances. 1 " This 
account book, with related evidence, shows how his circum 
stances improved sufficiently to allow him to invest in prop 
erties in Lancashire and Cheshire, intended in the long run for 
his children and their families, including the major purchase 
of Sir Ralph Asheton's estate in and around Lever in 1629." 
The parish and manor of Wigan, however, remained almost 
invariably his largest source of income each year, and for all 
his growing reputation for astutely nurtured substance, he 
remained among the less affluent English bishops. Even so, by 
1633 he had a gross annual income well in excess of £2,000 
which compared favourably with that of all but a handful of 
the Lancashire gentry. '' Bridgeman was thus primarily an 
administrator as bishop, a man not unlike Laud in his 
approach to many temporal matters, although his sudden 
crisis in 1633 was over before the similarity was recognised.

Bridgeman's own religious preferences were not entirely 
clear, however. From time to time he showed mild latitude to
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puritan clergy; but that may have been as much the con 
sequence of his wife's sympathies and his own desire to avoid 
distracting wrangles as of firm conviction. James Martin once 
sweepingly accused him of favouring both papists and puri 
tans; but Thomas Viscount Wentworth was probably nearer 
the mark in commenting that Bridgeman preferred a quiet 
life. In the view of the Wiganers, his concept of charity was 
confined to 'paynted windowes and Quyres'; and he un 
doubtedly did much to restore both his church at Wigan and 
his cathedral at Chester." But this may well have been less an 
expression of High Church ways than of his wish to set an 
example in a diocese where many church buildings were in an 
unacceptable condition. He may also have wanted to reflect 
his own dignity and importance, of which he was ever 
conscious. On the whole he seems to have fitted readily 
enough into the broad mainstream of the Jacobean church.

In his early days as bishop, he struck up an association with 
the puritanical John Packer, Buckingham's secretary; and for 
a time at least during the early 1620s Packer supplemented his 
master's stiffening of the Calvinist presence at Court by 
providing £50 a year to maintain a lecturer in Lancashire, 
apparently in addition to the four king's preachers.' 4 In this 
period, before the Laudian ascendancy within the Church, 
Bridgeman enjoyed a cordial and rewarding relationship with 
the Court. Probably with Packer's help, James I understood 
something of the problems facing the bishop of Chester. In 
June 1621 Bridgeman obtained from the king a letter, subse 
quently contentious, redefining the terms of employment of 
the king's preachers, and before James's death in 1625 he had 
in addition been entrusted with their appointment, hitherto 
reserved to the king. In 1621 he had also been granted a 
branch of High Commission for his diocese, despite its 
impoverished state, and had been permitted to hold its courts 
at Wigan, where his home was, instead of Chester, where his 
palace, cathedral and registry were all situated. 15

It was from Wigan that he launched his intermittent 
campaigns against sexual licence in the see, one of them 
according to Martin carried out in Lancashire in 1622 3 by 
the volatile John Gee while rural dean, shortly before his 
temporary defection to Rome. As Bridgeman argued, Wigan 
and later Lever brought him much closer than did Chester to 
the seat of the strongest currents of popery and schism   as 
he called them   in his diocese. 16 In the process, however, he 
created a duality, and even a dichotomy, in diocesan adminis 
tration, risking tensions between the chancery at Chester and
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the ecclesiastical officials he employed in his court of audience 
at Wigan about similar business. His register of evidences 
reveals quite clearly how in 1630 he took advantage of the 
renewal of the lease of the registrar's office to restrict its scope 
still further. Bridgeman consistently had a preference for 
informal and semi-formal dealings in much relatively routine 
church business which could be readily discharged by his own 
domestic staff. In this way the administrative resources of the 
diocese, as well as its patronage, became increasingly bound 
up with the person of the bishop. 17 Up to 1633 at least, the 
convenience of this arrangement had nevertheless seemed to 
outweigh the possible disadvantages.

By the later 1620s Bridgeman appeared to be in tight 
control of those aspects of diocesan administration which he 
regarded as important; and on the evidence of his surviving 
correspondence he received only superficial oversight from 
York before Neile's appointment as archbishop in 1632. 18 For 
more than a decade he had proceeded legally but remorseless 
ly to re-establish his rights as lord of the manor of Wigan, 
steadily chipping away at the pretended autonomy of the 
mayor and burgesses and at the standing of his tenants: 
Wigan was well on the way to becoming the bishop's town 
again, although at some cost in human terms. His peremptory 
dealing with one of his tenants, widow Leatherbarrow, had 
reached the ears of the Court and prompted a quietly 
cautionary letter from Lord Newburgh, the chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster, advising the bishop that sentence against 
her in his court had only been 'respited ... to give your 
Lordship the glory of a greate worke of Charity.'' 9 That a 
comparatively minor courtier like Newburgh should venture 
implied criticism might have suggested to Bridgeman the kind 
of reputation he had from a distance acquired for himself by 
1630. 21'

He seemed not to notice, however, and in October 1631 
added to its substance by the coolness with which he re 
sponded to Laud's first request for a contribution from him 
towards the cost of the repair of St Paul's cathedral. When 
Bridgeman proffered the minimum suggested sum and neg 
lected to signify his willingness to make it an annual payment, 
Laud wrote for more with what for him passed for tact: 'I 
must needs saye that lookinge upon nothinge but your 
Bishopricke the Guift [£40] is great', he remarked, as a 
preliminary to wondering whether the bishop might care to 
contribute something from his other resources: for 'we say 
here that God hath blessed your Lordship . . with a very fayre
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and plentifull estate', a misconception that Bridgeman was 
soon to regret leaving uncorrected. 21 Like other junior bishops, 
Bridgeman had no town house in London, and on some at 
least of his relatively rare visits he stayed with the printer 
Stansby. Taken up with his own local concerns, he may thus 
not have appreciated the shifts of emphasis in doctrine, 
manners and priorities at Court since Charles had come to the 
throne. He may even have believed that his credit remained 
high there. With the help of another rising star at Charles's 
Court, Wentworth, he had recently outmanoeuvred his un 
cooperative archbishop, Harsnet, over the king's instructions 
in December 1629 that all bishops should in future reside in 
their palaces. Wentworth, as president of the north, was 
anxious to add to the Exchequer's revenues by bringing 
recusants throughout the region to composition; and Bridge- 
man's ready assistance in this campaign persuaded Went 
worth to get him first temporary, and then indefinite, permis 
sion to live half the year at Wigan, where he was better able to 
assess the quality and estates of the diocese's Catholics. 22

Wentworth even encouraged him to think in terms of 
preferment, promising to 'represent! your merit upon all 
occasions to all persons.' 23 But although very few bishops had 
by 1633 been in their present sees longer than Bridgeman at 
Chester, promotion was not to come his way, even though 
nineteen of the twenty-six English and Welsh dioceses 
changed their bishop between 1627 and 1632.24 Bridgeman 
had of course owed his elevation to the Calvinist James I, and 
he was not obviously in sympathy with the High Church tone 
prevailing at Charles's Court. Unlike Chaderton, Vaughan 
and Morton who had gained preferment from Chester under 
Elizabeth and James, Bridgeman was to find no greener 
pastures under Charles. Wentworth's temporary withdrawal 
from public life on the death of his wife in 1631 may not have 
helped; and Bridgeman did not relish the prospect of moving 
on at what he felt was an advanced age. But there were clear 
signs by 1632 that Charles did not entirely approve of him. 
Not only had he contrived to evade the instruction on 
residence, but, despite Harsnet's occasional fussy ministra 
tions, he had failed to return any of the annual diocesan 
reports which Charles had also required since 1629. Neile 
reported the king's displeasure to Bridgeman soon after his 
own translation to York. That, together with his reluctance to 
discipline the more obviously zealous of his Calvinist clergy, 
may account for the acerbity of Charles's injunction to him in 
1632, after some forthright reflections on the Sabbath by John
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Ley, to 'Do . . what belongeth to a good bishop, to make your 
clergy capable.' 25

It came nevertheless as a considerable shock to Bridgeman 
when on 19 January 1633 Sir Thomas Canon rode briskly into 
Chester, followed more sedately by his colleague Nicholas 
Hunt in a hired coach, accompanied by a messenger of the 
Chamber, a secretary and two other servants. Canon and 
Hunt came as the king's commissioners to enquire into the 
bishop's handling of revenues from commuted penances, and 
they came without warning to set in motion the most unset 
tling year in the bishop's life. At no other time before the Civil 
War did Charles' government reach out more vigorously into 
the north-west, especially into Lancashire, than it did during 
Bridgeman's 'trouble', as he aptly called it; and no episode 
concerning the county during the 1630s generated a greater 
weight of paper. 26 The mission on which Canon and Hunt 
found themselves was an unusual one. While local commis 
sions of enquiry delegated by the central courts were common 
enough, they were very rarely directed against any of the 
bishops. Canon was a member of the commission on fees 
appointed by the king in 1629, which also sent sub- 
commissions into the counties, but Hunt, who was a proctor 
in the court of Arches, was not; and while Canon's skill and 
persistence as an investigator had no doubt again commended 
him, it is not entirely certain that he and Hunt came north in 
the first instance as representatives of that commission. 
Similarly, the prerogative courts at Westminster from time to 
time undertook investigations into the dealings of individual 
bishops, and subsequently punished them; but usually they 
were associated with the twists and turns of Court politics and 
a decisive ebbing of royal favour, with the bishop concerned 
patently a courtly figure. John Williams, bishop of Lincoln 
and former lord keeper, then already subject to proceedings in 
Star Chamber, fits readily into that category. 27 But Bridgeman 
was hardly a courtier, despite his enjoyment of James's favour 
and his friendly relations with Wentworth in the north. He 
seems to have regarded himself as a provincial; and his long 
tenure of an unfashionable see, without even a serious rumour 
of preferment, suggests that the Court at large did so too.

The enquiry appears to have been very much a matter of 
the king's own will. It is thus important to establish why it 
was that Charles permitted this extraordinary investigation to 
go forward at the risk of undermining the local reputation and 
administrative effectiveness of one of the princes of the 
Church, with its possible repercussions elsewhere in the
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ecclesiastical hierarchy. It is also worth considering why an 
enquiry confined to a single issue, capable of swift resolution 
by reference to diocesan records, should have given rise to 
proceedings which continued until the end of the year. At the 
same time, a general assumption of the bishop's innocence by 
those historians who have looked at all at the case needs to be 
further tested against the available evidence. 2" In the process it 
may be possible to learn something of the ways in which the 
Privy Council and the king conducted their business, especial 
ly from the marked difference of view which developed during 
the summer of 1633 between the king on progress to Scotland 
and the experienced rump of the Council left behind at 
Westminster.

Canon and Hunt brought with them not only their royal 
commission but also a letter to Bridgeman, prepared some 
days earlier, from the king himself. Dated from Westminster 
on 6 January 1633, it told the bishop that Charles had been 
'credibly informed' that he had 'received sundrie great sum- 
mes of money from Commutacions for Pennaunce and for 
other ecclesiasticall dispensacions, amounting to 10,000 li at 
the least, which summes are yet remaining undisposed in your 
hands.' Since the king had 'at this present extraordinary 
occasion to employ the like and a farr greater Summe upon a 
most pious Worke', he required Bridgeman to hand it over at 
once. If he did so, it would avoid 'farther Noise or Prosecu- 
cion' and he would be sent a formal discharge; but if he did 
not, the bishop was warned that Canon was 'one of our 
Commissioners for Fees and Corruptions in offices' and that 
he and Hunt would then 'examine you further upon such 
Interrogatoryes as they shall minister unto you, and further to 
proceed with your selfe, your officers, Ministers and Servants 
according to such Instruccions signed with our royall hand as 
they shall herewith shew unto you.' Revenue raised by way of 
High Commission was always solely the king's, and ought to 
have been paid annually into the Exchequer and supposedly 
reserved for pious uses; revenue raised through fines imposed 
by the bishop's ordinary jurisiction remained in the diocese 
but was also supposed to be devoted to a similar end. Within 
the context of the Church, pious uses most often meant 
repairing and embellishing its fabric, as at Wigan, and had 
little direct application to the welfare of the poor. 29

Bridgeman's immediate reaction, as he hinted to Went- 
worth and later openly confessed to secretary of state Winde- 
bank, was to suppose that only a carefully worked conspiracy 
against him at Court could have succeeded in convincing the



Bishop Bridgeman 75

king that there was a likelihood that he had systematically 
accumulated, but not spent, so considerable a sum and that he 
would have it available for Canon to carry back to 
Westminster.  The size of Canon's entourage, however, indi 
cated that Charles was not quite so naive: Canon was coming 
for what he could get and was evidently prepared to dig hard 
to discover just how much the bishop might have withheld 
over the years. There can be no doubt that what most 
predisposed Charles in favour of the mission was his pressing 
need for funds in order to begin the repair of parts of St Paul's 
cathedral, a scheme taken up from his father's day, to which 
he and Laud were deeply committed. Its delapidated condi 
tion was not only a blemish on the capital city, but was 
seriously at odcls with his elevated view of the Stuart monar 
chy and its projection through the Church of England. 31 As it 
happened, the commissioners for St Paul's concluded at a 
busy stocktaking meeting on 4 February 1633 that £10,000 
ought to be 'ready in the bank' before the urgent repair work 
began.'" Meanwhile returns from county commissioners col 
lecting a rate for the purpose had been pitifully small." That 
Bridgeman was singled out for attention in this way was due 
less to a conspiracy than to an opportunist combination of 
interests which for differing reasons favoured such an enquiry 
when its possibility was raised.

The original source of the allegation that the bishop had 
£10,000 or more improperly in his hands was James Martin, 
who had recently revived his animus against him. In 1630 1 
he had baited Bridgeman in his revised edition of Joshua 
Sylvester's Panthea, which the bishop had tried to have 
suppressed; he had particularly disliked Martin's mischievous 
derivation of his surname 'by means of evidence lately disco 
vered at Chester' from that of Pontius Pilate. Behind his 
typically fluent but intemperate introduction to Panthea lay 
Martin's smouldering resentment of the bishop's past dealings 
with him. Already a king's preacher at Ormskirk when 
Bridgeman became bishop, Martin had hoped in 1621 to 
retain that post while succeeding to the living at Preston. The 
two towns were less than ten miles apart, were in almost 
neighbouring parishes, and Martin had lived regularly at 
Preston since coming to Lancashire. 11 The dying vicar, John 
Paler, and the colourful patron, Sir Richard Hoghton, both 
favoured him as the new parson. But Bridgeman caused 
considerable difficulties, probably because he wanted the 
lectureship at his own disposal. In the end he secured a letter 
from James I limiting king's preachers to their lectureships on
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pain of dismissal. Martin suggested later that Bridgeman, for 
reasons of his own, had dictated that letter, got Packer to 
secure James's signature to it and intended it to be used 
against him alone. Certainly other king's preachers continued 
to hold a variety of posts, sometimes much further apart. 
Moreover, Bridgeman was still prepared to approve his 
appointment to Preston provided he resigned from Ormskirk. 
Martin believed the bishop sought the lectureship for one of 
the kinsmen and friends he was, in true episcopal fashion, 
gathering round him; and within a few years, the bishop's 
former chaplain Augustine Wildbore, was again illustrating 
the usefulness of such a post to a wealthy pluralist. 35 In the 
event Martin was obliged to relinquish Ormskirk for the 
Preston living and never got on terms with his new parishion 
ers. From the pulpit he abused them as 'hogs, dogs, wolves, 
bears, hell hounds, belwethers, clowns and cursed 
miscreants . . .', and they can hardly have approved his 
demolition of the vicarage and the sale of its stone. Even 
though he was detained in Lancaster Castle gaol at the time of 
his deprivation after a charge of simony, and was in no 
position to defend himself, the chancellor's sentence was 
probablyjustified. But the sharpness of Bridgeman's methods 
continued to rankle, particularly as Martin, who regarded 
himself in learning and scholarship far removed from the rural 
cleric who replaced him, lost most of his books and manu 
scripts as a result of his imprisonment. He later reported that 
the men of Wigan believed that the bishop's servants brought 
to their local manorial disputes records improperly abstracted 
from the Tower of London; and by 1632 he had convinced 
himself that Bridgeman's money-conscious administration 
might surreptitiously have accumulated the sum the king 
urgently needed. 36

There were others who, once apprised of Martin's faintly 
preposterous supposition, saw advantages in supporting his 
case. For reasons which are not wholly clear, Martin made his 
first approach at Court, late in 1632, to Sir Henry Mildmay, 
master of the king's jewel house. Once one of James Fs young 
men, Mildmay by the early 1630s was beginning to miss the 
more considerable offices and status which maturity might 
have brought him. It is possible that he hankered after a place 
on the commission on fees, within whose purview Martin's 
allegations could well fall, and it is apparent that he recog 
nised that here was the basis for an enquiry, even though he 
was later reported as regarding Martin as 'mad ... a craz'd 
being.' 37 Mildmay got Martin to prepare a petition to the king;
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but no sooner was it written than, according to Martin, he 
'flies away with it, and causes some other to exhibit it': that 
'other' was very probably Canon.'" Several of Canon's fellow 
commissioners on fees were also commissioners for St Paul's; 
and although Sir Thomas was not one, he was always prompt 
to respond to the Court's priorities.''' A Pembrokeshire man of 
considerable energy and determination, he had after a lengthy 
and often abrasive career in the outer reaches of the king's 
service come to specialise in investigating possible administra 
tive malpractices which might be turned to the Crown's 
advantage as well as to his own. The latest in the running 
series of actions with his equally doughty neighbour Sir James 
Perrot, stretching across thirty-five years, concerned the acti 
vities of the South Wales vice-admiralty and was about to 
come to the attention of the Privy Council as well as to that of 
the High Court of Admiralty. Just before he left London, 
Canon had a second dispute referred by the Council to the 
consideration of Laud, Cottington and Windebank, this time 
concerning a difference with the bishop of St David's about 
the lease of the parsonage adjoining his episcopal palace. He 
was never a man to be lightly dismissed, and was not to be 
disappointed at the outcome even though Laud was a former 
bishop of St David's himself. To Charles he must have seemed 
amply qualified for the task in hand. Early in January 1633, 
Sir Henry Mildmay provided Canon with one hundred marks, 
less £1 in fees, from the jewel house funds; and on 12 January 
he and his company set out. At the age of sixty-five, his energy 
was to provide undiminished. 4"

Canon's arrival was doubly disconcerting for Bridgeman. 
Not only was it unexpected, but the reasons for his coming 
were hard to accept. To have been asked to hand over the 
equivalent of several years' income would have been ludicrous 
if it was not being taken so seriously, and if it had not been the 
king's command. He tried to console himself with the thought 
that the royal letter, dated 6 January, was a private one, full of 
'grace and goodness' as he habitually described it; but it had 
given him no chance of preparing his ground, and altogether 
did not suggest that the king had much confidence in his 
probity and good intentions. 41 Worse, the privacy which the 
letter purported to provide could easily be gainsaid by the 
publicity which would almost inevitably accompany any 
investigation by Canon if he could neither produce the 
£10,000 in question nor show how he had applied it to pious 
uses. That the bishop was under a cloud of suspicion and no 
longer a recipient of the free flow of the king's favour was also
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bound to gratify his local enemies and give the rest of his 
diocese pause for thought. Charles evidently believed that the 
needs of St Paul's must have priority and if, in shaking up 
Bridgeman, he jeopardised his future effectiveness in his vast 
and troublesome diocese, so be it.

Much of what took place during the weeks Canon and his 
men were in the diocese, before they left for London on 26 
February, has to be followed primarily from the bishop's side, 
in the scores of letters and papers he and his servants 
produced. While in the field, Canon contented himself with 
sending up little more than the examinations of witnesses; and 
it is only in the formal documents prepared for the king, High 
Commission and the secretaries of state after his return that 
his impressions of the bishop's demeanour and management 
of his diocese emerge. They were to prove to be damning 
enough. The bishop's first reaction was to protest his complete 
innocence of the charge and, although he did not have £10,000 
to hand, to declare that he would not leave Canon's side until 
all the records available at Chester had been inspected. But he 
also sent insistently to his elderly former domestic proctor, 
William Sellars, for further records still in his keeping and not 
part of the chancellor's registry; and caused his current 
secretaries and other officers to search their books for details 
of commuted penances. 12 Although Canon and Hunt spent 
some time examining the chancellor's registers, they were 
apparently satisfied with them. What interested them much 
more were the records kept by the bishop's domestic servants, 
some of them notaries public, of the proceedings before him or 
on his behalf at Wigan and Lever. Not only were there 
discrepancies between the chancellor's records and the others, 
but part of the domestic record could not be produced; one of 
the bishop's servants was said to have decamped to Ireland 
with some of the papers. There were grounds for supposing 
that the bishop's own records were 'vitiated and imbecilled in 
parts.' 4 ' Beyond doubt, while the bishop was quite open about 
his chancellor's registers, his attitude towards the domestic 
record was much more anxious: it was almost as if he and his 
servants were not quite sure what they might find and what 
ought, if possible, to be concealed. 44 In the end the bishop 
reported that during his entire episcopacy he had raised only 
£1,100 in fines from forty-six commutations and had spent it 
all, and much more besides, on pious uses. 45 Such a finding 
was hardly likely to be enough for Canon; and the bishop 
himself later maintained that Sir Thomas had suggested he 
should lend the king £10,000 instead."' But more to the point,
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the deficiencies in the available records and the absence of 
others meant that Canon could not be sure that £1,100 really 
did represent the total yield from the bishop's courts. In any 
case a mere forty-six recorded commutations over fourteen 
years in so large and licentious a diocese, where the bishop 
nevertheless prided himself on his efforts to curb sexual laxity 
and where gentry offenders might be expected to wish to 
commute their penances, suggested either extremely slack 
administration or clandestine dealings. As Canon must have 
anticipated from the outset, detailed investigations were re 
quired.

These enquiries had of necessity to be conducted amongst 
those who had, or were thought to have, committed sins for 
which penance was the due punishment. Although the bishop 
repeatedly claimed that Canon had broken the king's terms of 
reference by extending his investigations far beyond the 
question of commuted penances and had aggravated matters 
by urging witnesses he had summoned to put themselves 
voluntarily on oath, it is difficult to see how else he could have 
tested the validity of the bishop's own statistics. 17 He may also 
have been aware that James Martin and another probable 
informer, John Lewis, were likely to prove elusive; and so 
wanted to establish firmer grounds for looking into the 
bishop's proceedings. Wildbore certainly thought so. 48 As a 
result, some of the more notorious of the Lancashire gentry 
were summoned to meet Canon. Among them were the 
troublesome Thomas Gerard of Ince and Thomas Hesketh of 
Rufford. The latter was dismissed by the bishop's men as 'a 
foole and a knave' who 'would call black white and white 
black'; but his deposition, alleging a commutation of £160, or 
perhaps £200, was to be among the leading papers subse 
quently passed to Sir Henry Marten when the king decided to 
take the matter further. Many of those sent for, like Sir 
Edward Stanley and Sir Ralph Asheton, were known to have 
other reasons for disliking Bridgeman. Dr William Forster 
also appeared and was supposedly 'gugled' by Canon with the 
'promise of a bishoprick' which was nevertheless soon 
realised.'" For more than a month the county, and parts of 
Cheshire, resounded to the 'rackett' which Canon's enquiries 
stirred up."' After exhaustive investigation, the bishop's ser 
vants claimed that he had heard one hundred examinants, but 
Sir Thomas would admit to no more than sixty-six. In 
selecting candidates, he was helped by Henry Reynolds, a 
disgraced notary public and another former servant of the 
bishop, who had celebrated Canon's arrival with a catchy
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libel against his old master which, to Bridgeman's intense 
annoyance, proved so popular that children sang it in the 
streets of \Vigan. Reynolds, it was noted, quickly 'insinuated' 
himself into the company of Canon's messenger and was 
subsequently taken onto the commission's payroll as a guide 
and informant, declaring himself ready to 'provide Shott and 
Powder for the Canon.' He may have wished he had not done 
so, for he was not long in complaining that he 'could not sleep 
in his Bedd for Sir Thomas ..... sending for him morning 
and evening.' Canon's pace did not agree with the messenger 
of the Chamber, Tobias Knowles, either. Knowles fell out 
with Sir Thomas, who later described him as having been 'ill' 
during their enquiry, quite possibly through overwork, or the 
threat of it. Nothing daunted, Canon engaged local messen 
gers and, as the bishop's man William Browne remarked, 
'sent Dobson up and downe the Countrey with the kinges 
armes which the Messengers use' and in his warrants 'termed 
him to be the Kings Messenger of the Chamber, who was a 
carted Rogue.' 51

Although Sir Thomas's energies never flagged, even enabl 
ing him vigorously to pursue reports that a pie which Robert 
Sherburne had once offered the bishop had contained £200 in 
commutation money, the most remarkable aspect of his visit 
was the intensity with which the bishop's servants, sons and 
brother Edward monitored it." One potential informer, the 
deprived minister Bartholomew Cade, was subjected to so 
rigorous an examination by Edward Bridgeman and another 
JP at Warrington that he thought it prudent to send the 
bishop an undertaking that he would not give evidence 
against him."'3 Almost everyone examined by Canon and Hunt 
was subsequently interviewed by the bishop's men. Details 
were collected of all the inducements which Sir Thomas was 
reported to have offered examinants, unlikely though some of 
them were. Doubts were raised not only about the propriety of 
his methods, but also about the reliability of some of his 
informants. Their lives, too, were subjected to scrutiny by 
Bridgeman's servants, and anything to their discredit careful 
ly noted for possible future use. Three of these servants, 
Edward Lloyd, Thomas Bridge and Edward Russell, also 
sought indirectly to establish the nature of Canon's own 
impressions of the proceedings. Both his secretary, Thomas 
Douglas, and Nicholas Hunt were asked to reveal the subst 
ance of all written examinations and details of his correspond 
ence. By one means and another much became known. 
Bridge, the resourceful rector of Malpas Superior, was able to
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assure the bishop from Wigan on 23 February that 'there is no 
passage past but you may receive it from Mr Russell', adding 
that 'when the summs of all these depositions are cast the total 
amounts to just nothing.'" On other occasions he reported 
that he 'prest Mr Douglas . . . who would have denyed me no 
reasonable curtesie, but he sware there was nothing' in papers 
he had sent by the London post, and that Douglas 'of his good 
nature shewed me but would not suffer me to transcribe' an 
examination taken during the Sherburne enquiry. 55 Occasion 
al setbacks were nevertheless encountered, as when James 
Martin's former parishioners proved distinctly reluctant to 
commit themselves to sworn statements to the bishop against 
him; and when Hunt was thought to be misleadingly 
reassuring. 56 But Bridgeman's servants were able to console 
themselves by sowing and recording dissension in Canon's 
camp. They sympathised with Hunt, Douglas and Knowles at 
having such a taskmaster and tried to make common cause 
with them against his brash behaviour. Again and again they 
reported that 'the knight' was angry or very angry with Hunt 
for weakening the impact of examinants' blunt assertions of 
the bishop's culpability by seeking further elucidation. They 
urged Hunt to regard himself as Canon's equal and not as his 
assistant, as Sir Thomas was inclined to treat him, since he 
was his fellow commissioner and had a right to make up his 
own mind; and they pointed out to Hunt that, as a civil lawyer 
himself, he had an interest in protecting bishops. 57 Russell 
even warned Canon to remember his 'owne safety least the 
world would judge that he was the founder of theis 
Confederates.' 5"

In such ways the bishop's servants set in motion a long and 
ill-judged attempt to vilify Canon and undermine his author 
ity. It was one which Bridgeman himself was to continue in 
London even though Canon was the king's chosen agent and 
knew better than anyone the limits to which he was expected 
to go. At the same time Russell and the others carefully passed 
on to their master occasional commendations of his goodness 
and honesty, cherishing them as if they were hard to come by. 
Inevitably, much of what was reported was little short of 
tittle-tattle, and came to the bishop at second or third hand; 
but the extraordinary thoroughness of the operation must 
have come close to jeopardising Canon's enquiries. Nothing 
could be in sharper contrast than the almost overwhelming 
detail available to Bridgeman in this business and the uneasy 
emptiness of the certificates he returned to the Council in 
other circumstances as a J.P. The old knight needed all his
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well developed tenacity and determination to sustain his 
investigation, under such scrutiny, for more than a month. 
Even on his return journey south, having once again detached 
himself from Hunt and his coach, Canon encountered another 
of the servants, Thomas Wasse, making his way back to 
Lancashire after staying with the bishop in London. Wasse 
noted that although Sir Thomas paused to enquire after 
Bridgeman's health, he 'looked as if hee desired not to heare of 
it.' Like all Bridgeman's officers, Wasse took the opportunity 
to be rude to Canon, who had already noticed the difference 
between their manner to him and the wheedling way in which 
they approached Hunt and Douglas. 39

The bishop had left for London at much the same time as 
Canon had moved into Lancashire for the most 'tumultuous' 
part of his mission."" Before his journey, Bridgeman had 
written at length to Wentworth, who had apparently been 
unaware of his impending troubles. Perhaps because he was 
preoccupied with Canon's immediate needs, or because he 
was nervous about Wentworth's response, he delayed a 
fortnight before making his approach. He need not have 
worried; either disregarding the charge or disbelieving it, 
Wentworth was to remain consistently sympathetic during the 
months ahead, perhaps because he had recently suffered a 
similar charge from Sir David Foulis. With his letter, Bridge 
man enclosed a draft petition to the king, asking for a private 
and privileged hearing. A fair copy of this petition is now 
among the state papers; but if it was ever presented either by 
Wentworth or by the bishop in person, Charles chose to 
ignore it. Instead, within two days of receiving Canon's 
findings and having considered Bridgeman's reply to pre 
liminary interrogatories put to him, the king decided on 20 
March to refer the matter to High Commission. If Bridgeman 
really was blameless, he could demonstrate it there. Laud was 
at Court, unlike Archbishop Abbott, and approved   and 
perhaps encouraged   this course. 61

The decision produced a further burst of activity from the 
bishop's side. Again, it was aimed at gathering information 
and blackening the character of those it thought hostile. Sir 
James Perrot and an official of the bishop of St David's were 
contacted for details of Canon's shortcomings. 62 Even before 
Canon had delivered his report to the king, Thomas Darcy, 
the bishop's principal servant in London, had made several 
attempts to discover its contents from Douglas. Bridgeman 
himself began to approach Privy Councillors and other men of 
influence in public affairs and, as James Martin complained in
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an unbidden letter to Lord Treasurer Portland on 20 March, 
'I am advertised what Great Sollicitinge ther is (and some 
Preachinge) to handle that Nimrod mildly and tenderly, in so 
much as his Friends give out that the Court may cast their 
caps at him."' Bridgeman felt suddenly confident enough to 
tell Canon, during a testy visit from the knight in search of 
registers he thought the bishop had promised to bring down 
for him, that after thirty years the Court knew their respective 
worth: 'I am what I am, and you also what you are', an 
aspersion which Canon duly added to his catalogue of 
slights. 64

Canon's visit, made when he had much other business at 
Court to attend to, was symptomatic of the difficulties which 
confronted those charged by the king with preparing a 
detailed case against Bridgeman. The relative paucity of 
written evidence, particularly of the bishop's own activities at 
Wigan and Lever, had obliged Canon to do what he could to 
identify cases and reconstruct proceedings sometimes more 
than ten years old. It had been an untidy business; and while 
Canon and Hunt had got enough from their sixty-six exami- 
nants to form the basis of the seventy-eight articles which Sir 
Henry Marten, judge of the prerogative court of Canterbury, 
had admitted into High Commission in two series, that 
comparatively large number scarcely implied a compelling 
case. Thirty-two further articles were nearing completion, 
intended for admission into High Commission as additionals 
secundo loco; but there remained a feeling that more might yet 
be discovered about the bishop's handling of diocesan affairs. 
As professionals, Canon and Henry Marten were undoubtedly 
anxious to see the prosecution succeed by all feasible means, 
'the better to magnify their own merit to the king' as 
Wentworth sourly put it. 65

Thus at the moment when the bishop began to rally support 
and the case against him appeared to be faltering, there was 
also unsettling talk around the Court of a second commission 
of enquiry going north. James Martin, who had refused to 
accompany Canon in January and had subsequently gone into 
hiding, now re-emerged and began to hint to the long- 
suffering Windebank that he might this time be prepared to 
make the journey. He wrote copiously about the possible 
composition of a new commission, its terms of reference and 
the names of those in Lancashire whom it ought to interview.06 
He also found time to pen a prematurely triumphant letter to 
his aged father, one which somehow found its way into the 
bishop's hands. Bridgeman, he said, had become 'vulgifabula,
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his Armes blazed all over the City. Court and Country."'7 On 
12 April, Laud and the other High Commissioners ordered 
four of the bishop's domestic proctors still in Lancashire to 
appear shortly before their court, bringing their registers with 
them. When it became apparent that the third set of articles, 
to be admitted secundo loco, threatened to range quite widely 
over Bridgeman's public and private life, the bishop anxiously 
availed himself of the redemptive associations of Good Friday 
to appeal in person to the king that day, asking either for a 
pardon or a patient hearing of the evidence."" His enemies, as 
he later said, were sending 'abroad, raking and hunting for 
more and other Matters . . . [to] thrust them in among the 
rest.' 69 Charles was in no mood to let the bishop off lightly; but 
after some discussion he did assure him in the presence of 
numerous Councillors that the High Commission proceedings 
were to be confined to the issue of commutations and his 
private life was not to be 'ripped into'. It was enough at least 
to scotch further talk of a new northern venture. In gratitude 
for support, Bridgeman promptly sent £100 to the Earl of 
Carlisle with which to buy coach horses, and a similar sum to 
secretary Windebank for helping his 'business into a fayre and 
legal way of tryall.' Carlisle accepted without demur; but 
Windebank's immediate reply illustrated the extent to which 
the bishop was out of touch with the changing standards of 
Charles's Court. Very much Laud's protege, Windebank re 
turned the gift so that 'your lordship shalbe free from the 
suspition of corruption in Court aswel as I doubt not but you 
wilbe of that in the Country . . . the golden way is not myne, 
neither have I hitherto trod it, nor will I beginne in your 
Lordships business.' 70

Such a miscalculation did little to help Bridgeman's cause. 
But although he dared not say so, the real stumbling block 
was proving to be the king's continuing assumption that his 
diocese must have produced more revenue than he could 
show. Canon's return to London without commutation money 
was seen not as a demonstration of his innocence but as a 
cause for reference to High Commission and, in due course, 
also to the commission on fees. Charles seems to have followed 
Canon's proceedings closely, and Sir Thomas was always 
careful to describe himself as the king's minister going about 
the king's business. Since Canon dealt directly with one of the 
secretaries of state, Windebank, on behalf of the king, it was 
difficult for Bridgeman to get round the obstacle of Charles's 
disapproval while the king remained in London." But Char 
les's long-postponed progress to Scotland was due to begin in
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May; and that prospect, together with Wentworth's proposed 
departure for Ireland late in July, served to shape the course 
of further proceedings. Because the bishop could expect no 
leniency from Charles, he had been obliged to solicit support 
wherever he could find it among individual Privy Councillors. 
It is not easy to be certain but it seems likely that their 
response was conditioned by their awareness of the king's 
impending departure. Canon undoubtedly began to feel 
vulnerable, even though it was now apparent that the bishop 
had no adequate answer to the leading charges against him. 
Deficient though he was in some of his formal records, 
Bridgeman nevertheless had influential friends working on his 
behalf. In Lancashire, too, Edward Bridgeman was reported 
to have spoken confidently during assizes week of his brother's 
innocence and recent return to royal favour, adding that 
Canon now languished in prison. 72

Sir Thomas reacted in the nick of time, getting a petition to 
the king on 14 May, just as he was setting out from Theobalds 
for Scotland. Charles, putting aside all thought of the import 
ance to Bridgeman of being able to lay claim to royal 
approval, referred Canon's petition against the bishop's re 
cent canvassing to a weighty group of lords referees, who were 
to remain at Westminster: Lord Keeper Coventry, Lord Privy 
Seal Manchester, Chancellor of Exchequer Cottington and 
\\indebank. 73 Canon had thus astutely ensured that Bridge 
man would be faced with the full awkwardness of his position, 
having to declare with embarrassing clarity and frequency his 
gratitude for the king's gracious, mild and private dealings 
with him, while hotly disputing secondary points concerning 
the extent to which the king's chosen ministers had swerved 
from instructions imparted to them by the king and not 
entirely known to him. This dilemma was on one occasion to 
drive Bridgeman to declare before the referees that such was 
his innocence that Canon could investigate whatever he 
wished, an invitation Sir Thomas cannily regarded as a trap. 74 
But by spreading the canvas wider, it became more difficult 
for the bishop to slow down the whole course of the action, as 
he was already doing in High Commission by challenging the 
basis of the articles against him. Throughout the summer of 
1633, in a series of exchanges before the lords referees running 
parallel to the main suit in High Commission, Sir Thomas 
pressed Bridgeman to be specific on a number of points. They 
concerned his allegations of a preliminary conspiracy against 
him, the nature of the king's instructions and his commission 
ers' execution of them, his own lack of cooperation and his
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rash belief that he had been unfairly singled out for investiga 
tion. The bishop had thus managed to make an awkward 
enemy, one vastly experienced in dealing with difficult adver 
saries, and one who was regarded by both Charles and 
Windebank as their authority on the true facts of the matter. 75 

By making this last, direct contact with Charles, Canon had 
emphasised the difference between his standing with the king 
and Bridgeman's own. When, with Charles and Laud on the 
road north, Wentworth on 16 May made preparations for the 
presentation of a petition by the bishop to the Council, it was 
hard to avoid the impression that it had been delayed until the 
king was out of the way. Wentworth reported to Bridgeman 
that he had 'spoken to my Lord Cottington who approves my 
advise for your Lordships preferring of your petition to the 
Board tomorrow, whear wee shall bee both to doe you the best 
service we can.' In the meantime he would 'speake with the 
secretary [Windebank], and prepare him in the best sortt I 
can.' Cottington was 'soe well affected' with the bishop's 
cause that he and Wentworth were resolved 'if wee cannot get 
contentment' at the Council, to 'goe to the highe commission 
when it sitts next, to see that right shalbe dun you with 
respectt fitting to your dignity and person.' He would 'cum 
the ordinary way to counsell about three a cloke, and . . . 
shallbe glad to see' Bridgeman and to speak with him on the 
way. 76 The petition itself, based on much preliminary work by 
the bishop's servants, was entirely taken up with his com 
plaints against James Martin, Henry Reynolds and John 
Lewis, of all of whom he had once approved. They had not 
only seriously libelled him but had laid 'many dangerous plots 
tending to the subvercion' of his 'good name, whole estate and 
very Life.' Since they were 'base and fugitive men' he wanted 
them arrested at once and 'proceeded upon according to Law 
and Justice.' 77 He also laid before the Council his annotated 
copy of Martin's edition of Panthea. 7" Martin and Lewis were 
by now in custody and Reynolds was shortly to be brought 
down to London to join them, after Edward Lloyd had lent 
the Council's messenger forty shillings with which to buy him 
a horse for the journey. 7" Back in February Bridgeman had 
told Wentworth that he merely wanted James Martin to 
admit that he had wronged him so that T may be sett right 
againe in his Majesty's good opinion.' 80 The reason why he 
now wanted him and the others punished was because he 
believed they were the source of the additional, wider-ranging 
articles recently introduced into High Commission, charging 
him amongst other matters with permitting gaming, dancing
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and play acting in his house. Although the petition does not 
mention it, the nub of the bishop's complaint was however the 
way in which Sir Henry Marten and Dr Ryves, the king's 
advocate, were conducting the court proceedings: in particu 
lar he objected to the way Marten had allowed the admission 
of the article on gaming. This point evidently emerged during 
discussion at the Council table. The last sentence of a lengthy- 
Council order on 17 May warned Henry Marten and Ryves to 
attend its meeting in Star Chamber on 22 May, 'there to 
receave farther direccions from the Board concerning the . . . 
lord bishop.' Bi

Under Wentworth's influence the main body of the Council 
left behind at Westminster now found itself on a divergent 
path from the king. Although it did not make this immediately 
apparent to Charles, Wentworth expressed his mounting 
disquiet over the bishop in a strongly worded letter to Laud on 
4 June."? Not only had the proceedings so far 'occasioned 
much speeche abroad', but he felt there had been none 
'against any Man since . . . [he] had the happinesse to serve 
the king' about which he could give himself'soe little satisfac- 
cion' as those against Bridgeman, which he compared un 
favourably with the recent treatment of Bishop John Williams 
and Sir John Eliot. He protested that Bridgeman was 'a meere 
Stranger' to him, 'saving in such things wher he hath beene 
imployed' with him 'in his Majestys service'; his sole motive in 
writing was that 'single aspect I shall ever carry about me to 
his Majesty's honour, Justice and Service.' The way in which 
Canon had followed up the allegations of 'one Martin, an 
infamous and Leawd fellow', placed in jeopardy the 'very 
[episcopal] Hierarchy itself; while if Henry Marten's be 
haviour did not bring 'your Proceedings in the High Commis 
sion into obliquie . . . [and] give a just advantage to the 
temporall Courtes to stay and scorne you in sending forth 
their Prohibitions', what would? Here Wentworth very prob 
ably represented the view of those Councillors experienced in 
the law, like Manchester and Coventry, on what was again a 
sensitive issue. Henry Marten had even claimed at the 
Council board, during an ill-tempered exchange on 22 May in 
which the bishop also joined, that he knew the king's mind in 
the matter better than his Councillors did. According to 
Wentworth, such arrogance had made 'even Dorset, his great 
friend . . . ashamed of him.' Wentworth added that Bridge- 
man's prosecutors were beginning to claim that if the case 
against him failed, it would be because it had 'receaved soe 
much Countenance at the Table'; but this attention was
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simply because of concern at the nature of the proceedings: 
'There was not two of the Lords at the Bord that did not much 
dislike the course' taken against him, particularly when it now 
seemed probable to them that the bishop could mount a better 
defence against his own alleged misdeeds than Canon and 
Henry Marten could do against their own. Wentworth begged 
Laud to 'Let no other hand carry from you the honour of the 
Patronage of soe good a Cause and of a person of his Quality, 
These being Workes which . . . your Integrity will ever lead 
you into . . .'. But it was an invitation which Laud, always the 
king's man, managed to resist. That Bridgeman was more 
than an errant accounting official and, as bishop of Chester, 
was the Church's principal pillar in the north-west, went for 
the moment unregarded. Laud does not seem even to have 
answered Wentworth's letter." 1

Archbishop Abbott's attitude was much closer to Went 
worth's own. Presiding over the court of High Commission in 
the last months of his life, Abbott sympathised with Bridge- 
man's plea that he might be allowed home, to be represented 
in future proceedings by a proctor."' He was unhappy with 
Henry Marten's handling of the additional articles, and he 
seems to have been behind the attempt to reduce Ryves's role 
by appointing an additional relator for the latest and most 
contentious set of articles. But Abbott was himself far from 
royal favour, and Charles still had his eye on Bridgeman. 
From Newcastle upon Tyne on 7 June he forbade the move, 
conceiving it 'to bee unnecessarie and not agreeable to the 
ordinarie course of the Cort."1 '' He also approved of Marten's 
admission of the additional articles, even though the Council 
had already hustled Sir Henry into withdrawing the article on 
gaming and felt that several others were, in Wentworth's 
words, 'mere Lay-Matter and no way of Ecclesiastical cogni 
zance.' But Charles also suggested that if there were prob 
lems, the prosecution should be stayed until his return. Sir 
John Lambe even wrote reassuringly to Laud from Doctors 
Commons on 29 June that 'the Bishop of Chester's cause stays 
until the king's pleasure be further known.' Sir Henry Marten 
was being given a chance to dig in his heels."1 '

Lambe's comment was not entirely justified, however. At 
what must have seemed an opportune moment, with the king 
still away and the long law vacation approaching, the Coun 
cillors at Westminster returned to the bishop's business. 
Undoubtedly what prompted them was Wentworth's immi 
nent departure for Ireland, at last to take up his duties there 
as lord deputy. On 30 June 1633, eight of the Council,
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including Wentworth, Cottington and Coventry   but not 
Manchester or Windebank   addressed the king himself in 
terms similar to those used by Wentworth in his letter to Laud 
earlier in the month. They reviewed at some length the 
grounds for the bishop's objections to the dealings of James 
Martin, Canon and now especially Sir Henry Marten. Their 
phraseology suggests that they drew more or less heavily on a 
draft prepared for them by Bridgeman. Amongst his papers 
are two discarded versions of the letter. One, endorsed 
'Bishop's draft for a letter to the king, but not sent' survives in 
two copies, one in the hand of Thomas Darcy, the other in 
that of his son Orlando Bridgeman. Another version is 
endorsed 'Thomas Darcys draft, but not tendred.' All purport 
to be from the Council itself. Quite possibly the Council had 
to hand, and made use of, a third draft from this source. Its 
actual letter was careful to acknowledge that the king had 
already referred the case to High Commission. But because 
Bridgeman remained unhappy, despite the royal 'Grace and 
Goodness' shown him, it asked Charles to give further order 
  presumably to itself   'that so justice may equally be 
administered and yet the bishop have no cause to complayn of 
any pressures.' As Wentworth had done earlier, the letter 
warned that because of 'proceedings not so well warranted' 
there had been 'much occasion of rumour abroad.' The 
Councillors felt it their 'dutyes to represent thus much' to 
Charles."7 Thus the rump of the Council in London, in its 
anxiety to safeguard against the wider repercussions of the 
bishop's prosecution, came uncomfortably close to question 
ing Charles's judgement in allowing the enquiry to proceed. It 
may have been what Bridgeman wanted it to say; but it was 
also plainly impolitic."8

Charles certainly thought so. His rejoinder in a letter from 
secretary Coke at Falkland Palace on 7 July was based on a 
draft prepared by Coke but substantially amended and shar 
pened by the king's own hand. The final version declared that 
Charles could see no reason for the bishop's complaint or for 
the Council's intervention while his cause still depended 
before High Commission. If at its end he still felt aggrieved, he 
could then appeal to the king, who had always shown himself 
'a most gracious protector' of bishops. It was as well that the 
Councillors had made no order in the matter for, as Coke 
reported, the king 'liketh not well that you interpose in a 
businesse not left to you, of which his Majestic hath a special 
care and depending in a judicial way; wherefore he requireth 
your Lordships to deale no further in it, but to suffer the Court



90 B.W. Quintrell

[of High Commission] to proceede.'"9 His anger left a perma 
nent mark on the Council's register. The two pages containing 
the copy of the Council's letter of 30 June were subsequently 
'by his Majesties command signified by Mr Secretary Winde- 
bank cut out from the book."" The register contains no 
subsequent entry of any kind on the bishop's cause.

Charles may have taken this decisive step after receiving Sir 
Henry Marten's skilfully argued justification on 17 July. 
Marten, apparently unaware of the rebuff to the Council, had 
been persuaded to write because the Council's letter of 30 
June 'may be in many hands, and in the apprehension of some 
may in some degree reflect upon the justice and honour of 
your Majestic (whereupon all the honour and reputacion of 
that Board dependeth.)' 91 He appreciated that it would 'now 
neither be convenient nor safe nor consist' with his duty by 
'neglect and taciturnity to add any strength to this 
apprehension, as if your Majestic had begun upon this Bishop 
with slight motives and after suffered him to be prosequited 
more rigorously than stood with justice or reason; and lastly 
put him into the Commission Court, where all the Commis 
sioners in general by admitting articles in nomber too many 
and most in quality not admissable (in their lordships opin 
ion) and otherwise, had given apparent grievances to the 
Bishopp by intolerable actions of a transcendant nature.' He 
showed with a certainty the Council never matched, how 
temporal matters might 'come to be examined incidentally to 
an Ecclesiastical purpose which otherwise are not of Ecclesias 
tical cognizance.' In Ryves's defence, he noted that there were 
difficulties in making headway with the bishop 'whose 
answers . . . are so answerless that he need not care how many 
such ... he maketh', a complaint endorsed by Canon on other 
occasions. Most damning of all, he blamed the Council for 
provoking the 'rumor and noyse abroad' of which it had 
complained. The king should know 'what tyme hath been 
taken upp at the Councell table about this affaire and what 
meanes have been used to hearten the Bishopp and discounte 
nance those which were esteemed by the bishop to be his 
opposites; insomuch that' Ryves was 'sent for and shrewdly 
threatened' and he himself'heertofore better esteemed at that 
table' handled, as he took it, 'somewhat below . . [his] quality 
and condition.' The removal of the two pages from the 
Council register seemed to acknowledge the cogency of Mar 
ten's defence as well as the strength of the king's will. Yet in 
broad political terms there was much to be said for the 
Council s approach.
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Early in the summer support for the bishop within the rump 
of the Council had run so high that the men of Wigan, long 
monitored by Bridgeman's servants, were deterred on arrival 
in London from immediately presenting their petition against 
him. Yet even before Wentworth reached Ireland, his cause 
had badly lost impetus. 92 Wentworth's final gesture had an 
appropriate emptiness about it. After staying a few days with 
Bridgeman at Chester on his way to the coast, Wentworth 
sent him from Beaumaris on 27 July three identical letters on 
his behalf to Lord Treasurer Portland, Cottington and Coke. 
The message they contained was an artless one, implying 
what was patently not so: that Wentworth just happened to 
notice while at Chester that something was 'infinitely troubl 
ing' Bridgeman and only then discovered it was because the 
king's name was being used against him; he did not mention 
that Charles had been quite active in its use himself. The 
letters employ a number of the bishop's characteristic turns of 
phrase, and were probably based on another of his drafts." 
Their ineptness confirmed the recent severe deflation of his 
hopes. Six weeks earlier, Windebank's clerk Robert Read had, 
after consultations with Canon, concluded his summary of the 
effects of Bridgeman's various tactics by predicting that 'the 
Consequence of this Course must bee to lay the dishonour 
uppon his Majesties direction, proceedings and service and to 
carrie the honour to himselfe of a Victorie before Triall .... 
which Triumph is allreadie dispersed in his diocese.'94 
Charles, with his resolve possibly stiffened by Laud, had now 
ensured that rather different news would reach the north 
west. Yet Bridgeman continued to put himself at odds with 
the king, recklessly ignoring Charles's concern for the protec 
tion of posts available to civil lawyers by proposing to replace 
the late chancellor of Chester, Stafford, with his own young 
son Orlando, a rising common lawyer. Laud told him bluntly 
in August 1633 to 'give the king satisfaction in this particular'; 
and eventually he did so."5

Although Bridgeman's independent behaviour might sug 
gest that his ordeal in and out of High Commission had come 
to an end, a number of papers summarising the case against 
him show that this was not so. They were drawn up for 
Windebank, usually after reference to Canon, and although 
undated seem to belong to the long law vacation when 
proceedings in High Commission were at a stand. They 
suggest that an effort was being made late that summer, after 
the return of Charles and Laud, to apprehend the sum of the 
bishop's faults prior to a settlement. The king's interest in the
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matter was still strong; but one of the papers mentions for the 
first time that he might be pleased to 'extend his grace and 
mercie' to Bridgeman. Together they also show how the 
bishop's mistaken tactics had allowed the case against him to 
multiply. It now concerned not only his domestic jurisdiction 
and his misuse of his branch of High Commission, but also his 
affronts to Canon, his mishandling of the king's preachers, his 
attempts to involve other bishops in his troubles and 'pressing 
to have his Innocencie prejudged before his transgressions 
examined.' 9' 1

By 13 October 1633, when Bridgeman wrote abjectly but 
very discreetly to Laud at the start of the new law term from 
his lodgings by Gray's Inn Gate, he was aware that the king 
had decided to impose an annual financial penalty on him, 
but did not know its size. He told Laud that while he readily 
submitted himself to the king's judgement, he was anxious not 
'to fayle him in the payment of it nor undoe my wife and 
children when I am dead.' He asked Laud to use his good 
offices, assuring him 'I am no Atheist to renounce God to save 
my purse, nor are you like St Thomas to believe nothing but 
what you see.' Charles had as 'boy and man' known him for 
many years, and could surely trust him 'in so smal a thing as a 
few hundred pounds.' His draft for this letter shows that he 
still harboured doubts about Laud's attitude to him, but these 
references were subsequently expunged. Recognising that 
Laud represented his best hope of an early final settlement, he 
asked him to intercede so that he could keep his 'gray head 
from lying down with sorrow to the ground', apparently 
oblivious that Laud, like Canon, was several years his senior."7 
It was very probably Laud who intervened to spare Bridge 
man further prosecution in High Commission, formally 
announced by the king on 19 November 1633 after the bishop 
had 'represented . . . sondrie particulars of that business' 
which now seemed 'not so heynous as at first we had reason to 
suspect.""1 Charles's continuing anger is nevertheless revealed 
in a letter which Windebank wrote next day to Wentworth at 
Dublin. After running through a variety of'errors' in the Irish 
government, he commented that the king 'remembers one 
great one of yours before your Departure from hence, and that 
is the Confidence your Lordship had of the Integrity of the 
Bishop of Chester, wherein his Majesty hath willed me to 
tell . . . [you], he is sorry that himself and you were so much 
deceived, My Lord having since confessed his Miscarriage 
and made his Submission, and withal (through his Majesty's 
mercy and Princely Goodness) his Peace. This I have in
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Charge from his Majesty to deliver to your Lordship.'"" In 
reply Wentworth was reluctant to believe Bridgeman 'such a 
Hypocrite'; but if he was, he wanted him 'not to be lett loose 
till he had payed the uttermost farthing.'" 1 "

Of all the aspects of his 'trouble', the financial reckoning 
and penalty   which had always been the king's main 
concern   were the ones which Bridgeman kept closest to 
himself. He was most anxious that their details should not be 
widely known, and even tried to disguise the relevant entries 
in his own accounts. The notes which Windebank added some 
time later to a paper originally endorsed by him as being of 14 
June 1633 provide a necessary lead: '1000 li. spent: a pardon; 
500 li. per annum during life, the first payment a yeere hence. 
He is guilty of formalities only.'"" But all that Bridgeman 
records under his lengthy summary of his experiences in 1633 
in his account book, apart from the itemised costs of his stay in 
London, is a single payment of £500 which he 'paid Cant.' for 
St Paul's late in 1633, apparently in addition to his annual 
£40."'- His detailed reckonings in the same book, however, 
subsequently include an obscure and cryptic entry under 
extraordinary expenditure each year throughout the mid and 
later 1630s. It is often entered next to, and sometimes 
bracketed with, his £40 a year for St Paul's, but it is no longer 
specified as for that purpose. Usually in sums of £500, it was 
paid annually on St Andrew's Day, 30 November, very 
probably on the anniversary of the final financial settlement in 
1633. By 1640 Bridgeman had paid out £2,500 in this way. 
These payments strongly suggest that Charles exacted a 
recompense for the bishop's eventually admitted shortcom 
ings, as he had always intended to do.""

Another kind of reckoning was also made. Sir Henry 
Mildmay, who had maintained his interest in the affair, seems 
to have asked the king to save him harmless from retaliation 
from Bridgeman, and Canon certainly did so. Canon, who 
had 'humblye yielded' to the lords referees' request to aban 
don his complaint of 14 May against the bishop after Bridge- 
man had submitted to Charles, petitioned for a gracious 
pardon to be 'graunted generally, that it may not seeme to 
arise by this occasion.' He was moved to circumspection by 
the bishop's 'violent disposition . . . and the causeless displea 
sure which he hathe drawen', adding a trifle disingenuously 
that it was the more unjust because he was 'not conscious to 
bee a criminous person' but was of a 'demeanour . . . general- 
lie knowen to be little offensive.' One of Windebank's memor 
anda shows that Laud was to be reminded to publish a
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declaration in High Commission clearing Canon of 'these 
scandals that have been raysed against him, and to justify his 
proceedings."" 1 Another memorandum noted, equally telling 
ly, that Bridgeman was to be admonished 'not to carry too 
heavy a hand upon the Towne of Wigan', for the inhabitants 
'groane under the burden of [his] . . hard usage, he having 
made them tenants at will for theire own inheritance upon no 
other ground but presentments in his owne Courte, besides 
divers other particulars whereof they complaine.""5 The con 
cluding letter on the 'trouble' sustains this theme. One 
version, prepared by Robert Read but probably not sent, 
emphasised the king's close interest in the terms of the 
settlement, requiring 'all due acknowledgement of his . . pious 
desires: among which the dueties of Charity . . [are] a chiefe.' 
A second version in Coventry's hand is probably the one the 
bishop received. It was slightly milder in tone, but told 
Bridgeman to acknowledge the king's clemency by letting 
bygones be bygones. If he had 'any ill conceyte . . . against 
any that did prosecute the cause, this . . [he] must remove and 
forget.' In a carefully weighted final sentence, Coventry 
assured Bridgeman that 'wee know your Charyty and Gravyty 
to be such as we shall not neede persuation or further advise to 
yow in this matter'.""'

Throughout the proceedings the king's will and the king's 
immediate interests had prevailed. The shadow of St Paul's 
hung over all, and Bridgeman was unfortunate that an 
awkward combination of circumstances made him especially 
susceptible to investigation. His growing reputation for pri 
vate wealth, his hard dealing with his tenants, his mistakes 
with some of his clergy, his failure to return diocesan reports, 
his privileged but apparently financially unprofitable admi 
nistration, his softness toward puritans, and perhaps above 
all, his niggardly response to Laud's initial appeal for funds 
for St Paul's all helped to convey an unfavourable impression 
to Charles's Court, which James Martin and his friends were 
able to exploit. They gained very little by it; but Charles, 
backed by Laud and vigorously assisted by Canon, in the end 
received a quite substantial fraction of the sum he had been 
seeking for St Paul's.

Bridgeman returned home as much smarting as chastened. 
He had received a heavy fine, lost control of the appointment 
of the king's preachers, seen his officials' transactions referred 
to the commission on fees and was faced with the problem of 
restoring his own standing in the diocese. Although he firmly 
committed his clergy to supporting the St Paul's fund and led
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Lancashire's belated response to Charles's Book of Orders, he 
lost little time in joining Bishop Potter of Carlisle in criticising 
Neile's metropolitical visitation which had been carried out 
during the autumn of 1633. Sorely, Bridgernan claimed that 
Neile's visitors had taken more in fees in a few weeks than he 
and his officials had done in sixteen years. Neile, who was 
probably the outstanding administrator among early Stuart 
bishops, met his objections calmly and even provided a 
reasoned explanation of the shortcomings in the diocese of 
Chester in his report to the king." 17 Set in his ways, Bridgeman 
remained cool to Neile; but he gradually warmed to Laud's 
superior authority and influence. His son Orlando, after 
frequently acting as an intermediary in the later 1630s, 
became Laud's steward in 1639. Bridgeman even embarras 
sed the austere but increasingly amiable primate from time to 
time with lavish and unsolicited gifts; but Laud at last began 
to appreciate his qualities and, while still defending Canon, 
assured him of firm support. 108

To some extent Bridgeman deserved more sympathy than 
he got in 1633. There was substance in his claim that all 
bishops administered their sees in ways similar to his own, 
and that many of his problems were common to all   
although none of his fellow diocesans came to his aid. His 
particular problems in managing so vast and under-financed a 
diocese were ignored by both king and Canon. He might have 
added that he had not appreciated that sentences of penance 
in High Commission were, against all the earlier teachings of 
the Church, now to be almost automatically commuted to 
raise funds for the Exchequer. The sum demanded of him was 
so large that the king's promise of gracious dealing was bound 
to be severely circumscribed. Although by no means above 
reproach, Bridgeman was perhaps more than anything a 
victim of changing values, standards and priorities at Court. 
He had come to London in February 1633 in some hope of 
indulging in the fudging and nudging at Court and Council 
familiar enough in James' reign. But while the majority of the 
Council had some sympathy for him and saw the possible 
implications of his case for the delicate issue of prohibitions, 
Charles ensured that this was not enough. Yet it can hardly be 
claimed that his own impetuous but insistent pursuit of the 
bishop was really in the best interests of the Church.
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bishop, 7 May 1633.

53 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, protestation by Cade, 20 Feb. 1633 and letters 
and examinations from Edward Bridgeman and Thomas Ireland, 11 
and 19 Feb. 1633; H.M.C., Kenyan, p. 51.

54 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Bridge to bishop, 23 Feb. 1633.
55 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Bridge to Dove Bridgeman, 19 Feb. and to 

bishop, 26 May 1633.
56 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Bridge to Dove Bridgeman, 19 Feb. 1633.
57 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, James Starkie, vicar of Preston, to Dove 

Bridgeman, 19 Feb. 1633, Bridge to Dove Bridgeman, c.18 Feb. 1633, 
Edward Bridgeman to bishop, 19 Feb. 1633, Bridge and Browne to
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bishop, 20 Feb. 1633. Edward Bridgeman to bishop's wife. 22 Feb. 
1633. Bridge to bishop. 23 and 26 Feb. 1633. Bridge nevertheless had 
doubts whether Hunt was entirely frank: S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Bridge 
to Dove Bridgeman, 19 Feb. 1633.

58 S.R.O, D 1287/18/2, Russell to bishop, 19 Feb. 1633.
59 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Wasse to bishop. 4 Mar. 1633: P.R.O.. SP 

16/239/66.
60 Description used by both VVildbore and Bridge in letters to bishop. 25 

and 26 Feb. 1633'in S.R.O., D 1287/18/2.1
61 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, bishop to Wentworth, 3 Feb. 1633: P.R.O.. SP 

16/234/46, 49; SP 16/237/78.
62 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, information against Canon from Sir James 

Perrot and Mr Clark of St David's, printed in Bridgeman, History of the 
Church and Manor of Wigan, II, p. 362n, and bishop's case against 
Martin, Lewis and Reynolds, undated but after 17 May 1633. Perrot 
also received an abusive letter from Martin.

63 P.R.O.. SP 16/234/24.
64 S.R.O.. D 1287/18/2, bishop's answers to Canon's articles, c.16 June 

1633; P.R.O., SP 16/239/66, SP 16/241/39. The bishop had Lloyd 
send down all his correspondence for his first eight years in the see; it 
had to come by carrier as it was too heavy for a messenger: S.R.O., D 
1287/18/2, Lloyd to bishop, 4 Mar. 1633.

65 S.C.L., Str. Pap. 8, p. 4.
66 P.R.O., SP 16/236/38, 42, 63.
67 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, James Martin to his father, 16 and 25 Apr. 

1633.
68 P.R.O., SP 16/237/13.
69 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, bishop's draft of r.10 May for Council's letter to 

king of 30 June 1633.
70 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, bishop to Carlisle and Windebank and latter's 

reply, 22 and 23 Apr. 1633; P.R.O., Chancery, the Duchess of 
Norfolk's deeds, C 115/M35/8407, John Pory to Viscount Scudamore, 
16 June 1632.

71 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2. Bridge to bishop. 26 Feb. 1633.
72 P.R.O., SP 16/238/43; and see also SP 16/239/77.
73 P.R.O., SP 16//238/71 and 71i, copy in S.R.O., D 1287/18/2. 

Bridgeman had accompanied James I to Scotland on a similar 
progress in 1617.

74 P.R.O., SP 16/240/68.
75 P.R.O., SP 16/239/66, 67, 78; SP 16/241/39.
76 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Wentworth to bishop, 16 May 1633. On 

Cottington's prominence in government during the king's absence in 
Scotland see M. Havran, Caroline Courtier (1973), p. 127.

77 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, bishop's petition to Council, 17 May 1633.
78 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, 'The bishop of Chester's Cause and the 

Condicion of the Informers', a paper in Orlando Bridgeman's hand, 
undated but after 22 May 1633. It notes that Martin had published 
400 copies of Panthea, 'besides 1100 which were burned by authority."

79 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Lloyd to bishop from Wigan, 27 May 1633; 
P.R.O., PC 2/43, pp. 36/82.

80 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2. bishop to Wentworth, 3 Feb. 1633.
81 P.R.O., PC 2/43, p. 36.
82 S.C.L., Str. Pap. 8, pp. 3-5.
83 On Marten and Ryves at the Council, see P.R.O., PC 2/43, p. 36, SP 

16/243/3.
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84 S.R.O.. D 1287/18/2. Russell's report on proceedings. 22 May 1633.
85 P.R.O.. SP 16/240/44: H.M.C., Cowper, II. p. 15.
86 P.R.O., SP 16/241/75: S.C.L., Str. Pap. 8, p. 4.
87 P.R.O., SP 16/241/78. The drafts are all in S.R.O.. D 1287/18/2, with 

much other material reflecting adversely on Canon, James Martin, 
Lewis, Reynolds and others, collected during May and June 1633.

88 The Council did not reveal to Charles that the bishop had attended its 
cross-examination of Marten and Ryves; Marten told him later: 
P.R.O., SP 16/241/78, cf. SP 16/243/3.

89 P.R.O.. SP 16/242/41, with draft in SP 16/242/42.
90 P.R.O., PC 2/43. p. 124.
91 P.R.O.. SP 16/243/3. On Canon, see e.g. SP 16/241/39.
92 The Wigan townsmen's main concern was to restore their terms of 

tenure: S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Herle to bishop. 20 Apr. 1633, Dr 
William Meyrick to bishop, 29 June 1633: S.R.O.. D 1287/3/2A; 
P.R.O.. SP 16/254/46.

93 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Wentworth to bishop, with enclosures, 27 July- 
1633. Bridgeman spent £100 in entertaining Wentworth and the "earle 
of Castlehaven etc' over four days: S.R.O., D 1287/3/1. p. 205.

94 P.R.O., SP 16/240/68, 'The Parts'Considerable touching the bishop', 
undated but endorsed by Windebank as of 14 June 1633.

95 S.R.O.. D 1287/18/2, Laud to bishop, 12 Aug. 1633, Wentworth to 
bishop. 22 Dec. 1634; C.R.O., EDA 3/1, f.252v. Laud suggested 
William Meyrick for the vacancy; Bridgeman instead appointed Dr 
Edmund Maynwaring, brother of Wentworth's secretary, Philip. 
Laud disapproved of Philip, and Edmund took many months to move 
from York to Chester: S.C.L., Str. Pap. 6, pp. 33, 37, 54, 59: C.R.O., 
EDA 3/1, ff. 252v, 258r, 259r. On government action to protect civil 
lawyers' customary posts during 1633, see P.R.O.. PC 2/43, p. 393; 
P.R.O., SP 16/248/15, 91, SP 16/250/60, SP 16/255/42; B.L., Har- 
leian MS. 7000, f.350; B.L., Additional MS. 34324, f.282.

96 P.R.O., SP 16/240/70, SP 16/243/69. Canon wanted the bishop to 
bear the costs of the enquiry and prosecution, perhaps in retaliation 
for Bridgeman's charge that he had claimed £20 expenses 'for his own 
provision on cheses and other commodities': S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, 
Canon's 'Miscarriages.' By mid-August, the bishop was aware that 
Canon, with help from Wigan, was preparing a paper for the king 
covering his seventeen years' administration there: S.C.L.. Str. Pap. 
20, no. 114.

97 S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, draft letter, with corrections and postscript, to 
Laud, 13 Oct. 1633. Bridgeman had only committed himself to paper 
because he was then ill; his messenger, Wasse, knew nothing of the 
letter's contents, and he wanted no reply until he could attend 
personally. One of the Council messengers alleged that Bridgeman 
had recently called Laud a 'pragmatical man', probably in the sense 
of meddlesome and intrusive: S.R.O., D 1287/18/2, Gee's examina 
tion. 15 Apr. 1633.

98 P.R.O., SP 16/250/72.
99 S.C.L., Str. Pap. 13, no. 102; Str. Pap. 5, p. 213; Knowler, Letters, I. p. 

161; P.R.O., SP 16/534/54, Windebank's notes for the letter.
100 S.C.L., Str. Pap. 5, p. 30.
101 P.R.O., SP 16/240/68. The second endorsement is in larger writing 

and different ink; it is probably of early Oct. 1633. I would like to 
thank Miss Alison Hems for advice on this and a number of other 
points, and for several helpful discussions of the whole case.
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102 S.R.O., D 1287/3/1, p. 204. His total costs were £1,540 including £460 
towards the prosecution of Reynolds in Star Chamber, on which see 
also John Rushworth, Historical Collections II part ii (London, 1680), 
Appx 58. Canon's trip had cost £112, by contrast.

103 S.R.O., D 1287/3/1, pp. 207-220. Bridgeman disguised these pay 
ments as 'to muld. cert.', perhaps a bitter reference to their feared 
impact on his family. This entry was never included in his careful 
index to the volume.

104 P.R.O., SP 16/534/54, SP 16/280/9. It was also noted that Bridgeman 
had only once paid into the Exchequer a fine from High Commission 
as large as £40. It was for a case of incest, and doubtless a list of other 
such cases from the diocese which Laud received in Aug. 1633 refers: 
P.R.O., SP 16/254/46, SP 16/244/30. Canon had recently been fined 
£20 in Star Chamber, perhaps, as Henry Owen suggests, for indulging 
in private confession: P.R.O., Exchequer, King's Remembrancer, 
memoranda rolls, Trinity 9 Chas. I, E 159/473, rot. 27d; The 
Description of Pembrokeshire by George Owen ed. H. Owen, III (1906), pp. 
356n-357n. He proved obstinate over payment, though. Reynolds was 
fined £100 during the same term, for an unspecified offence.

105 P.R.O., SP 16/254/46.
106 P.R.O., SP 16/254/47 is the final version of both Read and Coventry's 

drafts; SP 16/254/48 is an earlier version of Read's, showing phrases 
stressing the king's wishes which were later removed.

107 S.R.O., D 1287/9/8/3, Neile to bishop, 21 Mar. 1634; D 1287/9/8/5, 
clergy compositions for St Paul's, Aug. 1634; D 1287/18/2, Neile to 
bishop, 7 Jan. 1635, Potter to bishop, 8'Sept. and 4 Dec. 1635; P.R.O., 
SP 16/237/79, SP 16/259/78, SP 16/265/86.

108 On three occasions he sent Laud gifts of horse from his own stables: 
S.R.O, D 1287/18/2, Laud to bishop, 3 July 1636, 27 Aug. 1638, 10 
Mar. 1640 in thanks; see also Laud to bishop, 1 Oct. and 8 Nov. 1637. 
Orlando had become Laud's steward by June 1639: S.R.O., D 
1287/18/2, Laud to bishop, 24 June 1639.


