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LANCASHIRE WITCHES AND CHARLES I 159

Heywood and Richard Brome, well known dramatists,
had written a play on the subject which was at once
published and “ acted at the Globe on the Bankside by
His Majesty’s Actors.” By some it has been supposed
that this play was an older play founded on the Lan-
cashire affair of 1612 and warmed over in 1634 ; but
the main incidents and the characters of the play are so
fully copied from the depositions of the young Robin-
son and from the charges preferred against Mary
Spencer, Frances Dickonson, and Margaret Johnson,
that a layman would at once pronounce it a play written
entirely to order from the affair of 1634. Nothing
unique in the stories was left out. The pail incident—
of course without its rational explanation—was grafted
into the play and put upon the stage. Indeed, a mar-
riage that afforded the hook upon which to hang a
bundle of indecencies, and the story of a virtuous hus-
band who discovers his wife to be a witch, were the
only added motives of importance. For our purpose
the significance of the play lies of course in its testi-
mony to the general interest—the people of London
were obviously familiar with the details, even, of the
charges—and its probable reflection of London opin-
ion about the case. Throughout the five acts there
were those who maintained that there were no witches,
a recognition of the existence of such an opinion. Of
course in the play they were all, before the curtain fell,
convinced of their error. The authors, who no doubt
catered to public sentiment, were not as earnest as the
divines of their day, but they were almost as supersti-
tious. Heywood showed himself in another work,
The Hierarchie of the Blessed Angels™ a sincere be-

# (London, 1635.) As to Heywood see also chapter X.
12






LANCASHIRE WITCHES AND CHARLES I 161

he was at Newmercat with the King[Charles I |he heard
there was a woman who dwelt at a lone house on the
borders of the Heath who was reputed a Witch, that
he went alone to her, and found her alone at home. . . .
Hee said shee was very distrustful at first, but when
hee told her he was a vizard, and came purposely to
converse with her in their common trade, then shee
easily believed him ; for say’'d hee to mee, ‘ You know
I have a very magicall face.”” The physician asked
her where her familiar was and desired to see him,
upon which she brought out a dish of milk and made
a chuckling noise, as toads do, at which a toad came
from under the chest and drank some of the milk. Har-
vey now laid a plan to get rid of the woman. He sug-
gested that as fellow witches they ought to drink to-
gether, and that she procure some ale. She went out to
a neighboring ale-house, half a mile away, and Harvey
availed himself of her absence to take up the toad and
cut it open. Out came the milk. On a thorough ex-
amination he concluded that the toad ““ no ways differed
from other toades,” but that the melancholy old woman
had brought it home some evening and had tamed it by
feeding and had so come to believe it a spirit and her
familiar. When the woman returned and found her
“ familiar ” cut in pieces, she “ flew like a Tigris ”’ at his
face. The physician offered her money and tried to
persuade her that her familiar was nothing more than
a toad. When he found that this did not pacify her
he took another tack and told her that he was the
king’s physician, sent to discover if she were a witch,
and, in case she were, to have her apprehended. With
this explanation, Harvey was able to get away. He
related the story to the king, whose leave he had to go
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MATTHEW HOPKINS 173

died before execution, four were hanged at Manning-
tree and ten at Chelmsford.

The cases excited some comment, and it is comment
that must not be passed over, for it will prove of some
use later in analyzing the causes of the outbreak. Ar-
thur Wilson, whom we have mentioned as an historian
of the time, has left his verdict on the trial. “ There is
nothing,” he wrote, “ so crosse to my temper as putting
so many witches to death.” He saw nothing, in the
women condemned at Chelmsford, “ other than poore
mellenchollie . . . ill-dieted atrabilious constitutions.
whose fancies working by grosse fumes and vapors
might make the imagination readie to take any impres-
sion.” Wilson wrestled long with his God over the
matter of witches and came at length to the conclusion
that “ it did not consist with the infinite goodnes of
the Almightie God to let Satan loose in so ravenous a
way.”

The opinion of a parliamentary journal in London
on the twenty-fourth of July, three days before the
Essex executions, shows that the Royalists were in-
clined to remark the number of witches in the counties
friendly to Parliament: “ It is the ordinary mirth of the
Malignants in this City to discourse of the Association
of Witches in the Associated Counties, but by this they
shall understand the truth of the old Proverbe, which
1s that where God hath his Church, the Devill hath his
Chappell.” The writer goes on, “ I am sory to informe

1735; 1779), ed. of 1779, 11, 476. But Hopkins writes that 29 were con-
demned at once and Stearne says about 28; quite possibly there were
two trials at Chelmsford. There is only one other supposition, & e., that
Hopkins and Stearne confused the number originally accused with the
number hanged. For further discussion of the somewhat conflicting
evidence as to the number of these Essex witches and the dates of their
trial see appendix C, under 1645,
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