MARY QUEEN OF §COTS. Ny

ment fubfervient to their own ambition. beprty
has always the greatcit clamours made for its
fafety, when,it is leaft in hazard of being hurt,
and when the very clamours befpeak its fecurity
moft ftrongly. And indeed we may fay of Mary,
I believe, with ftrict propriety,. what has been
faid of one of her royal predecefors, * the gra-
¢ ¢ious Duncan;”’ that fhe

Had borne her faculties fo meek, had been

So clear in her great office, that her virtues

Will plead, like angels, trumpet-tongued, againft
THE DEEP DAMNATION OF HER TAKING=—OFF;
And pity, like a naked new-born babe,

Striding the blaft, or heaven’s cherubin, hors’d
Upon the fightlefs couriers of the air,

Shall blow the horrid deed in every eye,

That tears fhall drown the wind.

Nor let this be thought a mere flight of poe-
tical imagination, It is hiftorically true, jin the
general idea. Theaéts of tyranny fpecified above,
are proved at once to be fictitious, by the ana-
chronifms in them. The rebels mean the ordi-
nances of their pretended parliament in Auguit
1560. But neither Monfieur de Randan nor
Monfieur d’Oifel, nor both together, ever-had
any commiffion to confirm thofe ordinances, either
from Francis or from Mary. They had even left
the kingdom before thofe ordinances were paft, in
the month of July before. And thofe ordinances,
being made by fubjeéts and unfanétioned by roy-
alty, were very naturally therefore confidered as
the mere ftatutes of fedition, and left in their

orxgmal nothmgncfs of authority ; till months
after
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after this accufation was uttered, even'till fedi-
tion was once more in the chair of power, and
till one parliament in rebellion during the month
of December 1567, confirmed what another had
paffed before.*

For thefe reafons, and preparatory to this par-
liament, the rebels were greatly puzzled on what
to found their own vindication. They met re~
peatedly to confult upon the fub_]c& They rea-
foned at confiderable length upon it. Yet they
were fill puzzled. So difficult was it to find any
folid ground of complaint, againft this abufed
princefs ! Nor is this faid upon any common au-
thority. I fpeak it upon the credit of a publick
record. This is not even a record of Mary’s
friends. It is a record of her very enemies, and
of her bittereft enemies too. Itisan ¢ alt of
¢ fecret counfel,” a regifter of their own proceed-
ings, written in their own council-books, and
figned by their own regent and counfellors.
« Apud Edinburgh,” it fays, < quarto die menfis
« Decembris, Anno Dom. 1 567. The whiche
¢ daie my Lorde Regentis Grace, the lordes of
« fecrete counfale, and uthers, baronis, and men
« of judgment,—being convenit in counfale, it
¢ was proponit unto them that the parliament now
<« approchis, wheirin the cause of the APPREHEN-
¢ stoN and RETENINGE of the Quene—mon de de-
“ baitit, reffonit, and tryit, and it found and de-
“~ clam, quhither [whether] the noblemen and

* Goodall, i. 32, Keith, 145 and 154, and Melvill; 26, by
miftake printed for 31, ; ‘

« others,
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« ‘others, Quhilkis tuke armes before the faied ap-
« prehenfion, and whiche joyned with them and
« affiftit them 4t that time or ony wife fenfyne
< [fince], has donne the dewtie of noblemen,
« gud fubjeétis, and nawife offendit nor tranfgreflit
« the lawes in that fafl or anie thing depending
« thairon, outher [either] preceding or followinge
« the fame, or not; and in caife it be found that
« they have not offendit, but done their dewtie,
“ mow and BE wHAT MBANE a full and perfeét
“ law and fecuritie maie be obtanit and maid for
¢ all them, that other [either] be deid, counfale, .
“or fubfcription has enterit in that caufe fen the
‘ beginninge: THE MATTER BEING LARGELIE AND
 WITH GUD DELIBERACION RESSONIT AT GREAT
“ LENGTH, AND UPON SUNDRY DAIES,” &c.*
At length, however, they came to one unani-
-mous refolution. They had taken into their view
the whole compafs of Mary’s pubhck and private
condu&. They had looked into all the poffibi-
lities of calumniation from them.  They could
find no ground of accufation in either or in both,
that would ftand the infpeétion even of one of
their own parliaments. And they muft

Call up fpirits from the vafty deep,

to affift them in fome infernal deed of ForGERY;
before they can fix any imputations upon her.
“ At laft,” they fay themfelves, < all the faied
< lords, baroms, and others—-, CAN FIND NO
“ OTHER waY OR MOYEN how to find or make

 # Goodal), i, 61
' - « the
L
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B« the faied fecuritie,- BUT be oppynynage [open-
«ing] and reveling of the trewth and grund of ,
¢¢ the haill matter,—IN AS FAR AS BE DIVERS
¢ HIR PREVIE LETTERS—SENT BY HIR To JAMES
«« ErrL BorrHwELL, chife executor of the—hor-
¢ rible murdor,—IT IS MOST CERTEINE THAT
€ SHE WAS PREVIE; ART AND PART, AND OF THE
€¢ ACTUAL DEVISE AND DEID, OF THE—MURTHER
¢« of THE KINGE.”* This is the fulleft and moft

- decifive vindication of Mary, that can be invented
or exccuted by the powers of man. Even to
him who believes the letters to be genuine, it is
a complete and perfeét vindication of all her pus-
lick behaviour. . Ard to him, who

¥

Mecum et cum Jove fentit,

and who is firmly perfuaded of the fpurioufnefs
of the letters; it is fo full and fo decifive an at-
teftation to the juftnefs and mildnefs of her go-
vernment, and to the pfopriety, amiablenefs, and

-exemplarinefs of her perfonal behaviour, as per-
haps no other Queen ever had.

Thus did the rebels in vain endeavour to find
fome ground of accufation againft Mary, within
all the regions of reality ! Thus did they ftand at
that awful moment, felf-convited of all their
former falfehoods, and felf-condemned for all
their former rebellions, againft her! At laft Le-
THINGTON, probably, relieved them. - The idea,
over which his imagination had brooded for a
while in the end of July. preceding, would now

recur
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recur nﬂdcubtedly to his memory. He had then

* reported it as a fa to Throgmerton. He now
Huggefted it as a fancy to his affociates. They
. were ftruck withit. They had no other rcfourcc. i
They could * find no other way or moyen” for
their juftification. Nor could ¢ the richtuefnefs
¢« of theire quarrel, and the fecuritie of them and
¢ theire pofteritie, BE ONY OTHER MEANE—be
« providit and eftablifhed.”* They therefore
caught at it haftily. The impudence of the act
alarmed not their fpirits. The enormity of the
villainy deterred not their confciences. They
were in defperate circumftances. They muft
make fome defperate exertions for their own de-
livery. And they determined upon a bold forgery,
that fhould bring home the charge of murder 1tfclf

to the face of Mary.

Lethington wasaccordingly rcque&ed nodoubt,
to carry his own plan into execution immediately.
They had fat many days on the bufinefs before.
Another day was appointed at a little diftance,
for another confultation. In the mean time, Le-
thington went to work. All ¢ the fpirits of the
“ valty deep,” we may prefume, hovered over
him during the operation. He completed it.
And at the next council fuch chiefs of the faction,
as were in the infernal fecrets of it, expreffed to
the reft, that they were convinced from their ex-

* Appendix, No. i. So “ Lethington” upon a fimilar
occafion “foon gave them eafe, by propofing the deftruce
tion of David;” and “the hint was well recezvcd” (Craws
ford, 7). Thc fertility of this man’s genius, thus, gave
birth to the two grand ineidents of Mary’s political life.

- VoL, I. X perience,
3
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. perience, of the impofiibility of vindicating tl ir
: conduét to.the Queen, except by doing what ,

~ they had hitherto refrained from doing, and whag
they were now moft unwilling to do, out of their
great regard for the Queen, whofe chara&ter muft
fuffer feverely from the deed; but that their own
vindication, their own feeurity, and the juftice
of their common caufe, could not by any other
way or means poflible be made and fhewn to the
world; and that therefore they were compelled
at laft to adduce the LETTEKS in evidence againit
‘her, to charge her from them with the murder
of her late hufband, and {fo to exhibit her to the
eye of her fubjets,.as one deferving all which
had been or could be inflicted upon her. They

. ¢ can find no other way or moyen haw to find or
. ““ make the faied fecuritie, but be oppynynage
« and reveling of the trewth and grund of the
¢ haill matter fra the beginninge plainlie and up-

¢ richtlie, quhilk (in fa far as the manifeftation
s¢ theirof maie tend to the dithoner or difeftima-

<« tion of the Quene) they air maift loith to entre

“ in, FOR THAT LUIF THEY BEARE UNTOQ HIR
€ PERSON,~=-aNd FOR==THAY MONY GUDE AND
¢ EXCELLENT GIFTS AND VIRTUBS QUHAREWITH

\ “ GOD SOMETIMES INDOWIT HIR, gif other-
« wifesthe finceritie of their intentions and pro-
‘¢ cedings from the beginninge mycht be known

“ to forrein nacions, and the inhabitantes of this
“¢ ifle (of whome mony yit remains in fufpence
« in jugement) fatisfiet and refolvit of the richtu-

«« efnefs of theire quarrel, and the fecuritie of them
¢ and theire pofteritie be ony other meane myght
s¢ he
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+ be providit and ‘eftablithed.” They then fay,

* ‘That all which has been done to the Queen, « was

b << in the faied Quene’s awin defaunlt, in fa far as be

« divers hir previe lettres,” &c. And the hypo-

crify of parts here, fhews fufficiently of itfelf- the
villainy of the whole.

In this manner did the pretended letters of
Mary come into exiftence. They were fabricated
in the end of November and the beginning of
December, 1567, Their name-day was atually
the rFourTH of December. This we muft there-
fore confider as the day of their birth, and date
their exiftence from it, On the rourTH of De-
cember they made their appearance, nearly six
MmoxTHS after the pretended feizure of them upon
the ‘perfon of Dalgleifhe, and more than rour
monTHS after the report of them to Throgmor-,
ton. And they now appeared, equally as they
were then reported, with no fpecification of How,
and waew, and wHERE they came into the hands
of the rebels; ‘with no notes of that exultation
and triumph, which was fure to have been fhewn,
on the difcovery of the onvLY pofiible vindication
of their conduét ; and with plain marks of forgery
upon them, from the TiME of their appearance,
fo different from that in Throgmorton’s letter and
that in the rebel journal ; from the LucgENEss of
it, as the rebels were confeffedly then in a ftate of
the greateft embarrafflment concerning their vin-

. dication to parliament; from the unnatural hy-
pocrify of SORROW, with which the rebels intro-
duced them to the council ; and from the ftrong
stRESs and deep EMPrasts, which the rebels laid

> upon

\
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upon them in fpite of their forrow, as a certain

evidence of the Queen’s fhare in the murder, and

; clear juftification of all that they had done to
er.

But, - before I clofe the fection, let me fubjoin
one remark to the whole. The letters were firft
formed on the 4th of December. Yet the rebels
pofteriourly dated the difcovery of them on the
2oth of June preceding, and a# the time firft men-
tioned them on the 24th of July. On the 4th of
December however, betwixt their dating and
their mentioning them, they infinuated A NEwW
#£RA for the difcovery of theml. In their aét of
council on that day, they ¢ defires it to be found
¢« and declarit,” and it was accordingly found and

Adeclared in a fpecial law for the purpofe, ¢ be

¢ the eftates and haill body of the parliament,
“¢ that the caufe and occafion of the previe con-
< ventionis and meffages of the erles, lords, noble-
“ men, and baronis, and others faithful and trew
« fubjelts, and.con/equentlie theire taking of armes,
e ané] cominge to the fields with oppin and dif-
<¢ plait banens, on or before the 1oth of June,
« and the caufe and occafion of the taking of the
¢ Quene’s perfon upon the 15th daie of Junii laft
<« bypaft, and holding and dctelmngc of the fame
“ within the hous and place of Lochlevin conti-
¢ newallie fenfyne, prefentlie; and in all tymes
« comyng; and generallie all other things in-
« yentit, {pokin, writtin, or donne be them, or
« aney of them, fen the tent. daie of February
“ Jaft bypalt—, was in the faied Quene’s awin

+¢ default,

s
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® default, in as far as be divers hir previe lettres
¢ —itis moft certeine, that fhe was previe,—and
¢ of the a&ual devife and deid, of the—murther
¢ of the kinge.”* They thus ground their con-
fignment of the Queen to a prifon on the 16th
of June, their appearance in ‘arms againft her on
the 1oth, their fecret meflages of fedition and
their private conventions for rebellion before, and
their whole condu concerning Bothwell and
concerning Darnly, even fo far back as the mur-
der ‘of Darnly on the 1oth of February, upon
letters which they faid they difcovered on the'
20th of June. But they had not faid fo then.
They had not yet fixed any day for the difcovery.
They were therefore free to rove at large concern;
ing it. And they accordingly infinuate it now,
to have been made on fome day antecedent to the
acth of June. That they could not zow mean,
to juftify all that they had done Zefore the 20th
by letters found oz the 20th, is obvious, I think,
It would form, as I have hinted already, fuch a
fplendid inftance of the fatuity of ufurpation, as
the world has never feen. An aftonifhing inftance
of fatuity, indeed, it forms at prefent, But
then it forms the inftance, by a combination of the
pofteriour date of the difcovery, with the dates #nd
faés in this'aé of council. And, however fuch
a combination may decifively fhew the infatuation,
yet the rebels could never be fo far gone in idiotcy,
as to fhew it all together. Their memories might
fo far fail, but their common-fenfe could not be fo

- * Goodall, ii, 63=64. .
Y3 thoroughly
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thoroughly vitiated, as to Tead thcm.mto fuchan
exhibition of drivelling ftupidity in-themfelves.
They infinuate therefore the difcovery of the let~
+ ters, to have been antecedent to the 20th of June;
by grounding proceedings antecedent to the 20th
upon them. They thus intimate the difcovtry,“
‘to have been prior to the 1oth of b‘am They
even intimate it, to have been previous to the 10th
0f February ; though fome of the letters, by their
own accounts, were altually unwriiten then. They
knock down one ninepin, in endeavouring to fet
up apother. And they finally, throw down all,
by making them mutually and fuccdﬁvely to
ftrike one another. i

§ 1. -

W E have thus at laft come to the true arfd
real origin of the letters, Let us .npw, there-
fore, trace out their hiftory afterwards, and mark
the rcvo,l ns which they underwent in the courfé
of time. Like all other things beneath-the moon;
-they fuftained fome thocks and tﬁev fuffered fome
convulfions, which greatly affeéted their frame.
And evéry one of thefe will fcrm tm’prove the
orlﬁmal forgery of the whole. }t'“

ut let us firlt feg, what alte they had
received in the interval, between the report made
of them to Thtogmortan, and ﬂi;cnppegranoe of
them in the council. Some they had undoubt-
edly received. Every author knows the differ-
- énce, between'a work traced and delineated upon
the mind, and thc fame work drawn out and
gomglcted upon paptr. And there is that dif-
N fergnce,

»
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ference, between the lettérs which were deferibed
to Throgmorton, and the letters which appeared
afterwards. - They obvioufly differ in two very

firiking particulars. ¢ I do perceive,” fays

Throgmorton, * if thefe men cannot by fair means
< induce the Queen to their purpofe, they mean
¢ to charge her with the MURDER of her hufband,
« whereof (they fay) they have as apparent proof
<« againft her as may be, as well by the teftimony
¢ of her own handwriting, which they have re-
¢« covered, as alfo by fufficient witneffes.”

Both' of them agree in pretending to prove
the gmlt of mirder upon Mary. But Throg-
morton’s are ¢ As. APPARENT PROOF AS MAY BE”
of the crime.’ And the pofteriour letters only
attempt to ’provc it, by dark hints and dubious

mttmanons, by expreffions which convey no

mtcllxoencp of murder in themfelves, and which,
without the fubfequent aé of murder, would not
convey any intelligence at all. That this is
rcally the cafe, may be readily fhewns by com«
paring the. accolunts of thefe letters, as given
equally by the friends and the enemies of Mary,
with the-account whnch the rebels themfelves
gave of th.ﬁhers to Throgmorton. ¢ For the
“alledgi Igrmngls, in fomLof miffive letter§ or
« epiftles,’” fays one of Mary’s commiffioners on
ﬁecemlgpr thc a7eh, 1568, ¢ quhilk makis na
« faith . Jpeciallie, quhair.[as] in the famin xo
“ WORD 1, DxnosVrmc OF GIVING EXPRESS

L ﬂcomumm ¥ Ifitbe aﬂedgad, {ay a number.
' Ca Appenﬂ‘x;?}?o. xiis
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. of Mary’s nobles on the 12th of September be-
 fore, « That hir Majc{’ue s writing-—fould preive
¢ hir Grace culpabill, it may be anfwerit, that
€¢ there is IN NA PLACE MENTIOUN MADE IN IT,
 BE THE QUHILK HIR HIENES MAY BE CONVICT
[of murder], « albeit it were hir awin hand-writ,
as it is not.”* ¢ There is nothing in the
¢ letters,” adds Mr. Goodall, ¢¢ that could plainly
¢« fhew the writer to have been in the fore-
¢ knowledge, counfel, or device of any murder,
¢ far lefs to have perfuaded or commanded it;
¢ and as lictle is there about maintaining or juf-
« tifying any murderers.”t+ And I fhall clofe all
with an account of them, and of the proof of -
murder in them, from Dr. Robertfon himfelf.
Of this, he declares, ¢ there are only IMPERFECT
¢ HINTS, OBSCURE INTIMATIONS, and DARK EX-
““ PRESSTONS, in the letters.”f Such writings,
thercfore, could never have been the evidences
defcribed to Throgmorton. Such letters could
never have been called by the rebels, ¢ as ap-
’ \

* Appendix, No, xii. + Goodall, i. 76.

¥ Dif. 25, And fee alfo Mr. Hume, v. 146—147. Mr.
Tytlcr, in a new edition of his wgrk endeavours to refute
this affertion of Dr. Robertfon’s. He therefore goes to the
Jonnets, as equally a part of the evidences with the letters.
And he produces a paflage from them, in oppofition to the
Doctor. But Mr. Tytler (I make the remark with great
refpect for him) has here fallen into a confufion of ideas,
which the pofferiour date of the paflage could alone have
produced. = He means the adultery, while the Doctor means
‘the murder. And he appéals to the Maﬂ in fupport of his
argument, when, in this mif-direétion of it, he might equally
have appealed to the Imer: themfclves. P, 126—131,
Echt. 3d. ¥

¢ parent
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¢ parent proof” of the murder « as might be.”
The two fets of letters, indeed, ftand in a dire&
oppofition to each other. Both pretend to prove
the murderous guilt of Mary, from the teitimony
of her own: handwriting. But one fet comes
forward as a full and explicit proof againft her,
and the other only as a faint and feeble evidence.
That fixes the murder upon her with a peremp-
tory tone of affurance, while this prefumes only
to infinuate it. Thar tiumpets her guilt in the
markct-place, and this is content to whifper it
in the reeds.

. So characteriftically different were the letters
produced at London in 1568, from the letters
defcribed at Edinborough in 1567! But they
were alfo differenced from each other by another
circumftance, which is of an external nature, and
may therefore appear more ftriking ftill to my
readers, The former were corroborated by living
teftimonies. 'The latter never pretended to any. This
is very refmarkable. It is alfo very evident.
Concerning ““ themurder of her hufband,” Throg-
morton tells us, ¢ —they fay they have as ap-
<« parent proof as may be, as well by the tefti-
“ mony of her own handwriting, which they
¢ have recovercd as alfo BY SUFFICIENT WiIT-
¢« nesses.” They then meant to have fortified
the credit of their forged epiftles, with the con-
current ' atteftations of fome of their fuborned .
dependents. They’v had them all ready for the
work in rcalq:y or, imagination, on the 24th of
July, 1567. Yet they never produced them.
~And they neyer offered to produce even a fingle

witnefs,




P 330 . YINDICATION OF

witnefs, either at York or at Weftminfter, to
Mary’s fhare in the murder. So greatly did
they alter their plan, after Throgmorton wrote !
We have previoufly feen them altering it eflen-
tially, with regard to the contents of the letters.
We now find them changing it intirely, with
refpeét to the confirmation of them. They even
changed it, in a feemingly retrograde kind of
abfurdity. When their letters were full of the
-murder of the King; they thought it prudent to
fuperadd the fecurity of witneffes.. When their
letters conveyed only dark and imperfeét intima«
tions concerning the murder, they thought it un-
neceflary to add any witneffes at all. And yet
. this was the genuine refult of unfounded villainy,
bold at the outfet, fufpicious in the progrefs,
reftlefs in its fpirit, and fhifting in its meafures.
When the rebels firft formed the defign of a
number of letters, that fhould conviét Mary of
murder under her own hand; théy very natu-
rally refolved to make them explicit, concerning
the murder. They were to form them for this
 end. They would therefore not confine them-
'’ felves, to dubious hints of her guilt. Hints would
be too weak for their purpofe. = Dubioufnefs
would be too frigid for their zeal. They would
take care to mark her enormity, in clear and
peremptory terms. The grand. object of cri-
mination would come forward to view. Page
after page would point at it, And a full blaze
of light would be thrown upon it, from every
_quarter. Such would be the natural operation
| of the mind, when it delincated the plan to itfelf.
A "~ Such
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Such alfo, by their own account, appears to have
been the a@ual operation of their minds, when
they "delineated the plan to themfelves. They
made their imaginary letters to form < as ap-
<« parent a proof as might be,”.of the participation
of Mary in the murder. Nor were they content
even with this. They would go farther. Not
a loop-hole fhould be left, to hang a doubt of
her guilt upon. And they provided < fufficient
“ witneffes,” to co-operate with the written evi-
dence. ’

But when the ardour of conception was cooled,
when the eagernefs of crimination had fpent itfelf,
and when they calmly refleted on their own
purpofes afterwards; the® ever-wakeful fpirit of
fufpicion ‘began to ftir itfelf, in the bofoms of
thefe profligates. They faw the peril they thould
be in, from their corroborating evidences. Wit-

neffes, however ftecled with impudence and im- .

piety,” might ‘yet relent, ,recede, and retra&.
Their advanced pofts would thus betray them.
And their very outworks would be turned againft
them. - They therefore determined to cut off this
dangerous acceffion of ftrength. They refolved
to contra&t the dimenfions of their ground.

They will draw a]l their forces into their camp.

And they will there fecure themfelves behind
the lines of their letters, Letters are more
manageable than witnefles. They will never re-
lent, recede, orretraét. They will always fpeak,
whatever thexr _prompters choofe they fhould
fpeak. _

.

4 It

But even thefe are to be formed upon a new plan.
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It violates évery principle of probability to fup=
pofe, that letters, with fuch a plenitude of mur-
derous evidence in them, fhould be féent wiTHou T
THE GUARD OF A SEAL. Yet the rebels were
compelled to fend them without it, Mary had
ftill her own feal in her own poffeffion. Her com-
miffioners, fay Elizabeth’s on the 6th of O¢tober,
1568, < produced a commyflion written on paper,
¢ fubfcribed by the Quene of Scotts hand, and
¢ fealed with her fignet.”* Mary alfo, in the
December and January following, fent them
<« twa feveral writingis—, fubfcrivit with hir awin
« hand, and wunder bir fignet.” 4 And for this
reafon « the alledgit writingis in form of miffive
¢ letteris or epiftles,” fays an author at the time,
and in an addrefs to Elizabeth herfelf, ¢ are not
<« fubfcrivit be the alledgit writer thairof, nor
¢ gpLL1T nor SIGNETIT.”’ They were neither
attefted by her feal at the bottom, nor fecured
by her feal on the outfide. And fuch a difplay
of murderous guilt in an open letter, would have
counteracted its own purpofes, would have fhocked
the faith of credulity itfelf, and have proved
eventually a full vindication of Mary. They
therefore addreffed themfelves to the bufinefs, in
a different manner from what they had once de-
figned. They were obliged to pull that little
creation to pieces, which had been formerly mo-
delled in their minds. ‘They were obliged to
form a new one of frefh materials. They took
particular care to avoid the original fault of their

* Goodallyii. 113. 4 Ibid. 311, § Appendix, No. xiis
: plan,
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plan. The broad and open day-light of murder,
which was to be thrown over that, was fhaded

off and foftened away in #his. The ftrokes con-

cerning the murder were now touched with fuch
a gentle hand, that they might with the greateft
fafety be committed even to an-open letter.

But, in the ufual precipitancy of the human
mind, the rebel operations ran as much into an
excefs in diminifhing, ‘s the rebel imaginations
had gone before in aggravating, the evidence of
murder againft Mary. They have fhaded away
the light fo much, which was to play upon this,
once capital, object in the piece ; that they have
not left a fingle ray to fhew it. Mary’s concern
in the murder, difappears from the face.of the

whole.. We are aware indeed, that the letters

were produced as proofs of murder intended
by her. This therefore lends a {pur to our
acutenefs, and furnifhes wings to our imagina-
tion. -By the aid of both, we lengthen the im-
perfe hints into intimations, we enlighten the

dark, and we afcertain the dubious. Buttoa

man who has his imagination properly at reft,
and his acutenefs not improperly ftimularted, it
appears furprifing, that the letters fhould ever
have been produced as vouchers of murder at all.
Accordingly we obferve of the rebels themfelves,
that, at their firft production of them before the
commiffioners of Elizabeth, they would not fub-
mit them even to thefe partial and credulous ex-
aminers, without: pacvnouﬂy prepoflefling them
conccrnmg her thare in the murder. ¢ For our

“ better inftrution,” fay the commiflioners them-

felves,
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felves, ¢¢ after declaration of fuch cxrcumﬁanccs,
¢ as led and induced to vehemszat prefumptions
« to judge her guiltic of the faid murder,” they
fhewed the letters.* And fo thofe writings, which
once formed, in the opinion of their very plan-
“ners, ¢ as apparent a proof” of murder ¢¢ as
« might be” againft Mary; are now, in the opi-
nion of their very makers, unable to bear the
weight of any proof themfelves, and obliged to
be propped and fhored up by declarations, in-
ductions, and prefumptions from without. They
cannot indeed fupport any proof. They can
hardlymaintain a ftrong fufpicion. '

§

. THERE is alfo another circumftance con-
cerning the letters, which equally thews the de-
lineated originals of them, ta Le materially differ-
ent from the actual copies. This is likewifc inti-’
mated to us, by a paffage in Throgmortan’s dif-
patches, And it runs ‘thus. ¢ They mean,”
fays that embaffadour, ¢ to charge her,” 'Mary,
“ with 1NconTINENCY, as well with the Earl
¢ Bothwell, as with others ; having (as they fay)

¢ fufficient proof againft her for this crime.”
~ The rebels then formed the project, which they
purfued afterwards. They refolved to charge her,
as they charged her afterwards in the letters, with
the crime of adultery. So far they were confift-
ent in their plan! But this was all their confift-
. ency. They then defigned to accufe her of adul-

* Appendix, No, v. :
tery,
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tery, without the aid of the letters. 'This is plain
from the manner, in which Sir Nicholas fpeaks
of the two accufations of adultery and of murder,
For the latter, he tells us, ¢ they fay they have as
<c apparent proof againft her as may be, as well by
« the teftimony of her own handwriting, which
¢ they have recovered, asalfo by fufficient wit-
<« neffes.” But for the former, he adds, ¢ they
¢ have (as they fay) SUFFICIENT PROOF AGAINST
HER,” The letters, we fee, are reftricted entirely
to the charge of murder. They have no connec-
tion with the charge of adultery. This is founded
wholly on the fame groundwork, upon which one
half of the other refts, on ¢ fufficient witnefles,”
as it is called in the former accufation, or on
« fufficient proof,” as it is denominated in the
latter. And no Jetzers were then pretended to be
recovered by the rebels, that could fubftantiate
at all a charge of adultery againft Mary.

Nor was the adultery, that was thus to be
brought home to her by witneffes, confined en-
tirely to Bothwell. No ! It was extended to others.
¢ They mean to charge her with incontinency,”
fays Throgmorton, < as well with the Earl Both-
« well, as with others.” And for her adulterous
commerce with others, as well as with him, ¢ they
 had (as they faid) fufficient proof againft her.”
They therefore meant to brand her as a woman of
wantonnefs, deferted by all fenfe of modefty, and
given up to an unbridled licentioufnefs of life.
They had their witnefles ready to prove it all.

Mary was toappear, as the very Mcflalina of her .

court. Bothwell and others were to be thewn, as
{ucceflively
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fucceffively the implements of her loofe gratifi-
cations. And fhe was to be exhibited in'all thofe
glowing ‘colours of infamy, in which thefe mif-
creant fons of detraction exhibited her afterwards,
by the proftituted pencil of a Buchanan.
This they intended not to have left to Bucha-
" nan’s Deteition. They defigned to have had
a prior deteftion of their own. And they had,
what Buchanan has not, fome witneffes for the
pretended fa&ts. But they afterwards contratted
their plan upon this, as well as the other points
of accufation. They difcharged all their wit-
neffes.© They refolved to find different evidence.
They left Buchanan to hint at her ftory of fhame
with <« orHErs.” They refolved to tell in form
her commerce with < EarL BoraweLr.” " They
made the adultery acceffary to the murder. They
united the two charges together. And they en-
grafted the whole upon the letters. They thus
cut off all /iwing evidences. They difengaged
themfelves from thofe dangerous auxiliaries,
which, like the elephants in ancient war, wereas
likely to make head againft their employers, as
to fight for them ; and, on any fharp attack from
the enemy, would be almoft fure to turn upon
their friends, and trample them to death. They
prepared to bring forces into the field, which
they could keep under better command. #Written
teftimonies would maintain their pofts, with alt
" the heavy bravery of Ruffians. Like them, they:
might be beaten down indeed by fuperiour power.
But, ‘like them alfo, they could never be forced

to fly.
Sp
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So very ftriking an alteration was now made;

* in'the form and fathion of the letters! At firft
they had not a hint in them; of any adulterous
wickednefs. They told only of the murder.
This was all the dreadful fecret, that they were
charged to convey. And the adultery was to be
publifhed by vivé voce evidence. But now they -
have been taught another lefflon. They have
been made te forget, nearly, all their former tale
of murder. They have taken up a new one of
adultery. And this adultery is all with Both-
well. :

In doing this, however, the rebels equally as
before overfhot the mark at which they were aim-
ing. With all the hafty indifcretion, with which
they meant to difplay the guilt of murder in the
firft letters, they altually blazoned out the im-
pudence of adultery in the fecond. . This appears
fo firong upon the face of the letters now, that
Mary muft have been a Meffalina indeed, to have
written as they dictated to her. And yet, to ag-
gravate the abfurdity, they defcribe this very
Meffalina of their own making, as attached en-
tirely to ame, as devoted entirely to bis love, and
as refigned up in body and in foul entirely to bis
will.

‘The natural indelicacy of their ma/culine minds;
difabled them from giving us one touch of love
purely ferninine. They knew little more of the
paffion; than the impulfes of inftinét and the fen-
fitivenefs of nature. They therefore defcribed a
moft accomplifhed princefs, as addreffing her
lovcr with all the groﬂ'nefs of a mere man, But

JVOL, 1, Z this
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. this was not all, They. knew not how ,to paint
a queen in love with one of her beJC&S They
* therefore reprefent her, as aé'tmg with all the
fneaking humility of a cottager to'a peer. And,
from fome ftrange predommancy of meannefs in’
the perfonal fabricator of the whole, they give
- her at.times the very tone of vulgarity in love.
A fewinftances will fhew this. - I fhall take them
juft as they arife. << The devil finder us,” fhe is
made to exclaim, ¢ and God knit us togidder for
« ever, for the maift faithfull coupill that ever
 he unitit: zhis is my faith, I will die in'it.’*
I-am, fhe fays in ancther place, ¢ verray glaid to
< wryte unto zow quhen the reft are f{leipand,
<« fen I cannot fleip as thay do, and as I wald
< defyre, that is, i zour armes, my deir lufe.”’t
¢« Waryit mot this pokifche [pocky] man be,”
her hufband, ¢ that caufes me haif fa mekle pane,
< for, ‘without him, I fuld havean far plefander
"« fubjelt to difcourfe upon.”§ << Seing to obey zow,
.« my deir lufe, I {pair nwouther bonour, confciences
< bafarde, nor greitnes qubatfumevir ; tak it, I pray
¢ 2ow, in gude part,” as from < the maift faith-
« ful luifer that ever ze had, or ever fall have.”§
<« Zour bumble and faithful lufe bopis to be fchortly
< ane uther thing to zow, for the reward of my
_s¢irkfom  travellis.”|| < Now, Schir, I have
<« brokin my promeis ; becaus.ze commandit me
« pouther to wryte nor fend unto zow : zit I have
« not done this to ¢ffend zow : and gif ze knew

% Vol.ii. L.1.'S. xviii. - § Ibid. 8. xix. .
% Ibid, S. xx, § L.i. S, xxxiii. = | Ibid, S. xxxiv.

1 - << the
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« the feit yat I have prefently, ze wald not have
“«Ja mony contrary Ju/piciounis in zour thocht; -
¢« quhilk notwithftanding I #reit and chereis, as
e procecdmg from the thing in the warld that I
 maift defyre, and feikis fafteft to baif, quhilk is
« zour gude grace; of the qubilk my bebaviour fall
« gffure me.”’*

Such was the coarfe kirtle and the homely .
neckatee, in which thefe wretched reprefenters of
Mary drefled themfelves up, for the exhibition
of a Queen, dignified, refined, and elegant. But
their defire to fix the imputation of adultery
ftrongly upon her, blinded themto all the folly
of their conduét. They were even hurried by it
into ftill greater extravagancies. The Queen was
made to exprefs all this violence of affection for
her aduiterer, to fhew all this contempt and hatred
for her hufband, to fpeak all this earneftnefs for
a fpeedy feparation from the one and a fpeedy
union with the other, and to utter all this eager-
nefs for being in the othér’s arms at that moment;’
in letters that were fent UNSEA LED, in letters that
were fent by DIFFERENT MESSENGERS, in letters
that were {ure to be read by the bearers, and re-
ported by them to others. And thus the writings,
which once had not a fingle ftain of adultery upon
them, are now polluted with open and un-covered
adultery from end to end.

,
|
|
|
|
1
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‘ § v
THESE two, very pointed, proofs of varia-
tion in the form and fubftance of the letters, re-
fle€t each a luftre upon the other, ferve each to
confirm and corroborate the other, and make
both to evidence the forgery of all in the cleareft
. manner. But thefe took place, befare the let-
ters had been properly prefented by their fabri-
cators to the publick. They were fpoke of in-
deed. They were deforibed. They were fpoke
of by a perfonage of the firft authority among the
rebels, They were defcribed by him to an em-
baffadour of Elizabeth’s, who was fent to nego-
tiate with the rebels, and who was confidentially
entrufted with their defigns at times. Yet they
had not been written then. They were therefore
in the womb of time as yet. ‘What alterations
this lister of deformity might there undergo,
would neceffarily be invifible to the world at
large. But the litter were brought to light after-
wards. And, even then, they were continually
licked into form, by the pcrfcvcrmg applications
of their parents.

The letters, as haftily traced upon the ima-
gination of Lethington on July the mh 1567,
were upon ferious confideration rejeéted in the
moments of execution. . Another fet o letters
.was formed upon a different plan. The murder
was to be no longer the whole. The adultery
was to claim a fhare of attention. And both

were to become the objeéls of the letters, &:
2
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was done. A parliament was then fummoned.
The letters were produced in their new form. A
violent law was pafied againft Mary. And Mur-
ray triumphed in the happy efficacy of his for-
geries.’

For this purpofe was it, that the letters were
firft fabricated in themfielves and firft produced
to the publick. But the moments of their ex-
hibition and birth, were the witnefies of their
fhame. And the triumph of Murray was dafhed,
by an expofure of his villainy. The letters be-
trayed the fpurioufnefs of their origin, at their
very firft appearance in publick.

Preparatory to the meeting of parliament, as I
have previoufly fhewn, Murray called a number
of his friends together, and formed a privy council
with them. This was continued on to the 4th
of December 1567. < The which daie,” fays
the journal of the council, ¢ my lorde regentis
« grace, the lordes of fecret counfale, and uthers,
« baronis, and men of jugement, being convenit
“in counfale,” it was determined to produce
fome letters in a handwriting fimilar to Mary’s,
and t6 fix upon them a charge of murder againft
her. They accordingly produce the charge and
the letters together. ¢ Be divers hir previe let~
“ tres,” they fay,  writtin and fubferivit with
“ her awen hand, and fent by hir to James Erll
<« Boithwell,” &c. * it is moft certeine that fhe
“ was previe, art and part; and of the atual de-
# vife and deid, of the—murther of the kinge.”™*

/ : * Appeadix, No, i.
‘ z 3 When



a'

342 : CWIN dzc ATITON OF 1

When tbcy planned the- lettcrs, the. murder
was. the only objet of them. When they exe-
cuted them, the adultery was placed in the prin-
cipal point of vifion, and the murder was-only
feen, or thought to be feen, at a diftance.. Yet
they perfifted in their fcheme of accufation, as
if the letters were ftill in: their joriginal form.
They charged Mary with murder upon the au-
thority of letters, that had once been intended to
have the evidences of murder very ftrong upon
them, but in reality had never had any at all.
And they never charged her with adultery upon
the credit of writings, which were full of adultery
in"almoft every page. ' But then thefe were ori-
ginally meant, to have had no traces of adultery

‘in them. The plan of effeftive operations was

formed, upon the original model of the letters.
And that was ftill purfued, when this was altered,
Hence arifes a very grofs abfurdity, upon the face
of the rebel accufations. They adduce writings
to prove a murder, of which the writings &now
nothing. « They adduce writings that prove an
adultery in the plaineft manner, and yet ground
not any accufation of adultery upon them. Their
charges and their evidences are quite at crofs
purpofes.  And, as this extraordmary fact is very
clearly explained by the variations made in the
original form of the letters, fo does it caftia light
back upon thofe letters themfelves, and confirm
the conclufions which we have drawn from Throg-
morton’s account of them. Nor do the evidences
and charges appear with fuch averted faces to
cach other, merely at ‘the prefent out-fet of the

: bufinefs.
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bufinefs. Thcy carried the fame-Fanus-like ap-
pearance, in the middle and in the conclufionof
it.  Thus Murray, ‘when he offered. to have the
letters thewn to Elizabeth, calls them *¢ fic let-
¢ teris—that fufficientlie, in our opinioun, prei-
¢vis hir confenting to the murthure of the king
< hir lauchful hufband.”* Thus alfo atYork
he and they exhibited the letters, for ¢ fuch mat-
¢ teir as they had, to condempne the Quene of-
¢¢ Scottes of the murder of her hufband.”’ Thus
again at Weftminfter they' charged the Queen,
with being ¢ of the foirknawledge, counfal, de-
‘“vife, perfwader, and commandar, of the
 murder.”f And to prove this they produced
the letters, which proved no ¢ forcknowledge,”
no ¢ counfel,” no ¢ devife,” no ¢ perfuafion,”
and no ¢ command.” So ftrangely was the
whole machine of accufations thrown off its center .
of reft, by the fhock of the alterations already |
made in the model of the letters !

Thefe writings, however, were laid before the
parhament afterwards. But, as there was fure to
be a large party there in favour of the Queen, the
rebels, not content with all the precautions that
they had taken before, tied up their tongues.and
hands at once, by a nafl extraordinary. kind .of
additional charm. ¢ Sindrie nobilmen that was
«¢ hir Grace’s favouraris,” fay thofe very perfons
afrerwards, ¢ then prefent, buir with all” the
rebel procecdmgs thcrc, o mazﬁ _prmapalhe for

1 Appendzx, No il * 4 Ibid, NoJvy
. 1. T Goodall, ii. 207
Z 4 "« fafety
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* cuming to-parliament, was concludit and fub-
¢ feryvit e ane greit part of bir takeris, to b€
f€ TAKEN FRA HER IN MAIST CREWEL MANNER,
< as is notourlie knawin.”* By the power of this
magick, they bound the friends of Mary faft,
Her enemies were doubly aétive. 'The parlia-

: | ~ment confifted only of both. ° The letters were

produced. « And a law was paffed exactly in the
terms, in which the a& of fecret eouncil had drawn
it up before. It begins thus: ¢ Item, anent the
““artickle proponit be the erhs, lordis, and uther
“ nobillmen, quha tuik armis at Carbarrie hill,
% upon the 15th day of Junii laft by-paft.” And
it finds, juft as the aét of fecret council h4d found
before, that all which had been done was ¢ in

« the faid Qucms awin default, infa far as, ‘be’

< divers hir previe letteris writtin halelie with hir
¢ awin hand, and fend be hir to James fumtyme
« Erle of Bothwell, chief executour of the—
¢¢ horribill murthour,—it is maift certane that fthy
¢ was previe,” &c.$
In the aét of council the letters are defcribed, ag
¢ writtin AND SUBSCRIVIT with her awen hand,”
and in the a& of parliamgent as « wrrTTin
S marerie with hir awinehand.” Whence arifes
this difference ? It is apparently a very extraor-
dmary one. It ftrikes ﬁrangl upon the mind.
And it is authenticated in the cleareft manner,
The letters, na doubt, were exhibited before the
* Goodall, ii. 360. 4 Appendix, No. ii.
g : council.
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council. - Even Murray could not havehad the

sffrontery, to afk and to procure a charge of mur-
der againft Mary, upon the teftimony of writings
not feen. The council therefore faw them. Yet they
reprefent them ¢ as written and fubferibed with her
« own hand.” They were certainly feen by the
parliament too, I know, indeed, that the friends
of Mary to this day contend they were not. But
I am conftrained by the force of truth, to feparate
from them in this as well as in fome other points.

Murray could ftill lefs than before have had the

effrontery, to afk and to procure a Jemfence of
murder againft Mary, upon the authority of writ- -
ings that dared not to fhow their faces, And
Murray afid Mary’s nobles concur to fay éxprefsly,
that they were feen. On the Duke of Norfolk’s
privately propofing to Murray at York, not to
produce his letters to the commiffioners; ¢ m
% reply to that was,” fays Murray himfelf, ¢ how
*¢ the matter had paffed in parliament, and Tus
f¢ LETTERS SEEN TO MANY, fo that the abftra&-
¢« ing of the fame could not then fecure her to
“ any purpofe.”* Murray’s word indeed will
not be readily admitted upon a dubious point, by
either the friends of Mary or myfelf, without the
concurrence of fome other teftimony. I haften
therefore to fuch a teftimony. ‘What pretended
tobe ““hir Majeftie’s writing,” the very nobles of
Mary’s party fay, was  PRODUCIT IN PARLIA-
“meNT.”  Yet the parliament delcribe

the letters from an equal view of them with

* Robertfon,.ii. 397. + Goodall, ii. 360==361,
. the
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- thesgouncil itfclf, in.a manner: éffentially «differ-
enty, and as Nox ¢ written oud_fubferibed by her
<< own hand,” but only as ‘¢ written” by it, and
as written $ whoily” by it.  Here we have vifion
againit vifion, and record againft record. Which
.of them fhall we take? We know not which to
take. We. are floating betwixt two. oppofite
tides. One drives us to {fuppofe the letters only
written by the Queen. . The other compels us to
belicve them both written and fubferibed by her.
And which fhall carry us away by its unpulfc

atlaft? .
The former muft, fays Mr. Humc The
whole difficulty, according to his folution of it,

" refults from ¢ the inaccuracy or blunder of the

4 clerk.”. - And ‘s the miftake is eafily accounted

¢« for: the letters were only wrote by her, the
« fecond contraét with Bothwell was only fub-
< fcribed 5 a proper accurate diftinction was not
« made, and they were all faid to be wrote and
¢¢ fubfcribed.”* Nor is a proper accurate dif-
¢« tintion” yer made. The Jfecond contraét, in-
deed, pretended only to be fubfcribed. But the
Jirft pretended, equally with the letters at one
time, to be both written and fubfcribed.t Hav-
_ing cleared up this little confufion, let us attend
to the argument itfelf. And let us obferve, in
order to give a full energy to it, that the rebels

* on the 10th of December 1568, when they de-

clated at WeltminRer, ¢ good honeft men, full
« furely !” how they came by the evidences

* Hift, vo 148, 4 Appendix, No. v. and xi.
P againft
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againft Mary; {pokn of thcm; €¢-as writtin OR

«; fubfcnvm be hir hand.”*  But-then zbey fpeak
of * divers miffive: letteris, {onnettis, obligati-
« ounis or contraltis -for mariagey betwix the
¢« Quene and Erle Bothwille.”t And the acts of
council and of parliament, as Mr.. Tyter has
very juftly replied,f fpeak only of ¢ her privie
s¢ letters.” = Thefe alene are faid by the parlia-
ment, .to. have been written wholly. by ‘her, own
hand. Thefe alone aie faid by. the council, .to
have peen both written' and fubfcribed. by. it.
Thefe'alone could be mentioned or meant at .all
by either.. THEY ALONE WERE:PRODUCED TO
EITHER. . The contraéts, either firlt or fecond,
were nabproduced The jonnets were equally zos
produced. = They could ncither of them, there-
fore, be within the purview of the council.: They
could neither of them be in the.contemplationof
the parliament.. And.Mr. Hume’s clerk, inftead 4
of being fet down for a blunderer by his ingenious
employer, muft have been a much more ingeni- =
ous man than himfelf; as he was poflefitd of the
pccuhar faculty, a fuperidur kind of fecond- fight

in memory perhaps, of alluding to papers. which
he had never feen,,of combining:the ftores of
fight with the treafures of revelation in his mind,
yetmarking with fome diftin@nefs the real boun-
daries of both, and fo referring half of his defcrip-

. tion to the oné-.and half to the other..

'Goocjal] il 9: f Ibld bid. ‘ P. 9. Edit. xﬂ:. 4
which is the ‘edition” that T mvambly ufe, except when 1 i
fay to.the contiary . el

So
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- 8o contemptible does Mr. Hume's folution
appear; when we bring it to the flighteft teft of
trial ! Yet.a writer has recently ftepped forth, in

oppofition t6 Mr. Tytler; and pronounced it

¢ not” a < conternptible” folution. This writer

 has given himfelf to the world, in < Mifcellaneous

Remarks” on Mr. Tytler’s work.* He is plainly
an enemy to Mary, a difciple of Dr. Robertfon's
or Mr. Hume’s. Moft probably he is a pupil of
the former. But, whatever he is; he is evidently
very young. He fhould have ftaid longegat the

~ feet of his political Gamalicl, before he had

ventured to become a teacher himfelf. He fhould
have « ftaid at Jericho, till his beard was gréwn.”
And if a young man chofe to be artful, if his
youthful integrity would permit him to affume a
difguife, he fhould have taken care to wrap it
clofely about him. He affeéts the air of one of
Mary’s friends. Yet he writes with the venom
of her enemies. He has not much indeed, be-
caufe he has little ftrength. But he fhews as
much, as his firength will permit him to fhew.
And, to apply the witty remark of a Cavalier,
« young Sir Harry Vane, if he lives, will come
¢ 1o be old Sir Harry.” He informs us in his
firt page, that ¢ the intercourfe between Mary
« and the Earl of Bothwell was ill-fated, and in
« its confequences difaftrous ; dut, with refpeét to
<€ ber, it was imocent.”  Yet, éven after fuch an
affertion, he plainly is endeavouring to make the

* epiftolary part of that intercourfe appear to be

* Printed for Robfon and Robinfon, London, 1784,
: genuine,
K



genuine, and therefore guilty indeed ; by anfwer-
ing the objeétions, that have been made to its
genuinenels. And this he does, under the dif-
ingenuous pretence of clearing the caufe of
Mary’s vindication, from fome arguments that
injure it. Such has been the influence of the
late writings in favour of Mary, upon the mind'
of the publick ; that even an enemy is now
obliged to put en the uniform of her friends, to
place himfelf in the ranks with them, and to
pretend a zeal for their caufe.

He ‘Secordingly takes part with Mr. Hume,
concerning this extraerdinary variation in the
records. He is even gallant enough, to come
and affift- him at the very moment of his defeat.
And he has generofity enough, to wifh to cover

the retreat which he had net power to flop.

But his gallantry is greater than his prudence,
and his generofity is fuperior to his force. ‘He
has induced me, by his interference, to follow

the ftunning blow which Mr. Tytler had given -
Mr. Hume, to purfue the enemy which he had ™.

. obliged to retire, and to improve the fuccefs (I
truft) into a complete difcomfiture., And having
done this, I turn upon the auxiliary himfelf. Mr.
Hume’s folution, he fays, is  not contemptible,
« however much it may be defpifed by foine
““men: for as letter of tack and letter of penfion
<« are phrafes ufed in Scotland; fodetzer of ¢fpoufal
““may be proper enough.”® This gentleman

appears frommany circumnftances, to be'a Scatch- -+

L .
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man. Indeed the fubﬂ-& of W}f's innocence
or of Mary’s “guilt, “has been almoft entirely
confined to the Scotch. ' And T know not whe-

‘ther'T'am 'noc" the firft Englifhman, that has
written a large treatife profeffedly on the point.
Yet, though a Scot, he is not much converfant
'with thé idioms of the Scottifh language "Had
he been, he might have given g greater force
to his argument, than hehas done. T will doit
for him,.before T artack it. This will'be alting
with the honourablenefs of an old knighggerrant.
I ated with a little of this {pirit to M ume
before. - And I ought not to be lefs generous to
his kind affiftant.” He wants it as much as he,
though he came as'an affiftant to him.”

. 'The Scotch formerly denoted ;+and do denote
ftlll I fuppofe ; a/l forts of writings by the ap-
pcllauon of LETTERS. We do fo in fome mea-
fure ourfelves, -in; the wufe of' the word /lesters for
literature. Hence come our author’s ¢« letter of

-« tack,” and ¢¢ letter of pcnﬁon Hence alfo a

Y contractsfor marriage may very analogoufly be

' denomingted a « letter of efpoufal. ” “And, what
is decifive upon the topic, even #he very wontrali
mentioned by Mr. Hume is exprefsly ftyled 4 /ez-
ter, by an author of the wvery time. 'Thatauthor
is Murray himfelf. Inenumeraring the written

-\ evidences which he produced againft- Mary, he

' mentions ¢ the contraétis or obligatiounis for

« marriage,—and all u#theris LETTER1S.”*  The
Earl of Morton," alfo, {fpeaks of them afterwards

¥

* Appendix, No. iv,
in



in the very fame ftyle exaétly, as ¢ contraltis or
i obligat_iounis;for"marria.gc,—and utheris LET=
¢ TEr1s.”* . But then they both diftinguifhivery
“carefully,” what common-fenfe requires every
language very carefully. to diftinguifh, betwixt
epiftolary and other writings. : Murray mentions
< all miffive letteris, contra@is or obligatiounis
¢ for marriage, fonettis or luif-ballettis, and all
« utheris letteris.” Morton fpecifies <« the miffive
< lesteris, contrattis or obligatiounis for marriage,
¢« fonettls or luif-ballettis, and utheris letteris,”
The aétssof council and parliament alfo, obferv-

ing the fame diftin&ivenefs of language, fpeak of
¢ her privie letters.” Thefe are evidently the -
fame with the ¢ miffive letters” of Morton and

Murray. They are even faid exprefsly by both the
parliament and the council, to have.been actually
mifiive ; being defcribed by both, as < divers hir
< previe lettres, writtin and fubferivit” or << writ=
“ tin balelie, with bir awén band; and sent by
“ hir to James Erll Boithwell.” And, as' T have

already «noticed, thefé were the only letters or

writings, that were produced before the council,
or that were prefented to the parliament.

So' eafily is the auxiliary defeated, as well as

the principal ! But the former afterwards comes
forward from his fubordinate fituation as an aux-
iliary, and affumes the tone and ftalk of a prin-
cipal himfelf. Fle thinks Mr. Hume’s argument
not ‘a bad one,  But he has @ detter of bis own.
*¢ Another,” he fays, «and a more eafy and

i Appendix, No. iv.
1
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"« obvious folution may be fug LI0 (3

~this. “ He who writes a deed with his own '

« hand,” he fays, « does generally fign it, and
« it is hardly poffible to figure a.cafe of a perfett
¢ deed, written by the party’s own hand, and not
< figned by him: hence written and fubferibed
¢« conftantly go together in common language,
« juft as beirs and executors. As every one, con-
¢ verfant indaw-bufinefs, muft have feen execators
« joined to beirs, in confequence of what may be
« termed the cultomary affinity between them,
< although the maker of the deed meant not to
« fpeak of executors; fo, in like manner, the
- s clerk of privy council might have added fib-
. "‘ﬁmm‘ to writfen. It appears that this inac-

¢ ¢yracy was obferved, and immediately cor-
* reted.”® Such is the:* more eafy and obvious
yl (eluﬁon" fuggefted by this geatleman! But
whether. it ‘is more obvious and eafy than Mr.
Hume’s, ‘may foon be fetded. It is' neither
eafy nor obvious at all. The very confufednefs
of it fhews this fufficiently. And nothing but
the natural partiality, which the mind always
bears to its own conceptions ; or the equally na-
- tural unfixednefs of a frivolous mind; could have
induced him to mention it. It has two advan-
tages, however, over Mr. Hume’s. It does not
. militate againft the pofitive fat mentioned be-

fore. And, what perhaps is eiwally ufeful, it
has fo litthe pointednefs in it, that it is not eafy
to meet its force.

8 7e
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The confufion of ideas, that prevailed in :hg
suthor’s udcrﬁmdmg when he conceived the
argument, appears very evident in his m age- |
ment of it. Even as he flates it himfelf, it
amounts only to this, that fo it might be. Yet
in the very next words he affumes this argument
of mere poffibility, for an abfolute evidence of
reality.  * The clerk of privy council,” he fays,
« mioHT have added fub/fecrivit to written.” And
yet, as we are inftantly told, “IT APPEARS”
that he did add it, that  this inaccuracy” was
#tually committed by him, that it was attually
 oBSERVED,” and that it was actually’ and “ 1M~
¢« MEDIATELY CORRECTED.’ »

Such. is the whole of the agumcnf as ftated
by himfelf! Let us now examine the parts of
it, as they ftand before us. " He who writes a
e dced with his own hand, does generally ﬁgn
it.” This is furely a very ftrange poﬁ
Who writes a deed with his own hand ? Nottg
in ten thoufand. And if this gentieman be in
the law; as from his allufion I take him to be,
he hopes for the fake of the profeffion, I prefume,
that not one in ten thoufand will ever do it;
unlefs indeed he is one of thofe peculiarly ma-
lignant lawyers, who,would be glad of confufion -
for the fake of advantagc, who would facrifice
the world to their gains, and are ready, in their
rage for profit, to cry out with ¢ the enraged Nor-
o thumbcrhnd f

Let heaven Kifs ca.rt}- ! now let not nature’s hand |
Keep the v{xld ﬂood conﬁn’d ! let order die!

SHYVOL. I A > * But
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But when any ‘one does write a deed with his
own hand, it feems, he gemerally figns it. He
always figns it, if it be a deed. | If he draws it
up as a deed, he will equally as a deed fign it.
But what conneéion has all-this with the letters
before the council and parliament? It has this.
¢« Hence written and fubferibed conftantly go to-
« gether in common language, juft as beirs and
« executors.” 'The technical union of .heirs and
executors is very natural, beczufe thefe are le-
gally two grand and parallel links in the chain of
tranfmitted property. But is there any fuch
union, or any fuch reafon for an union, between
the fubfcribing and the writing of a paper, whe-
ther a law-deed or not ? Do deeds generally, or
even ever, make ufe of the combination ¢ writ-
« ten and fubfcribed,” as they do of ¢ heirs and
« executors £’  Certainly not. The fubfcriber
is almoft always a different man from the writer,
And, even when he is not, none but an affetted
fimpleton would think, “if ever one thought, of
recording upon his deed, that he wrote as well
as fubferibed it.

But ‘even if all this was true, if the terms
« written and fubfcribed” were as commen
affociates in the language of the law, as ¢ heirs
¢ 'and executors” are ; whatthen ? Would every
or would any lawyer, from this frequent recur-
rence of the phréfe, always fuperadd ¢ fubfcribed”
to ¢ written,” whenever he had occafion to
mcnpon the letters? 'Would he particularly, in
mentioning any writing that was »of fubfcribed,
from the force of a merely mechanical bias, and
s in



n»i\'g L i A e Rt W »-»:f-‘:gc.;n.:v ""-.—-z;{i;&uff u."" T R
" -

!-'4
MARY q,qt;ﬁ ‘OF scorTs.

» s

in dire&t oppefition to his own view of it, men~
tion it as equally {ubfcribed and written ?  The
fuppofition is {ufficiently. refuted by the ftate-
ment.  The very queftion precludes all anfwer,
But, even ‘if he would, was the clerk .of the
council a lawyer, and the clerk of the parliament
none; and were the adls, either of the parlia-
ment or of the council, ufually drawn up in the
law-language, ‘practifed within this gentleman’s
forum juftitie 2. It does not appear, that either
was.. Ner were the aétsof the council, any more
than' thofe of the.parliament, ever (aid by the
clerks to be written and fubfcribed by the mem=
bers. They were both fubjcribed by them. Both
thefe were particularly fo.* But they were neither
of them written. . And this very act of council
does not purport, to be either written or fub-
feribed by them.t

I have purfued this ridiculous argument ata
greater expence of time and words, than it had
a right to claim at my hands ; in order to ih;w
it ridiculous, in every prmcxple and particle of if,
It may thus ferve as an ufeful fpecimen of . the
wretched reafoning, in which the adyerfaries of .
Mary: are now compelled to take refuge. The

- clerk ‘of the council was Alexander Hay, a no-

tary publick.} He was ufed, as a publick
notary; ‘to. draw up writings and to atteft them.
He was peculiarly, therefore, in the habits of
accuracy. His very profeflion confifted in this.

- He faw the letters produced in form. He was

"Goodaﬂ,u.bg—-—(x() and 69, 4 Tbid, 65. 1 Tbid. B4,
See ii. 360y for a-ciergyman being a notary publick to Queen
Mary.
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to defcribe them, He therefore examined themn,
From that examination he defcribed them. He

neceffarily defcribed as he faw. | He deferibed
them as they were. And he defcribed them as

_written and fubfcribed by Mary. He could not
: érr He could not miftake concermng tlge fub-

feription, any more than coneerning-the writing.
He faw a fubfcription to them. He therefore
noticed them as fubfcribed. - And, what doubly
precludes all poffibility of a miftake, his defcrip-
tion of them is authenticafed in the fulleft- man-
ner, by the fignatures of the counfellors prefent ;
even b'y Murray himfelf, by Morton, and by a
long train of others.*

* But, when the letters were re-produced in par-
liament, the clerk there acted juft as the clerk
before had aled, and as all clerks muft a& in
the fame fitvation. He was James Makgill,
¢ Clericus Rotulorum Regiftri,” as he ftyles him-
felf. He was a man of much more confequence
than the other.. He drew up acts of parliament.
He enrolled them in the journals of parliament.
And he mmphﬁed and attefted them for publi-
cation.} “He faw the letters produced in parlia-

-ment. He muft have read them to the houfe.

He was alfo to defcribe them in the new act. .

- He equally examined and equally defcribed them,

with the clerk before. He equally defcribed as
he faw. He equally defcribed them as they were.

And his defcription was equally authenticated,

by being cngmfted into a bill, by being paﬁ'ed

' * Goodall, iis 65, - 1 Ibid. 381,

- " : : v }n
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in form through the three eftates in ‘parliament,
and by bcmg ratified into a law by the rcgent
Murray. * . -

The original difficulty, then, fubfifts mu in its
full force. How fhall we difengage ourfelvgs from
it? The plain faé was this. '

When the rebels firft formed their letters, for
the accufation of Mary by the teftimony of her
own writing ; they would be fure to form them,
with the addition of her name at the end, as well
as with the imitation of her hand in all. They
accordingly drew up a little contraé of marriage
for her, exa&ly in' this manner.t This indeed
was the only manner, in which reafon .and pro-
priety ¢ouid induce them to draw up the letters.
A letter without a fubfeription would be a perfelt
Jolecifm in_evidence. It could therefore be never -
intended at firft. * Policy might afterwards drive
them to it. But reafon at firft could never have
led them. A monfter may be generated by a
collifion of accidents, * But it is not the gegular
produ&xon of nature. And the letters wére ac-
tually prefented to the privy council,. with the
cuftomary appendage of fubfcnptlon to them.
They were then WITTER ARD SUBSCRIBED
¢ wiTH HER owN HAND.” But.when thefe ar-
tificers of fraud came to reflet ftill more clofely
on the approach of -parliament, and to prepare

* So ¢ the clerk of regifter,” fays a letter from Ran.

" dolph to Cecil, Auguft the 10th, 1560, « immediately ftood

« up, and afked them to what mnn‘er they would procced”
TRobertfon, u. 321). "
+ Appen(hx, No. xiv, :
: Ad 3 4 thgn'
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their letters for the ftriét examination which they
muft expeé from the friends'of Mary there; they
began to thrink, at the thoughts of what they had
done. - To fubftantiate the charge by letters un-
der herrown hand, they had neceffarily annexed.

- her own fubfcription.  But that letters contain-

ing intimations of adultery and of murder, fhould
be fent with her fubfcription to them, and yet
without any guard of a feal upon them ; exceeded
all the bounds of credibility. They were ftruck
with the abfurdity. They dreaded a dete®ion by
it.* They muft alter it.  But they could not fup-
ply the defeét of the feal. And therefore they
muft retrench the fubfcription. They accord-
ingly went to work very bufily again.” ‘They had
not many days for it. They did“not difcover
their errour, till they had prefented: their letters
to the council on the 4th of December. 'The
parliament was to meet on the 1§th, and aétually
fat only to the 2g9th.* But they were too expert
in their bufinefs, not to be expeditious in it.
They wrote over the letters anew.  They thus
formed a THirD edition of'them. They left out
all the fubfcriptions. ~ And the writings, when
they came to be exhibited in parliament, appeared
no longer fubferibed by the hand of Mary, but

~ merely ¢« wrITTEN wHOLLY” by it

The aéts of council and of parliament conﬁrm
the fadts in this hiftory, beyond all poﬁ'xbzhty of

" doubt. That unfealed 'fate of the lcttcrs, into

* Sir. Thomas Murray’s Acts of Parliament, 191, and
Goodall, ii. 237,

L}

which .
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which therebels were forced by neceflity, accounts
fufficiently for them. And this adds one more
to the iinftances which we have had already, of
the fufpicious fpirit of guilt in the rebels ; of their
Jjealous attention to all the circumftances of their
forgery ;. and of their fucceflive improvements
upon their original draughts. b
Nor was this difficult to be done. When ““the
¢ artickle” was ¢ proponit be the erlis, lordis,
<t and uther nobill-men, quha tuik armis at Car-
¢ barrie-hill, upon the 145th day of Junii laft by~
¢ paft;” they themfelves would naturally be ap-
pointed a committee, to draw it up, and intro-
duce it into the houfe. The committee accord-
ingly confifted of the very men, who had fo lately
fat in council on the letters, This is appa-
rent from their drawing up the bill, juft as the
council had planned it, and even pretty nearly
in the very words of the council. And they would
of courfe be affifted in the work by James Makgill,
the clerk of the parliament, or, as he was popu-
larly called, clerk of the regiftry. James was
deep in all the fchemes of the party. He was a
privy counfellor to Murray. He fat in that very
council before. And he was even one of the af

fiftants to the commifTioners, for the conferences

at York and Weftminfter ; and even one of the
few employed, in communicating the letters pri-
vately to the Englifb commiffioners at York.*
With fuch a clerk and fuch a committee, what

could be the difficulty ? There would be little or

* Goodall, ii. 106, 140, 236, 2375 37% and 381.
] Al 4 none,
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1’* none, even with another committee and another

clerk. They had certainly a cepy of.the act of
council before them. - This was not wanted as an

_ authority, but as a model. It might therefore be
~ copied by any of the counfellors. And, fo co-

pied, we may be fure it would be p_crfe&ly agree-

* able to the new deﬁgn of the party, . That a&

being thus modified into a bill in the committee,
it 'and the letters would be prefented together to

“the whole houfe. On a hearing or, an infpection
. of both, the latter would be found to accord ex-

aétly with the former, in not being fubfcribed by
Mary, in being only written by her.  None of
the friendg of Mary could know any thing of the
variation. It was only in the knowledge of her
enemies. Should any of #hefe have been inclined
to notice it, either in the committee or in the
hdufe ; he could not have done it, without a total

* inattention to his own fafety. He.and they were

all too interefted in pafling a law, which was to
be their own acquittal for all their deeds of re-
bellion and ufurpation, to oppofe it by any dif~

~ covery, that might be fatal,to it and to them-

felves. And though there might be fome men,
not deftitute of all honour, in the preceding coun-
cil of Murray’s ;, yet the powerful principle of
felf-prefervation would operate with all the force
of villainy itfelf, and feal up their lips for ever,

In this manner the act of council was tranf-

_ muted into an at of parliament. ~ Inafew years

all memory of the friking variation between
;hcm, in the defcription of the letters, was loft.

E. It was ftill apparent indeed upon the books of the

any
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privy council.  But thefe were acceflible to few,
They were ‘acceflible to none but the rebels
themfelves, while rebellion had its day. None
were curious enough to exarnine them afterwards,
A fpirit of laborious inquiry is not a common
talent in the world. It is peculiarly uncommon
among thofe, who are beft able to reify the
judgments of their cotemporaries. And this full
and pomtcd proof of the forgery of the letters,
lay buried in duft and darknefs, and expofed to
a thoufand accidents, for nearly two hundrcd years
afterward.*

-

- -~

*.Mr, Goodall firft noticed it, . 43—44. And Mr.
Tytler reinforced the notice in p. 7—12, Edit, 1ft, and fil}
more firongly in p. 7—13, Edit. 3d,

'
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§ I.
HAVE already pointed out three very ex-

_traordinary inftances of variation, in the let-
ters. The two firft are moft important. But

_the laft is moft ftriking. Coming luckily be-
“tween the exhibition in council and the pro-
. duétion in parliament, "and fo prefenting itfelf in

the light from each, we fee it in the cleareft point
of view. And the moft refolved enemies of Mary
have nothing to advance, in oppofition to this
glaring proof of forgery; except by fuppofing

- awhbat is contrary to fafl, or by affirming what is

repugnant to common fenfe. All endeavours to
darken what is fo luminous, all attempts to
muffle up this moon whigh fhines with {o firong

.a luftre, can only draw down a heavy charge of

folly, upon the head of him that makes them.

But befides this, and befides the more impozt«
ant alteration which I have pointed out from
Throgmorton before, when the whole mafs (as
it were) was thrown back into the crucible, and
melted down for a re-coinage; there are other
inftances of variation, which- have never been
noticed at all, and yet require the attention of the
publick. I fhall lay one of them before my reader
atprcfcnt '

‘When
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When firft the letters were formed, they would’
as naturally be DIRECTED as fubferibed,  This-
common-fenfe fuggefts to us.  The firlt impre/-
Jfion of the letters, therefore, we may be very
{ure to have had thefe bead and tail picces to them.
Accordingly we find the rebels, upon all occafions,
reprefenting the letters in fuch a manner, as if
they were altually direffed. The aéts of council
and of parliament, before, fpeak of them asletters
“ sENT BE HIR TO JaMes ErLi BorTtawsrr.”
So alfo, in Morton’s and Murray’s enumerations
of all the written evidehces againft the Queen,
thefe are faid exprefsly to have been ¢ sexp aAxD
« pasT betwixt the Queng—and JaMms SUMTYME
« ErrLL BoraviLe.,”* In the fame manner, the
commiffioners at York notice them without any
hefitation, as addreffed to Bothwell. They call
them ¢ the Quene of Scottes lettres WRITTEN TO
“ BormaiLr.”t  They intimate indeed a proper
doubt at times, concerning the letters being in
her handwriting, But they never 1nﬁnuatc the
Nighteft doubr, of their being addrefied to Both-
well. Jult fo, the commiffioners at Weftminfter |
and the privy counfellors at Hampton Court,
both, fpeak of the letters as WRITTEN To THE
EaArL or BorawirL.] And Murray fifally
mentions, that he produced to them letters
« written be the Quenis awin hand, and sext
€ 10 THE sAID JAMES sSUMTIME ERLE oF Bors-
f“VILLE.”§

* Appendix, No. iv. 4 Ibid. No. vi.

1 1bid. No, viii. andix. . .~ § Ibid. No. xi.
But
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‘But whence arifes all this certainty of convic-
"tion? Not from any internal evidence. There
" is nothing in any of the letters, that denotes the
Earl to be the objeét of the adulterous love.
There is even fomething in the principal of them,
that denotes him #o¢ to be the obje&t. He is
‘there fpoken of as a third perfon. ' < Remember
« zow,” it fays to the real object, ¢ of the pur-
¢ poif of the Lady Reres, of the Inglifmen, of
« his mother, of the Erle of Argyle, of THE ErLE
« or BoruweLL.”* Here Bothwell is men-
tioned as equally a third perfon with Argyle, and
as equally a different one from the perfon ad-
drefled. Yet the rebels and the commiflioners,
we fee, are fure they were addreffed to Bothwell,
And this affurance of faith in them muft there-
fore have refulted originally, from exzernal evi-
dence concerning the point, from the actual fu-
perfcription of the letters to Bothwell.

Yet they appear at prefent, without any fuper-
feription at all. They are no more direfted to
«any one, than they are fubfcribed by any one,
Nor have they loft their direttions, any more
than they have loft their fubfcriptions, by acci-
dent, by the inaccuracy of a blundering clerk,
or by the bias of a mechanical influence on the
mind. They were un-diretted at their produc-
tion before the commiffioners at Wefltminfter,
This is plain from a cotemporary ‘writer. The
bithop of Rofs, in a memorial which he prefented
to Elizabeth herfelf, and which he prefented as

* Ly i, S, xxxvi,
early -
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carly as the l7th of Detember 1568, only nine
days after the production of the letters, fays thus
of them : ¢ Thhey are not fubferivit be the allcdgu
«¢ writer theirof, nor feillit, nor ﬁgnetlt,—nor zit
¢ DIRECT TO NA MAN.”*
They were therefore moft extraopdinary letters
to t;l: exhibited in evidence. They were to ground
arge againft Mary, of murderous confede-
racy with Bothwell. Yet they were not fub-
fcribed by Mary. And they were not fuper=
fcribed to Bothwell. But they were both fuper-
fcribed and fubfcribed eriginally, as I have al-
ready fthewn. Only the fame principle of cau-
tious villainy in the rebels, that annihilated their
own prior creation fo decifively, that mangled
their pofteriour one fo much as we have feen, and
that peculiarly lopped away .the fubfcriptions,
equally applied its retrenching hand to the direc-
tions, and tore them wholly away. L.etters un-
SEALED, and yet (as the commiffioners at York
very properly fay) ¢ conteyning foule mattcxr,
¢ and abominable to be thought of or to be write,
“ ten by a-prince,”t could not be fuppofed by
any but the determined enemies of Mary, to be
either figned openly by ker, or to be addrefled
openly to him. The fimplicity of faith in a fool
would revolt equally at either. And the addrefs
to Bothwell was accordingly withdrawn, with the
fignature of Mary.
- But then how came the letters to be fpoken of
afterwards, as if they were ftill directed to Both-

» Appen.dix, Nog Xiiv 4 Ibid. No. v.
well ?
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“well 2 From three. caufes. One relates to whc
Scotch parliament. Another points to the Eng-
lith. commiffioners. And the third mounts. up
to Murray himfeif.

The letters are never fpoken of, either bcforc
. or after the Scotch parliament, as actually di-
reted to Bothwell. They are only faid to be
Jent him. This indeed, in all commeon con-
ftrufon of language concerning letters, implies
them to have been addreflfed, as well as difl-
patched, to him. Yer, as it is one of thofe words
in' every language,” which in ordinary ufage pafs
current for more than their. proper fignification ;
the rebels had no need to.aler their expreffions
concerning this, as they had concerning the fub-
fcriptions.  The act of council had afferted them
to be fent to Earl Bothwell, when they had di-
re¢tions upon them. The aét of parliament
afferted them equally to be /et him, when the
direttions were taken away. It might properly
do fo. Though not diretted, they might be fent
to him. - ‘And whether they were fent or not,
was a point which the partifans of Mary might
‘have required to be proved, before they fuﬁ"crcd
the letters to be fanétioned for hers by a law.

" But they were precluded from doing this, by the
terrours that were artfully hung over their heads.
“They were precluded from tuking a fingle ftep of
~ this kind, from afking a fingle queftion, or from
- ftarting a Gingle doubt, by the accurfed combina-

* tion that was formed among the rebels, to murder
Mary in a moft cruel manner, if any oppofition
was madc by her friends to the law:: Nor was

BT thls
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this 2 mere menace. Some of their own party,
who were beft capable of judging, confidered
the combination in fo ferious a light, and were
{fo apprehenfive of the confequences of it, that
they would not enter into it. ¢ Sindrie of the
< nobil-men partakeris with- thamefelfis,” fay
Mary’s lords, ¢ refufit to fubfcryve the famin,
« o confent to bir deid [death] in omy wayis” *
Murray was too determined in his aims, and too
favage in his {pirit, not to have fet the confede-
racy at work upon their obje&, if he had been
defeated .in his defigns for the law. Mary’s
friends thought him fo, and trembled for their
Queen. Some of his own affociates equally
thought him fo, and trembled left he fhould-in-
volve them in the guilt of her murder.

Yet Murtay muft have intended, rather to
menace than to murder. Even a Murray would
not attempt a murder, if a menace would anfwer
his purpofe as well. His great intent was to ter=
rify. To terrify Mary into a refignation of the
crown, was the point to which all his meafures ulti~
mately tended. This was the grand f{cope of the
prefent law. ~ And to terrify her adherents in the
Houfe from being troublefome in it, from fcru-

 tinizing his proceedings with an inquifitive eye,

from examining the Jetters particularly, from no-
ticing the want of fubfcriptions, and from infift-
ing on the want of direétions, to them; he at-
racked them in their tendereft part, not by
threatening their lives, not by banding to mur-

.+ Goodall, i, 360
" i der .
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-dcr them; but by. threptenmg thie life of t.bcnr
fovereign, and by banding to murder Mary.
Such an inftrument of terrour as this, whxch
was calculated only ‘for the generous and the
brave, was fabricated merely for the prefent
emergency. It alted therefore with the greater
force upon the friends of Mary. The fate of
their miftrefs hung fufpended on their aétions and
words. The blood-hounds of rebellion were
< in their flips, ftraining upon the ftart,” and
ready to fpring upon their prey. And thofe

worthies were compelled by their very worth,
their very bravcry and generofity, to ac with the
niceft caution, and to let the law pafs un-fcru-

tinized and un-expofed.*

Such a violent mode of paffing the law, how=
. ever, muft have convinced them at the time, as
it muft equally convince my reader now, in the
fulleft'and moft efeCtual manner; that letters,
which were to be fo carried through the houfe,
muft have been undoubtedly fpurious, muft have
been clumfily fabricated, and might have begn

* Yet Dr. Robertfon was fo little apprized .of thefe cir-
cumfitances; or fo little attentive to their momentum and force,
as to urge the paffing of this law for a real argument of
guilt in Mary (Difl. 22), He muft either have thought a
pop-gun would be artillery fufficient; to decide thefe long
contefts concerning Mary againft her;

Hi motus animorum, atque hac cértamina tanta,

"~ Pulderis exigui jactn comprefla quicfcant
ory in great diftrefs for arguments, he picked up ail that he
could find ;

certamine agrefti
Stipitibus duris agitur fudibufve prauftis,

3 eafily
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ea‘ﬁly*dctcé'ted But they were convinced of

their fpunoufncfs by their appearance. «"Hip
« Majeftie’s .writing producit in parliament,”

they fay, coufd be no proof of murder againft
her, ¢ albeit it were her awin hand-writ, as 17

<15 nor; and als the famin 1s DEVYSIT BY
“ THAMESELFIS.”* Yet they were obliged to ac-
quiefce in amerely negative oppofitiontoall. They
merely ¢ tuik inftruments and proteftatiounis,——

¢¢ that thay confentit to na hurt of the Quenis Ma-
« jeftie’s perfoun, eftait royall, nor crown, fordar
“ nor ber Hienes wald frzelte appre:f berfelf, being at
« Jibertie: nor yet wald voit in enie thing concern-
<« ing ber Grace’s bonor nor lyfe,”+ So much was
due to their own probity! But more would have
been dangerous to their Queen’s life.

'We cannot wonder then, that Mary’s adherents
did not call for a proof of the letters being fent
to Bothwell, as they were not directed - to him.
Thofe adherents called for no proof of their be-
ing written by Mary, though they were not fub-
fcribed by her. They called for no proof of
any thing concerning them. The bloody comet,
that glared continually before their eyes, pre~
vented all inquiry. The letters and the law
paffed without particular contradiction through

the houfe. And they would equally have paffedin -

fuch circumftances, we may be fure, if the letters
had been charged with abfurdity, and loaded with

forgery, in every atom of their compofition.

* Goodall, ii. 361, + Ibid. 16g.
YoL, I. ' Bb - But
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But when thé~l'ettcr_s‘ come to be canvafied in
England, "then the want of a direction to Both-
well will be fupplied, by a proof of their actual

" conveyance to him. England is a region, in

‘which Murray’s comet can have no effeét upon
the fpirits of the judges. Nor has it. Yef the
want is not fupplied. None of the perfons that
carried the letters, appeared to prove the con-
veyance of them., None were produced by Mur-
ray. None were called for by the Englifh com-
miffioners. Thus was no courfe of tranfmiffion
fhewed. The defec of a direction, particularly,
was left” totally un-cured. Murray could not
cure or fhew either. Nor could the commiffioners
call for either. The letters were not exhibited
to them as commiffioners. They were fhewn to
them only as private gentlemen. This reafon,
however, was no longer in force, when the let-
ters were exhibited again at Weftminfter. Some
witnefles therefore will be brought up now, to
fill ‘this grand chafm of evidence, and to thew

'‘us at lealt the verdal dire€tions of one or more

of the letters. But they are not. << There is nei-
< ther fubfcription of the writer,” fays Bifthop
Lefley at the end of the Weftminfter conference,
“¢ nor fuper/cription unto whom they were direfied :—
“¢ there is no mention [it thould be, 7o prosf]
“ made of the Bearer, who is, as it may be fup-
< pofed,—the man in the moone : he was never
¢ yet known or heard of [judicially], that 4id
€< either receave or deliver them.'* And no ac-

* Appendix, No. xii.
' count
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count was ever given, why the letters are fup-
pofed to have been for Bothwell. They carty’
no diretions to him. They have no convéyance
to hxm, proved or artempted to be proved. Yet o
they are believed -by the privy counfellors at”
Hampton Court, they are believed by the com-

miffioners at York, they are believed by the com- *
miffioners at Weftminfter, and they are believed
by Murray and by every body, to be addrefled - @
to him. How is this? Here is faith without - *
reafon, an implicit faith without a grain of reafon.

And whence arifes it all ?

It all arifes from Murray. He gave the firft
movement to this circle of belief, which we have
feen gradually widening and widening, till it
fpread over the ifland. He firft believed, and he
taught others to believe. But whence did be de-
rive his faith? He could derive it only from one
fource, He knew the original letters. He knew
them to be addrefled to Bothwe]l. Heknew
them to be direted to him. And, thoygh he’
found himfelf compelled by the necefiities of
policy, to deprive them of their diretions; though
he could find nothing in the contents, that would
point out the perfon addrefled; yet he had the
courage to think of fupplying all, by the mere
bravery of affurance; and he had the’good for-
tune to have his word taken, his affertion cir-
culated, and his faith -adopted, without a know-
ledge of his reafons, by all.
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