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CHAPTER

The Conflict between the Regular and Secular Clergy

The Nature of the Problem

TIhe of the confAiect that developed between the m1sSs10-
Nar y friars of the Augustinian, Franciscan and Dominican Orders

the OI hand, an the secular clergy, especially the bishops,
the other, 15 ONn of the sa chapters of the history of sixteenth
century Mexico. 1'IIS unpleasant and VeErYvY involved StOTrYy must be
ZoNE nto because Alonso de la Vera Cruz Wa  N ON of the maın
figures ın the confliet. In this chapter shall trace the gyenera|l
lines o the disputes, especıially sSCECNMN through the actıvıitiıes of
the Augustinians, and In the following chapter, shall consider
IMI specifically the role of Vera Cruz ancl the ONSCHGUECNCES of
his actıvıty.

Before goıng nto thıs matter, ÖINne preliminary remarks Al

NECECSSaATY. W hile truly amount o an ll'lk w as

consumed 1n the numberless etters an: reports wrıtten by both
sides, the quantıty of ocumentation In iıtselt Ca nothing. Many
of the reports were extremely long-winded and contained VEIY little
substance. Both sides wWere anxXx1o0us LO maıntaın their OWN posıtion,

See Augustiniana, (1955) - 241-267
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neither hesitated exXxaggerate freely and bring 1n XITraneOus
atters with little connection LO the immediate problems.
Consequently, ıt 15 mistake LO take this confict LOO seriously,

put full credence ıIn everything that wWas written. The following
opınıon of arlano Cuevas 15 reasonable OIl though somewhat
LOO enient 290) }

The violent language employed ın these disputes, their 1INeX-
plicable prolongation OVEI Man Yy ca  „ and EVEN certaın insults
and discourtesies orıgınatıng therefrom, ESEVC reached the polnt of
Ser10us defects, NOT do they signify anything INOI e than affaırs
engaged ın by hot-blooded Spaniards.

W hile that 15 generally true, however, the effect that thıs COMN-

1ıct has had upON exican history 15 lamentable. Any wriıter wh
wishes to present unfavorable V1IEW of the Catholic Church 1n
the Spanish Empire W as only LO turn LO these COP10US manuscrıpts,
wrıtten by ecclesiastics, LO find l the accusatıons he INaAaYy desire 291).
Such wriıters, however, do not always take the trouble to present
the whole Dıcture an indicate the real value of the evidence. In

word, the whole affair wWwWas unfortunate, and the ecclesiastics of
that period, both religious and secular, ave done t+hemselves
real disservice by not havıng (COLLIG tO early settlement.

The conflict has ıts or121n ın the VEIYy nature of the Spanish
m1ss10Ns ın the New World At the inception of these m1sSs10Ns at
the end of the fifteenth CENLUrY the Popes granted extensıve POWECIS

the Catholic Kıngs of Spain, Ferdinand and Isabel., Patrons of
the missionlands. TIhe members of the religi0us orders, especılally
the Franciscans, became the specıal emi1ssarıes of the Crown an
the favored } missionaries within the realm of the Royal Patronage.

2fi0) CCUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, 176 « La violencia de lenguaJe
empleado estias discordias, inexplicable prolongacion POT tantos anos, aun
c]ıertos desaires descortesias de eallo originadas, nı llegaron un taltas TaVCS,
e8 significan mas, S1NO QU«C los asuntos t+rataban entre espanoles de SaNgT«eE
caliente ) A

291) For example, $ B DIFFIE, atın-AÄmerican Civilization. Colonial
Period (Harrisburg, Pa., D 268 He SaVyYS that the Cathedral Chapter o#
Mexico City ıIn 578 complained that the property o the Augustinl]ans and
Dominicans ncluded the Zreater and best part of the cCıty. In 1eW of the onflict

which have spoken, such sweeping statemen 15 immediately ODECN
susplclon, but the wriıter apparently takes ıt face value. his atter 11 be
discussed urther in thıs chapter.
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In order LO make their work possible In ArCa where the Church
had C V& een established, the Holy See gaVC the religious VvVery
extensive faculties for the administration of the acraments, facul
t1es that normally rest ıIn the hands of the biıshops. These DPDOWETIS
WeTIe transfterrec LO the miıisslionarıes by the VETrY fact of being de
sıgnated LO the m1ssıons by their superlors and the King 292). Hence,
within short aCe of tıme, with the VeryY rapıd expansıon of the
mM1sSsS10NS, what wWas really extraordinary setup became the rdi-
Nary functioning of the Church ın the New World : the religious
became strongly entrenched ıIn their avored posıtıon. The trouble
began when the time Came LO establish dioceses ıIn the m1ss]10nNn-
lands the rst Bishop In Mexico, Juan de Z/umärraga, W as appoin-
ted In 1528 The bishops found themselves ıIn disadvantageous
posıtion. They werc“e, practically speaking, without authority, be-
au the secular clergy were vVCIrIYyY few, Aan: the religious operated
totally independent of epıscopal jurisdiction. The friars WEeTl e the
pastors of the churches, but they Cid not regard their terrıtorıes
parıshes, but rather doctrinas D unıque organızatıons with
dependence uUuPON the normal diocesan establishment. Obviously,
such arrangement could nNnOT indefinitely and conflicts of
Jurisdiction OONMN n It became question of which sıde w as

J0In LO make CONCess10ONSs, an how much.
The religious, shall SCC, wWere VEIYy reluctant LO make an

CONCess10nNs, ancl sometimes CE.VeGn tended LO extend their authority
beyond Drevı0us limits. They constantly fell back upDON their DTI1VI1-
leges and regarded their OW rights an those of the Crown, both
granted by the Holy See OIl:‘ The1r attiıtude 15 summed ın

statemen by Grijalva where he mentions the rights of the Spanish
kıng In ecclesiastical affairs 293). his statemen W as occasıoned by

attempt the part of the bishops, 1n 1555 demand that
the friars vyet permi1ssion before building church monastery
within the diocesan territory. The Kıng Cammne the defense of the
religious, and Grijalva SAaVS that the King had the right an duty
defend the friars three cCounts. First, the bıshops were subject

292) LETURIA, El reg10 vıcarıato de Indias los Comıenzos de la Congregaciön
de Propaganda, 1n FINKE, Gesammelte Aufsaetze zu Kulturgeschichte Spaniens,

(Muenster, 33177 38-140 The system of J1VINS delegated Apostolic
taculties ımmediately through the Franciscan super1]1o0rs began ın the m1ss]10ns of
the ast 1ın the thirteenth century.

49 S) RIJALVA, cit., Edad l ’ chap. XVI, 92-93



365Fray Alonso de la 'Vera Cruz,
to the Crown because they owed their appoıntment to the Kıng
Secoönd, 1n this specific instance, the Crown W as not interfering in
ecclesiastical atters because the King W as merely settling quUu!'  _
tion of temporal Justice the basis of the privileges enjoyed by
the religious. Third AaAn INOTEe fundamental, the King DOossessed
delegated authority ftrom the Pope to OVEeErnNn Al atters within hıs
realm with regard LO the gyood of souls, granted LO hım especially
by Pope Alexander

Upon examınıngz these three poılnts shall SC  D that the rst
[W:  ®] are COrrectk, but the thir.d OIl demands closer scrutiny. As
LO the appomıntment of bishops, 1t 15 ITrU€e that the Spanısh king
JjJoyed the right of appoıntment LO Al benefices. Not only W as he
empowered LO nomıiınate bishops, but he could also set the OUnNn-
daries of the diocese, determine the collection and distribution o
rents and tiıthes, ancl appoınt all beneficiaries within the diocese 294).

W ;ith regard LO the second poınt, 1t 15 CasSVy LO SC  ® that the
religious felt quıite free to build monasterı1es at their discretion.
Before the establishment of dioceses they were free LO operate ın
that espectT, needing only the approval of the royal government
upon whom rested the responsibility of sponsoring the m1ss1o0ns and
defraying the C  S of building and maıntenance. W ;th the COI-

Ing of the bishops, the religious Sa need to change their
posıtion. The privileges and exemption of the friars werIe based
upon Bulls granted by the Popes, especıially the Alias felices of
Leo given April 25 1521 and the Exponi nobis fecisti of
Adrian given May 1522 290) The Bull of lL_eo confirmed

Drev10ous faculties granted for the administration of all the Sacra-
ments, including ordination to mınor orders, with the sole restriction
t+hat those faculties which normally pertaın to the episcopal office

204) LEi'UR1A‚ Felipe II el Pontificado en momentfto culminante de la historia
hispano-americana, ın Estudios Eclesiästicos, (Madrid, Sept 1928, extraord:
narl10), 44-45, and note 17.: These privileges were conhiıırme ın a the RBulls
erecting dioceses.

295) Copies of both Bulls are found ın VERA CCRUZ, Speculum conıugiorum
(Milan, P appendix, 81-86 Actually these documents and SOINEC others of
the SaIne pneriod AI NOL RBulls ın the technica|l They WeTiIe issued 1n the
form of Briefts But because of their ımportance, and 1ın conformity ıth the CuUuUstom
of the period, the bDulls » seals, wWEerTre often attached them Technically,
they WEeTtre « Breves Bullatae Following the uUsage of moOost authors, this writer
el] retfer them simply Rulls
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be not exercised 1n an place where there 18 bishop. The Bull
of Adrian wWas known the mnımoda )) because 1t CON-

tained very extensıve phrase, granting LO the religi0us super10rs
omnımodam auctorıtatem nOostram ıIn utroque foro DE ın a places

where there was bishop where, at least, the friars WeIC

distance of dos dietas )) (about 40 miles) ftrom episcopal seat.
The word omnımoda ), because of ıts elasticity, W as LO become
the shibboleth of the religi0us In a 11 their cdisputes with the Hier-
archy. Both these Bulls wWCIE oranted ın tavor of the Franciscans,
but all their privileges WeTre extended equalliy LO the Augustinians

Hence, the ftriarsby Clement VII UuUCCESESSO LO Adrian 296)
pOossessed their taculties from the Holy See through their OWN SUDEC-
rors they had eed of either permiıssıon approval from the
bishops. As for the specific poınt about which WEeTIe speaking,
that 1S, the right LO tound monasteriıes and churches, although thiıs
right 15 nNnOoLt mentioned In the Bulls of the sixteenth CENTLUTY, the
friars reasoned that such foundations wWEeTIe obviıously essential LO
the missıon gıven them by the Popes, that urther DeT -
mıss1ıon w as needed from the Hierarchy 297)'

One of the effects of this unusual type of ecclesiastica]l organı-
zatıon wWas deep attachment between the ndians an the partı-
cular friars wh served their villages. The ndians paıd loyalty an
respect LO the mi1ıssionarı]les wh had OMNIC live [8)  o them,
but they NECW nothing of the bishops. Consequently, the bishops
were sometıimes chagrined LO SC the high regard paıd to the friars,
while their O W office went unrecognized. The lofty posıtıon an
independent Jurisdiction which the mi1ss1ionarıes enjoyed sometıimes
prompted them LO SsSSsSUume authority. In questions where CVEIIN the
bishop would hesitate LO acC  — The Augustinian Juan de Medina
Rincön, after he became Bishop of Vlichoacän, 15 quoted sSayıng :

When wWas religi0us, the sımple prl1or of monNnastery, had
TNOTEe COUTagZE and audacity LO make decisions than do NO as

Bishop 298) An example of thıs kind of conduct 15 found ıIn

296) his commMunıcatıon of privileges wWas obtained by the Augustinian Genera]l
Gabriel of Venice (1514-1536) CODY of the Brief Oct Al 1530) Ca he SCCMN

1ın the of Vera Cruz, Fiscorija]l 111 6, tols 109-1 10v
297) GRIJALVA, CIt,. dad IL chap. XVI, hiıs wWwas Iso the explanation

z]ven by Vera Cruz Fscorjal 111 6, to 287 He 150 spoke of specific
privileges granted by Greg. and Sixtus Ibid., fols 1955 v and 156

29 B) RICARD, La « conquete spirituelle » , 293 « Quand ] etais religieux,
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the method adopted by Agustin de Coruna, also Augustinlan,
handling ase of iıdolatry amongst OINe Christian ndians 299). He
called the people together 1n the village of Olinalä and pronounced
himself inquısıtor by authority of the ul mnimoda ) , eVEeNN

though the Inquisition did nOot exıst ın Mexico at that time. He
then threatened. LO declare the vıllagers relapsed and impenıtent,
$ they did not reveal the place of the dol The Francıiıscans Iso
were accustomed employ this method of procedure. But the

mnımoda ), elastic though ıt wWas, could NnOL justify such auda-
C10uUs claims.

Another aspect of the conflict between relig10us and Hierarchy
when the bishops tried to replace the friars with diocesan

clergy In OÖOINe of the churches. his should ave eecen natura|l
development 1n the ecclesiastical organızatıon, but the religio0us
WeTr®e understandably reluctant to relinquish the churches which
they had established an built by much sweat and toil. Further-
IHOTES:; relinquishing the SerVICES of the church the secular clergy
also an leaving theiır monastery which wWas attached to the
church It W äa  N nOot sımply question of handıng OVel the office of
pDastor of souls ıt mean also great OSSs of DproperLy an ıncome.
The reply of the friars to the demands of the bıshops w as that
the secular clergy wWeIEC nNnOT At they did not NOW the ndians and
could nOot speak their languages, they WEeIe poorly educated and
lacking ıIn zeal and self-sacrifıce SJ In general, these charges wWeTlre

Lrue, especılally In the early ca  , because there W el e em1-
narıes for diocesan clergy ın the New W orld and sometimes the
clergy wh amnle from Spaıin were seeking opportunıity INOTE than
priestly labor 301) TIhere WCIC, however, OINES worthy and capable
prlests oNg them, but the triars made distinction they wWeTre

opposed tO all eftorts of replacement.
Of ll the nOoINtS of conflict the most hotly contestedc w as the

question of tithes, but shall deter that for the present and take

sımple priıeur d’un CoOouvenL, ] avals plus de COUTaARC et d’audace pOUFr prendre de
decisions QUC maıntenant que Je SU1Ss eveque ı M

299) (jARCiA ]CAZBALCETA, Autos de Fe ‚elebrados Mexico, ın Opusculos
Varıos, (Mexico, 1896 276

300) We shall SC  D INOIE of these charges when consider the wrıtings of
Vera Cruz In the Next chapter.

801) BAYLE, cıt., chap. v1 123.131 Cit Iso chap. V11 the secular
clergy linguists. RICARD, La conquete spirituelle » , 296-299
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1t INOTEe at length later We shall reiurn NO to the third
of the three claims made by Grijalva In favor of the Spanish King
He had sa1d that the King pOossessed delegated authority from the
Pope to OVEIN al atters that pertaın LO the vxood of souls. hiıs
rather all-inclusive statemen iıdentifies something which later amine

to be called the Royal Vicariate of the Indies )) 302). It 15 true that
the king enjoyed VEeErYvY extensıve ecclesiastical authority granted
him by the oly See In virtue of varıous Bulls gıven at the end
of the fiftteenth century and beginning of the sixteenth, he wWas

declared the Patron of all the lands ıIn the Spanish Eimpire with
the right and the duty of sending mıiıss]ıonarıes LO evangelize the
heathen peoples he W as granted the right of recelving ecclesjiastical
tithes with the Consequen obligation of supporting the future churchs
ıIn the 11C territorıies, the right of appoıntment LO all benefices, of
setting the boundaries of dioceses and of dividing dioceses under
certaın cıircumstances 303). All these privileges together constituted
the Royal Patronage, by C all: of which the Spanish king enjoyed
exclusive control OVerTr the newly-discovered lands In reiurn, he
W as pledged LO SDONSOT, a1d an Ssupport the Church 1n her
aftaırs. These privileges, along with those granted to the religious
In the (( Omnimoda ), welded nto OIn the aıms an: the eftorts of
the Holy See the Spanish Crown and the mendicant Orders. As

result, the King, through hlS Council] of the Indies, exercised
complete supervısıon and contro| OVeTlr the Church 1ın the Spanish
Empire.

Hence it Was that In the conflicts with the Hierarchy the friars

802) I wo excellent stuclies thıs matter aTre the above mentioned article by
PEDRO DE LETURIA, regio Vvicarıalto, supra, ote 292 and unpublished doctora]l
thesıs prepared at the Gregorian University, Rome, by NTONIO E,GANMA,
teoria del reg1o vDicarıato espanol Indias (1948)

808) LGANA, G: He lists the VAr]lOous Rulls
Inter coeftfera, May 5# 1493, gZgaVE the ing the right send miıss]ıonarles

the N& lands second Inter coetera was gıven May
ximiae devotionis, May S: |493, BaVtC him the SaIne rig.hts of Patronage

those enjoyed by the King of Portugal.
Xximiae devotionis, INOV 1501 BaVC him the right to recelve tithes.
Universalis Ecclesiae, July 28, 1508, SaVe him the right of Patronage In the

Indies.
Sacrı apostolatus miniısterio, Jan 24, 1518, gaVe him the |p o divide

diocese ın certaın cırcumstances.
C£ also LETURIA, Felipe II Y el Pontificado, 44-45
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always appealed the kıing an the Council of the Indies, who,
turn usually detfended the religi0us although that was nOoL always

the Case In favoring the religious there W as element of CCONOIMVY,
shall SC later In the of iUıme, through the IManYy

appeals LO the Crown vVverYy kınd of ecclesiastical affaır ıt Came

LO be intimated that the king actually enjoyed papal delegation,
VICa_TrlOus spirıtual POWETIS above an beyond the rights of Royal
Patronage that the ıdea behind the term ( Royal Vicarilate 304)
his iıdea had 1ts beginnings the wrıtlıngs of OINeEe of the relig10us,
principally Juan Focher, Franciscan and Alonso de la Vera Cruz
Unique though 1L Waäas, the dea wWas taken by the royalist 1-

nısters of the Crown particularly the next century, and especially
the INOVE by the Holy See to send Vicars Apostolic

LO the Spanish IN1ISS1ION lands 305) In order avoıd direct inter-
erence by the Holy See within the CINDITE, appeal W as macle to
the apostolic delegation enjoyed by the king Egana his
haustive study of the Royal Vicarlate concludes that there I6

evidence LO show that the Popes actually willed to concede VICaA-

ou PDPDOWETIS LO the kings of Spain, and therefore, the theory of
the Royal Vicariate )) must be regarded false 306) But that
not LO deny that the Popes did concede the office of unıversal
patronage, and CVEN kind of patronage embracing the wiıide
range of DOWETIS that ave already een mentioned These DOWETIS
wWere extensıve that 1L wWas sometımes difficult LO determine the
limits ’ ıT wWas by exceeding those limits that the theory of the
(( Royal Vicarijiate )) had 1ts OT1g1N

The Conflict Over the Founding and Financing o} Monasgsteries

In order LO illustrate particular aspect of the confict between

804) Cf the historica| development of this ıdea traced by ETURIA
regı0 vıcarıato de Indias

In the ext chapter shall SC\ the indications of his iıdea the wrıltings
of Vera Cruz

305) I!bid 165 TIhe policy of establishing Vicars Apostolic the
Was employed by the Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith

which wWas ftounded 622
TIhe chief roponent of the « Royal Vicariate » w äas Juan de Solörzano

Pereira his Politica indiana 1H e reters throughout the of Vera Cruz
IOO) F.GAHA cıt P 299 301



370 Ennis

the Hierarchy and the religious, and LO g1ve CONCcrete example
of the WaYy the friars proceeded 1n their miıssıon foundations,
shall consider [W.: monastıc foundations made by the Augustinians,
OTIl: unsuccessful, and the other successtul. Ihe first moNnastery esta-
blished by the Augustinian friars ın Mexico had unfortunate
history. We ave cen that ' upon their arrıval 1ın 1533 the friars
went south of Mexico City establish their rst mi1ss1o0ns 307) Jorge
de Avila stopped ın the village of Ocuituco an W as joined by
Juan de San Romän shortly afterwards. According to the custom

universally employed by the miıssıonarles, they immediately set
about the construction of church. [t W as planned large scale
and before ıt W as completed, the friars also began build the
accompanyıngz monastery. complaint w as then made by the
Franciscan Bishop of Mexico C1ty‚ Juan de /umärraga, that the
mıss10nNarıes werIre abusıng the ndians by putting LOO oreat burden
of labor them. He ordered the AÄugustinj]ans let the monastery

til atfter the church W as Ainished 308) Ocuituco W as only small
village, and the Indians, of OUTSEC, wWere the only SOUTIC® of labor
T he Bishop felt that the Augustinians wWelIe pursuing LOO ambitious

proJject, perhaps carrıed aWaV by imprudent desire LO make
their rst foundation truly outstanding on But the friars ftelt
that they NECW what they weTrte doing, and they wWEeTe not without
consideration for the Indians. At the hrst quasi-chapter of the friars
1in Mexico, held al Ocuituco ın 1554, they showed themselves LO
be VeETrYyY earnest religi0us INe an: EeEVeEenNn displayed unusual soli-
citude for the spirıtual education and welfare of the natıves 309).
|£ ıt 18 rue that they wWeTre nOot sufficiently careful of the material
weltare of the ndians, 1t cannot be jJustly saıd that their carelessness
w as due LO malice selfishness.

TIhe Augustinjans decided LO DaYy attention LO the Bishop s
orders ; they went with their plans they had begun {t 18
probable that Juan de San Romän, wh had helped LO make the
foundation at Ocuituco and wh w as OIl of the eaders ONg
the friars, had somethıng do with this decision. We know that

807) Supra, chap. n
:08) his incıdent 1Ss related by CCUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, {L, 360-362, and

by RICARD, La C conquete spirituelle » + 297-298 The documentary SOUTICE has
not been avajılable tO the present wriıter. [t 18 found ın GARCiA, Documentos
Para la historia de Mexico (Mexico, Vol

ll29) Supra, chap. 11
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he W as energetic and independent an, not OoONne LO be easıly
PDut off from his DU DOSEC As result of the Augustinians’ deter-
mined stand, the Bishop appointed e secular priıest LO be hıs Vicar
1n Ocuituco and administer to the ndians. The friars, angered by
what they considered unlawful interference, walked Out of Ocui-
LUCO, takıng with them the bell, church ornaments, locks, and EeEVEN

the Orange they had planted. Upon hearing later that Bishop
/amärraga planned to send Franciscans to take OVeTr the abandoned
monastery, the Augustinians saıd they would resist bDy torce an
selzure of their The threat W as SVC carrıed out, but
the Augustinians thus ingloriously ost their rst foundation. They
were NnOoTt the only OoON«CS, however, wh resorted to extireme

defend what they felt were their rights. In another incıdent SOINE

ca later at Tlazazalca ıIn Michoacän Augustinian monastery
Wäa  CN burned ın the of dispute 310) As result, the friars
introduced ult agaınst the Bishop, Vasco de Quiroga, and his
clergy. We shall ave OCcasıon TO speak INOTE of Bishop Quiroga
and this incıdent later.

Fortunately, not al] the Augustinians wWeIC impetuous
those o#} Ocuituco, and Bishop /umärraga wWas patient and under-
standıng a that ıll-feeling remaıned after the aftair al
Ocuituco. Ihe Bıshop remaıned friend of the Augustinian Order
LO hıs death ıIn 1548 and both partıes gaıned by the gzood relations.
At his death /umärraga wWas 1ın considerable debt LO the Order,
but that Wa  N nOL held agaınst h1m because C NECW he had
incurred his debts by hıs works of charity 311) It has
already een related 1n the second chapter how the Bishop assısted
the Augustinians upDOonN their arrıval In the New W orld especially
ın startıng and financing their centra|l monastery of San Agustin 1n
Mexico GCity. He W as instrumental In obtaining tor them the rents
of the village of Tetzcoco, the rst encomienda held by the Augusti-
n]ıans. In his letter to Philip that OCcasıon he praised the work
of the Augustinian friars ın Mexico, thus demonstrating hıs kınd-
11655 and vood 11 ıIn spıte of the incıdent In Ocuituco. Wi;:th hıs
help and that of the civil authorities, the building of San Agustin
w as solemnly inaugurated August 2 1541

810) RICARD, La ( conquete spirituelle »ı, 294, ote CUEVAS, Documentos
ineditos, 261 Ihe incident occurred 1ın 1560

Sll) Ct the letter of Vera Cruz cited above, chap. 1V, ote 281
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Many ca WeTIe LO and much labor and [9) wWas to be
expended before this magniıfıcent church and monastery wWelIe COIN-

pleted. Great CAPDCNSC Wä:  Cn involved, nOot only ın carryıng Out the
extensıve bulldineg and elaborate ornamentatıon, but also ın OVeETI-

comıng the defects of the sıte. The location of the monastery w as

not wisely chosen ; ıt W as low-Iying plot of ground where
underground spring made the earth muddy and LOO weak to Ssupport

heavy structure. his W as, and 15 still, characteristic problem ıIn
all the terraın of that arca Ihe Franciscan and Dominican
nasteriıes also suftered from damage caused by waler, but 1L

aPDPPDCAaAIS that the sıte of the Augustinian foundation W as partı-
cularly DOOI on 3]2) Several times the buildings werTr€e badly da
maged by floods 313) In order LO make ıt possıble LO raıse heavy
structure, they rst had LO PUump Out the excavatıon and then lay

solidc foundation of SLONE strong enough LO SUPDPOTTL the heavy
all 314). When ıt Came tiıme OVE the buildings, unorthodox
plan wWwWas employed. Ihe I‘OOfS WeIC made of wood, both LO lessen
the weight an: LO ave pitched roof from which the aın watler
would ru oft INOTIE quickly. The use of wood, however, proved
LO be bad solution, for 0791 hundred ca later, ın 16/76, al the
buildings of both church and moOoNnastery were completely destroyed
by fıre an: the wood In the church 15 saıd tOo ave burned for
three days 815) TIhe 0> and SV INOTIE grandiose siructiure built
shortly afterward and contaınıng OINe of the est exican bar-

art, Wa  N covered with stone vaulting. It still stands today,
but the Augustinians Are longer there because, ın the COIIfiSC&-
tiıons of the nıneteenth CEeNLUrYy, the church of San Agustin wWas

converted nto the National Library 316) This wWas accomplished

8\2) 1 ORQUEMADA, Monarquia ndiana (Madrid U,
81\'5). MENDIETA, Historia eclesiästica indiana, edited by Ciarcia Icazbalceta

(Mexico, 1870), 367
814) (JARCiA ICAZBALCETA, Los Agustinos Mexico, ın Opusculos Varlios, H.

417 ote He quotes the description by Cervantes de Salazar, Mexico 1554,
diälogo segundo.

815) Ibid., 417-418 TIhe hre occurred Dec | 1676 In tew days the
trıars WEEIC able ollect gold and begin N church. [t was

completed ın 1692 The whole complex of uildings constitutes O: of the SIruC-
UuUres « MäaSs eXiensas, sölidas pesadas » ın Mexico City, Sa YyS Icazbalceta. Ihe
grea weight of the church has caused ıt to sink noticably the west end

alß) !bid., 419 TIhe converslıon ot the church ınto the Biblioteca Nacional
COST large SUu: and Icazbalceta . adds, « PDaia CUYO destino sera sıempre 1N-
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only after CXPDECNSEC both because the building Was unsuı:ted
for library and because ıt had een allowed LO lie uın for
INanYy

The orıginal church w as rst opened for public worship S71
but the ornamentatıon especially the VETIY ornate gilded an paınted
ceiling, W as nOoTt completed unt:i| twelve Ca later Finally, 1587
the whole SITUCIUrEe church monastery, schools an infırmary, W as
finished 317) The total cost of this monumental work dedicated
St Augustine Came to the VEIY large Sı of 162 000 sold [=>  [9) 818)
The moONnastery, IL apPCars, w as also dedicated Santa Marla de
Gracia for that wWas 1ts title when Alonso de Ia Vera Cruz made
his profession there 1597 319) TIhe devotion of Our Lady of Grace
w as popular oNng the Spanish Friars and 1L provided fitting
spıratıon for such e undertaking TIThe Liıme required for
the completion of this work forty-six ca  9 ıtself indication
of the elaborate an CADECNSIV natiure of the Consiruction Unfor
tunately, there detailed description of the art and architecture
employed the buildings, but VEeIrYy Trıter of that Liıme wh has
refterred to San Agustin indicates that 1L W as (( curiously and CN-
sively canstructed and VETrYy sumptuous 320) The Augustinians
had doubt contributed OI of the chief Numents of Spanıiısh
culture of that period

PTOD1a The most notable Aart work the church the choir stalls, 59R tound
today the Generalito of the O. college of San Ildefonso Cf ROMERO

TERRERAS La Iglesia Convento de San A gustin (Mexico City, 1951
ote 15

317) ANTIAGO VELA Convento de San Agustin de Mexico, HHA AIV
Nov „-DDec 299 30)1 T’'he church wWas dedicated 1569 and opened

1571 TIhe monastery infırmary wWas completed 1572
818) (jARCiA JCAZBALCETA, Los Agustinos Mexico, Opusculos Uarı10o0s,

416 gold PCSO wWas unıt of computatıon set at ear | of gold C RICARD,
d conquete spirituelle » s 261 ote
SID) The explanation tfor the LW titles INaYy be that the whole church and

monastery wWas dedicated St Augustine, while the monastery chapel wWwWas

especilally dedicated Our Lady of Grace Ihe earliest ‚eference the latter
title the profession form of Vera (Cruz, 1537 Cf BIA VIH 156 Ihe
earliest eference LO the title of San Agustin wWas the first quasl1-chapter of the
friars Mexico held at QOcuituco, June | 934 At that LimMe Jerönimo de San
Esteban and Jorge de Avila WT assıgned San Agustin Mexico City C
REZ ÄRRILUCEA Los gustinos Mexico el siglo AVT, La Ciudad
de Dios, (E]1 Fscorijal 265 268

820) ENDIETA cıt 367
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The question arıses where the SUl: of 62,000 c  [0) had
COM from One of the chieft SOUTICECS W as the ncomienda of Tetz-
COCO Both the t+ributes and the Indian labor from that village WEeEIC

employed ın the buildıng of San Agustin. Ihe paid LO the
aborers W as LW reales for S1X days work It Wa VeErYyY small
SU. but ıt Wa  N the asc selt by the Viceroy nton10 de Mendoza
when he assıgned fletzcoco to +he Augustinlans 321) In hıs opınıon
ıt w as Just payment, considering the primiıtıve nature and needs
of the ndians 322)_ The frıars themselves 1ın Mexico WEeIC NOLT 1n
tavor of the ncomienda In the beginniıng, but they WEeIc instructed
by their super10rs ın Spaıin accept ıt They would ave PTE-

323)'fterred to rely entirely upOoN contributions an royal subsidies
The holding of pProp thus became permanent system of

CCONOMY [0)  e the Augustinıans. [t 15 interesting LO note, Just
tew later, complete turnabout 1n the sıtuatiıon. Philip I1

who had authorized the grantıng of the encomienda around 1539
wrolie LO the vicar-provincial ın Mexico twenty ca later LO ell
hım IO Lurn OVeLr the Augustinians rents charıties LO pl1ous
works. his IMNMOVE the part of Hıs Majesty W as doubtless p-
ted by complaints of the secular clergy against.the relig10us orders,
such the long list of charges wrıtten by Archbishop Montüfar
agaınst the Augustinjans 1ın 1556 324)- TIhe Vicar-Provincial AÄAgustin

821) (jARCIiA ICAZBALCETA, Los Agustinos Mexico, ın Opusculos Uarıos, [1, 416
Ihe typical Indian Wa 550 wWas cuartillo de plata (one-fourth of real)
pPCI day At that rate the ndians working San Agustin would have received
0)01 and half reales tor six-day week, but ın tact they WEeIC paid z reales.

Only silver CO1Ns WCI1IC minted ın the sixteenth entury. Coinage of COPP CI
wWas tried, but the ndians did not understand ıts value and atten threw aWaY the
CODPCI CO1NsS. Ihe basic CO1N w as the (C PCSO fuerte plece-of-eight, the ftamous
Spanish silver dollar |t Was equal eight reales D maravedis. C+t+ SAYOUS,
Les Hrocedes de paıement el la onnatlte dans I” Amerique Espagnole du XVIe
siecle, 1n Revue economique internationale (Nov 1927 Also HARING, Ämerican
old and Sılver Production, ın Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vo 29,
(May, 1915), 435, ote

!22) Ihe ndians ha: lıttle appreclatıon of the value of 308 In evaluating
the Justıce ot the Wa scale, ıt would not be fair COIMNDALEC Indian ith
standards ın the United States today. One must bear ın miıind that ın INnany places
CVecn today Wage standards d extremely low In Spain, tor example, the aVCTage
laborer only cents (15 19 pesetas) day In Bolivia the highest-
paid lJaborer, the tın miıner, recelves only ON dollar day

828) Supra, chap. 1l

824) CDI I st, 491-530 Montütar the Council of the Indies, May 5 1556
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de Coruna penned reply and defense ın 1561 LO explain the nan-
c1al sıtuatıon of the Augustinians LO Philip 325) It 1S singularly
cogent document and gOo«cCS right 1{9 the poılint without the usual
verbose Oratory He began by acknowledging rece1lpt of the King’s
order tOo relinquish the ren(ts, and then he went LO explain how
1n the early the friars ‚<{o]! along ell the alms offered by
the Spaniards. But their numbers and needs increased, along
with diminution of the alms and personal Servıce of the ndians
1n Mexico GCity; the friars began 9 be hard pressed and found
they could not continue without OINe kind of aid Their rst appeal

the King W as made 1n 537 behalf of the school which the
Augustinians had ounded 1n Mexico City 826) By mandate of His
Majesty and of their superl1ors ın Spain, the friars then began LO

accept rents, lagacies and chaplaincies. Mauost of their income, at
the time that Agustin de Coruna wrote, CaIne trom the chaplain-
1es 327) But even S continued the Vicar-Provincial, they had
barely enough to get along ın Mexico C1ty, where the monastery
housed from S1Xty to seventy religious, including IManYy students,
plus ll the sick of fifty monasterı1es. They had LO maıntaın besides
four five houses of rest ftor the miıssl1onarıes an of traınıng ftor
NOVICeS an students. For the sSupport of z of those houses, namely
those of Mexico City an: Puebla de los Angeles, the friars possessed

small pıece of and (probably meanıng the encomienda of Tetz-
cCOCOo) an 311 operated by permi1ssıon of the Viceroy. The total
amount of rents ın both cıtıes Camne to 4,.000 gold [=  [0) VCAal,
while the COST of living SCVOCN the most modest level Wa  N

SO  N VeAaTl. |£ the friars wWeTlie be deprived of the chaplaincies,
they would be forced LO beg trom OOT LO OOTr 1ın order LO make
ends meet |f His Majesty dl not COL1N6e LO their assıstance, COIN-

plained Agustin de Coruna, the friars would ave to abandon their
work He himselt W as about 19 LO Spain LO plead their Causec

ın pETSON.
his then wWas the financıial condition of the Augustinians 1ın

1561 In spiıte of lavıish expenditures for buildings an the ManYy
charges made agaınst the friars by Archbishop Montütar and others,

825) ( artas de Indias, 152155 Mex1co, July 10, 1561
.!26) Supra, chap. 111

527) The chaplaincy W as kind of legacy eft the religious ıth the obligation
ot offering Masses tor specified intenti.on. TIhe legacy was gift of

SUu. of 391 tO be pa1d ın ren{fs,
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they WEeIc nOt ın the possession of great wealth. Although Agustin
de Coruna mMa ave painted the pıcture of their Anancıal posıtıon
somewhat blacker than 1t actually Was, hıs account aPpPPCars LO be
true, judging from what already NOW Such being the Casc,

ıt 15 NOL possible that seventeen ca later, 1n 1578, the Augusti-
n]ıans wWeIC ın possession of the largest an est pleces of propertLy
1ın Mexico City, O: modern wrıter unjustly asserts 328)'

What then w as the SOUICEC tor the expenditures 1n building
San Agustin, besides the ımited rents Ihe ogreater part of the
(9)  CY must ave COMOECE, apar tom voluntary contributions, from
the royal Many appeals WeIC made tOo the King LO help
ın the construction and furnishing of the church and monastery.
In 1546, for exemple, Juan de San RNoman, OI}: of his Journeys
tOo Spaiın, obtained from Philip 8l the gıift of LW complete sets of
solemn Mass vestments made of silk 329). In 15/5 when Diego de
Salamanca had returned LO Spaın an W as Prior ot San Felipe eal
1n Madrid, he wrote to the King LO complain of the ack of funds
at San Agustin 330). He saıd that, apa from normal, there
wWEeI e extra COStTS for the sick and for the SuppoOrt of OINeE ndians

ell He did nOot explain why the ndıans welie there, but the
implication 15 that OINC work of charıty W as maıntaiıned at the
monastery, perhaps kınd of clinic. F urthermore, the building
PrOoOgTraIn Wa  N being held tor the annual rents of 6,000
could not OVC everything. On the back of thıs letter there 15
ote directing that order be ent to the Viceroy ıIn Mexico
visıt San Agustin, take CAre of the MOST NECCSSaAIY c NSCS, and

At the AaAInNnc tıme,send report the Counscil of the Indies 331)
Alonso de Ia Vera Cruz, wh had Just been elected LO hıs thırd
full-term Vicar-Provincial, wrolte LO hıs friend Juan de Ovando,
President of the Counscıil of the Indies, to speak of the miıssıon of

332) Vera Cruz mentionedDiego de Salamanca ın qu: of funds
that he still had hopes of 1915 subsidy EeVven though he had already
asked three four times without avaıl. Apparently hıs reques WEeIC

granted because the records of the income of San Agustin show

528) Supra, ote 291
89) RIJALVA, G: E.dad {L, chap. 1,
380) IY Mexico 283 April May, 575
SS\) ]bid T here follows immediately long report the needs of San

Agustin, probably sent by the Viceroy directed.
382) E Mexi1ico 283, May 3 > 575
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increase ın this peri0d 333) But their troubles wWere st 11 not OVECT,
for agaın In 1582 fin the Augustinians making another request
tor funds LO Afinish the church and monastery of San Agustin 334).

Although the King did make INanYy granits, he W as nNnOoL OVEeT-

The records of the royal Teasury ın Mexico f01‘ the ten
yCar period from 1553 LO 1563 show that gold C  10} were

paıd Out LO the Augustinians 835) But that Su had OVEC INOIEe

than Just the principal monastery ın Mexico C1ty e furthermore, ıt
W as not Just building fund tor ıt covered ManYy ıtems, such
wıne, oil, fıs wheat, COTIN, chalices, bells eic Splitting ıt
amongst al those ıtems, plus building. ıt could not ave goNe vVerYy
far Nevertheless, full credit must be gıven LO the royal bounty tor
makıng 1t possible to construct the great church and moNnastery of
San Agustin, an for eventually bringing it LO completion In 1587

General Review of the Conflict etween the Regular
an Secular Clergy

Havıng ececn the ; background an Varıo0us elements of the COIN-

flict, shall present ere brief over-all review of ıts develop-
ment ın order tO understand the part played by Alonso de la Vera
Cruz an to T1 vVe introduction for his wrıtings tO be COIN-

sidered ın the ext chapter. Although omme difficulties OS! be-
LWeen the religious and the rst Bishop, later Archbishop, of Mexico,
Juan de Z/umärraga (  ) relations between them WEeTC Dg  —-
rally Very go0od /’umärraga W as Franciscan an he NEeW very
ell the contribution being made to the mi1ss1ons by the three

88—!) SANTIAGO VELA ( onvento de San Agustin de México‚ 1n HHA XIV
(Nov.-Dec., Philip Was perhaps piqued at the continuıng
tor San Agustin. Tradition has ıt that when he Sa the 1ıst of COS{Is, he asked $
the monastery wWwWas being made of gold [bid., 300, ote Another complaint
about the COST of San Agustin 15 SCESECN 1n the letter of Louis Anguis to Philip
Mexico, Fe 20, 561 Ct UEVAS, Documentos ineditos, 250-267

8‘84) I 9 Mexico 285 Nov 582 Seven Augustinians Philip I1
885) CUEVAS, Documentos ineditos, 244279 ‚ote by Fernando de Portugal,

I reasurer General of New Spain, March IT 1553, Dec 31 563 Philip
ftound hıimself in debt iın Spain because of the cOost of wartare.

In thiıs SaIne oftfe the s U: paid t Dominicans 18 and tO the
Franciscans, * Although the Franciscans di NOT hold propenty they
Ma Yy have ha.: better INncome 1n the populous centers where they had
become established Man y yCars bef (0)8- the other religious orders.
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orders of friars. He W as also saıntly INnan, patıent an prudent,
and he sought Cal  c and Compromise rather than conflict ıIn the
Varıo0us difficulties that necessarily In 1541 he conducted
serles of conterences with the three orders, Franciscan, Dominican
and Augustinian, LO establish unıformity 1ın the acdministration of
the Sacraments and 1n the rıtes and ceremonıes throughout the
m1sSs10ns. In these conterences Vera Cruz played leading part 336).

Archbishop /umärraga died ın | 548 337)_ He W as ftollowed ın
the SC of Mexico by INa of entirely diferent emperamen(t.
Fray Alonso de Montüfar, Dominican, W as appointed Archbishop
In 1551 when he W as already about sıXty-two of ag 338). He
Wa  N LO become kind of tragıc figure ıIn sixteenth CERIULYV Mexico.
Although he Was Very g0o0od a he W as of irascıble disposition,
ON sed LO authority, an already burdened with „ 8°4 W ;th such
qualifications he W as placed ın DOstL where INOIC than eVEOCI before
there W as needed INa of patıence, tractability, an strong health

withstand Nne climate and the r1gors of colonial ıte Montütfar
Wa  CN ill-suited tor the job, and trou.ble wWas inevitable. He Wa  Cn LO

find himself In difficulties at OIl time another with VEIY authority
ın Mexico, the Viceroy and AÄAudiencıia, the religious orders, CS  -
clally the Franciscans. and EVENN his O W cathedral chapter. In Spaıin
he had brilliant CarIceL, both ın the Dominican Order and ın the
diocese of Seville. He W as noted f0l‘ hıs learning, had een qUuUa-
lificator, that 1S, official ENSOT for the Inquisition, an contessor
LO the Viceroy Marau&s de Vlondejar and other noble PDETISONS. In
spıte of his ability, however, he W as totally unprepared LO meet the
sıtuatıon that faced hiım when he arrıved 1ın Mexico June 23
1554 Furthermore, five VCar VaCaNCcVYVy ın the SC  @” had helped LO
ggravate conditions. He tound himself ın VeEIVy unhappy sıtuatiıon,
and under the SLITESS o# difficulties and DOOI health, his faculties
and CNCISY OOQnN DaVe Oout As early 1556 ecclesiast_i_cal‘ OVEeTI-
NOT, Bartolome de Ledesma, also Dominican, w as appointed LO
assıst hiım 1n runnıng hıs diocese. By 57 he had become total
invalid and died the following VCar March 7th 339).

a.!6) (:RIJALVA, cıt (2nd edition), dad chap XXX,
357) For the biography of Juan de Z/umaärraga, ct (jARCiA ICAZBALCETA, Obras,

Vol Biografia de /uan de Zumärraga (Mexico,
838) RICARD, Quatre ettres de Fr. Alonso de Montüfar, 1n FEtudes et documents,
06- CSpP 66-77 CUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, {L, 7173
839) S5ome have saıd he died 1n 569 RICARD, loc cıt., Z ‚Ofe
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Alonso de Montüfar INa ave proved gzood Archbishop for
Mexico, $ he had nOot een thrown into the midst of the brewing
conflict with the religious orders. Not fully apprecılatıng the sıtua-
tiıon, he tried to assert his rightful authority and crush all opposıtıon.
As result he earned VeEry bad Name an W as charged with
being PPTesSsSoC of the ndians an: scandal| tOo the Church
An example of the charges made agaınst him 15 eCecn ıIn letter of
the Franciscans to the Kıng, where, other things, they AaC'

sSe hım of scandal because he traveled about In litter carrıed
the shoulders of ndians 340). oubtless that did Cut DOOT figure

with the ndians wh were sed LO seeıng the friars travel with
sandaled feet, but the use of the litter W as necessitated by Mon:.:
tüfar's age and DOOT health. He, ıIn turn, W as Nnot remı1ss 1ın replying
LO hıs crıtics and he penned MNan y aCcrımon10us letter, ([0)881= of
them agaınst the Augustinians, and especilally agaınst Alonso de la
Vera Cruz 341). But the rue character of Montüfar 185 cn in letter
sıgned by eight Augustinians In which they defended the vood aIne

of the Archbishop 342). They declared that hiıs cr1ıtics wWerTr€e prompted
MmMore by passıon than by rCason, and that Montüfar w as worthy
and faiıthful servant of Go and the Crown, example of viırtue
and yoodness LO allı They especially praised his humility, chastity,
and use of moderation In his household furnishings. The rch-
bishop, tOO, ıIn hiıs INOTE peaceful mMmOoMmen(ts, found Occasıon tOo DaYy
triıbute IO the religious and gıve fitting pralise of their mıssıon
the AD He acknowledged that the friars were responsible tor
the planting and cultivation of the Catholic faıth an he admitted
that without them the prelates Ca do Vervy little )) 348) |t mMust be
saıd, however, that, Whll€ Alonso de Montüfar wWwWas vood and
earnest INa the relations between the Hierarchy and the religi0us

840) C artas de Indias, 138-140 1559, Francisco de Toral His Majesty.
841) C for example, Montüftar’s charge of ıgnorance agaınst the Augustinijans,

Pra, chap. r  111. We shall SE  D his charges agaınst Vera Cruz In the next chapter.
842) E Mex1ico Mexico 1ty, Aug 29 1567 Ihe eight Augustinians

were Jerönimo de San Essteban, Provincial; Juan Adriano, Prior : Juan de la
Anunciaciön, Jerönimo Melendez, Martin de Perea, Diego Rodriguez de Verta-
villo, Alonso de Villalpando, Alonso (? de Castaneda.

his document 15 published In CUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, f3 but he
omıits the second, seventh and eighth

SN) los prelados sın ellos pueden hacer INUY OCO ». UEVAS, Historia
de la Iglesia, 191 Cuevas cıtes ‚etters of Montütar the Council of the
Indies; 0)0l Sept 18, 15595, and the other, 566
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orders DTeW during hıs tenure Archbishop, an: much of
the fault W as his iın his ailure LO meet the sıtuation calmly and
prudently.

Archbishop Montüfar W as not alone, however, Ö  S the
exican Hierarchy In his opposıtıon LO the friars. Both the Augusti-
n]ıans and the Franciscans werlre involved 1n number of conflicts
with the Bishop of Michoacän, Vasco de Quiroga (  ) It w as

particularly Sa: afftaır because Michoacän wWas the Augustinians
est mıssıon fıeld, and In the beginning relations with Quiroga
wWeTe of the est It aPPCAaAITS that he considered himself almost
member of their order, and he Dut specıal confidence 1n Alonso
de Borja and Alonso de la Vera Cruz TIhe former had ecen his
assıstant ıIn conducting his famous hospitals of Santa Be. while Vera
Cruz ha een his vicar-general and of the diocese when

[+ 18 saıdVasco de Quiroga set Out for the Councıil of Irent 344)
that he frequently Caine LO Stay at the Augustinian monastery of
Tiripetio where he had OooOm Just iıke those of the friars 345).

Vasco de Quiroga W as particulary upright an: intelligent INa

He had COINEe LO Mexico ıIn 1531 OIl of the members of the
second Audiencia, the governıng body which ha one much to
COrrect abuses 1ın the colonies 346) In 1533 he W as presented by
the Ermperor tor the SC of Michoacän which he assumed ın 1538
Both during his tiıme member of the AÄAudiencia an later
Bishop, he showed particular solicıtude for the Indians, especially
ıIn organızıng their cıvil ıte an: industry. Ihe vood work of the
Augustinians In his diocese contributed LO the SUCCESS of his eftorts.
Bishop Quiroga died at the AZEC of seventy-five at Uruapa ıIn 1565

Strangely enough, the ch1ef incıdent ıIn the conflict that de-
veloped between the Augustinians an: Quiroga concerned I[W.  ®] friars
wh had special t1es LO the diocese of Michoacän, Alonso de la
Vera Cruz an: Diego de Chavez. Vera Cruz had OoONCEe een VICAar-
genera|l anı later became nomınee tor the sSc«c VWhen he refused
the mıitre, Diego de Chavez W as chosen, but he died before being
consecrated. Ihe troubles with Bishop Quiroga began nOot lgng

844) On the hospitals of Santa Fe and Alonso de BorjJa, c+ R  , chap. 11,
and REZ AÄRRILUCEA, Los Agustinos Mexico el siglo XVI, ın Ciudad de
Dios, 97 1914) 115125

On Vera Cruz and Quiroga, ct Pra, chap. 111.
8'45) L.SCOBAR, Ci.. 381
846) CCUEVAS, Documentos ineditos, XXIV.
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aftter Vera Cruz rst term Vicar-Provincial (  ) when
the Augustinians had expanded VECILYVY rapıdly ın Michoacän an
ha: built OINC of their finest monastıc foundations. few ca
later, March | 1559 Vasco de Quiroga secured order from
Prince Philip, obliging the friars LO gel episcopal permission LO
build monasterıes 347). The Bishop ha claimed that ıt W as eSsS-

Sar y to have OIHNEe contro]l OVET the religious ın order to be z
that the foundations welIe made where they wWeTlI e MOSL needed.
As 1n the Case at Ocuituco, the friars considered this unlawful
interference ıIn their work an they, In turn, complained LO FJlis
Majesty that they were being impeded and harrassed by the bishops.
As happened INanYy tiımes ın the OUTrse of these conflicts. Philip
rescinded the pPrevıo0us order and WTITO LO the Viceroy ın 1557 to

5 that episcopal permiıssion W as not NECESSATY 348) The religi0us
were LO be free ftound monasterıes at their discretion, with only
the approval of the Viceroy, wh Wa  N LO SC  d LO ıt that the m1ss10Ns
were built suitable distance apart, that the est interest of the
ndians werIre served, and that the finances wWEeTre handled by the
Council of the Indies. The King reiterated his stand specifically ın
regard LO the Augustinians few Ca later 1n iınstruction sent
to the AÄudiencia In 1562 349)' He ordered that the iınterests of the
Augustinians be protected agaınst the Bishop of Michoacän who
wWas attempting LO SE1ZE the monasterıes +hat had ecen buizlt without
his permission an: replace the friars by diocesan clergy. Vasco de
Quiroga apparently had taken the posıtıon that, the basıs of
the orıginal royal order of 1555 he had the right LO dispossess
the religious of monasterıes that had ecen ounded without hIS
permiıssıon

hat W.as the background for the Ceil when the chief incident
In the conflict took place at Tlazazalca ıIn 1559 during Vera Cruz
second full-term Vicar-Provincial. It 15 nOoLt clear fro.m t+he extant

manuscrıpts Just how the incıdent developed. TIhe chief SOUTC€S

of information AI z  ®] long etters wrıtten by Quiroga LO Diego

847) PuGAa, Provisiones, cedulas, etc Mexico, 1563 Reprinted ın facsımile ın
FEidiciones Cultura Hispanica, Vol 88| Madrid 1945 fols 47-147v The cedula
was directed the Viceroy In reply LO the equest of Quiroga.

848) RIJALVA, I,: F.dad 1L, chap. XVI, 91-92 Valladolid, Aprıil 9,
557 Also be SCCI1 ın PUuGA, cıt., tols 94-194v

84‘9) RIJALVA, loc cit.,; Madrid July | 1562
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de Chavez, Prior of Yuririla 350  — [t aPPCAarTrs from the Bishop s ‚etters
that he had assıgned secular priest, Christöbal ola to Tlazazalca,
an: the Augustinians, after ONCE leaving the village, had returned
there build monastery. Both partıes contested the right of the
other to be there, and somehow ıt occurred that the parısh priest
sed violence agaınst the prıor of the monastery In putting hiım
Out of the parısh house 351) As result, Diego de Chavez preached

SCTITINON LO the ndians the following feastday sayıngz that
Cristöbal Cola w as excommunicated tor hıs act of violence an
wWas LO be avoiıded by all the Christians. It 15 not clear whether
Chavez himself W as the pr10r ıIn question ; 11 he only had the
office temporarily, SINCe he wWas also the Prior of Y urirla. The rst
letter of Bishop Quiroga wWas reply LO Chavez an condemnation
o# hıs actıon eXcommunıcatıng the parısh prıest.

The z  ®] etters of the Bishop AI ınteresting because they dre

z0o0od example of the WaYy these disputes were carried an
they ave special interest for thıs study because In the margın
of both etters there aAare CO  Nts and refutations wriıtten 1n the
hand of Alonso de la Vera Cruz Although Vera Cruz 1S not INe1-
tioned directly by Bishop Quiroga, ıt apPpeCears that he directed SOINe
of hlS crıticisms agaınst Fray Alonso, f01‘ the latter sometımes
the first PEeTIrson ıIn replying to the charges. Furthermore, sınce Vera
Cruz Vicar-Provincial at the A  t17  .n  S (1  5715 Agı  lass
1ad Aa hand 1n the  U business and backed Diego de Chavez. Ihe
general posıtion of both partıes was the usua| ON Quiroga based
hıs stand the OomMmmMoOon law of the Church which Z1ves the bishop
pr1o0r authoriy the Augustinians based their posıtıon the Uum
1 OUS privileges enjoyed by the friars. Both partıes marveled at the
other’'s ignorance and intransıgence. The L[W.: etters o* Quiroga,
ike IHanNnY similar documents of the per10d, Ar wordy an repeti-
t10us In the extreme, an: Irequently the materıal 18 irrelevant. In
fact, ıf the question were not ser10us ıt wWas, on could almost
Sa that both the etters, an: the CoOomMmMents of Vera Cruz, aie

humorous, outlandish aIiIe SOoOMMeEe of the charges.

850) 325 tols 228-23] anı 232-2334 The dates Al1e Aug 6, and July 21,
1559 oth aAre published by LEÖN, Don V asco de Quiroga Primer Obispo de
Michoacän (Mexico, appendix HIS text has been compared ath
the orıginal and corrections made where NECESSATY.

851) LEÖN Cil.,; 64-69 mistakenly sSays ıt was the Augustinian Provincial
who w as the object of violence.
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Vasco de Quiroga opened his rst letter of July Z 1559 with
d disparagıng remark about Alonso de la Vera Cruz

So ea 15 the blindness of Oomme wh thınk they NOW SOI

thing and who studied little biıt at Salamanca, that it appeCars LO
them that they aAaTre doing ell and fulfılling their duty LO +he dioce-
5a bishop and tO his authority by deceiving him, cheating him Aan:
pulling the wool| OVer his CYCS 352).

his CC only refer LO Fray Alonso because Diego de Chavez,
who entered the Augustinian Ol'd€l' 1n Mexico, 18 nNnOL known LO ave
studied al Salamanca. Quiroga went LO speak of the unheard-
of boldness an scandal of those friars who, long tıme after the
Bishop had appoıinted hıs parısh prlıest to Tlazazalca, ha the auda
cıty to enter the village and build church agaın agaınst the 11
of the Bishop. And this after the promıse made 1n wriıtıng by the
commiıssary-proviıncıal Miguel de Alvarado ıIn the of Qui
roga We do nOoTt NOW what that promise Was, but ıt probably
Wa  CN pledge LO forego an Drev1ı0us rights Tlazazalco. Vera
Cruz however, wrote In the margın at this poınt : It w as not
one with the CONsent of the Provincıial s that 15, himself 353) Diego
de Chavez, continued Quiroga, had right LO declare Cristöbal
Cola excommunicated and he himself fall under excommunıcatıon
for publiclhy denouncing the legitimate pastor. Furthermore, ola
W as nNnOL ouilty of violence agaınst the Dr10r he sımply DgaVvVe
(( NECESSATY peaceful warnıng to the Drı10r wh had caused the
trouble when he entered the house of the parısh prıest. Chavez,
therefore. must remaın excommunicated until he preaches his -
traction before the souls ın hıs C226 But, of COUTISC, he did NOot

really ave souls ın his Gare; added Quiroga, because, Gerson
sald, the religi0us are outsıde the hierarchical stiate 354). Here Vera
Cruz commented, seemingly with his tongue ıIn his cheek (( It 15
riıdiculous LO assert that Al outside the hierarchy, SINC®e ıt 18

arm LO be Out of that on of which Gerson spe;aks‚ long

362) C Es tanta la ceguedad de algunos QqU«EC plensan qUuU«C saben algo estudiaron
POCO Salamanca, QqU«€E les PaTESCE que bien Qqu«c cumplen CO. lo qUuU€«€ deben
] prelado diocessano Dr auctoridad engafiändole‚ untändole e aso QqU«C-
brarle ” 0]J0 D

858) C No hizo CO consentimı.ento de provincial ı \A

854) Jean de Charlier de Gerson (1363-1429) was famous Chancellor ot the
University of Paris. He wWas Gallicanist and, hence, eXCcessive efender of
the Hierarchy.
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are not outsıde the celestia] hierarchy )) 300) ittle urther
0} the Bishop declared Diego de Chavez unworthy to preach, an
he brought In the example of the scandal caused by Martin Luther.
Again Vera Cruz wrote In his comment, thiıs time ın the rst DETISON :

Here he indicates that preach ITIOTIS of fajth an that AI

schismatics : Quiroga closed his letter sayıng sadly that he
had hoped for better things, but his hopes were vaın 357).

TIhe Augustinians, SCCUTE ın what they consiıdered their evident
rights, paid attention to the Bishop s orders. 1 $ they answered
hıs letter, they probably sımply stated their privileges indicated
In the margınal notes of Vera Cruz Quiroga, at an rate, sent
second letter August 6! 1559 It W as 6CVen longer and INnOTEe VOI-

ose than the first, and covered much the aInNnes ground. Alonso de
la Vera Cruz also commented the second manuscrı1pt, specifyıng
ome privilege other for VEIYVY anon decree cited by Vasco
de Quiroga. At the end of the manuscript Diego de Chavez has
added autographed reply LO the Bishop's charges ın which he
stated that the religi0us had their faculties directly from the Holy
S5ee through their OW super10rs, and wWelIe therefore independent
of the episcopal authority 358)'

Bishop Quiroga ended hiıs second letter with the avowal that
he did nOoL wish LO continue wWar with the Augustinians and thus
lose time and CNECTYV 1n the work needed for the salvatiıon of souls.
But‚ unfortunately, the afftair did NnOT en there. In MoOStT these
disputes Seve went beyond the DE an: iınk stage, but ın this Case
the final result W as OPDECNHN violence. Passion and pDarty spirıt ha.:
mastered both siıdes that, ın the following yCal, physical conflict
broke Out and the Augustinian monastery Wa  CN burned. half dozen
of the friars were lucky LO yet aWaY with their lives 859)' In COIMN-

855) ({ Ridiculum est quod estamos fuera de la hierarchia OINoO SCa de la de
Jerson Inconvenijete (sic) estando fuera de la celestia]

856) C Aqgqui da entender Uqu«cC predico CI10O168S In iide qU«C sesmatıcos
357) There follows N O! by the notary apostolic Juan de Benavides that he

ha: delivered the letter Diego de Chavez and that the Jatter had read ıt ın
h18 and that of Canon Jerönimo Rodriguez. July 1559

858) 329. tol 231
869) UEVAS, Documentos ineditos, 261 |_Letter of I_.uis de Anguis

Philip IL, Feb 20, 1561, from Mexico. TIhe violence went ‚:Ven urther according
Anguis: (384  A. Ennis  as we are not outside the celestial hierarchy » *°°). A little further  on, the Bishop declared Diego de Chavez unworthy to preach, and  he brought in the example of the scandal caused by Martin Luther.  Again Vera Cruz wrote in his comment, this time in the first person:  « Here he indicates that I preach errors of faith and that we are  schismatics » *°°). Quiroga closed his letter saying sadly that he  had hoped for better things, but his hopes were vain *”).  The Augustinians, secure in what they considered their evident  rights, paid no attention to the Bishop’s orders. If£f they answered  his letter, they probably simply stated their privileges as indicated  in the marginal notes of Vera Cruz. Quiroga, at any rate, sent a  second letter on August 6, 1559. It was even longer and more ver-  bose than the first, and covered much the same ground. Alonso de  la Vera Cruz also commented on the second manuscript, specifying  some privilege or other for every canon or decree cited by Vasco  de Quiroga. At the end of the manuscript Diego de Chavez has  added an autographed reply to the Bishop’s charges in which he  stated that the religious had their faculties directly from the Holy  See through their own superiors, and were therefore independent  of the episcopal authority **°).  Bishop Quiroga ended his second letter with the avowal that  he did not wish to continue a war with the Augustinians and thus  lose time and energy in the work needed for the salvation of souls.  But, unfortunately, the affair did not end there. In most cases these  disputes never went beyond the pen and ink stage, but in this case  the final result was open violence. Passion and party spirit had so  mastered both sides that, in the following year, physical conflict  broke out and the Augustinian monastery was burned. A half dozen  of the friars were lucky to get away with their lives °). In con-  °) « Ridiculum est quod estamos fuera de la hierarchia como sea de la de  Jerson no es inconveniete (sic) no estando fuera de la celestial ».  °) « Aqui da a entender que predico errores in fide y que somos sesmaticos ».  °7) There follows a note by the.notary apostolic Juan de Benavides that he  had delivered the letter to Diego de Chavez and that the latter had read it in  his presence and that of Canon Jerönimo Rodriguez. July 22, 1559  *) 4E 32 6l 2  °°) CuEvAs, Documentos ineditos, p. 26l. Letter of Luis de Anguis to  Philip II, Feb. 20, 1561, from Mexico. The violence went even further according  to Anguis: «... hoy dia me certifican que hay desafios entre ellos, llevando el  negocio como si fuera entre soldados ».hoy 1a certifican que hay desafios entre ellos, levando e

neg0oc10 COINO 81 fuera entre soldados
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c of this violence, the Augustinians brought suıt agaınst
Vasco de Quiroga and hlS clergy 360) The conclusion of the whole
affaır Was the already mentioned royal order of 1562, ın which
Philip instructed the Viceroy and AÄAudiencia LO protect the 1N-
erests of the Augustinians agaılınst the Bishop of Michoacän.

Such w as the sad and scandalous ending of the earlier friend-
ship between Vasco de Quiroga an Alonso de la Vera Cruz and
hıs ellow-missionaries. It 185 not CasSVy LO determine uponNn which
Darty the greater blame falls The biographer of Bishop Quiroga
would place the blame upDON the Augustinians for abusing the earlier
friendship and vood 11 of the Bishop 361) Certainly Diego de
Chavez, 1ın declaring publiclhy the excommunıcatıon of the parish
priest, acted beyond hıs authority, committed aV scandal, and
perhaps flagrant injustice elll He and hlS ftellow Augustinians
displayed inexcusabile intransıgence throughout. But, the
other hand Vasco de Quiroga (: hardly be cleared of a ]] blame
First of all the evidence 1Ss biased 1n hıs favor SInce mMoOst of the
information trom his OW. etters. And he cannot be excused
for ıgnorıng the CAÄPDICSS order of the King ın favor of the rehigious,
gıven ıIn 1557 He also displayed ll l 1n dragging such PETISON

Martin L.uther ınto the question. Furthermore, Uul1s de Anguis,
Provisor of the cathedral of Mexico City, wroftie ın report
Philip that the incıdent would not ave occurred at all 11 the
Bishop of Michoacän had NOL een absent from his C and 1f he
had shown less rigidity 1ın hıs dealings with the friars 362)' his
opınıon of Anguis deserves consideration Since he himself W as

member of the secular clergy, an: 1ın other atters he showed
himself specıial friend of the Augustinians 363) Taking the pıcture

whole ıt aPPDPCAars that ıt W as INOTEe the Bishop wh had abused
the friendship of the relig10us, an not the other WaYy around.

Going back little ın OUT narratıve, find +hat the yCcCal 1595
w as especılally significant ın the conflict between the Hierarchy and
the religious orders. In that VyVCar the rst provincıal gynod of the

850) RICARD, La C conquete spirituelle ») s 294 an! Oote He cıtes I‚
Justicia, 45-5-55/1 1960

881) LEÖN, cıt., 64-69
Sfi2) CCUEVAS, Documentos ineditos, 255 Mexico, Fe 20, 1561 Ihe SOUuUIcCEe

18 E 60-2-
868) !bid See his cCOMMENTIS the exXtravagance ın the building ot San Agustin.
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archbishopric of Mexico City W as called by Archbishop Montü-
far 364) In this meeting the bishops surveyed their sıtuatıon Aan:
issued OINe Nne legislation, much of which w as opposed LO the
privileges of the triars. The religi0us, of OUTS«C, took iımmediate

1n Oopposıtıon LO the INOVEe made by the bishops. In the
following, great fHow of correspondence crossed and re-crossed
the Atlantic each Darty presented ıts Case LO the royal gOovern-
ment The bishops WEeICcC eventually upheld when ın 1564, Pope
Pius issued. the Bull In Principis Apostolorum Sede, revoking
the privileges enjoyed by the relig10us ıIn the New World which
were not ın conformity with the decrees of the Councıil of Irent 865)
JIhe friars, however, viewıng thıs the destruction of their MmM1Ss-
10NS, worked hard LO convınce the Kıing and the oly See of their
poınt of VIeW. Their eftorts wWeTlr e rewarded when 1US issued
the Exponi nobis 1n 1567 restorıng the pPrevl1ous privileges 366)_
In the ext chapter shall SC the important part played by
Alonso de Ia Vera Cruz ın obtaining this Brief

For the present shall consıder briefly the posıtıon taken by
the bishops In 1555, and the correspondıing reactiıon the part
of the religi0us. There were several poınts of conflict created by
the synod of 1555 367)_ The bishops declared that ll matrımon1a|
ase. wWEeIE reserved LO themselves and therefore the religious had

[9)  [ LO judge such a  C  9 that permiıssıon of the Ordinary W as

NECECSSATY fOI' the building of monastery, and that the religious
could be dispossessed an: replaced by secular prlests 1n those foun-
dations where saıd permi1ss1ıon had not een obtained. We ave
already e6ce6n w.hat W as the reactıon LO the LWO latter poiınts, and
how ın Oomne violence resulted. Ihe rights of the religious ın
this matter were upheld ın the already-mentioned royal orders 1ın

88‘) There WEeTre hıve SCS ın Mexico ın this period : Mexico City, Michoacän,
J] 1laxcala-Puebla, Oaxaca and New Galicia. Only the first three WEeTre represented
ıIn the synod of 555

385) Bullarium Romanum , V I 27472279 Feb F 564
888) Ibid., 558-560 March 567
86) BASALENQUE, CI 322-323 RIJALVA, cıt., dad I1, chap. XVI,

8/
Archbishop Montütar sent report the synod the Eimperor Charles

Nov 555 CDI Ist., 881 520-530
Ihe Bishops senft notice LO the Provincials about matrımony Oect 29,

1555 3 Mexico 280



Fray Alonso de la Vera Cruz, 287

1557 and 1562 368). In regard LO the matrımonial asSscCs, the OPPpOSI1-
tıon of the religious wWas equalliy determined. They maıntaiıned that
the posıtıon taken by the bishops W as NnOotL only ary LO the
papal privileges, but ıt wWas also ımpractical. The bishops and their
stafts could NOLT possibly handle the arısıng [9)  4
the Ne Christians, especilally because of the CusSstom of polygamy.
F urthermore, ıt wWas frequently impossible, because of the distance
separatıng ÖOINe of the mi1ıss1ons from the episcopal sealt, LO reter
all the LO the bishop. T here wWas 1ın addition question of
exira burden the ndians, f they ha LO DAaYy the fees entaıjled
ın conducting formal trıbunals 36':)) In the ext chapter, dealing
with the wrıtings of Vera Cruz, sall SC  D what exactly were the
privileges claimed by the religious In regard LO matrımon11al dse

In word, the friars felt that the efftorts of the bishops would
make their mıssıon work impossible. Because of the still primitıve
condıtion of the Church ın Mexico, ıt wWas NECESSATV fOI' the reli-
Y10US tO maıntaın their privileges, and they contended that ıt W as

LO the Holy See to decide when and how the missionarıes DT1-
vileges were LO be curtaijled 870)' They were defended by royal
order sent LO the bishops In 1557 commandıng the bishops NnOL LO
se the prevıous method of procedure, especıially INn regard LO the
matrimoni1al 371) Such royal orders, however, evVe a-
nently settled these disputes. W ;th each 97 order Ne appeals
followed, and each party did ıts est to wın the Kıng OVelr LO ıts
opınıon.

The struggle went ın spiıte of eftorts the part of Philip
to find satisfactory solution. When Alonso de la Vera Cruz became
Vicar-Provincial tor the second tiıme ın 1557 relations with the
Hierarchy wWeIre becoming e In the beginning of the following
yYCar the mä)Jor superl10rs of the three religi0us orders sent Joint
letter LO Kıng Philip complain of the opposıtıon and abuse suffe-

868) The rıghts of the religious WL urther upheld 1ın another royal order of
1557, March 30, which orbade the bishops to place clerics ın t+he Same pueblos
where the religious wWEeIEC established PUGA, Cit.. tols 93.193v

T here wWEeTE Iso SoOINe contentions N: the three religious orders themselves
ın regard the right tound monasterıjes 1ın certaın pueblos, Cif the royal order
of Aug 18, 1556 PUGA, cıt., fo 193

369) GRIJALVA, Cit.. dad {L, chap. XVI1, 90-91
80) Ibid
811) PUGA, Cit;; fols 93v-194 March 30, ED, trom Valladolid
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red by them at the hands of the bishops 372). They promised toO
send report of their gr1evances along with list of suggestions,
and sa1ıd that they would be ftorced toO abandon their work ıf
remedy wWelIe forthcoming. f 185 significant that this letter, signed
by all three Provincıials, Augustinıian, Franciscan and Dominican,
Wä  N wriıtten by Vera Cruz [t illustrates fact that 1l become INOTE

evident later O namely, that Fray Alonso W as at this period the
chieft spokesman, and On of the principal eaders, of the religious.
His knowledge of theology ancl anon aW, and hiıs experience
maJor super10r, made hiım natural leader f01‘ all the friars 1n
Mexico. One of the chief QOUTCCS for the study of these disputes
18 large batch of manuscr1ıpts tound 1n the National Library of
Paris 373) They were originally 1n the hands of Vera Cruz, and
most of them deal with these conflicts. Hıis pOossession of these
manuscr1pts bears wıtness LO his ınterest ın the question, and tO
hlS posıition of leadership, ftor mMan y of the DaPDCIS GONGET N not only
the Augustinians, but the other orders ell

In accordance with their promıse LO send report and list of
suggestions, the three maJor SWPENOTS submitted document LO be
presented by Hortuno de lbarra, auditor of the royal exche-
quer 374) It contaiıned ıtems tO be submitted the Pope, the King
and Council of the Indies, an the Inquisitor General. TOmM the
Pope they sought CXDTITESS enewal and confirmation of their D1-
vileges fOl' the admıinistration of the Sacraments without faculties
from the bishops. The INanYy disputes with the Hierarchy were

beginning to take to]] the CONsScClenCes of the religious, and [(0)981>

of them began LO ave doubts about the validity of their taculties
when the bishops denied them the right LO exercise their papal
privileges. $ the King the friars requested immediate settle-

872) K Mexico 281 Jan 30, 1558 Signed by Alonso de Ia Vera Cruz,
Francisco de Jloral, M., and Domingo de Maria,

378) 3 the description gıven above ın fhe introductory chapter the SOUICES

34) 325, ftols 7-267v It 15 undated but the yYCar W as probably 1559,
S1NCe ıt 1S signed by Alonso de la Vera Cruz, Pedro de la ena and Francisco
de Toral, who WeIie Provincials that time.

Pedro de la Pe  na, CAaInle Mexico ın 1550 and wWwWas elected Provincial
ın 559 He became Bishop ot Quito 1ın 563 and died ın Lima, March Vn 583
Ct (JARCiA ]JCAZBALCETA, Biografias, [ 429

Francisco de Toral, M., CaIne Mexico In 1542, wäas Provincial 1n 1559,
and became Bishop ot Yucatan 1n 562 He died 1ın Mexico City 1n April, 1571
CT [bid., 43 1-433
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mMent of the vexing dispute OVEeT tithes. They also asked that the
secular clergy be carefully examıned by the Viceroy tO be certaın
that they know the Indian tongues and ead lives befitting the cle-
rical sLiate Ihey suggested urther system of pens1ions for the
Spanıiards who werTre serving 1ın the colonies, but at the ame time
opposed the increasıng of triıbutes the ndians. In those pueblos
where the friars ave monasterıes, the episcopal vısıtatıon should
be made, they sald, by the bishop 1n CISoON and he shoud not be
allowed to ımpose levies the ndians. Ihe proposal made LO the
Inquisitor General W as interesting inl The friars requested
INquıry into the orthodoxy of the teaching of Juan de Z/umärraga,
rst Bishop of Mexico City, wh had died 1n |548 The1r PUrDOSC,
however, w as NnOL tOo condemn him, but LO clear his ood amne

and honorable reputation of certaın charges umored agaınst him
The above report 15 typical of Man y similar DPDaPeCcIS sent by the

triars LO Spain 1n the COUTITSE of these disputes. Another OIl Wa  N ent

VcCar later ın which much of the aIine material Wäa:  7)) repeated
verbatim 375) In letter sent by the amese three provinclals to
Philip March 7y 1260 they complained especilally agaınst the
Bishops of Mexico and Michoacän, sayıng that the latter had sent
denunciatory reports about the religious and that T arm wWwWas

being one LO the Church 876). TI he provıincıals declared that the
sıtuatıon wWwWas becoming sSer10us that INaNnYy discouraged religi0us
were returnıng 9) Spaıin where they could OCIVG God and the Crown
freely. They suggested that the King ave ortuno de Ibarra de-
clare under oath whether NnOoL the religious wWEeTrTe causıng the
trouble. {£ let the Kıng punish them. If not, let hım command
the bishops LO respect the papal privileges.

Shortly afterward the ma)Jor super10rs of the three orders sub-
mitted petıtion LO the Viceroy ‚U1s de Velasco 377). They had
heard that the Viceroy inclined toward the opınıon of the bishops
they requested, therefore, declaration by the Audiencia LO

85) 325 tols 259-259v, and fols 303-304 The first of +hese 18 wriıtten ın
the hand of Vera Cruz. perhaps drafted by him Ihe second contaıns additions
at the end wrıtten 1n his hand

876) Cartas de Indias, D] 144-146
57) F' 325, tol 325 f 1s signed by Francisco de Bustamante, Commissary

Genera|l of the Franciscans: Pedro de la Pena, P and Agustin de Coruna,
A 1 here 1S date, but ıt wWas probably wriıtten 1n ı368 tor Agustin de

Coruna became Vicar-Provincial In 560
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whether nOot the friars wWeTlIe LO continue ın their work Another
report W as drawn by the AIn three super10rs at about the

time 378). It contaıned long protestatiıon of their loyalty and
service God and the King ; they outlined what the friars had
one for the vx0o0od of the Church and the Spanish colonizatıon,
anı complained that they werTe being rewarded with calumny,
misrepresentatıon an obstructionısm. OoOmMe ha 6eVOEN een —_

communicated by the bishops. The statemen closed with plea
tor better appreclatıon of their work, especially the part of the
Viceroy an Audiencıaa.

Despite all the etters, reports and statements sent LO the Varıous
authorities, relig10us began LO tear that they WEeIC fighting
losing battle. hey WEeEeTE apprehensive of the representatıion
ployed by the bishops at the royal COUTT, and of the eftects of the
legislation and reforms of the Councıl of Irent their work Ihe
miı1ssionarles decided, theretore, LO send INOTES efftective committee

Spain, LO deal with the King and with the oly See ın eftort
LO obtain yuarantee of their privileges ın the mıssıon lands After

meeting of Al the relig10us Jan Z 1562 the head superl10rs
of a ]] three Ol'd ers wWEeIC commissioned \9) Spaın 379)_ Ihey
wWeIe the Francıscan Commissary C1‘C neral Francisco de Bustamante,
the Dominican Provincial Pedro de la Pena, and the Augustinian
Vicar-Provincial Agustin de Coruna 380). W ıith them went Alonso
de la Vera Cruz. {Ihe [CasONn for thıs Z01Ng, SaYS Grijalva, W as

a.CT advisor an assıstant tO the ma)Jor superl10rs, but 1n the exTt

chapter shall SC  D that there w as INOTIe than that behind ıt 381).
Ihus far ave concentrated maiınly the Sr1eVances an

878) 325, fols 244.244v It contaıns the of the SaInece three above,
ote 377

3:9) BIA, IL, 158 Santiago Vela cıtes record of thıs meeting, held Jan 29,
1562, gıven ın the of Sicardo 4349 of the Archivo Nacional, Madrid Many
religious signed this directed the Pope. Among the twelve Augustin]ans
AICc Agustin de Coruna and Alonso de la Vera Cruz

880) I!bid Francisco de ustamante Came Mexico ın 1542, already advance
ın ag He Was twıce Provincial and twıce Commissary General, the second tıme
ın 1561 He died shortly atter his arrıval ın Madrid, 562 Ct (JARCiA [CAZBALCETA,
Biografias, [ 451-452

On Pedro de la Pe:  Na, ct up ote 374
On Agustin de Coruna, ct chap. Un ote

Sfll) IJALVA, cıt., dad I1 chap. ln  XV111. Grijalva ere mistakenly wTrofle

1561, ın place of 1562 He COrrects thıs ın other places,
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complaints of the religious. Ihe bishops, however, has already
een indicated, wWEeTe not sılent. Ihey wWeTIC Just anx10us the
friars to ONVCY their siıde of the struggle tOo the King, and they
LOO sent grea volume of etters and reports LO the royal COUTr
and the Counc:l of the Indies. particularly Ser10us indictment
was penned 1n 1556 by Archbishop Montüfar, 1ın which he outlined
the Varıous charges eveled agaınst the triars 382) We shall examıne
hıs report ın conJunction with another simiılar indictment wriıtten
nearly ten YyCAars Jater, ın 1565 383). his second report W as wriıtten
by Valderrama, royal visıtator sent by Philip LO inspect and
report upDOonN the colony 1n Mexico. His charges agaınst the religious
AT much the ame those of Montüfar, ıt 111 be convenıent
to examıne them together. First of all however, ıt 15 .e]] LO recall
that basically the conflict between the Hierarchy and the religious
orders wWas 0)8% of Jurisdiction ; 1t wWas clash between the CEXTITA-
ordınary and emporary mıssıon setup and the ordinary and DECTI-
manent diocesan organızation. TIhe Man y extianeous atters brought
ın by both sıdes wWeTIe only convenıent arguments employed by ach
ILYy to strengthen his posıition. One Ca eXpecCctT LO fin plenty of
exaggeratıon and prejudice. F urthermore, ın the Case of Valderrama,
Cuevas poınnts out that he had A X:  ® LO grind. He had COIMeE LO
Mexico with the hope of being able LO increase the royal triıbutes
and thus wın the tavor of the King 384)' Rut he found the relig10us
taking the part of the ndians and opposing the increase 1n trıbute.
He w as therefore somewhat embittered agaılınst the friars : ıIn his
eport IO the Kıng he displayed his displeasure.

Archbishop Montüfar, In the beginning of his report, complained
otf the inadequacy of the religious LO meel the needs of the mi1ss1o0ns.
He spoke of where L[WO three f  T1ars 1ın mMONastiery ha
the CaTre of INOTE than 00,000 souls scattered OVerTr distances of on
hundred miles INOTEe and only visıted ONCE®E twıce 1n the yCar
VWhile ıt 18 not entirely ımpossible that such sıtuation did ex1ist 1ın
ome of the INnOTEeE }  }  rTreMmMote places, 1ıt 18 hard to SC  €' how 1t wWas an
fault of the religious. They were doing their est LO OVe the
immense terrıtory, and ave ececn 1ın the second chapter that

382) CDI Ist., 491-530 Montüfar the Council of the Indies, May Y 1556
.!8!) 325, ftols 224.225 It 18 undated, but CUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia,

lul 180-194, SaVvYSs ıt wWas wrıtten ın 1965
SBA) CUEVAS, loc cıt
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the growth and extension of the Augustinıan m1ss10Ns alone W ASs

little short of phenomenal. In order IO protect themselves agaınst
thıs charge of inadequacy, the majJor super10rs of the three orders
wWTOLE LO the Kıing ın 1559 LO report the num ber of houses and

385) TIhe |)ominicans claimedthey had ın Mexico al that time
210 friars 1ın A4() houses : the Francıiscans, 380 1ın houses ;: and
the Augustinljans, D 1n 4() houses. Besides the Mexican m1SS10NS,
they WEeIC provıdıng IN tor the mı1ıss1ıons ıIn Florida and little
latter, the kar ast Actually, however, Montüfar s crıticısm W as nOot

much directed agaınst the religi0us ıt w as iıntended LO show
the eed for collecting tithes tOo provide funds tor the traınıng of
INOTEe secular clergy. He would ave liıked also LO ave the relig10us
relinquish theiır foundations ın the centers of population LO the
secular clergy, and devote themselves entirely tO the emoter Ca

But that W a  N easler sa1ıd than one ave already spoken of the
difficulties involved ın the attempts tOo force the relig10us LO hand
OVeTl their MONAsStenes an churches.

In ‚ onnection with thıs erıt1ic1ısm of the inadequacy o the reli-
X10US, Montütar complained that, with the ack of priests LO CATre

tor them, the ndians WEeTEe torced a  y their sick LO the
nasterıes ın order LO obtaıin the last Sacraments. F urthermore, acdded
the Archbishop, the triars often refused and ear t+he COIl-

fessions of the sick nearby, claimıng that 1t intertered with their
monastıc ife Valderrama also made this charge agaınst the religi0us.
hıs something of shock and demands (0) investigation,
for 1$ the charge 18 ([TUu@,; the rlars wWEeTrTe hardıly worthy of the Namnle

miısslıonarıes. (uevas tfeels that the religi0us WEelIe at fault LO 10)891°=>

degree thıs poınt 386). He polnts oOut that they defended them-
selves DYy sayıng that they could nOoL leave the village where the
monastery w as ocated and AaAr the contessions of the sick
ın another place, because greater arm would be onNne by aban-
doning the place where they wEere established. Cuevas remarkıs that
the argument 18 not VeErYy CONVvVıncıng. Another and equally weak
argument W as the contention of the friars that they had not +he
AIne obligation 1n such atters Yhe pastor of parısh. Since
their m1ss10Ns were nOL parishes, saıd they, their obligation of Servıice

885) C artas de Indias, 141-143 J]laxcala, May } 1559 Signed by Domingo
de Santa Maria, : Francisco de Toral, and Alonso de la Vera Cruz

SBG) CUEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, IL, 182
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was ON of charity, not Justice. But, the other hand there WEeTEe

omme rea] difficulties In this question, and 1t 15 CasS V understand
that frequently 1t wWas simply iımpossible LO NsSwWEeT a ]] the siıck calls
Montüfar himself indirectly ore wıtness LO thıs ftact when he WTOLIE
LO complain of the shortage of priıests and saıd that in omme

where there Wa  N work enough tor twenty thirty, there WEIC

only L[WO friars hand ON o# whom stayed at the monastery
while the other went about LO visıt the villages 387). In such sıtuation
1t would ave ecen clearly impossible LO NSWEeT al] the appeals for
help Furthermore, NOW for fact that allowance wW’as usually
made tor servıice LO the sick At the Augustinian monastery and
school] of San Pablo 1n Mexico C for example, where the relig10us
ıte and discipline wWas of the strictest, the only 164A5S0O0N allowed fOI'
anyOoN«C LO Out at night Was LO miınıster LO the sick 388) The
monastery doors WEeTe locked at eight o’clock and only those triars
going LO administer the acraments could gel permission to Out

Another charge 4made by both Montüfar an Vald errama Was
that the religi0us were jealous of ON another, ON order would
noTt allow another to COINE and work 1ın ıts district. kach chose th:
est location available and Dput monasteries VeIYyY 0)81 and half
LO three miles. While there W as (0)8891=> truth LO thıs charge of CON-
tentions onNng the orders 389) ave CcCeCMN ıIn studying the foun-
dations made by Alonso de la Vera Cruz that the friars did NnOoT
always choose the est places for their monasterles. They WEenT LO
the POOTeETr an remoter Ca e]] LO the rtricher and INOTE

populous districts.
Archbishop Montüfar complained urther that INan y of the

ndians WT e poorly instructed, lgnorant, and subject LO Vvices and
relapse into paganısm. Here agaın, the natura|l shortcomings and
occasıonal] failures of the mi1ss1ons cCannot be fairly blamed the
religi0us. The Archbishop’s e here, before, Was LO show
the eed for collecting tithes with which he claimed, seminaries
could be built an adequate supply of clergy maıntained. The
friars strongly opposed the tithes, and for that Montüfar held them
blameworthy.

38 1') Montüfar to the Council of the Indies, Dec 15, 554 C RICARD, Etudes
documents,

888) GRIJALVA, Cit.. dad ILL, chap. XXX11, 154-155,
889) Supra, ofe 2368
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Alonso de Montüfar then proceeded to speak of three chief
abuses of the religious agaınst the ndians. TIhe first abuse concerned
the caJas de communıdad , system of communıty pooling where-
by the ndians of village contributed certaın goods into OoOININON

store LO be sed for COINITINON needs and CS5. Ihe complaint
wWas that the friars kept exclusive contro] OVeT these stores and
sed them for themselves and for popular carousals at ‚estive times.
The system Wa  N nOotLt NCW , similar arrangements had een made
before the comıng of the miısslonarıes, but the friars had assumed
control because they found that the adminiıstration of the stores
wWas not always faır an honest. hey however, pDut themselves
ın danger of SUSpI1CI1ON, and certaın of abuse did exıst, but

the whole they administered the stores tor the ‚est interests
of the ndians 890). [t might ave een INOIEC prudent LO let the
ndians t+hemselves maıntaın OINe INCAsSUure of control.

TIhe second abuse mentioned by Montütar Wäa.  CN the fact that the
ndians werTre continually becoming involved ın mınor litigations and
comıng ın droves to Mexico City LO spend their meagher ESOUTCE:

COUrT fees, lawyers, interpreters, and torth |t 15 ditficult LO
understand Just how the relig10us wWeI C LO be held responsible for
thıs ıt W as rather abuse of the cıvil acministration. In fact, the
religious themselves, number of OCCAaslons, complained about
the amn e thing 391)_ Ihey castigated the cıyıl officials an: merchants
wh. COO readily accepted the ndian’s [9)  eYyY for public servıces.

sold them interior wınes which induced drunkedness, laziness
and sickness.

In connection with this matter, there Was complaint made
by Valderrama that the relig10us were interfering ın cıviıl affairs
where they had business. In MOS instances, however, where
the religi0us intruded ıIn temporal affairs their objective wWas the
protection of the ndians. Many times etters and reports WOI € sent
LO the Kıing LO UuUrge the correction of abuses, to plead favor
for SOTNE officja] wh had g1ven ood ServVıce LO the Crown and
colonies 892).

SUD) ICARD, La ( conquete spirituelle » , 177-180
891) &® tor example, E Mexico 280 letter of Francisco de Busta-

mante, edro de la Pena and Alonso de la Vera Cruz LO the King. Mexico, July
561

892) Ibid and (GARC;  1A [CAZBALCETA, Nueva colecciön de documentos, I, 248-250
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In on instance of such interference In secular affairs Augus-

tinıan, Alonso de Soria, went LO the extent of preaching agaınst
slavery ın the cathedral church of Mexico City ; he W as put Oout
of the pulpit 398) There 15 OI Casc, however, where Valderrama s
charge of interference Was justified. He sa1d that the relig10us should
not keep prisons castıgate the ndians. W here that Was true,
certainly the friars were zoıng beyond both their callıng and their
responsıibility. The admınistration of Justice and the infliction of
penalties wWwWas solely the responsıibility of the civil [9)  e

The third of the three abuses listed by Montüfar charged the
religious with extravagance 1ın the building, ornamentatıon and mMaın-
tenance of their churches and monasterıes. oth the Archbishop and
Valderrama devoted much a LO their crıticısms 1n this matter
Betfore considering Oomme of the individual charges, might recal|l
the general opınıon of arlıano Cuevas, the MOS outstandiıng church
historian In Mexico. He believes that the monastıc buildings of the
sıixteenth century 1n Mexico, gsrandiose though they werTe, weTIe less
than what ON might eXDeEC tor large and wealthy and and
eEeven the est of them Cannot COMDaAare with the grand monastıc
structures of Spain In the T period 394). VWhile this doubt 18
Lrue, however, 0)81 must take cogniızance of the fact that Mexico
W as then primıtıve land, and perhaps the friars did not show
much restraınt would aAve een desired. The land wWas wealthy,
but the people were nOot ven though the transplanting of Spanish
civilization and culture went VEeEIrIYyY rapıdly and successfully, and
the religious were keeping PaCe with the genera]l trend, the fact 18
that the ndians had IO ear the greater part of the burden, and it
Was heavy burden.

ome of the charges made agaınst the religi0us, however, A1ie

certainly exaggerated. Montüfar, for example, saıd that the ndians
were forced LO labor construction, and without recelving much

plece of bread ıIn payment hat 15 hardly credible salary
w as pald, EevVven though Very smal|l ‚0388 In the Case of San
Agustin 1ın Mexico City. And Valderrama complained that the
religi0us WEIE letting the Indians eaTt MOS of the COSsTL of building,

letter ot Fran de Bustamante, Pedro de la Pena and Agustin An Coruna
t+he King. Mexico, CIrca 561

39 8) ENDIETA, cit., 2367
804) UEVAS, Historia de la glesia, 1,
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instead of applyıng the rule specified by the Kıng, that 1S, that
one-third of the COst W as IO COINE trom the royal TEeaSurYy, one-third
trom the encomendero of the place, an one-third from the ndian
village. But the religi0us, by not insıstıng that system of payment(ts,
were ‘ actually sparıng the natıves extira burdens 395). Ultimately, ]]
the Came from the ndians anyhow, and $ the friars had
insisted upOon specified ola fl‘ Oom the encomendero and royal
officials, their demands would ave een met by simply increasıng
the tributes. Montüfar especılally cited the Augustinians for ECEXICTa-
S 1n the small town of k.pazoyuca., He sa1d they DutL the
whole burden of the ndians when they ha. 1n Mexico
City monastery whose Income Was greater than that of the whole
Archdiocese. Certaimly thıs statemen about the Income of San
Agustin ıIn Mexico City 15 ogrossiy exaggerated. We ave already
discussed this polNt earlier ın this chapter when spoke of inances
and the holding of But what 15 INOTE ımportant here,
Montüfar neglected take ınto aCcCount the fact that the Augus-
tinı1ans contributed VeCIY considerably LO the prosperıty of E.p—azoy uca.
[$ they extracted high contribution from the village, ıt W3a  7} largely
the fruit of their O W labors In increasıng productivity by £<an.:

of the management of ırrıgation and agriculture 396).
Both the Archbishop an V alderrama also eveled the charge of

exXtiravagance In regard LO the employment of the Indians In choirs,
orchestras and other Services in the churches. his wWas NOot faır
complaint because, far from abusing the natıves, the religi0us welie

thus contributing LO their culture and civilization. Such SErVICES were

freely rendered part of the worship of God and partıcıpation
ın the relig10us an cultural ıtfe of the villages.

Another ecrıiticısm made by Valderrama wWwWas that the friars had
business collecting a h'ITS when they should ave sought their

needs from the royal EeAaASUTY. Actually, however, the allotment
g]ven by the King Was VerYy smal|l indeed, an ave een 1n
the Case of San Agustin what slow and sometımes fruitless PTOCESS

8'95) Ibid.
895) PAMPHILUS, Chronica ordinis fratrum eremıtarum Augustini (Rome

581 tol 115v He SaVvyYs of Epazoyuco, (( oppidum salubre et gratum, propter
ırmguam coplam, q Uam eleganti industria, miraque solertia ıntımiıs terrae
cavernıs PCI Inaccessa montium abrupta eidem populo, C U: antea esse‘ sterilis,
adduxit Antonı]us de Aguilar, Vlr incredi:bilj; multarum cognıtiıone Ins1gn1s
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ıL wWas LO obtaıin funds and aAassıstance Case pomn wWwWas

the order of the Viceroy CGaston de Peralta, Marques de Falces,
Sent LO the Augustinilans Feb 1567 .'497) He accused +hem of
collecting triıbute LO which they had right It aPDPCaIrs that the
Augustinians fr om Chinolticpac went occasıonal V1ISITIS [O Cuaza-
lingo where they received pDayment of on hundred gold c  o
Vear reiurn fOI' theiır Guazalingo W as held encomienda
by On Gabriel] de Aguilera wh. MmMuUuUst ave made complaint to
the a  [0) of Medztitlan who Lurn reported to the Viceroy The
a  [9) pomted OUuUt that the Augustinians had plenty of 1NCOINeEe

their monasterlıes at both Chinolticpac ancl Me<ztitlan an should
nOot ave collected anythıing extira at Guazalingo Ihe Viceroy, there-
fore, orderedc them LO StOD takıng the hundred c  [0)  9 and urther-
MOore, he sa1d they wer€e LO DaYy f01' an food LO them by
the ndians of Guazalingo.

Juan de la CNa  D who incıdently, wWas student of Alonso de
Ia Vera Cruz, an wh ha een Prior of Mexztitlan wrote reply

the Viceroy order July 10+h of the arne YVYCartr 398) His letter
W as both long an indignant he presented the other sıde of the
Case AÄfter verbose four PaseC introduction extolling the work of
the friars, he got OWnNn LO the Case poın To begin with saıdc
Juan de la Pe  na the report sent CO the Viceroy wWwWas false Fkor ca
the Augustinians had een LO Guazalingo without TECEIVINY
anvythıng OUr five ca to hiıs wrIılLing, +he Archbishop
of Mexico City haı ordered the encomendero of Guazalingo LO DAaYy
OIl hundred PCSO Vear LO assıst the friars who visıted there But
the payment had eVE een made full In V1ICW of the ENCOMEN-
er° aiılure meel hıs Just and a  C obligation, the religious
had requested the Su directly from the ndians As for the COINN-
mand that the friars DaVYy for their food Guazalingo Juan de la
ena  A thought 1T wWas MOSsStT unfair SEVEenNn ridiculous He poıinted OUTtT
that the ndians always and everywhere wWEerTre hosts LO the IN11S-
S10Nar]1)8esS EVEN ıf they wWeTe Just Passıng through |$ the conditions
aıd OWN by the Viceroy wWerTrTe LO be observed saıd ‘ray Juan,

891) 3725 tols 354 358 Statement of Juan de la Pena SenNnt the Viceroy
(iaston de Peralta Meztitlan, July 567 TIhe order of the Viceroy ftound

$o| 356 Mexico, Feb 567
598) Ibid On Juan de la Pena c# BIA 247 He wrote CD1IgTam tor

Vera Cruz Dialectica resolutio, fo v of 554 edition
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religi0us would 6CvVer to Guazalingo because it_ ‚was rugged,
hot, mountaınous place, and full of mosqultos.

Juan de la ena then took the statemen that the religious
had adequate sSsustenance In their places of residence. He sa1d that
the allotment gyıven CO the friars W as little INOTE than pıttance,
barely enough LO sustaın them TIhe officials of the royal governmen
received salary of z day while friar, whose work
N Man y times harder an TINOTE important, W as gıven ON hundred
A  [0) for whole VEeCAar. In SUMMATYV, he requested the Viceroy LO
revıse his order that ON‘ could interfere with the collection
of alms, an 1n the future LO deal with the religi0us ın TNOTE

modest Janguage
TOmM thıs brief review of the princıpal charges made agaınst

the mi1ss]ıonarıes ıt Ca be fairly concluded that, while the religi0us
frequently were subject LO human failings, the whole they aAVC

vVerYvy Zx00d acCcount of themselves. Ihe complaints made by their
OppONnents, although they had OINe foundation ın fact, wer€e CX  —
gverated OutL of a ]] proportion LO the reality. VWhere ave had
chance LO consıider the defense made by the friars varıo0ous specifıc
charges, their reasonıing and explanations ave appeared adequate.
The complaints, wWas remarked before, wWEelile really only CON-
venlıent arguments employed to bolster the ultimate objective of
the er1tic, and therefore, they CannoL be considered havıng grea
ımportance In themselves. We ave 6cecn earlier ın this chapter +hat
EevVven Archbishop Montüfar found OCCasıon to pralse the work of
the religious orders and admitted that the bishops could not possibly
get along without them 399). The al Ca be saıd of Valderrama.
In spıte of al his acrımon10us charges, he LOO acknowledged that
the friars had done ll that Was possible and that the good status
o# religion In the New Waorld wWas due LO their efftorts 400)

Summing this whole question of the disputes between the
Hierarchy an the religious orders, ıt 15 ditficult LO SC  D Just how
peaceful solution might ave een arrıved at Looking back OVeT
the Vvarıous actors mentioned ıIn this chapter, on e<€es that the
problem had VETY IMany complications. Garcia Icazbalceta has
pointed Out that there were TWO basic failures which aggravated

SDD) Supra, noOofe 343
400) UEVAS, Historia de la Iglesia, AB 192
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the sıtuation 401) One wWas the esprit de 19 of each Camp,
thing gzood ın ıtself, but ften Z1Vving r15€e IO prejudice and XCCcSS

the other W as the ailure LO recognıze the fact that cırcumstances
change and instıtution should exıst after ıt has ceased LO VE

the PUTDOSE tor which 1t W as created. The rst of these UW actors
obviously p]ayed ımportant part ın the -p"robl-em. But the second
ONn Was INOTE than jJust ailure, 1t W as the VeErYvY heart of the
problem. How WAas ıt possible LO decide when the extraordinary
system of privileges enjoyed by the religious had ceased to SeIV

ıts purpose } In the centers of population the regular diocesan
organızatıon wWas easily established but 1n Man y of the outlying
districts the Church stil]l exıisted INn primıtıve mıssıon sıtuation. AÄAs
long the whole problem of ecclesiastical organization wWwWas looked
uDON being 0)9% plece, there could be solution. [t W as NECECSSaAT
LO find SOIMNEe line of demarkation between the LW extremitıies, but
neither sıde Was willing limit ıts sphere of authority. Of the two,
Hierarchy 8.I1Cl religious orders, probably the greater blame 15 due
to the religi0us, because they should Nnave recognized that they must
g1ve WaVYV LO the episcopal authority, and the SOONeEeT they ha: een
willing LO work out A understanding, the better ıt would ave een
for a]] concerned.

Arthur ENNIS,

(To be continued).

‘Ol) IGA‚RC5A [CAZBALCETA, Nueva colecciön de documentos, I1 xlix-1.


