
THE CONSPIRATORS AT WORK.'Early in the afternoonof the sameday, Mr.Hoytecame tomy
house with the same oldman, wishingme tomake all my efforts to
find the girl, in the meantime speaking verybitterly against theCatholics, thepriests,and the nuns;mentioned that my daughter
hadbeen ina nunnery,where she had been ill-treated. Idenied
thatmy daughter hadever beenina nunnery; that when she wasabout eight yearsof age she went to a day-school;at that time
came in two other persons, whom Mr. Hoyte introduced;
one wastheRev.Mr.Brewster;Idonot recollect theother reverence's
name. They all requestedme, in the most pressing terms, to try tomake it out my daughter had been in the nunnery, and thatshe had
someconnexionwith thepriestsof theseminary,of whichnunneries
and priests she spoke in the most outrageous terms;said that
shouldImake that out,myself, my daughter and child, would be
protected for life. 1expectedtoget rid of their importunities in
relating the melancholy circumstances by which my daughter was
fregucntly derangedin her head, and told them that when at the
age of about seven years,she brokea slate pencil inher head; that
irince that time,her mental faculties were deranged,and by times
muchmore thanat other times, but that she was far from being an
idiot; that she could mnke themost ridiculous, but most plausible
stories ; and that asto thehistory that she hadbeen inanunnery,itwasafabrication,for she loas never <n a nunnery; thatat one time
Iwished to obtaina place inannnnery forher, thatIhademployed
the influence ofMrs. DeMontenach,of Dr.Nelson,andof our pastor,
theRev. Mr.Esson,but without success. . . . Aftermanymoresolicitations to the same effect, three of them retired,but Mr. Hoyte
remained adding to theother solicitations;he was stopped,apersonhaving rappedat the door ;it was thencandle-light. Iopened thedoor, and Ifound Dr. McDonald, who told me that my daughter
Maria wasathis house in the most distressing situation; that she
wishedhim tocomeand make her peace withme;Iwent with thedoctor tohis house in McGill street. She came withme tonearmyhouse, but wouldnot come in, notwithstandingIassured her that
she would bekindly treated, and thatIwould give her her child;
she crossed theparade groundandIwent into thehouseandreturned
for her;Mr. Hoyte followed me. She was leaning on the westrailing of the parade;we went to her ;Mr.Hoyte told her:My
dear Mary,Iam sorry you have treated yourself and me in this
manner;Ihope you havenot exposed whathaspassedbetweenus ;
neverthelessIwill treatyou the same as ever, and spoke to her in
themost affectionate terms;took her inhis arms;she atfirst spoke
to him very cross,and refused togo with him,but at last consented
and wentaway ivithhim, absolutely refusing to come to my house.Soon after Mr.Hoyte cameand demanded the child. Igave it tohim.'

Next morning Mr.Hoyte returned, and was more pressingthanever in his former solicitations,and requested me tosay that
my daughter hadbeenin thenunnery;thatshouldIsay so,it tvouldbe better thanone hundredpounds tome ;thatIwould be protected
for life ;and that1should leaveMontreal,andthat Ixoould,be better
providedfor elseiohere;Ianswered that thousands ofpounds would
not induce me toperjuremyself; thenhegotsaucy and abusive to
theutmost ;he said he came to Montreal to detect the infamy of
thepriests and thenuns.'

Inher affidavit
—

which is a very lengthy oneand wasswornon
October 21, 1835— Mrs. Monk deposes that she gives her evidence
on this subject

'
wishing to guard the public against the deception

which has lately been practisedinMontrealbydesigning men, xoho
have taken advantage of the occasional mental derangement of her
daughter,to make scandalous accusations against the priests and
nunsof Montreal,and afterwards tomakeherpass herselffor a nun
whohadleft the convent.'

MARIASELLS HER SOUL.
Despite her depravedcharacter,MariaMonk, as we have seen,long resisted the wiles and entreaties of the reprobateHoyte,and

refused to take the finaland fatalBtep of passing herself off as an

Last weekwe gave the substance of the wild anti-conventstoryattributed to Maria Monk
—

a story which is beingcirculated in this
Colony by thenotorious impostorandsham nun who accompanies
ex-priest Slattery upon his tour. We likewise proved, from thesworn affidavits of Mrs. Monk (Maria Monk's mother), of Di.Robinson, J.P.,and of otherresidents of Montreal thatMariaMonk
—whom Mrs. Slattery belauds as an angel of light

—
was a half-

wittedcreature,a thief, vagrant,notorious liar,and prostitute,and
of such evillife and morals that she had to be dismissedeven from
a refuge for fallen women. The small beginnings of this filthyromance falsely attributedtoher are to be foundin the following
portionof the affidavit of Dr. Robertson,of Montreal, which wasswornbefore BenjaminHolmes, J.P.,onNovember 13, 1835 :—:

—
'On the 9th of November, 1834, three men came up to myhouse, having a young female in company with them, who, theyBaid,was observed,that forenoon,on thebank of the canal, near the

extremity ofthe St. Joseph's suburbs, acting in a manner which
inducedsome people who saw her to think that she intended to j
drownherself. They took her into ahouse in the neighbourhood,
■where,after being there some hours,and interrogated as to who
she was,etc., she said she was the daughter of Dr.Robertson. On
receiving this information they brought her to my house. Being
fromhome when they came to the door, and learning from Mrs.Robertson that she had denied them, they conveyed her to the
watch-house. Upon hearing this story, in company with 6.AnldjoEsq.,of this city,Iwent to che watch-house to inquireinto
the affair. We found the young female, whomIhave since ascer-
tained to be Maria Monk, daughter of W. Monk of this city, in
custody. She said that, although she was not my daughter, she
was the child of respectableparents,in or verynear Montreal, who
from some light conduct of hers (arising from temporary insanity,
to which she icas at times subject fromher ■infancy')had kept her
confined and chained in a cellar for the last four years. Upon
examination, no mark or appearance indicated the wearing of
manacles or any ether mode of restraint. She said, on my obser-
ving this, thather mother always took care to cover the irons with
soft clothes, to prevent them injuring her skin. From the appear-
ance of her hands she evidently had not been used to work. To
removeher from the watch-house, where she was confined with
some of the most profligate women of the town, taken up for
inebriety anddisorderly conduct in the streets,as she could not give
a satisfactory account of herself, I,as a Justice of the Peace,sent
her togaolas a vagrant.'

Thus, whenshe found that, owing to thepersonal attendance
ofDr. Robertson,her story as toher relationship tohim couldnot
be maintained, she serenely shifted her ground and represented
herself as the daughter of other personsin Montreal whohad kept
her lotfour years chainedina cellar. Later on she gaveup the
cellar story for one which, it was pointed out to her, would be
muchmore profitable. She then representedherself ashavingbeen
an inmate of the Hotel Dieu during the very four years that shs
had previously said she had been chained in a cellar by her

'cur-
ru-el parients.' A week or two later

—
towards the close of

November, 1834,she became an inmate of the Magdalen Asylum, a
home for reclaimingfallen womento a virtuous life. She remained
there until dismissed for bad conduct in the following March.
According to the affidavit of Mrs. McDonnell, the matron of the
institution.Maria Monknever once hinted, during all this period,'
thatshe hadbeen aninmate of the Hotel Dieu convent,or of any j

convent whatever.' The new versionof her older melodrama story!
of her father's cellar forms a notablechapter in thehistoryof shams
and swindles. Itarose in the following way :—:

—
A PRECIOUS TRIO.

Inthe course of her sinful career the roving unfortunate
drifted to the slums of New York. There,in a house of ill-fame,
she was takenup by a reprobate preacher named Hoyte,who had
been dismissed from the sect to whichhe belonged for disgraceful
swindling in money matters. Maria Monk became Hoyte's para-
mour. We have seenhow her mother testified on oath that Maria
was a hopeless and unconscionable liar, and that Dr. Robertson.
J.P.,of the samecity

—
whose daughter she had falsely represented

herself to be
—

declared on his affidavit that he
'considered her

assertions uponoath werenot entitled tomore credit thanher bare
assertion, and that [he] did not believe either.' Maria Monk's
splendidmendacity was exploitedto its fullest extent by therogue
Hoyteand two other male adventurers with whom he associated
himself. Maria was an exceptionally gifted everyday liar. But
she was shy of soaring to the dizzy heights pointed out
toher by the enterprising Hoyte. Hence it took time andmuch
persuasionbeforeher story attained its fullperfection inthe Aioful
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'belonged to the village club, and the funeral of a memberwas always largelyattendedby his fellow-clubmen. We hada very old green parrot allowed to wanderat will about thehouse and garden. The creature on oneoccasion climbed tothe top of a high fir-tree in the garden which overlookedthechurchyard, andseeing a very large assemblage at a funeralbelow,screamed out in most distinct tones:

"
O Lord, whatfun!whatfun ! O my eyes, what fun!

" This, indeed, wasanaccident, but there was a general want of decorumabout
the Church in those days.'

MARIA MONK.

THE FIRST SHAM NUN.

THE STORY OF AN INFAMOUS PLOT.

Disclosures ofMaria Monk. The precious trio— or oneof them
—

hadgotpossession ofa scarceand infamous tract which had been
translated from the Spanish or Portuguese in 1781, and entitled
The Gates of Hell Opened. The editor of theBoston Pilot had a
copy of this vile tract in his possession. Hoyte andhis fellow-
conspirators decided to induce Maria Monk to pose as an
ex-nun,to alter the names in the pamphlet, and to republish
it as her actual experience. Their was money in the busi-
ness, and money was wbat Hoyte and Co. were after.Obviously, if MariaMonk's mother could be induced to enter into
the conspiracy,a great point would be gained. The enterprising
trio therefore set out forMontreal, accompaniedby the frailMaria,who, atthis time was only 18 years old. Here Maria broke away
fromHoyte andreturnee* toher old haunts. The affidavitof Mrs.Tarbert (a friend of Maria's mother)states that once, whensent by
Mrs.Monk to look after the roving unfortunate, she foundher 'inahouse of bad fame.1 Andhere we pick up another strandof the
conspiracy. 'Maria Monk,' says Mrs. Tarbert,'then told me she
would not go tohim (alluding, asIunderstood, to the father of her
child) for that he wanted her toswear an oaththat would lose her
soul forever,but je*tingly said, would makeher a lady forever. I
then told her (Maria):"do not lose your soul for money."

'
Mrs.Monk'saffidavit shows that Maria againreturnedtoHoyte,butagainflitted,abandoning her illegitimate child, thenonly a few weeksold.Hoytedelivered the child to Mrs.Monk. She,in turn, once morerequisitioned the services of Mrs.Tarbert in tracing out thehalf-

witted unfortunate. Maria was found, but refused to go to her
mother's house. Mrs.Tarberttellsus in her depositions'that Maria
Monkhad borrowed abonnet and shawl toassist her toescape from
thatmanHoyte,' and that she requesteddeponenttoreturn them to
the owner. This wasonAugust, 1835. Mrs.Monk'saffidavit tells
what followedandbrings us a further stage forwardin the storyof
this scandalousconspiracy of calumny :—:

—

3
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