The Rcyal Ecclesiastieal S premacy, by Prcf. Henry Chadwick (Feterhcuse,
Camoridge).

The attached paper written ir 1985 is tc be puolished ir a vclume of essays
on Jorr Tisner edited by B.Bradsnaw and £.Duffy (€ambridge University Press),

and snc.ld not ve quoted in print befcre that vclume apoears, orcbably early 19€E.

Summary: The paper seeks tc elucidate the different and corplex ncticrns of
supremacy ir. 16th century texts, especially in Henry VIII and 2is main C?ltic
Reginald Pole. Fenry cculd exploit the theme that the papacy is ant1c§rlst
(the prehistory of that ncticn is briefly outlined), and ceu d model his
thecry and practice cn Justinian, Bast Roman emperor 527-65. Justinian
‘reely legislated cn ecclesiastical matters, appcinted bishops, summoned
councils, and even tcrtured a pope fnto submissicn to his will. It was gclf-
evident %c him that his duty was tc keep orthcdoxy in the Church, and to
brief churca ccuncils on what they ought to say. By ccntrast, in the West
Ro-3n primacy had steadily acquired more and < ore pcwed through appeals,
through a.sputes cver ep sccpal appcintments betweer menarch and aathedral
chapter, and thrcugh dispensaticns (i.e. relaxations of the orcper rules if
and when strict enfcrcement seemed inhuman or tc have grave disadvantages fcr
tne Church generally). This ccncentraticen of power in the Roman curia in
natters affecting crdinary pecple, e.g. divorce, cffended lawyers jealous for
nzticnal sovereignty, and these rcmembtering an clder territczial organisaticn
where sucn questicns were decided lccally. Henry VIII could invoke the old
Germanic theme that the owner of the land (who had endowed the Church anyway)
prcoerly exercised a religicus control in his terrikory. Sc tco he cculd
give teeth tc statutes of his medieval predecesscrs (Prcviscrs, Praemw ire).

Eenry's lawyers, esp. St German,, did nct trirk of the Church as a sacrament c~
Goc's presence so much as a socially useful instrument fer the religion and for
the social ccherence of the naticn. St German enccuraged Eenry's asserticn
of absclute scvereignty, cf being source cf all authority whatso ever in his
realms and territcries. In practice Philip the Fair had macde very similar
claims for france at the end of the 13th century. Medieval cat clic mcnarchs
did not talx or act as if the Church were nct their concerm. But they wanted
their churck tc be (n ccmmunion with the Cathciica. Henry VIII cculé have had
all he wanted with the gallican mecdel current since 1300; his anger over the
divorce affair did nct dispese him to accept such a fermula, Yorecver England
had long nad vcices fiercely critical of Reman jurisdicticn in przctice - aven
Gresseteste cf Lincoln, but mest of all the anticlerical Lollards. Though
Benry persecuted Lellardy, it was a continuing fcrce ir 16th century England
(which may explain why in England Lutheran influence cfter yielded greund to
Zurich and Geneva under Edward VI and even Elizabeth)., Tyndale, a zan of
Lutherar sympathy, provided Zenry with a blueprint for nis churea legislaticn.

Yet 'supreme head of the Church' offended pretestants at least as much as
catholics; hence Elizabsth's change to 'soverncr'. Thomas Cremwell cculi use
the xing's title tc vest actual ccntrol over the English Church in Parliament.
He prefigured the erastian, utilitarian view that dernied tc the Cuu'ch any
'divine right'. This view, cpposed by e.g. FHocker, Laud, Cosin, et al.,
was vehemently articulated by William Prynne.

Uncer Henry 7III rcyal supremacy caze to nmean the exclus.on of papal
autrority; it was essentially a negative precposition about Roran aut.orlty.
Yet under it was the rcyal supremacy that made possible the
restoraticn of zcman jurisdicticn, and under Elizabeth the maintenance of

the episccpal succession. The puritan Wiburn complained that royal supremacy
was the one doctrine you cculd be sure of being held by clergy of the Church
of England, and that most cf them, c¢rdaired under the Latin pontifical anyway,
were at heart nct protestant at all. The attacks of RCs on the Anglican
Qrdinal were milk and water compared with those cf the Puritans fcr ~nom it
was an intcleranly popish book. The defence of cathclic order ana

spis opacy by Elizabeth ana ner two successors ccntributed to bringing the

monarchy dowTl.



VA

r-—
i_Frorn Prof, Renry Chadwici}

ROYAL SUFZEMACY

In the draft bull exccmmunicating king Fenry VIII, of the year 1535,

three themes are linked together as providing ' overwhelzing
greunds for the ccndemnaticn: the divorce of Catherine of Aragon,

the , claim to be supreme head cf the Church of England,

and the judicial murder of John Fishe;>bflTheimintl and renowned humanist

Fisher, the man Eenry VIII himself had been heard[to describe as the

mcst learned man he knew, is a symbolic figure by his unyielding
opposition to the divorce and to the king'a scnaequent expulsicn

cf papal authcrity from his realm after the huciliation of Pcpe
Clement's rejecticn. Ncne of the three acts was well regarded in
Eurcpe at large, and together they locked like the tyranny cf a night

with long knives. Reginald Pole's Defence cf the unity of the Church

zust have been telling Eenry what the king already inew when he
observed that Eenry's 2cticns had brcughﬁ:pclitical danger Jhether
from Charles V or {rom the French; a severing of a branch {rom
the root of God's tree by rejecting the universality and unity
enbedied by Peter's see; a.nd‘;\fear' ¢f eivil insurrecticn and future
ceriflict about the successicn to the threne after “sry had been declared
illegitimate. That seemed a lot cof trouble tc buy. As fer the title
'nead of the Church', Pole acidly remarked that this head wzs chi=fly
rncted for plundering the Church, It seemed absurd that cne claiming
Coull

puch a title cculd not miniater the szcrazents, and yetLFonstitute
himsels = the Julge of cerlicversies (N mattersz of failh. Flatierers
oight tell him that rcyal supremacy over the Church was enjcined by the
Bible in St Feter's exhcrtaticn to 'honour the king' and try to set
Scripture up against tradi;icn and ecathclic consensus; but Fole

limay

cercilessly derodished auchﬁarguments. Everyone knew that the

title of suprere head of the Church had been conceded most reluctantly
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bim that tyrants usually fall for lack of friends, not for lack of money.

Tke whole story of the moral disintegraticn cf a man who had once been
eNthusiastically acclaimed as a paragon amcng English kings is seen by Fole
as almost an instance of ate, an insanity depriving the king of his
wits and impelling him into storms for which he had nc cne but himself to
blame,

¥y purpose in this essay if to try to set Fisher's protest and
martyrdom in a broader ccntext than the particularities of Henry VIiI
and his quarrel with the papacy, broader even than the ncw comnonplace cbser-
vation that well befcre 1534 there was growing tensjcn between cancn and ‘i‘
ccmmen lawyers in England. It was not new for conciliar minds to seek
scre limitaticn and restricticn upon the apparently total autocracy claimed
fcr the papal menarchy by recalling that the authority of empercrs and kings
was also, according to scripture, God-given; therefore, in insisting that
the Church's cancns shcula nct be enfcrced where they passed into realms
governed by the Statutes of the King in parliament, they were nct necessarily
setting aside the law of Gecd. Mcreover cancnists such as Gasccigne
were aware that even the Pope can make no enactment or dispensation

L]
contrary to Ged's word, or indeedAnatural law, Flenitudo potestatis was

not unlimited in practice, and there was to be some bias in
the Protestant ccntentifn that the Pcpesclaimed to 'add, alter, and diminish,
nay also to dispense with the words that Christ himself spake, as well as

the writings of the Apcstles.' At least,that opinion was taking sides in

a cancnists' dispute, and thacProtestant’ barb{which I have cited from

Archbishcp Matkhew Parke;ﬁchuld have had plenty of support amcng some

medieyal cancnists of reyute. | ) )
e J [he gereral cplnicn was that the 2cpe cc.ld

interpret,but not dispense from the word ~f Ged.

Accordingly, whatever might be the precise extent of authority contained

£y

in the power of the keyS entrusted to Feter, tnese powers had to be balarffi
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ty the truth that the yocwemccntrclling the secular crder were alsc nc less
ordained by God. Could cne nct affirm both the king's supremacy and
the pope's, reccgnising them to have different spheres cf respcnsibility?

In his second bock Reginald Fole insists, 'I shall nct diminish the

N
authcrity cf the king if I preserve his authcrity and Peter s side by side.’

Indeed, as the Englisn Refcrmaticn advanced under Henry's son Edward VI,

it becare alarzingly clear that the religious and sccial upheaval cf the
Co

ageYput the mcnarchy itself at risk. Nany pages of the fiercely protestant
Johr. Booper”are dev-ted to the assertion of rcyal supremacy not agzinst the
claims cf the papacy, though Hcoper did not fcrget that theme, but against
the sedition of Anabaptista, In his diocese cf Cloucester he wanted his
clergy tc read Romans 13 tc the pecple every Saturday and Sunday: to have

shown the pope the dcor did nect mean that there cculd be roct for ccrrupt

Englishmen with minds full of 'ccnterpt, hatred, grudge, and malice against

- \
their king, magiztfates, laws, crders, and pclicies'.Ej The kirg's deterrin-
aticn tc be master in his cwn realm (as nore of his predecessors had been) did

nct wean that all Englishmen . admired his brezy with the catrclicity represent-
ed by Reme. Evicently some Engliehmen were just as restile to royal 2bsclutism

as to papal. To rencve napal auttcrity cculd entail mcral and sccial collapse.

—
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Centemplaticn cf the relaticns between the Church and eivil gecvernzent

througn the long ccurse of Christian history suggests that Romans 13 has

A
usually oeen mere influential than the Apccalypse of John,. Zy cne cof the

mere paradoxical twists cf exegesis, the Apocalypse's warnirngs against the
Babgylonian harleot ¢f the Acman government have been ingenicusl” rezddressed
in th~ rcet office tec apply to the bishiops of Rome, the l:ist of whuz has its

fair snare _of mariyrs. The ~cre tough-min'ed Tnplish refer-ers rricapdad
“levnLihing every Schowlbey Konla,

it as self-evident,)that as long as there are seven hills beside the Tiber,

it is certain that the po is the very whcre ¢f Eabylcn anc Antichrist.\;7
be %
adrittedly this opinicn was

2
of Deniel,-and in the middle cf the seventegenth century Archbishcp John
Wit
Bra~hall zsoecintad-sre antifapsl e“S,”.;L'Erotestants cut of their wits'."

ch dented by Grotius' expositicn of the bock




3ut a century earlier this exegesis of the Apccalypse was general, and Lad hag

<}*°h!ﬂ5ﬂhrk€v nctable medieval exporents frem the Waldensians to Frederick 11/ Crang-r
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hirself followed Wyclif in holding that in accordance with Eevelaticn 20.2 Satan
had been released from his priscn after precisely a thcusand years {/ﬁhere might
be disagreements abcut the exact date cn which his millenniuz of imprisonzent hac
stezrted, and therefcre scme hesilaticn abcut the peint at which evicence of his
release shculd be located; but at least by the sixteenth century cne cculd be
cenfident that Satan was well and truly released and active in suttle infiltratic
of the Church.\%} Surely he had taken pcssessicn of the Rouan see, sitting
where he cught nct in the very sanctuary of the Lord, the 'men cf sin'/ Sc Romar
13 and the Avocalypse were harmcniled, icealising the prince and rubbishing the
pope. Admittedly, scme medieval pcpes, and especially at the beginning cf the
sixteenth century, had discredited themselves and damaged the office.

The persisting strength of English Lollardy is shcwn by the enthusiasm with
which leading Reformers tcok up the Antichrist theme, lorecver, Wyclif had p‘\
claimed that the civil power's duty was to reform the Church, with a =crel rigkt
to remcve and redistribute its endcwment;%g In Fiers Plowman eveh langland (who,
with Chaucer, cculd easily be regarded as a fellow-trsveller by Lellards) had a
famous prcphecy of the cemirg King who was to cleanse God's temple cf impuritie;%;
Both Langland and Wyclif tock a low view of the Donaticn cf Constantine. It must
be a source of surprise that the dissident Lollards allowed their hestility tc
the Church, to priestslaa a caste and as a male preserve , to tithes, to all
sacrazental acticns feor which laity are dependent on clergy, to take ther sc far
as to lead them to put trust in princes, Was not tnat to trust in the arm of the
flesh indeed? Morecver, Lollardas (as their Conclusicns of 1395 éeclareé¥$ﬁ?re
pacifists who rejected killing whether in war or justice, and soon fcund that
the smecular autncrities were as unsympathetic as the ecclesiastical. But ccnfrcn-
ted by a body as pcwerful as the medieval clergy, with fircneial revzrrces i. sandé
topped up by fees for requiems wh:ch Lollards especially abomlnateu, trey cculd
turn to no scurce of power ctner than the king and the ncbles. Arong the Lollerds
oﬁire—Reformaticn England, there was plenty tc make Xenry VIII's revolution like
tée fulfilment of a dream arcng humble farmers and 'white-ccllar workers' in
Kent, Sussex, anc East Anglia, where Wycliffite translaticns, especially of
the Apocalypse and of the epistle of James (with its derunciaticns cf cpulent
Christians), were studied at @landestine reetings in barns. Acmittedly
Lollards suffered un.er Henry; but sczme of his prograrme was in line with much

tney rnad been saying. rcr exanple, Wyclif ana has



followers objected to the quantity of money exported from the ccuntry either
tc_the papacy or to internaticnal religicus orders. (Cranmer himself felt that

apat com Selration amd N
therfee for his pallium was exceaaiveJ Lay power was tc be the instrument

and weapon to l;£crate Englishmen in scul and boiy frem the turdens izposed
bty a@ opulent and essentially foreign hierarchy, an alien multi-naticnal
corporaticn. One cannot say that all Englishmen of the sixteenth century
zanifested xenophcbia, since a number of documents speak cf their hcspitable
welcome to foreigners. Eut wyclif anticipaied soze of the naticnalist feeling
apparent in the declaraticn, estcnishingly fcund in the gentle, raticnal,
and learned Matthew Parker, that ‘Almighiycad is so much Engliah>ls

when one reads in John Hocper that bishops have rc duty other than to
preach God's word wherear it is the duty o;r;rince to judge whether or not
their preaching and teaching are correcé&]it is difficult nct to feel that
the Reformaticn let loose scme strange ncticns atcut church and state.
Yet the dcctrine of the theological responsibility of the prinethad a long
history going back far beyond Wyclif, and beyctd the medieval struggles about
investiture, ZEducated men of the sixteenth century read Justinian.
Lectures on the civil law were part of the atandard syllabus at Oxford and
Cambridgé{}ygn Justinian's Q%gg, and in the Novels supplementing it, it is
axicmatic that the expercr's authcrity extends beyond matters merely tezpcral
and secular. He has a duty tc protect orthcdoxy and to harass heresy,
So Justinian legislated tc safeguard and enforce the true faith against
heresies such as the Monorhysite alternative to Chalcedcn. Fe legislated to
ensure the clergy d:d their duty. He issued formal edicts regulaling the
number of clergy cn the establishment at Bagia Sophia. Ee prcvided controls
for orphanages ard hcspitals which were ecclesiastical fcuncaticns. His
enactments were intended to ensure that endowments were used 2s intended by
the picus beriefactors, and not bent to profane purposes or private gain,

As in the sixteenth century, soc also in the sixth, the imperial responsi-~
bility to legislate against heresy was no private matter; the unity of tkre
Church in truth profcundly affected the social ard pclif—ical cohesicn of

the erpire. Dogmatic digputes shared with evcessive interaet ryates tre



targest responsibility for causing urban riots. Justiniqn's subjects "'rdii
deeply divided on the iesue cf Christclogy, above all whether one shculd say
in (two natures) or of, But he could nct be neutral. He cculd nct gain |
pclitical contrcl of Italy and the West unless he made Chalcedcnian ortlodoxy,
and the preposition EE_,E foundaticn for his ecclesiastlcal policy, =c that
his perscnal ccnvicticns were reinforced by political necessity. The
Ereat emperor Anastasius, his prececessor but cne, creatcr of the conditicns
necessary fcr the greatness of his cwn imperium, had run into endless trcuble
With Italy and the West because he was not sound on Chalcedcn. Ee upheld
the reunicn formula, or!Bencticonz of Zeno with its very cccl reference
censuring heresies 'even if held by bishcps at Chalcecon or elsewhere'.In 51839
Fapal pressure to gain recognition for Cralcedon was to entail riots with
large loss of life in scme eastern cities, Justinian'a Fenophysite subjectis
in Syria and the Kile valley, with a few advance outposts in the mcnasteries
of Constantincple itself, lcoked fcr support to his wife Theocora. In her
highly unregerierate youth she had once been spiritually assisted by an
anti-Chalcedonian priest in Alexandria, and never forgot her debt. She hid
numercus Monorhysite bishops in her large palace, and ever provicded fcr them
the noble church ¢f St Sergius and St Bacchus, still standing tcday, to
give trem a place of liturgical assembly. ‘“j
The Monophysites deeply cbjected to Theodore cf McpSuestia, Ibas cf Ecessa,
and Treodcret cf Kyrrhrce = all long Ceai,but masterful expcsiters of 'twe-
nature' Christolczy and stern critics of the doctrine cof cne rnature. In 543
Justinian issued a decree condemning their dcctrines as expressed in selected
excerpts cr 'crapters', and inclu.ed in nis cersure speculaticns ascrited to
Origen by mcnks of the New Lavra in Falestine. But the Iimzperial edict was
net the end of adissensicn. Did it not need an ecumenical council tc ratify
the emperor's ccncemnaticns? Was the experor, even if pcsaeszsed of iorense
theolegical learning, the judge of fidelity to the word of God? An ecumenical
council naturally had an aura about it, and for Justinian it cculd have th@i\
attraction that he would be seen to be doing for the Church ir his time what

once
the great Constantine had[dcne at Niczea. But an ecumeniczl ccuneil needed
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Roman concurrence, and indeed that of all the patriaxchs and a great body of

the metropolitans, unless it cculd be satisfacterily shown that a patriarch

himself had lapsed into grave heresy. The West suspected, with scme reascn,

that a condemnaticn of the 'Three Chapters' was intended to swamp the Scotch

of the Chalcedenian definition with a flood of Monpphysite soda. In Italy
Pope Vigilius might be safe from interference. His predecessors before 518

(when communicn between Reme and Byzantium was restored after mcre than three
decades of schism) had enjoyed freedom from imperial interference. Paradoxically
tﬂsz €cision to give the popes everything they asked for meant that the

kiss of peace in 518 was tc turn into a lethal squeeze,once Justinian had
reabsorbed Italy into his empire and again made the pope his subject. Vigilius

]
could not decline the summons to travel to Constantincple. Justinian s general

council of 553 was an assembly with papal consent for its assembling.

Rb“’ljn’glﬁgfg;:dictably, the Ccuncil ratified the emperor's censures on Origen and on

the Three Chapters. But Bould Vigilius be brought to agree? Though residing

in or close to the city and the council, he had declined to attend the
conciliar debates, wishing to preserve his independence of decisicn on the
questicn of ratificaticn. In his estinate the ccuncil had only an advisory

role, giving a demonstraticn of the genemal opinicn, after which he would

enncunce the final verdict. The Greek bishops gathered in Ccuncil regarded

this as extracrdinary arrogance. They threatened Vigilius with excomsunicaticn,
and used the remarkable formula, later to enjoy Gallican echces, that even if
they withdrew their communion from Vigilius, they maintained it with the

sedes; only rct with the eedens.'9 To the ancient Chrurch, authority resides

in the thrcne rather than in the person who may happen to te sittirgz cn it,

After several chﬁhceﬁ ofmind an. reugh treatment clep o
1

st s Pavde of Mieds

minions, Vigili s finally surrendered to the emperor's will and assented.
It waw a manifestaticn cof imperial suprermacy, and everyone krew it, Yet the
cutward form cf &qumenical concilarity was preserved, and subsequent

tradition knew hcw to deal with awkwardnesses in some O?khe language

used at the Ccuncil by the rigcrous critical prccess of 'Recepticn
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In the Greek Orthodox tradition this process of Reception went so far

that, because of one cr two mcments of epbarrassment for readers (cspecially

when Vigilius strenuously asserted the rights of his see and indiscreetly

spcke of one cperatio or energeia in Chriszgaothe Acts were 1~Ft uncopied.
The Greek Church remembered the cancns and formal decrees, but nct the actual
Acts, which survive as a whole onty through the Latin tradition.

Justinian's imperial supremacy did nct shut out the Fcpe. It subjected
him to torture and splendid banquets 2s alternmating methcds of extracting

agreement, In the emperor's political theory there was nc elecent of
in antiguity
L—‘--.__q/) F
Nevertheless it is possible to find]at least a

P
regicnal patrictism as jcining forces with anti-;apal feeling. Dissident

secular naticnalism.

bodies snubbed by the emperor, such as the FKorth African Dcnatists, spoke
of the empire as an agent of Antichrist with whom the Cathclic Church was
on altcgether toc cosy terms. Even Donatists were nct above appezling to 1}~
magistrate wherever it seemed in their interest tc dc 52. But they had a
highly independent estimate of church au§§ritr, with a clericalised
ecclesiclcgy defined by rigorously preserved apcstcdic successicn and a high
sacranental doctrine of episccpal pcuezgjy&heir doctrine of legitimacy did rot
inelude either the cathedra Petri or the emperor. '‘wPet has the erperor ii‘do
with the Churck?' asked Dcnatus2 Donatus weculd much kave likea the Roman
se¢ to reccgnise kis party; as it had not dcne sc, it had ipsc facto
discredited itself. By assccisting with the wrong group‘it had accuired
the pollution of ccmmunion with apcstates.

In reply Augustine's anti-Donatist writings do nct work with a strong

dualism of church and state. More than cnce he criticises the Donatists for

being cut of ccmrunion, not merely with the Catholica representcd by Rome or

Jerusalem or 'the apcstodic sees' (usvally, not always, plural), but also

with the com union ackncwledged bty the emperorl .

In one passage cf the third book of his Contra Rufinum (iii,le) Jerope @

ccnfidently avers that an imperial rescript can legitimately overthrow a

synodical decisicn. Western Christians inagine such .dezs to be rather more



at home in Byzantium than in the West. Yet it is in Greek canon law, nct Latin,
that cne finde the first prohibiticn on bishops appealing %o the court for review
of a synodical censure, in the 12th canon ¢f the Council of Antioch, ec. 356}3j;/

Distance between the emperor and the Church was naturally desirgble from

the point of view of the irperizl government. Successive etperors, from
Constartine the Great cnwards, founa that a close involvement brought thexz ccwn
into the sandy arena of gladiatorial combat between the different facticns

of party strife with which Christian histcry has been plagued. The ruler was
faced with the great problem that tc enjoy the wholly loyal support of his
Christian subjects, he had to be orthodox in their eyes. TIn the ccnflicts
between Chalcedcnian and Mcnophysite there were ro dcubt some whoregarded'the
christological intricacies as quite beyond their powers of discernment, and
who were therefore content to say that what was gcod enough for the fmperor

and the patriarch was gced enough for the;?d% But to a lcriophysite in the File
valley his own patriarch at Alexandria was the man wic ccunted, and an:rthing
emanating from Constantincple was suspect from the start. Cnce Fcpe Leo I had
decisively sided with Chalcedcn's two-nature christology, the authority of Roze
counted for ncthing too. For Copta, Ethiopians, Syrian 'Jacobites', and
Armenians, the papacy was thereby involved in irremediable heresy and its
authority reduced to zero. The same held gcod for the Byzantine ezpercrs.

The close involvement of the secular ruler in the party strife had a further
disadvantage, nazely that dissent from the pcsit_cn supported by ths emperor
was mcre than a religicus disagreement: it amcunted to disaffecticn in
political terxs, ard was ¢n *%e way to beccming treascn. In the seventh
century the Egyptian and Palestinian cppecnents cf Chalceden did rct
invite the Arads tc invade. 2Put crnce the Arabs had corcuered, they fcund them-
selver to enjcy faer preater religicus freedon (qualiliea as that sianit be) than
they had dcne nler the Zyzantine e'rercrs. During the bitter iccncelastic
controversy, Joha of Damascus cculd ccmpcse fulmincus derunciaticns of the
heresies of the iccneclast experors and enjoy serere impunity tecause he was an

Arab living cutsicde the territories where the empercr's writ still ran.
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The authority and pcwer of the Roman see in the western Clurches evcls;a‘

in large measure because in situations c¢f sharp controversy 2 final ccurt cf
appeal was required. Fcpes fcund themselves teing appealed to for cecisions

sutstantially before znyone thcught of developing a thecry or an exegesis of
Petrine texts to provide a greund for this exercise cf jurisdicticn. Appeals
to Reme over the head of local regicnal zutnerity, lLowever, cculd be
feared ard unpcpular in both Church and State. English kings cf the cedieval
period disliked such appeals as much a$ the Nerth African bicheps of St
Augustire's time. Disputes were frequent about episccpal appcintments.
The Germanic races had an instinctive sense that rights over pecrle go with
cwnership cf lznd, and that the lord of the land has special rights in
relaticn to the priests appcinted to serve the crurches which the landloriFm
has himself builigsthc.lord was the patrcrus c¢f the beneficium. (The
earliest irstance of bereficium in cur modern serse cf 'bernefice' has lately
come tc light amcng the new letiers of Augustine found by Johannes Divjak.
It is instructive that in the ccntext the opulent lady who owned the land
evicently exercised a veto over the ncmiration of a2 bishop fcr her tenanis,
but did nct at this stage actually nominate.3§§/ﬁccordingly. xings expected

to exercise rights of patronage. On the other hand, the ecclesia catholica

was not a raticnal body; and the cathedral chapters expected to ncmirate

as well as tc elect. When kings nominated one candicdate a2nd chapters ncmimated
another, the dispute might be taken to Fecme, and the pcpes cculd prcéuce a
tcird)iﬁ}

Nerman kings of England werd self-willed men who wanted their cwn way with
the Chu.ch., William Rufus declared that Anselm of Cantertury had no busié‘?s
to vow cbedience in hcmage both to the king and to the apecstelic cee: zwo
2lleglances were nmutually incomﬁ}ible, and if the archbishop reccgnised Urbkan
as his lord in spiritualibus, that was disloyalty tc the Crocwn, .he:. Anselm
wished tc gc to FRome fcr his Pallibm, the king wculd not allow the zct as an
ackncwledgexzent of feoreign zutrority. Eadmer says that sycophantic bishcps
told tre king that if inselm in any way ackrcwledged the pcpe's jurisdicticn,
he was breaking the faith he owed to the king (Vita 16). Anseim eventua!ly
defied the king and was received at Rcme ULy Urtan's successcr Paschal. Willizm
tren fcrbace Anselm to return to England unless he runcunceu coeclernce to trne
pcp®, ané he insisted on his cwn right cf investiture. Eventually ins=elm was
readritted by Henry I. In fugust 1107 the xing held a ccurcil in London to
decide cn norinatiors to the numercus vacant sees, and granted Anselm the
decisive voice in the choice of candidates ard the right cf investiture b*‘

the giving of the pastoral staff. But the king insisted cn hcmage by bishops

lo




[

ch lan i
_danguage was unimaginable.

W

anbab ; :
bots after their electicn and befcre the archbisncp went forwara with

After all

ccn o
secraticn. , the Church, ooed its place in society to the patronage cf kin
and notles in “the barbarian kingdcms; one nintk
archbiskep of Cclogne

tha
-8
-century Popo cculd rebure the
inatior, t e i

o L{ege in 921) fcr igncring
the ep;sccpa%gyﬂifter Gregery VII

(in a row over a ncx

the custca tkat cnly tre king eculd cerfer
su

Papal power was enforced through 'provisi:na' or ncminaticns
to bisheprics and benefices and thrcugh the power of dispensaticn.
In the letters cf St Augustine it is taken fcr grznted that when appeals
g0 up to Rome, the pocpe's prime duty is to see that conciliar canon law
is observed. Ee is the principal executive officer tc enfcrce the rules
of prccedure laid dcwn by church councils., Nevertheless, situaticns may arise
where the atrict adherence to carnon law will procuce ricts in the city cr
other disadvantages. In such cases Augustine assuzes that the bishop of Fcoe
in conference with the local primate of Carthage has the power to dispense
from strict cancnical procedure.oluspensing power later became of the
greatest - practical impcrtance becaure of the church rules abcut fcrbidden
degrees cf affinity in matrimonial cases. Guesticns of marriage and
divorce were of special ccncern if pecple were to remain in good standing
in the eyes cf the Church. Papal pover to dispense frco rigid rules tecare
a major scurce cf authority. Unfortu.ately the syster involved the Roman
curia in all the costs and pettifcggery attachifg to complex litizaticn.
To Eenry VIII and his lawyers it was a scurce cf cffence as well as of
much lay irritation when matrimcnial and other cases had to be taken tc¢
a fcreign court for decisicn. Eut Herry wes not a total innovator in
demanding that the appcintment of bishcps and catrimcnial causes depend
cin his royal zuthority. Whet was new and reveluticnary in Eenry wic

his shattering of the universal assumption that the English Chuxrch was
without questicn part of a universal Church, cr at leeat a western C?urcﬁ}i}”

of which the bishcp of Rcme was the executive Lead. }ct even Wyclif could

Lave entertained a noticn as radical as that. !areilius and Cczkam cculéd
wTite incendiary pages attacking pa)al power as currently c;erating, rut

cculd haraly have envisaged Christendem 2w a ccngeries of irdeperdent

naticral churches sstadlicred cn the prirciple cuius regio eius religio.

Nevertheless, crnce crie cet 2side the ecclesiclegy cf the Isidorian decretals,

it was ar eas;y m.ve to thirking of tre Ciurch as cr cr_s=ed territorially,

with tke Tet.cpcliten of the province exerci'ing real jurisaletioh in pelaticr
tc Fis s$ffragans, with the 1life of the C.urch nf t%e rrecvirce ruled ty
Scriptuzeu the carcrs ¢f church ccurcils received by tre urniversal Church ani
especially in the prcvince in gquesticn, but not by the perscnal cecisicns

of the bishop of Hcme, There was truth in the ccntenticn that the priparily

territorial structure wzs predorinart in the anciert ené ~arly medieval Ci.rch.

I\
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the ground that it ..

Eenry VIII's apologists could defend his acticns on

3 ;
Kia ‘privat: fhurch of England of which he claimed to be heaéy:The defence presum-

: i ; *
ably assumed the cld Gerzanic nction of land owrership entailing religicus ccn rol

Eut Eenryas 1deas cf supremcy were Cgrtainly fuelled by his IERding in Justinian-

. tinian'
Bis address tc tke Corvocaticn of York in 1833 makes an express appeal to Justi o

ecclesiastical legislation to prove that he is not claiming new pcwers. There

indeed was a gregt emperor, a master of the civil law, legislating with unquesticned

sovereignty on matters which, in the medieval West, were crdered by canen in a pyT ¥

of authority with the pope at the tcp, everything flowing down from tke power cf the
keys entrusted tc Peter. Frotestant defernders of the thesis that the prince is

.
Judge of deoctrine fcund Justinian an uncertain aid, because of t%

prepositicn in Justinian s Code (I41) that the bishop of Rome is the acknowledged

guardian of crthodox belief - a pcint which Philpot had to concede at his trial

N34

in October 1555..J'But Jewel recalled hearing Feter Martyr lecturing at Strasboury

on Justinian's rezcval of twc popes from office, Silverius and Vigilius, and felt

enccuraged enough to include the pcint in The Lefence of the Apclcgy of the Church
\ig;f
cf England (1570)\ At least it was clear that Justinian did not derive imperium from

the Pope. His scvereignty as emperor was quite independent.
Awareness of the ‘overlap and potential conflict between cancn law and ecivil law ™

first appears, to the best cf my kncwledge, in the fearful disputes zbcut the
legitimacy c¢f Fope Symrachus at the time of the Laurentian schism at Rome at the _
\{y (\siS)
beginning cf the sixth century.v In England the= issue arcse sharply in MNagna Cart?d
Englisn kings lcng tefore Zenry had imposed peralties on clerics whc atpealed to
Rome against the king, ard Lad enacted stztutes such as Fraemunire, =:d the statutes
of Provisors. ‘Witz Zerry VIII)what had bteen cnly brave wordas for Edward III was hnow
being acted on.

In Fenry's inns ¢f court there were hard-headed anticlerical lawyers like
Christcprer St “erzan (1460-1541) insisting that where trere is ccnflict between
cancn and statute law, carnch law yield St Gerrman appears as a suprerter cf tre
king's unilateralcreforﬂ’cf the Church, and an opponent of cancns ard legatine
ccnatituticns encroachin , cn the proper rights of the tewporal pcwer. For hizﬁﬁ
it is axic-atic that an ,?inicn enforced with the threat of penalty for heresy must

be supported cy sufficient and unambiguous autrority: can the bishcps te said to have

e e e T ——— F—— - ——
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crity fcr all that they enforce under the ex officio procedure?

utterly clear auth:

St German aleo thought that a secular ruler has the right to lay down judgments

on histcry where that is done to provide a greund for political action in the present.

]
Fe was anxicus to vindicate the thesis that Henry s Act of Supremacy of 1534

in no sense added new powers; the Act could nct be understood to grant Eenry

the potestas ordinis. So St German justifies the assertion of the Act in Restraint

of Appeals that this realn of England is shown from sundry ancient chrcnicles to

e -
be an empire. An 'Empire' here, as Walter Ullmann slowe meant a sovereignty cf
Jurisdicticn in wnich the ruler was thec source of all authcrity whatsocever,

(e Se German)
like Justinian an unquesticned master in his own house, and}Pecause of his
responsibility to defend truth in the Church’possessing the right to decide disputed
points of biblical exegesis, The Act's historical asserticn was cf mcmentous

consequence for the juridical conceptions under*ying Henry'y claims to ecclesiastiical

supremacy.

Iid Henry need to dc it? European mcnarchs and emperors had long used thei:
powers tc ensure that important sees were held by the men they wanted. ITishops
were often well educated, frequently of aristccratic cr even royal bleoecd, and fcrred
the nuct!u!icf the king.a ccuncil. (?hey are th- cldest element in
the English Hcuse of Lords.) Eerry VIII was nct the first, as also not the last,
to use his powers to ncminate figures politically congenizl to him. That is rot
to say that political consideraticns were all-important even for him. Cranver
may have been timid and vacillating, but he was certairly learned; Cuthbert Tunstal
was gentle and saintly; Stephen Gardiner a first-rate cancnist as well as a
flueht linguist in French and German and probably scme Italian. Even Eenry
wanted his bishcps to be ackncwledged for their @cdliness and good learning, not

merely to have tne right prejudices abcut his diveree and the iniquities of the pcpe

3
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s A

holding cc-nunicn with the rest of the Western Church ard Rome,yet strenuocusly

14

Mcrecver, Eerry was far frcm being the cnly Eurcpean i e tO tey,
2 decisive voice in the choice cf his principal bishops. The Pope, Clement i, |
did nct object to the ncminaticn of Cranzer to succeed Warham. Over episccpal
appcintments, then, Senry had not crcssed swords with the Vatican. The Act of
1533, rcwever, on the appcintment of bishops, still on the English statute bock
today even if in practice other arrargements ncw irevail (as in tre case of

the Conccrdat with France in regerd to episcopal appcintments in Alrace and
Lorraine), is militant, It eliminates from the romiraticn process both the

POPe and any independerce cf mind on tte part of cathedral chapters (though
2llowing them a ncminel elective role). Yet did the Act make asserticns abcut
royal pewers such 2s nc cne had heerd in Eurcpe befcre this tije? rrarkish
kings of Mercovirgizn and Carclingian times had exercised wide powers, which were
in Tcst cases tzken fer granted. Hincmar of Reims felt it necesszry to zdronish
Loxle III reot to demznd, please, that a carndidate rozirated ty the Crown Hf\
elected; he s.culd xeep the custcmary procedure by which the Crcwn granted
the neighbcuring bishcps leave to proceed tc an electicn, authorized the .
entrusting cf the temporfhiitiea to the new bishop, and permitted the zet-c-
pclitan and previneial bishcps to gc ehead with the crdiraticn. At the sare
time Hincmer carefully dissociated himself frem the view (evidently held by
scce) that kings ougnt to ccnfine tnermselves to tempcral matters and tc thirk
church 2ffairs none ¢f their concern§€?’ The investiture struggle shcwed the
Ciurch trying to fend off established lay ccntrcl,wherety the priest was no more
than the landowner'e chaplain and servant. EBenry VIII's acticns azre evidently
more than yet ancther act in the investiture controversy, but are revertheless
inielligible 23 & reasserticn ¢f lay pcwer over the Clurch = and pcwer not cnly

de facto but de jure Anglize. He claimed that he was not innovating but recove-

£
ring ancient liberties — and that was the language cf Gallicans, if rect .cém
the tize cf Fhilip the Fair, at least since the Council of Ccnstancexgl
Fcpe Feul III carnily suggested a Gallicar. liberty as a way of retairning

~ ' .
England witnin Catholic u.ni.‘l'.:,r.ic,)'\;b Why could nct Henry take the Prench line,

keeping papal jurisdiction at a distance? Henry's father-in-law, Fefdinand the
Catholic, ruled not crnly southern Epain but Sicily. e continued the secular
independence of the lorran kings cf Sicily, wic haa called councils on their
cwn savy —an, nad frrbifden pureals teo the Curia, had r=~fused entry tc papal
legates trying to visit the 1islana, eud had whclly ccntrelled the

nerinaticn of bishcpe. The Cap.tula of the kingdcm of

-
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Sicily inciude the text of a proclamation by Ferdinand dated 22 January 1514,
vBich declares his devction to the Roman Church, and then adds the proviso
that in Sicily the king remains responsible for both spiritual and terpcral
affairs. The curia is not to intrude)<iL/

One wcnders if Eenry VIII might have fcllowed his father-ir-law's
example, asserting bcth his royal supremacy and his devotion te catholic
doctrine, including the see cf Feter if not the incumbent sitting cn it.
Henry's defenders liked tc point to the deplorable corruption in holders
of the Fetrine office like Alexander VI ~ an arcument to which Pcle responded
with the Abservaticn that the juridical rights of the English Crown were
surely independent of the moral qualities of the kings wearing it. One
could aseert the honcur of the cffice without having tco much regard for
the holder. By an ironic paradox Henry's daughter Mary could cnly restcre
papal supremacy over the Church of England by invoking her royal prerogative,
in face of the reluctance of many in parliament to see the Church restored
to communion with Rome fer fear that the pope and Pcle would expect and
require the restitution of ccnfiacated church lands, held by those whom
even the etrongly Protestant John Foxe frankly described as 'corvorants'B\/’ J
Pole suffered the humiliation of long delays before being allowed intc the

_ ) VQIMI‘N‘I,

country with legatine authority. And in practice the example of Mary in
forgoing the confiscated church prcperties was not fcllowed by cany,

Fenry VIII's Ac@ﬂof Supremacy was not EgallKn?hunder out of a clear sxy.
Philip the Tair of France had treated Boniface VIII in an analceous manner,
In the pre-Refcrmaticn age the Englisn people seem to have entertained
mixed feelings towards the chair of Peter. Some certainly loocked to it
as a scurce of truth as well as a fount of caronical authority. Zut there
were others who did nct feel this way about it - whc resented the ranner
in wnich Inrccent III had dealt with king John: Trem the chrericle of
Matthew Paris (1199-1259) one might easily gain the icpressicn that English
prosperity had been disastrously hindered by bribery and corrupticn at the

\43

Roman curia.X Grosseteste tlicught the papal practice of stuffing foreignera

‘v

intc English bishopeics and benefices sc disaatrous that everycne ought to

15
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be stirred to resistance and protest. When pope Inrccent IV conferre

: eteste declared his ‘
a canorry at Lincoln on his cwn nephev, Gross

simultanecus chedience to papal jurisdiction and his ccnvicticn that such
an act could come crly from Antichrist, cn which grourd he flatly declined
to accept it: papal authcrity should be used for edifigatiza, rct, as in
this case, for destructicn. Grosseteste wanted the spirituzl and

the tecporal kept apart in distinct spheres, the secular arm cencentrating
on the defence of the realm, just administraticn of law, and uphclding
good ccrduct by example; the spiritual arm to minister the werd and
sacraments with holiness cf life, vigils, fasts, and assiducus prayer"‘
Se wanted to keep the secular arm in England frcm intruding its pcwer

irto the church by patronage rights, and wished to waintain tke
irdependence of the church courts. He expressed apprelersicn *lst'tbe
corcnaticn uncticn might give the mcnarch the illusion that he had
received scme sazcerdctal pcwers together with this biblicel sign of the

seven gifts of the Spirit:<:;‘

Grosseteste was no doubt nct the antipapal hero tke Lecllards
made him ocut to be. Their feelings about the papacy were fairly
unqualified., Wyclif cenied that the pope has any greater pcwer of the keys
thar other priests, He told king Richard II that royal scvereignty in{fr

England ocught to have no rival, that the king was entitled t¢ stop

\:i:i) mcney flowing tc Reme, and that the papacy as an inestituticnufis Antichrist.
f
The tecporal power had a moral right to take endowrents from unworthy
15
clergy. The canon law of the Decretalists srould be set aa-é}{ and the

Crurch ordered in accordance with the Bible and the ancient Fa<hers.
The rerairtine- influence of Lollardy into the Fneleznd of Henry's age
rno doubt helps to explain why the irfluence of Luther on the English

Reformation, while certainly substantial, was not always ccminant. g

early as the 153083 there were ccntacts with Bullinger and the Zwinglis™

pelity ef Ztrich. Granted that wery of the Thnirty-Nine Articlen owed

much to the Augsburg and Wlrttemberg confessicns of 1530 and 1552, both
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striking for their conservative moderation and conciliatory tcne;
granted that in 1562-3 Bishop Edmund Guest, known for his
Lutheran sympathies in eucharistic theology, had drafted article 28
of the Thirty-Nine Articles in terms which simultaneously denied
Transubstantiation as an eliminating of the sign from the sacrament

(28 Lingard saw

and'sougnt to protect the Presence of Christ - to the ccristernmaticn of
~

the Zwinglian faction; granted that the Thirty-Fine Articles actually

recognisedthe bishop of Rome to be Catholic bishop of that city and denjad

only his jurisdicticn in England and (what none cculd assert?)

the permanent gift]cT TInerrancy in incumbents of that see: nevertheleass,

the puritan dissatisfacticn with Cranmer's prayer bcok and ordinal

and articles is naturally seen as a ccntirnuation of the undergrcund

dissidence of Lollardy. The agcnies of .he vestiarian ccntroversy
reflect Zwinglian influences, which regarded Luther and BE:Q;AE:C&r)
dangerous compromisers encouraging the Ernglish Reforzers to producefa

mingled eutatagea mixture of the gospel and popery:\qf>’ .

One writer influenced mcre by Luther than by Lcllardy
provided a virtual blueprigt for Henry VIII's revcitution. I, 1528

William Tyndale published The obedience of a Christian man, telling Eenry

that his duty was to reform the Crurch. The pope and bishcps had gathered
to themselvea toc much of the wealth cf England. 'lonks devour the land',
whatever Qoes into their treasury ceases to circulate; land bequeathed

to them falls under the dead hand, mcrtmain. Clergy claim tc cwe no
obedience to princes. Their prime lcve is power, and trey use auriculasr
ccnfessicr tc extract perscnal arnd velitical secrets. Tyrdale was cne

of the many whe have imag:ned that because the pcpe has a priest in

every parish, he mu:t te wonderfully well informed. He was much offended
when the clergy handed heretics over to the seculdr arm for 'just
ptrishment mitigated ty due mercy', a formula which everycne knew to

mean burning. The bishops had made the king intc the pcpe's hangman.
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Let Henry rid the land of tke pcpe's usurped power. Ee shsild atelish church

courts through which biehcps harass laymen, sometimes las Foxe later ccmplained)
putting questicns that simple artisans and yeoran farmers couzd hardly grasp.
The king should subordinate to his own statute law the cancn law by which
laity are oppressed and to which they have given no ccnsent. He sho 1d redeploy
the rescurces of idle mornks for educaticnal purposes and the better instructicn
of a sadly ignorant clergy.

Tyndale's book was apparently put into Eenry's hands by Anne Bcleym,
whose family had at least anticlerical and perhaps protestant sympathies, sand
whose house was a place where imported Lutheran books might be fcund. Zut &
Tyndale's next book wculd not have been accepted there. Ee expressed veberent
disapproval of the divorce, agreeing with Martin Luther,who declared that fcr
Henry to divorce Cat-arine and marry Anne wculd be adultery, a ccnsiderable
time before the vacillating pope came to give a verdict. Tyrdale's cendemnzijon
was fatal to hir. Living at Antwerp (where, despite the emperor's control
over the port, it seems that protestant merchants and travellers could pass
remarksbly freely), he waw eventually betrayed. As the flanes rese rcund him
he prayed, 'Lord open the king cf England's eyes' ;f tn fact his bcek cf 1528
may bhave dcne that already: fbr Tyndale there taught that kings, not popes
are GCd'a deputies on earth. Their subjects owe them an undivided allegiance.
The king is answerable not tc them but to God alone, and 'rone may questicn
whether nis acts are right or wrong.' This was hcady and intoxicating
reading for a self-willed, egoccentric monarch with the mind c¢f a spoilt child.

Yet Henry's determinaticn to be master in 1is own hcuse went back to the

very start cf his reign. In his Defence c¢f the unity cof the Church Fcle

+ried ta zeni-d Hemry of his circnaticr cath tc uphcld tle literties cf tne
Church. Ee evidently did nct xrow that at the time in 1509 Fenry nhad. yewted
to mdd the qualifying proviso 'if nct prejudicial to his jurisdicticn and

royal dignity'. As early as 1515 he had been claiming, 'We are by the &S

sufferance of God king of England; and in times paat the kings of England

never had any superior but God; we will maintain the rights of the Crcwm 1ike



v
our progenitors'}@?

The title 'supreme head, under God, of the Church of =Zngland and Ireland'
canrot have looked anything but ridiculcus and offensive to mcat of Henry's
contemporaries., Tunstall's well known remcnstrance on the subject expressed
wbat was surely a common feeling both to conervatives and to ‘gcapeller:'.ﬁ%a
'Caput ecclesiae' was a title Protestants fc;nd no lesz irksome than Cathelics.
Zoth Luther and Calvin referred to the asaertion, implying Fenry to be pcpe in
his own kingdem, with astonishment end =corn/’It is especially instructive to
notice that at nis trial in 1556 Cranmer was accused of having been perscrally
responsitle for seducing Henry into claiming the title, and that Cranmer, with
eminent reascratleness, justly replied that the responsibility lay with  his
Catholic predecessor Warham, aupportcd by the ccnsidered judgment of the
universities of Oxford and Camhrld;E«'Rcyal supremacy was no protestant dcctrine
in the form in which Henry was to assert it, even though the German reformaticn

was to depend very much upon the decision of the princes.

A merisitivity to protestant feelings, more than any desire to placate her
rdstive Catholic subjects, moved Elizabeth in 15859 fo accept Lever's suggesticn
that she change 'head' to 'governor' (below p. It must be clear (though
Eenry him=elf had ccnceded the pcint) that the ccntrol of church policy izplied
no claim to the sacerdotium. Tven that and the explicit disavowfll in tke

b
Thirty-nine Articlts’uere to be unacceptable to Cartwrignt and the puritans.

During the 1560s thekwidening split between the Marian exiles entrusted with
episcopal office and thcse who had nct been so favoured reinforced the latter's
ccnvicticn that a royal supremacy must be set aside, It vas the Queen’'s
resclve which maintained the episccpal successicn, a 'popish pentifical’
called the Ordinal, crucifixes, wafer bread, saints' days ard surpliges; and to
puritens the authority which upheld sucn things was ipso facto discredited.
Already in the 1570s Whitgift cculd fcresee that an overthrow cf the episccpal
crier could entail the destructicn of the mcnarchy?SE/I suspect that John
Foxe's surprising support for the queen and the episccpal crder, deapite nis
streng affinity fcr the curitan starce, explains why, when Cartwiight accused
whitgift of gross insincerity in his laudatory wcrds about Fexe, Whitgift was
a2ble to assert his cordizl gratitude tc the martyrolcgiat‘{}j

Prefecccr Tcarisb-ick hog givar a brilliant F]Uoin1t*| ~f “te orrduzlrnece
of the evcluticn of Zanry's ncticns cf royal s premaci\,/ As late as y§=o
the king could grant that in matters cf heresy the pcpe ought to juaégf’hls
jurisdicticn was the pcint in dispute. But after the Act of S premacy cf 1524,
Yerxry, with the undergirEng of Crcrwell, began to think himself respcnsible for
layirg dewn ncrms cf authentic doctrire in hils private Church cf Zrngland. Ead nct

the Supremacy Act sizply transferred to the king all the powers, ranging froc

dispemsaticn up te dcgzztic defiriticn, ordinarily exercised by £t T-ter's




; &
d he nct issue injuncticns for his Church mctu proprio, withou
v g ' |
;\2&’ There was a -cre sensible, if in

persing pcwers hed now passed to

successors? Coul
the least cornsultaticn with cenvccaticn

practice wezkxer, answer, namely that the dis

the Archbishep cf Canterbury, anc tnat the responsibility fcr determining the

Zcctrirel platfors of the English Crurch fell to the college of bishops.

The Ten irticles cf 1536 bere only the king's name and title as their autherity,

but explicitly claimed te have had mature ccnsiieration by ccanvocaticr. Lething

at
T

9 4 - = - = 1 ,t
Wittenberg between an Englisk delegation and the leadirg Lutheran divinesj bu

is revealed c¢f their extensive affinity with the articles agreed ’

the 'protestantism' of the Ten Articles is of the most 'milk and water' kind ‘k

apart frem the exphasis on the ncn-fundamental character of images, saint's

dsys, invocaticn ¢f saints,hcly water and candles and other ceremcn:es,and
eccepted

on the distincticn between thed?rcpriety cf prayers fer the departed and the

abuses associated with purgatcry. The statement on justificaticn 'ty ccntriticn

ard feith jcined with charity' anticipates Trent. Foxe tkhcught the Ten Articles

ccntained 'many «nd great imperfecticns and untruths not tc be permitted in any

Q-
true refcrmed Church.T\\?

The fcllecwing year saw the appearing cf the 'Bishops' Bock', which fecr
protestants was hardly mcre conaclinég?and the revision of this in 1543 tc ?r€§“°°
the King's Becok went so far in an unprotestant directicn as to makc everycne |
tzke fcr granted that Stephren Gardirer's hand was ubiguitous in i%\) The King's
Book includes a strikii g passage or. the refu=al of the Orientals anrd Grecians to
accept the Ccuncil of Florence cn Rczen primacy, denonstrating lack of catkclic
ccnsent. The right cf natioral churches to follow their cwn order is also
asserted, with a duty to hcnour, after Christ the anly head of the _riversil
“Wurch, ‘Christian <ince znd princes =hich be the lecd jovesnors wdii fim .n
the particular churcPes'.Q 2.

Tec enesure rcyal ccntrol, Thomas Crcmwell was nominated as the king', vicea

gerent tc govern the bishcps' proceedings, taking his seat in convccaticn r
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. abcve the archbishcps. A church historian right ask if he or Benry
could have been aware of the presidency exercised at the fourth
ecurenical ccuncil of Chalcedon in 451 by the long rcw c¢f high-ranking
lay officers cf state nominated by Marcian and Pulcheria. The

even

presidency of these lay officers of state could be deducedercm the

Jejune infcrmaticn, apart from a Letin translaticn cf the

Definitien of Faith and the 27 cancns, prcvided in Merlin's princers

/2 aris,1524; 2nd ed.

T
. Cclegne, 1530) of the ccllected Concilia. (Crabte's editicn did nct appear until 1538,

and the margins of Cranmer's copy of that were socn to be covered

. with his manuscript annctaticns.) In 1536 and in 1538 Cromwell issued
sets of ecclemiaatical injuncticns in the king's name, with a prezmble
making it explicit that they are grcunded in the king's 'supreme
authcrity ecclesiastical'. 2ut this supreracy was enlarged by Cromwell
to be held and exercised nct by the king alone, but by the xing in
parliament. Eenry's acts in relaticn tc the Ckurch were made
parliamentary statutes, and it wagz;arliament which ecu’d make the
denial cf royal supremacy a crime. So the supremacy cf the Crown
merged into parliamentary controi\? %he lawyers were insistent that
the Act of Supremacy was nc innovaticn. A contemporary, gecrge

’ Wyatt, wrote that it was 'not dcne to give the king any new title

or office, but to declare hew that autnority was always justly and

rightfully due tc the crown of the Realm, and that ro foreign ;rinc;

cr potentate had anything to do in the eame, as the bisheps cf Rere

called Pcpers pretended anc cf long tixe ue.\.u.-ped."::I 5 To the comren

lawyers it was axicratic that papal pcwer had riever been exercised

in England except by the }cing's permissizn, and what the <ing cculd

perait he cculd alsc disallow. Cromwell tied the autccratic

omniccrpetence of the Crewn to that cf parliesment, ena thereby began

the long debate on what 111&;aticnu there might be to the royal

eccleasiastical supremacy. \\//
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The flexibility cf interpretation attaching to royal supremacy

and the way in which it could be used by Parliament to resist both
king and bishops were brought cut in 2 cenversation between Bishcp
Stephen Gardiner and Lord Audley, Thcmas More's successcr as lord
¢hancellor (1533-44). The conversaticn was repcrted by Gardiner in 1547

in a letter to the Prctector Somerset, in which Gardiner submitted to
SomerSet his difficulties ebout accepting Edward VI's injuncticns for the
Church§€j%bardiner argued to Somerset with some subtlety that theS2
injurctions laid dcwn prescripticns which were not zuthcrised ty Act of
Parliament. Could the royal prerogative cverride Parliament in this way%r
Ee recalled heow Wclsey hzé teen caught, together with all the clergy of

the Church of England, uncer the statute of praemunire. Althcugh it was

2t Henry VIII's express request toc the gope that Wol=ey was agppcinted as
papal legate in England, nevertheless the lawyers held that his autkerity
®as contrary to Parliamentary eractment even if he had been carrying cut
the king's wishes. The judge:Z?%pealed for precedent to the case cf Lord
Tiptoft, eari cof Wcrcester, who fell from power with Edward IV in 1470 and
was unatle to avert execution by the defence that his savage cruelties
on Edward's behalf had been carried out in the cause of his sovereign, and
nzd been in accordance witn the law he had learnt al Pacdua even if rot &
with the enactrents of Parliament. DMNoreover, it waa a-1d 2gainst Welsey
that in defiance of Magna Carta he had is==zued injuncticns which were
against tre ccmmer law. In 1545 Gardiner hazd been sent zs axztassader to
the exzpercr,in the ccurse cf w.ich he had cssured the ez ercr that tre

:ing

of England wWas nct abcve the crcer of the laws enacted in farliament

Only a year previcusly, under Zenry, ke had been ccncerned ~ith mecters of

the pri¥y ccuncil ato.t the dangers tec the king in acntravening ar. Act of

Farliazment, Zis earlier ccnversaticn with Lord Audley had erded with

Audley warrning him off sc delicate a subject. Audley observed thot the

Act of Supremacy cenfined the king tc spiritual jurisdicticn, »nd that

anctner Act provided that no ecclesiastical lew cculd stand arainst commen

=T

e 2y, b
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law or parbia™mentary enactment. Ey this last proviso the laity were
protected against king and bishopS clubbing tcgether to cppress them
through cancn law. Audley saw the uncertainties cf interpretaticn cf
praemurire ap the prinecipal source fcr lay liberty from ecclesjiasticel
tyranny.

In his reply to Gardiner Somerset seems nct to have taken up
the legal pcints raised by Gardiner, but rather to have coerfined hi-=self
to preseing Gardiner to accept the 1547 book of Homilies, The royal
injuncticm fer Winchester cathedral pcintedly forbade anycre tc
call the dcctrines of the Fomilies heretical or new or any other such ‘
opprcbricus epith;¥€7 Gardiner's ccracienfe was troubled by the
pcsaible antinomianism of Cranmer s homily on Salvation, sufficiently at leesc

|

to make him prefer to stay in prison.
|

Auiley's irterpretation ol royal supredacy TO Tedn lzy gower |

over tne church aafl even tae Crowa greiigured tne vies T.aaT 1T

WaS & basiccprlnchlePi tne neior&atian’to deay T2 Tné vauIca |
any 'divine rignt', acytoing other tnan toe rignt of a u:EIUi,MW€7
numa:n SOClETY hlgﬁn Tue soveIelno state. JQlaose who as-erted

that & Tisn0) nad juriséiciiou lurnereat in the com.is=1dn

Lestosed i orcinavicn caze ircressiatly to be rzzerced as
catnolicicing. [a april lé2d taoe alcadeafod CI Luila., U0 CIEL.
was scoucew 21 Jenylug Toe ARiOa'S £OWEI T =XCJOLLLLLICATE &iC
title 'nezd 31 tva< CLhuz¢a', anz ﬁcxsuaslvely obseivel Taat
apnile =he practical =iercise 2 JasToral Juriséictiuh was .zle
~oss1tle Ly the nicg, chere was no sease in shich e silng ¢outd
Le €a16 5o ce the source OI efiscopel 4utaorlny. Ths soiice o1
thet wes clest I:ow the rive of the urdinal. 68 N.vertueless
the crovestant Toeslt tnat :ivineputhorivy lies exc.usivel, in
=crlzvure implic: a deszerallzation 01 tne Churcc and Lt .aini-
cnere,which ie.c 1T £2SL€I Tu laolsrprst royal s.ptedsaly si.tly
expcessing the view “hat suthori'y .n ~tischireh (- i1-n

the eetal.1 CYeT. It is deeply significant that the first sentence of
article 20 of the Thirty-Nine Articles {'The Church hath...avtrerity in contrc-
: ) 1 -
versies cf faith', echoing the Wirttemberg ConfesaicrnlSSQ) was ec aisliked by

s itans that so: i - - z -
,gﬂce puritans that some printed editicrs of the Artjcles critted it. EIven king Jaces

I /:oprudently sugcested (in nis Agology for the oatn cf allegience), 1607) tnat

the Bible being the =ole scurce c¢f divine truth, ituds for each believer to judge

of the dogmas of tre fa.th — a prcpesiticn which - i
Al - ta " ¥ revoved all e bgui "
the xing's vclicy of coercicn tewards recusants anag uissenterﬂ.pc e Bty fen
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3 1 ign the doctrine of royal supremacy

Even during Benry VIII's re gn e

ing 1543-44
carrieXIEfoerent meapings to differant pecple. During

Stephen Gardiner was engaged in controversy with William
ephen CGardine

t of the
Turner, alias Wraghton, author of The hunting and finding ou

- was a
69 l romish fo:?-‘} Turner asked if the xing's asserticn of supremacy

. To the majcrity it
denial of the rope's name, or purse, OT doctrine

was hardly a denial of Cathcdic doctrine. Tor a short time Fenry

could look for iriends azong the Lutheran princes of Germany, and

send divines to Wittenberg to reach agreed atatements with tce Lutherans
which Luther and Melanchthon were to thing insufficiently protestant
except as a provisicnal measure. But in England the Latin mass remaligh
intact, and the Six Articles Act strongly enforced transubstantiaticn
and the necessity of priestly absolution in case of mcrtal sin. The
bloody executions of 1540, especially trat of Zarrnes, and the discarding

of Anre cf Cleves, were well understocd tc signify that the x<ing was

\Jo
not by this time thinking o?&cving in a Lutheran directicﬁzg'reverthe\e s,

as the French ambassadcr shrewdly tcld Francis I in a letter cf &

-

7 .
August lSdaY)it was no easy catter for Eenry to keep a pecple in revelt

against the hcly see and the authority of the Church, and yet free from

the infecticn of heresy; ncr cn the cther hand was it easy to xeep

_—
thcse tenacicusly attached to crtiicdoxy frem looking with affecticen 2
an attachment

e tcwards the papacy -Jwhich would rease as men like Cranmer astcwed

U
cr Zwingli and Pullinger.

Erasmian
a texporary dasis for theAHenrician

mcunting syrpathy Ccr Luther and then

Royal Supremacy was tclerable cn

neLy D) ana bishcps so long am tley were nct asked to sccept- heresy.ﬂ 6;h}he other

side, the saze was fcurd to be true by the Froteatants, Tre extent cf

-
Protestart disilluaicn ment with Henrv's n Yirtae fam tha A aer ap

Englana is drazatically and bitterly set out in the well Aniwn letter of
Richard Eilles tc Zenry Pu linger, written frc- Londen in 1841 Zi1le
- - S, S
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portrayed an arbitrary bloedy tyrzmny by a king who had exchanged rcmenising

fer womanising, and wes now sctively engaged in the persecution cf godly men
and women. The martyred Barnes {tc whem no reascn for his executicn was given)

had already told Luther than Benry's church policy wes wholly determined by
pclitical consideraticns, nct in the least by religicus convicticn or the werd

H
of GO&SL/ The impression amcng both ccnservatives and radical reformers was tha

the reyal supremacy was merely an act of naked power with no visible mcral basis.
initially

s ~ e 04

Williem TurnerL

refused to grant Eenry the title cf supreme head of the Churcn

cf 15
of Englend and Ireland, but dedicated his bco o Henry as 'supreme governor

under God', explaining that this was tc give him 2s much honour 'as is lawful

tc give unto any earthly man by the word cf God>§§gt hzd the further advantage

cf answering 'certain wanton verscns where as I have been call the king's highnes:
pcpe of England,' [TUrMer was willing to concede: that the xing is 'su-reme head -

L] ‘
of the Church c¢f England and Ireland, with the previso 'if ye understand bty

this werd Churcn an outward gathering together cf men and wemen in a pclitic

crder', and nct the Church cf which the Hew ‘sstament SpeaksLQJZvery vicicus kir,
is a member cf the devil', ¢

=

=d therefcre nct a -- member of the¥Church, still
less head of it. Cn the cther hznd, Turner wes firm that rcyal supremacy

whs grcunded in scripture, net in acts of parliament or the pcpe's cancr law

To maintain all the pCpe's dcetrines ané cevemonies and tc expel his authcrity

S-Cﬂf"‘\in
cecred to Turrer adbsurd ncneanse,

Eis book with E?E;;%tacka on Ere Eenricien

bishops strikingly anticipated the puritans cf the 1560s and 1570s,fcr wrea
Elizabeth's claim tc rcyal supremacy was intclerable when it meant the refusal

to reshape the Church of Englend after the pattern cf the best reformed churches

such as that in Scctland, As Beza sharply put it, papal pcwer had rot been

rely travsfdrred in {ts entivety to the Cunrn\.?q./

by
Qn the Cathclic siae, Stephen Gardiner, Bonner and Tunstall ccncedea the

royal aupr;Eacy because the alternative was to fcllow Mere and Fisher to the
acaifol&\\/éecause except fcr the authority of the pcpe nc chenges ¢f any
significance had bteen made in Catholic dectrine and ¥ittle in ceremcnies, and

because to atanden their posts must be tc hano the Church over to the wolves,
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Willliam Turner lambasted them for impesing penalties cn folk feund eating”

meat cn Fridays while keeping a thunderous silence about the king's ‘
sexual mores and 'four lords of England that put away their wives not

for formicaticn but because tney liked whores better) and Likestie wIoHS

the disgraceful plunder of the abbeys for which "411. e whole Tealn

smarteth untc this day':7 Put with Henry threatening to surrender to

bizhops
Protestantizm as a whip to bring them to heel, perhaps the};?ad less choice

than Turner wanted to see. Whc cculd tell hew long the King would live?

Frotestantism might be quite strong in London and amcng Cambridge dons y (2%
(Foxe sacly ncted mcre than cnce Oxford's strong preference for the cld religicr
but the main populaticn of the land, especially in the north, was in ne &

deep sense protestant in syrpathy. Were they not a heartbeat away from
restoring $he status quo? It was nct the last time that Catholic bishops
would find themselves compromising with a hostile governwent for the sake

of survival in hepe of better days in future. But even Gardiner cculd

not stand by his earlijer defence cf the royal supremacy when Edward VI

was using it to intrcduce Swiss proteatantism. Restcred under Mary and

elevated tc be chancellor, Gardiner cculd pungently comment at long laat
that amcng the disadvantages of Henry VIII's asserticn of his heesdship of
the Crurch was the consideration that, if he had thereby taken the

English Church out of communion with Catholic Christendom, he had no Chuxé;ﬁ
to be head o}z};At his trial in 1556 Cranmer fcund himself in the bizarre
pcsiticn of teing instructed by his sovereign, whcse supremacy he asserted,

to recognise that of the pope, which he felt bound to deny as inccmpatidle .-

with loyalty tc the crownXQZi’
Under Elizabeth the royal supremacy enfcrced the via media cf 'coléen

mediocrity' 2= no other factcr cculd do. In larch 1560 Matthew Parker

was Writlng to liichclas Healn anu the ther ueprived Lislcps resretting

their request that the Churcn of England shculd again ackncwledge the priracy

of the Rcman see. Like the ancient British Church before Gregory the Great,
’ o

the Church of England was independent of Rome and the papal claim o a -

uriversel jurisdicticn, Morecver to ackncwledge the .cpe was treascni?‘i
o



{(Tct that he
wzuld have
|theught the
|Erglien Orciral
enything but
utterly pcpish.)

Qj? ’

But within a shcrt time Parker was defending the royal supremacy against

the puritais, Parker, adzittedly, did nct himself believe that the queen

had pcwers as absclute as thcse claimed for the pope. When in L‘E‘ Le found

her reluctant to give royal sancticn to the Teirty-lline Artic{eif‘;e

aolemr.ély warned her that 'as governor and nurse of this Church' shke would 8
have to give acccunt at the Last Judgment for her stewardship in this resard.\/'
Certainly her prerogative wes more than a papist Would grent, but it was (he sac)
less then Eurghley suppczeS;f:F Elizabeth fcund that Grindazl preferred to
resign rather than to ackncwledge that the queen could exercise her supremacy
so as to abclish prcphesyings: 'Remember, lMadam, that you are a mcrtal
crcature:-/?arker and Grincéal beth found that the queen and parliament

were slow to grant that matters such as the Thirty-Eine Articles or
'prophesyings' were -atters to te referred to the bishcps and divines of the
realm and unsuitakbtle for lay decisicn,

Kevertheless the royal supremacy prevented the Church c¢f England froa

becoming presbyterian, and became increasingly hated by the puritans.
Tie Zavicke Leteers (B 35%)
L printed an acccunt of 'The State of the Church of Zrglang'

by the vekhement puritan Perceval Wiburn, bitterly ccmpla:ining of <the

very
way in which Jlarge n mberrcf clergy once ordained under the Lati: peontifical

A

Were continul: g in charge of parishes without any recrdinezticn =zs reforred

ministers. | Wiburn thought the royal suprecacy the cre anc cnly

~
dcctrine cne aould be reasorably sure of being held by all the clercy cof thre

Church of England. Eccker was explicit that royal supreceecy cculd rot
rean unrcstrainea 1rtocracy. The Crcwn was lizited by parliament, and
parliament itselfd;cknculedged that the definiticn eof orthodox doctrine
guat rest on scripture and 'the first four geuneral councils or scre olpner
general cc.ncil', and that if some future parliament were to ceclare
something to be heresy it cculd ofly be 'with the assent of the clergs in
the ccnvccaticn'. Even parliament, therefore, allowed that dozinicn was

limited. On the other hard, Hooker defended the right ¢f the ;rince to

~rmicnta hishrre and to maintain the order of the Church. Ee was able to
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Qvith ‘the o‘bnervnucn )
\—T’ fﬁﬁ.“, hal ;—;»11’?.._
reply to Cou ter-Mefcrcation criut:l that Phlllp Il ¢

: s proviso thal thters
the decrees cf{ Trent in the helh'rllﬁd' with an expres

was no prejudice or diminution to him custcaary rights in rosinating to
bencfices\g}t

At the Hampten Court ccnference cf 1604 the juritan Peyrolds rojed o
ingratiate hicself and thre ruritnn caure with Jazen I 57 & pasegyr.c i tre

- Y L] [ » e
royal suprecacy. Jazes rezeztered that Jorn Knox hal sisl.ar.y i.ase

L ]
*
L ]
e

Elizabeth by telling her to use ner s.jIese [Ceer C Wijjress [Ipien

iris frienis radge

urch of Scotlan? wnich ir. effect

prelates. After the prelates had beer. suppresseld, ¥rcx ao

carried throggh a refcrmaticn of the Ch

aside the rcyal suprecacy. Puritas, said the wing, pratse °re royal

sunremacy to anvcy the biahcpe. Once the 3letcps are c.t cf %5e eay ani trey

¢ )
have taken cver the Church, the = rarchy will fall slezct ¥. cisccp, rz alrg.
‘I nctice', he added, ' that puritan preachers d

ackncwledge me %o be m preze gocvermcr in all ::.uc.""y

tha Lliding ;raye

To Eenry VI1I rcval sgprezacy was tohe sa.k cf treasicg wil™ 2c-an

Jurisdicticn (nct doctrire).  Faradoxically, % becaze toe asticr

zaintaining Cathckic epiaccpal order :r Englard

3t the Stearts weTe Lo
“-
learn the hard way trnat by deferding %te Ang.lcan "2i-glitg 27 t e giv-el
& ' & & £

and popery' tme zcrarchy lteel!l wo.ld te Prougnt down,  v.

the ccntenticn that any =i interial 1t1ricture ir. %te

g1ft was to claix for epleccpacy)

the Cr.'.\x'ch'.'(‘ afier; tre !
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o an 'crler pla.ely Ty te

“

weal=irgler Agvetdly cf Jiv.“es wi3"ed ¢

langaage of '"divire law' ¢ s.geest trat the Crurch
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C i
——J”;rd-nal Allen in 1584 observed with a nct unjustified bitterness that

th
¢ rcyal Supremacy cver the Church, for refusal of which Catholic
Tecusants were being breught to executicn on the charge of treascn (not

htresy). ¥as rnct actually believed by the Prctestants themselves; mereover

the dcctrire cf the suprecacy treated naticnal churcres as if they were

totally free to make all their cwn decisicns in utter disregard cf the
Church universal, a prcpesiticn needing cnly to be stated feor its
ircenveniences, nct to szy absurdity, tc beccume ’Viéﬁnt:\sgbf Already by
the reign cf Jares I the fire of well-directed criticism was reducing the
area defensitle by loyal advccat;g¥9tone clzimed that the mcrarch cculd
Cinister the word ard sacraments to thre people of Ged, cculd absclve cr
excom:unicate, ard the only guestion at issue was whetner it telo=xed to the
king to call and preside at Syncds, =encticn. ceznons, hear ecclesiastical
appeals, grant benefices, appcint and depcse bishops. l.crecver, ihe
defenders cf the suprerzcy bad to assert that it was a ncrel right, not

an act cf mere pcwer. They had to avoid =hooting tnezcelves in thre
fect by the argumert that the powers claimed fcr the Fcpe were sc zcnstrcus
28 tc prove the rapacy tc be Antichrist whereas the szze powers cculd be
claimed by the secular ruler,as '"God's Vicar' in his cwn kingéom,witrcut
laying bizmself open to the same charge. The best defence lay

in the godly prince of the Cld Testament; tut it was nct evicent that

trnis ccomarnded the ccnsert of all sensible anc educated zen, cr ihat

the supremacy cculd be safely grcunded either in natural law cr carncn law,
arnd thke brutal tr th was that thie lew Testament offered nc kelp a2t
211, (Cne recalls Crarmer's bizarre cbservaticn in 1540 that the apcstles

- Tale 0L Migw»
did their test in appcinting clergy because ithey had no Christian princes

~
> 90
tc whem te turs.,
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In 1987 belief within members of the Church of England in the reality
and coral rightness of royal supremacy (very different frem loyalty to the

§9Verelgn which can:never have been stronger) must be described as tenucus to

the vanishning pcint, ana in actuality to mean no mere tnan that the

;Bvereign is the first lay perscn of a Church particularly char
Ly the voice and honcur traditicnally accorded to the 1aityh3n its
gcvernment. The noticn that scmeone could die for rcfuainglto affirm ig™
as John Fisher, or to deny it as Thcmes Cranmer,has become
inccmprehensible except by a strong effort of historical imaginatica.

acterised

It is a classic instance of how an idea inténsely important ard
divisive in the sixteenth century has now faded into virtual insié}ficazrc.

AT TA& Sa.e Tlwe TLeTe lelallsS a resiaudal, J=raadps ataviztic
el.ticlericalicem .nich Ceafn Thalox 0 parlizient as TLe &ceLS

of waicicg dislike of agnythiag dize ty clirgy or %isnops
or s)-0ds, and Ccan agpecdl TO TLE UN4QU=EsTlo0Oed UCwer OI

the sovereip. irn Qparlianent te orier tallips &t the: sill.
There certainly continue® en 1ll-defined feeling that the o
mystery of the monarchy 1is =supported by the n-tional ch_reccter
of the Church of Engl:ndjso thot to disestsolish the Church
could lead to un overthrow of the mon.-chy. within the
Carch of England there is o sometimes shary division betveenp
thoce who regerd the Ciurch s the English =i nrayer., with

the freedom to do whetever the Enzlish vish,rezardless of
"for.1snerc',  nn Wiw:e¢ vho Ve pevo v occusea to thine G- T
Church of Enylend as o barentheticslly and sudly sesureted
branch of the Czthollca, which 1s not free to zct on 1t: ovn

in handling ?und.unentsls like creed or ministry. 3

T
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N _jP'A full nistcry of tha evolution which has led to this poaitick wculd be
]réﬂJ‘ a leng and different story from that of the present essay. It would entail
a study cf the consequences of the suspension cf convocaticn early in the
eighteenth century ard of the cconatituticnal revcluticn h?‘the parliamentary
reforms of 1828-32; a study of Wake, Gibscn's Codex, Warburten's Alliance,

;ﬁﬁI;;IYZ}E{ and very Gallican)

Pusey gI?efence of the supremacy at the crisis of the Gorham ccrntroversy,

and an examinaticn cf the twentieth-century calls, first from high Anglicans
but mere recenyly (and rcre vocally) from Evengelical Anglicans, for
disestablishment and the separaticn of church and state. The ceontexporary
attacks on the representativeress of the membtership cf the General Syrod =of

the Church c¢f England mark a counter-mecve in the cpposite directicn.

At least, by an informal ccneccrdat, the Crown now/ricrinates tishcps by
selecting cne of twec names, both being understocd to be sufficient fer the

task of episcopacy, submitted by the ecclesiastical 'Crown Ccmrissicn'; and

- w
this pro”cedure is cbvicusly aq majcr)ficdificaticn cf Senry VIII's arrangemerts.
Today most of the actuality cf royal supremacy is the prepecsiticn that carcn
law may have nc force in conflict with ccm:un law cr stztute law - a
propceiticn which belongs tc the pre-keforz-ticn cebate ard has ncthing
apecifically protestant tc it. In an age when the royal supremacy is

in effect reduced tc abcut the dirensicns of the Creshire Cat's grin, it j=

difficult tc cemprehend that Themas llere and Jokn Fisher
suifezed judicial murder ratrer then t:lerate 1t. A_ e Scots sucwed

Jarmes I, rcyal supremacy cculd te oprrated in such 2 way a: t¢ leave the C'urct
irdependerit in all essentials, And redieval Cathelic kings cculd maintain
sovereignty in their dcmalins withe. b taning their C urch out of Cattolic

s =
ccm~nicn. In the sirteenth century rcyal supremacy.f teek the Chureh



he )y NAha e

2

of England cut of ccmmunicn with the cathedra Petri and then stopped

o
, i 1 successica and
(fer a time) puritan forces frcm remcving the eplsaga

i hat 2
other cathclic elements in the Prayer Book and the Ordlnafljr;;a 28
to require a redefinition of cathclicity closely akin to that of

Gallicenism. The Greek refusal at the level of ordinary priests

and laity to ccme to terms with the admission ¢ Roman primacy by their
representatives, except for lark Eug:nicus, at the Council cf Florence
made a deep icpressicn in England, and especially on Henry VIII.

As early as the King's Bock of 1543, the authorship of which was

generally attributed (despite his denials) to Stephen Gardiner, L
the root questicn is seen to be cne of ecclesiclogy, defining cathciicity
not in terms cf Roman jurisdicticn tut in terms of the professicn cf

the true faith in unity with other cathclic churcres. | Such an

—
ecuzenical ecclesiolcgy will have room for a focus cf urity and

universality in Roman primacy anc need not exclude a galute-

of honcur feor royal supremacy,provided that such a secular asserticn

of power over the Church is (as the apcstle said of apostolic aut ority)
deplcyed for edificaticn rather than desérv%icn, fer the support of

the Church in its werk in the world rather than as a formula fcr

ensuring the permanence of Christian division.

~l
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Footnotes

1; David Wilkins, Concilia Fagnae Britanniae (1737) III.792-57. The
x% of the bull firally published in 1538 (ib. B840-41) responced tc the
destructicn cof Themas Becket's shrine at Canterbury in that year.

2. Vatthew Parker, Correspondance (Parker Society = PS), p.110. s tre 1560¢

Harding and Jewel had a sharp exchanue about the degree of papal absclutism
embraced by the great cancnist Hostiensis: see Jewcl's QEEEEEE' FS vcl. III,
P.830-32, For Jewel it“@s axiomatic that the more extravagant the claims

made for the papacy, the more improbable to reason and ungrcurded in scripture

1

of tradition they appear. Hzrding's 'Gallicanism' was dangerously credible.

The pasaage ia ar early instance of the Prctestant insiasting that the authentic
dcctrine of papal authority is extreme Ultrascntanism, the Catholic minimising.

3. Reginald Cardinal Fole, Fro ecclesiasticae unitatis defensione ii

(in tke Strasbourg editicn cf 1555, p.42): 'sed audi alijam cenclusicnenm,
quan ego ex ipsis tuis verbis, quae ccntra Petri authoritatem profers,
inferas, primo 2d confirmaticnem Petri authorxitatis, deine@‘tiam regis; cuius
quidem de authcritate nihil diminuam, cum Fetro conservabo suam:

The Strasbourg editicn was published in the protestant interest, with
eight appended dccuments on papal authority, ircluding pieces by Luther, rlacius
Illyricus, Melanctheon, Zucer, Calvin, and Musculus. The first English
trenslaticn of 1560, by F.Wythers (STC? 20087), was similarly published
as a 'sediticus and blasphemous oraticn' intended to discredit the

ccriservative case, A mcdern English translaticn by J.G.Dwyer was

published by the lewman Press (Westminster, Fd.), 1965i a French versicn by

¥..Egretier, Faris 1967,

4, Fcoper's writings, and especially his hostility to wearing 'faronic!’
episcecpel vertzento ot iz comieeration, ~~ s bim o2 Fape +r $Fa ruritars,
but a scurce of exbarrasszent to Edmund Grindel. Grindal, hCHever, Was
2ble to report that Feter lMartyr and Henry 3ullinger had regretted

unguewced language in Fooper's work: Crincal,FS P.222(a letter to Jokn

Foxe of August 1556).




. Ecoper, PS Later Writirgs pp.$6,79,61. Fary][tests of E¢ward Vi's reign say
alaruing things abeut the mcral d.eintegraticn of Em:lish socisty, @ le2p in 6
the crime rate, and a slump ir church attendance.

8. The majer ro.e played ty apccalyptic in the Reformaticn age is well studied by
Richard Bauckhmm, Tudor Apocalypse (Appleford,1978) end K.R.Firtr, The Apocalyptic
Trediticn in Reformaticn Fritain 1530-1645 (Oxfcrd, 1979).

1. Fooper, PS Later writirgs,p.554'...the see and chair of Ec-e...is indeed the
very where of Satjlen that St Jehn describeth in the Revelaticn cf Jesus Christ,
sitting upon a seven-headéd beast, which St Jchn himself interpreteth tc be seven

hills, and tre children in the grammar schcol do kncw that Roxe is called civites
septem mentium, the city of seven hills,!'

8.The asserticn that the identity cf the Fope with Antichrist is nc speculative

cenjecture but an article cf faith was made by Gabriel Powel, Le intichristo et

eius ecclesiae (1605), and was treated 2s a self-evident truth by Jcseph Mede
in tie 16408 in wcrks destined to exercise vast influerce on Isazc Kewton.
Newton's editor, Sorsley, dissented {rom the mathematician's axicm. In 19th

century Znglarnd, scething criticism of the papel antichrist thesis came frem the
acid pen cf tice historian 5.R.Gardiner. At the pcpular level the belief rezains
tenacicua.

HJugo Gretius' Annotaticres in Vetus et Novum Testamentum (1£42) caused conster-

naticn te protestants by denying that cerrect exegeais cculd identify the papacy
with Antichrist cr the whore of Babylon. Ee cutraged many tc whem (as to the
authcrs of the Westminster Confessicn adcpted in Scctland) the exegesis was an

essential, lcadbeering axicm in justifying seperaticr frce Reme while simultznecus-

ly treatirg Anabteptists es scnismatics. EHenry lore, A Nodest Ircuirv intc the

Vystery of iniouity (16€4) and Expositica cf the preophet Deniel (1681), scusht to

znswer Gretius with equal eruditicn: he fezred that Anglicen entrusissnm fcr‘b

Crotius hsd zlarmed many into tniirking the Chuich cf Englané s=eft cn rorvery. More
regcaried the 4pccalypee &s vincicating tne Crecwn and Ciuren cf Ex

gznd
royel & preracy: see tre fclic editirn of :is Theclcsical Verks (17C8)

-
[ 4

Fi-kzrd Bz.iter, The Srctian Rellcicn uiscevered (1658) warned tnet Gretiu

ecme Anc.ican theclcgizns such z= Jein Brarhall were diizantlins ik £

against ccpery., See G.F.Kuttall, 'Richard Baxter end The Gretisn Zeligicn' in |

Refcrm ezna Zefcrwmavich, ed, D.osier = Stuules in Crurel Di:tery, Suuslcia 2 (1979),

9.3ramhall’'s Virdicrtion of Crctius, charter § (Weres, Dublin, 1677, p.624)

cezpleired 'I wu traduced as 2 fecter for popery, becaure I 2= rot 2 pretese ¢ I
cut of oy wits.' It merits rnotice tnzt in 1966 tue Gereral Lecswbly of tre |

€curch of Scctland forzgxlly resolved that it does 1ot tozay &ccepi, cr requ.re

] .
any ersent to, the wesiminster Confesricn & cerncuies ¢ the Pore enc the Mass, ’
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10. AN 1 .
Cranier's Ansser to Smith (FS Writinis o the Lord's Supper, 378)r 'What
Worder Is 1t then that the cper, Church is 1cw of late years fallen intc many

errors and corrupti:n, ana the holy church of Chris! is secret ani unr .cwn?

¢ ing that Satan, these five hundred years, hnth been let loose, anc
ar.tichrist reigneth,..’ For Wyclif see Joh'. Foxe, Actes and Mcnuments {i.B0(
(A1l refercnces to Foxe are to J.Prntt's editicn, volurme and page; ILendon,
1853-70, re.r. 1877, 8 voluzes); Thomis hutter Wwaldensis, Doctrinele Fidei,

de sa i
cracentis 17, III 127 £. ed. Hlanciotti (Venice 1758, repr. 1967).

A romarkably early identificaticn of the actu adities of the tenth-
century papacy with Antichrist occurs in the speech of Lrnhlr of Reinms,
written by Gerbert (later Popse Sylvester II !), at the council of S.Basle de
Verzy in 991 (Acta in Migne, PL 139.287-338; Mansi XIX 110-53; MGH SS IIT 658-

686). nct in Labbe; princeps in Magdeburg Centur. x.9.28).

L]
11. Fosc 1.5 thought the first evidence of the devil s release frorm prison was

found in Pope Sregory VII. He also surprisiugly records a view that the
millennium of incarceraticn began with Constantine and ended with Wyclif, 1.291

¢ )
12. Hooker, Eccl.Polity vii.22.7, remarks ofi Wyclif's palpable error
in denying the prcopriety of endowments in the Church. Tithes were for
Wyclif volurtary alms, not a compulscry tax; see Anne Hudson, Selecticns

from English Wycliffite Writings (Cambridge, K 1978), p.147.

13. William Langland, The Vision of William ccncerning Piers the Flowman
B X.317, C VI.169 (ed. Skeat I pp.308, 127). 1In more rcdern editicns such
as Kane's the n.rbering of the lines is ¥1ightly different. The Kane-
Donaldson editicn of Langland is radically criticised by David Fowler in
The Yearboox of English Studies vii, 1977, pp.23-42.

14, Printed in Fascicull Zizaniorum, ed. Shirléy (Rclls Series), pp.3°0 ff,
in Latiny the English text in Hudson, Selecti ns,pp.24-29, with commentary

pp.150-55%.

'
14A. The anycr of Themas Bartwright cn the subject (Whiot eift,PS 1II 378)

stcwe that it cost lems tc aie befcre the Heformaticn tran a’ter it,

Inste22 cf a sixpenny requixm’tno clerey ¢xpucted half-a-crown for a sermen.
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15, Brzghall, A iust Vindieaticn of the Chu-ch of Zngland L i ? ‘
aspersics of criminal Schism il (Jublin ed. 1677, 7.92) reccrds $00 ducals —

y ; - referernce to
in a lengthy list of papal ‘exterticns', reirforcaed by 2

) . = T ts that in 1504
Chaucer fcr the avarice in his time. Foxe 1i.1C9 asserts

the arc-bisrcp of Mainz paid 27000 flerins for his pall.

16, Parker, Correspondence rS p. 419, anticipated by Latimer in a letter to
Crowwell of 1537 (Latimer, Recains, FS v.385) and fcllowed by hylzex,
tisncp of leonden. Ricley is fourd saying that 'truth is revealed te
the English oy God and the king' (Foxe vi.311). Zzller's thesis that

. ; nly diszissed
Foxe regarded the English as a #niguely elect naticn 1is comrondy d4is
today as an w.xaggeraticn. The ihesic is, rcwever, an exaggeraticn of
, mm bat ratiaral success
an element certainly present in roxejw<rc was sure that ratior s 0

] P
and Erglish proteatantism were bc@nd tcgether in God s providence.

17. Zooper, Later Writings p.559. 4 eimil:r dectrine is fcurd in the Decaces
of Zcoper's czster, Sullinger.

18, See an a2cceunt cf the Oxford curriculum cof 1552 in the letter frezm Cerrad
ab Ulmis tc Jebhrn wolfius, crinted in PS Original Letters relative to the

English Refecrmaticn (1547) ii nc.216 p.459. Ze stuzied Aristcile's Felitics

in Greek, 6-7 Q.m.; the Digeats 7-9; Peter Martyr on tiieclogy 9-10;
lielanchtror cn logie at 10. After dinner, 2icero's Offfces;
Institutes f-iﬁmﬁhichilrc then vescrised 4-5: the evexing
debztes with

1
Juetinian s

spent in diale' cal
*ber stucents. Cn tre general backgrcund see John ®fartern
in The Zistory cf the University of Oxford III (1986) ed. J.lMeCenica, pp.257 i€

19.Acta Conciliorun Qecurenicoruam IV 1, p.202,12 (ed. Straus, 1971); the

text is in Labbe-Ccleti's Concilia VI 197. 7cr tie rcle of the seces/
- sedens distincﬁ%cn in Gallicanism, see A.G.¥artirort, le Gallicanisme de
- BNt amwm Bossuet, Cnax Sarfen 24 (Faris, 1553), pp.556-559,

T

20, icta Cerc.Cecum. I7 1, p.167, 22 arnd p.188, B8-21.

gl.Augustine, c.litt.Fetiliani ii.3E.132.

22.Augustine (c.ep.Pameniani ii.E.lS) regarded the Tornatist dcecirire of ‘
A ——— |

the bishcp as indispensable mediatcr of grace as Yeing ‘intclerable 4o

catholic ears'. He also (Sermo 99.7-9) disliked tte Donatist ccntention trat

tl.e pcwer cf tre <eys in absclut.on arnd exccmrunication wes whelly enc w1t c.t
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£23. Optatus i14,3,

¢ L] \ \
24. Sees : Te dcetrina Christiana i1,12.25. See: c.du,epp.Ffelag. ii.3.5.

]
Ep.ad Cathd ¢s de unit.ecclesigze 20.55 has 'reges ricstrae ccarunicnis'.

In c.litt,Petiliani i.18,20, 'per rez¥Mm communicnem' is a s nonya for

i ;
PeT ecclesiam catholicasz',

23. This set cf cancps became ascribed to the ccuncil of Anticch of 341.

]
Text in.(e.g.)Lauchert s editicn (1896), p.46.

26. This view, expressed by a member cf cne of the circus facticns at

Constantino-le in the sixth certury, is{recordedfexplicitly: Fatr.

Orientalis vii{.175.

%}. The classic discussicn by U.Stutz, Geschichte des kirchlichen Benefizialwesens
Zer.in 1895, repr. Aalen 1S61) znd Lis lecture Die Eisenkirche als Element ces
cittelalterlich-gerczarischen Kirchenrechts (rerr. Uai=stadt 1959,vwitn bizlicgraphy
tc 1955); recent li‘erature is roted in 3.Schieffer, Die Entstehung des
pdpstlichen Investiturverbcts fUr den deutschen K¥nig {Stuttgart,15€l), p.l6.

Amcng the most interesting of early dccuments is the Tivoli Register
(Duchesne, Liter Fentificalis I, pp.cxlvi ff.) reccrding the berefacticn

c¢f a Cathcli@ Geth, Valila, en army ccmmancer, who tuilt a church en

SAA o

his estate with endowrent to maintain the cler:y, lights, and repairs,
while retainirg himself a 1ife interest in cther prcperties given to the
Crurch. A n.ober cf sixth-century Gallic ccuncils resist attexzts by
landewners to withdraw priests cn their lard fro: erisccpel certrol.

An elccuent statezent cf the evils of lay decminaticn in Agctard, Te dispen-

saticne rerum £ ggclesias<icarum (FL 104.236). Einemer, nowaver,

was nit co unsympathetic: see Jundlzch in Zeits.f.Xircke-cesch.cnte 10
pr—

(1e€9), 92-145.

28.1 heve discussed th.s in J,T.S. ns 34 (1963), p.443; Fcpe Celtetire‘s':axim
—states the gcneral cuctcm cf ¢n1i1uity:'Ru11us invitis detur episccprus (en.4,
TL 50.42%43). Lec I, ep.167 (FL S4.1203A) ruled ncre cculd bte cisncy witicut
CGACYey, ACCENT oL £lEls, eiw woiseoo: o0nL Ly the provancusl fi-hap-,

é. Ct1l .. .

the metrcpclaten havine a veto.
29. See (e.¢.) C.r.Cheney, Pore Inrccent III and Ensland (Stuttgsrt,1376),rr.171

29L. r-pe Jehn X (FL 132.E06).

30. Augustire, e-.Divjek (CSEL E8) 22*, discussea in J.7.S. ns 34, p.44h.

1. Tc tre best ef oy knculelae tke ccnscious distincticn between 'ecelo=ia
c-ientalis' ana 'ecclesia cccicentalis' is first explicit in Augustine: J.T.C.
La 34 p.42R.
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jness men at Bologna in Fetruary

22, This forcula was used by an English bus

& s n an xed
1547 wter his Italian hcsts heard the news cf Fenry VIII's deatn and asxe

The Pilirim, a dialcgue

him fer a deferce of the Erglish tyrant: see J.A.Frcuce,

cn the life znd zcticns cf king Henry the eighth by Willias Tncmpas (Londen, 1861}

2 . : : ]
P.32 the xing,'atsclute patron of his private Christian deminion', ected

as 'prince ard apcstle'.

33. Wilkins, Cencilia IV.764. —tvere is trenchant matter cn Justirian e2 7acéel

fer Eanry in F,V.1"aitland, Rozan Cancn Lew in the Ccrurch cf Ernzland (Lcwdcn,
1€98), pp.93 1.

34.Fecxe vii.€18. .

35. Zurich Letters i p.19 (PS); Jewel's Works (PS)iv.1029 ff.

36, I have tried to tell this stcry in my Boethius (Oxford, 19€1), chap.l.

37.5¢t Gerzer's iwc Dialogues with his New Additicns are edited bty T.F.T.
Plucknett and J.L.Zzrtcn fcC the Selden Society, vel.Sl (1974). There is alco

izportant matter in J.A.Guy, Christcprer St Jermar, or Chezncery ancé Statute,

Selden Eociety suprlementary series 6 (Londcn 1985), 2nd in J.Z.Trapp's

introducticn to tre Yale editicn of Thcmas lore's Apology (New Zaven, 1979).
See alsc Gercden DJurstan's essay in the synpcsium, Their Lord a2nd Ours, ed,laxk
Santer (Lcncc., 19&2). “.Z.Podes, Lay Authcrity aru tze Refor-atic :. the Srslish

Ch rch, Ecwarz I tz ire Cavil mar (lNctre Dame, 1282)

38.4alter Ullmann ir Jcuvnal of Ecclesiastical Fistery 30 (1979)' 175_20‘;

39. Ainczar, ep.l9 2d Ludcvicum III regem 3albi filium (FL 126,110 f.).
Jinctar'e ecclesiclcgy wets a syspathetic study. frcm Yves Cergar in the jcurral
of the Span:isn Deriricans, Cozmunio (Granada) 1 (1948), 3-18.

40.7icter Maxtin's well known pecks Les origines du Gallicanisce (Faris,1G39)

ccntains zucn zatter illuminating for the mind of Henry VIII, even thougn Yerry
is far from Fartin's field of study. Eis treatment of lersilius makes it

unnecessary fcr the present essay to ccnsider the Deferscr Facis here,

influential as the work was in England,
40 4. letters © Prpere, “enrv VITI x.977.

41. ¥.Testa, Capitula Ee,ni S:ciliae I (Falermo, 1341), 576=77. The :ritish
p—

Library z.a tl.e Cacbridge University Library possess this rare bec« (nct tre

Bodleian). foxe 1i.465 pointedly nctice& the pewers cf kirgs cf Sicily
to appoint bpisrcps.

¢

4¢. Foxe viii,zo,

43, Vatthew raris’ ortrait c¢f Innocent III is one of limitless zvarice and
! P

kunrer fer rewer., The arti-clerical resentzent over «ing John ie ren

*1mred
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:gtfiifc;*;tefs=lfoxe 11.331-32 is representativc, znd Reocert Zames (hicself
Al papa history intcnaed to yrove the papacy antichrist) waxed
Thkem s More puaz Jcnf s huriliaticns. In zis Supplication cf Sculs (1529),r.8,
En‘land.to t;enzad tuat.king Jorn had pcwer to surrender scvereignty over

its % X € Pcpe, evicently hoping to ward off the anticlericel barb. 3But
% 5‘ €nacity is srown by its recurrence in (e.r.)Jchn Overall's C nvceaticn
Zcok of 1606 (Oxford ed; 1644, p.250). s

44. Meaievzl Fcpes tocck sericusly the exnortztion cf 1 Tim.5.8 tnat there wes
a duty tc provide fcr cne's hcusehcld.

I have drzwn tcgether 1 x-s from Grosseteste, epp. 72, 14, 128, 131
(Rclls ed. ). Grcsseteste's critique cf tke curia receives 2 nmasterly dis-
cuesicn ficm H.w.Southern, Robert Gresseteste, the grcwtr cf a- English zind in
=e3leval Eurcpe (Oxford 1986), pp.272 f£f. rer Wycl:f's zppeal tc his
writings see South:rm, .29E ff. Thc passage zbcut the ccrorztica vmctica

)
(Rclle ed, 37r.350-51) is reminiscent cf Cran-er s very secular disccurse at

Bdward YI's ccreraticn o1 20 rebruarv 1547, exczlaining to tue beoy . ing ‘ow

n
utterly insigificaut this little ceremcry is (PS Rema.ns ana Letters, 126-27).

4
45. The effect c¢: artipspzl peArscns cf tne cisccovery tha’?he Isidcrian cecretels
~ere a fcrgery is never tc be unaeresticazecl: see sterm wcrcds in \e.g.)
ridley, FS 1&2; roxe 1.279, 464.

46. hicng zany texts see, fcr example, Cartwright in Whnotgift, FS II 441.

Bzoper reszrced 'a mixca and cinglec religicn' as satanie: FS Zarly Lritir, s
435 (1550). Zis'cp Zicrerd Cox cf Ely defe:dec the przyer bock and Erglish

1
cerewonial vcages zs :odelled «n St Faul s goualy princdple ef being all tnines

¢ 21l men: Zurico Letters I 237 (le-ter to R.Gualter, 1571). I~ Jznuery 1559

o

ter rad expresced tc Queen Elizabet.. Fis fezrs cf 'an unkappy cc-reirnd of

Q
 and

us
pcrery end the .cecpel': Zurichk Letters II 5. 4 siiilar let: r froz Guzlter tc

Ric.ard ..asters (Il 11) fears tra2t a rel._gicn of 'mixed, 'mceztzin and
deubtful cuezrzcter' =zy coe cday facilitate = 'return tc papistical
surerstizicn.’

.ne prorcs.t.cn ir article 19 cf the Tl:irty-line Articles tuat 'as the
churci cf Jer.relea, &lesandria 2nd Anticen iiave erred; s. alsc the Churern of
Roze hath erred...' is rtriking'y anticipated in Cuzzisrn's let‘er \C.4D 632)
descriving tke rositicn of tke Iritish churches in tka paschal ceriroversy:
'Eema errat, Zi.rcsclyma errat, Anticchia errat, totus =urdus errat; ecli tzntuig

Sccti et Rritcmes rectuu Sapiunt ' (L §7.574 D).

47, fdorve v, 127. “ymuzle'c accusaticn that tne ccifessi ral Roo Li€N Tuured,

pe-Clpally 0 tio reuwelite L LCCLALe aeetli DiU Lhe .wioeyild Ca pedatluecd

sécrete,is wo. an_rr anticlerical ccw enjplace of th- 2pe. For scrrowflil

Catlclic peeges tellin, tnc ezue stery, cer the lowyer Cernracus Brunus (14%1-156°7

1-91-1263) i: n'e ze crindim te t.ureauncil of Trent, prinied in Conc.Trid,
e Tad

- XI 4c4 £1. ) ;

A ~orning that as 2 whcle Tynaale is less zbsolntict abtont rcval power than
scoe sayines -L tis Qbcuiernce 1s given by w.U.J.Cargill Trhczpscn in Refcrm and
Refcrinaticn, ec. Z.bza 7, Ctulivs in C.urcc ili.tcry, Subsidia 2, 1979, ;;.17-14.
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- . - _ grrT 14 353 no.l313, and ealter
4C.-2c_LetTEPS & rapers, d=nry quIfll 33 EBngli L Corcnat.cn Reccrid-
ullmann's paper.(zo.ve n,50). L.G.Wickhen Legg, f*‘i T his wish,
(1901) pp.240-1, with facsimile, -ces rct think kenry ccula have i

i rereb

49. Wilkins, I11.745.  Tunstall thought the qualifying EIUugE NRETRUS
ist

the bishops zccepted Zenry as head of the Church 30 far as the law of Chr

allews' failea ‘o make it explicit that the qualificaticn meant death to

the prepositien.

50, Luther in 1531 rejected Henry's divorce out of hand: WA Br.b, 17c-88

(2 latter o Acbeft Zarnes), and his title 'hezd of the Chuxch' in 1539: WA Pr.
8.577-78 (a letter to the elector Jchn frederick cf 23 Cctober 1539, ccncluc‘ &
acidly 'Senry ougnt to be pope, as in fact ke is in England'). The two letters
are trarslated intc English in the Axerican versicn of Luther's Worxs, vel.SO

pp.196 ard 265 (1975).

Calvin, Fraelecticnes in Amos vii.1l3 (Opera Cmria, ed.Amsterdam 1667, To=.V
p.223) tersely cescribed Henry's claim as blasphemy, and gces cn t. express
outrage at having heard Stephen Gardiner argue not froom scripture cr freno

reascn but exclusively from the will of the king, to rule against clerical

marrisge or ccmunicn in both kinda.

\n
—

21, Toxe viii.%3; alao printed in PS8 Cranrer, Pemaine ané Letters pp.214-15t

52. That Lever —ace the suggesticn tc the “ueen is stated oy Sandys' letter

to Farker, 30 April 1559: PS Parker n.66. Ser Tlizateth's esserti-n =of

P,

supremzcy see ', A,Siopscn, Defender of the Faith etcetera (Eiihturgh.IQTa);

“.L.Jcres, Faita %/ Statute (Londen, 1582) = Reyal Mi-tcry Scciety studias

ir history, 2Z. .uch in the writings cf Frofesmor I.:'.loades alsc bears

om bais qusstien.
PR | -y o3 TP
Ilead uasl o ceclare hio a

4o var @liilCalinh Ll U e 00 Ler T.Tle Sul s
s ’ ¢ i =
sorexrunner cf Antichrist,zs Jehn Sradferd treught
(Foxe vii.l€3), t-e faze ccrelws.cn must also apply tc the monarch

93 .enitgift FS 11.238 ff.
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=4+ #hitgift I1.333-336, Féxe, as the Cartwright/Whitgift exchange shows,

13 nct easy to pigecn~hole in the variety of aixteenth.century Erclish

church life. Thcugh evidently strongly r-fermed in religicn,!he regarded

the vestiarian ccntrover{y as a tragic squabble about trivialities (ii.750)-

"any passages uphold the right Jef the scvereign to orcer :he life of clergy
in his realm, and vehemently attack the infringements and usurpaticns cf
papal rower, especial.y Ey Gregory Vii, Innocent III, and Boriface VIII.

Yet he also evidertly longed for a reformed se= of Reme fccusing the

unity of ‘siwker chusbes (11.418), and was shccked at the spoliaticn cf

the Crurch cf England by Benry VIII. Erasmian influence may be =een in

his desire that the Apcstles' Creed be tke ncra of orthodoxy (11.103; iii.TOZ;
his horrcr of elevating scheol opinicns to articles cf faith (i11.729),

ar2 his stern criticism of capital punisnment for religicus dissent (e.g.

iii.59). Whitgift was not mistaken to see an ally in himj Fexe weuld nct
neve liked his ireatment of Jchn Fernry.

Foxe cisliked the title 'Bcok ¢f Fartyrs' already being ascribted to him,
ar.d fnsisted that he wrote Actes and Mcnucents of things passed in the Church

(iii.3s2).

€5, J.J.Scarisbrick, denry VIII (Penguin ed.), pp.375-86.

é.3carisbrick, p.351.

—

il.See A.5.rrere and W.M.¥enredy, Visitaticn Articles and Injurcticns of

tre pericd cf tre Refcrrati-n II (Alcuin Club Cellectices xv), ©p.2

arnd 34. ‘e Ten Articles, hcwever, Jere agreeé oy Convecaticn in July

- -

.

58.7ke Wittenberg Articles were discovered in Weimar early this ceatury

arnd 7 tlished by their finder, Georg lentz, Jie Wittenberzer Artikel ven

1526 (leipzig, 1905). Luther regarded these Articles as epresenting

sciretnin, of a co-provice batween his own pesitic: end that cf the Trgilich

divines,but one the could accept ‘to 'elv Torward the Reformaticn ”,///rfzr
X Nasa,
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43,

= . '\\
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WA 2r.17 p.383. 4n English translaticn cf the Wittenberg Articles is given

ty %.S.Tjernewel, Eemry VIII anc the Lutherans (St Louis, Conccrdia, 1565),

Tp.255=28€.

€9. Foxe v.164. I an bcund to think the rrctestantism of the Ten

Articles exaggerated by D.3.Knox, The Doctrire of the Faith in the redig:

of Zenry VIII (1961), and even by Frofessor Scarisbrick, p.438 ('blatertly

hctercdox‘}. “hat iIs nc dcuk: true is that treze Mls much left ursaidf

_’9. recxe's verdi®¥ is again thet in the 3ishcps' Zcck 'cany th ngs were
slende; and ic:erfect', v.87. Le gives the razes cf the eight bla-zcps
respcnsible for its preducticn at viii.ll. Stckesley (Lenéen) and
Sardirer (Winchester) cculd be relied upen tc keep tte protestantising
gyrpathies of Latizer (Worcester) and Shaxten Salistury) .n check.

Tre pr-face si_red ©ty all the bishc.es in Corvccaticn, hezded by Cran=:cr,
irciucdes 2 dec.zreticn that 'withcut tre pocwer ond licence of your zalesty
~& :ncwlecge a2né ccnfess thet we nave none fu hcrity eitner to zssextle
curselves tc.eirer for any rretence cr purpose, or to pitlisn any thirg

that ~ight te by us agreed smdcczpiled.' Crazrles Lipyd, Fcrzularies cf

T2itr put ferin by auticrity during the reiam of Herry VIII (Cxferd,

1825, rezrinted 1856}, p.26.  fThe declarati-r premuppores that
H"Q““"j is pope ot the Tr ik Thynab v the hiekara ire 9AlY 2Rvierw
cr. icgmatic questicre, deriving frca him their spiritual J.riscdicticn.
“eccker (Ececl.Folity VIII.i4.16) is such =zcre nuanced, tut grants trat
tre limltatxcn; cf regal pcwer cver the C urcn (apart frex the self- o

evidert lacx cf pcwer of crder ana jurisdieticn) have 'rct hithertc teer

oz ec uven with sc uriforz ccrnrent zro certa:nty 28 cight te wisied,!
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le. Ridley (PS Works p.135) in 1555 remarkedtkat Stezhen Gardiner was
'thought to be either the firat father or chief gatherer' of tke King's Bock.
Gardiner hizself denied having had a hand in the bcok(Foxe vi.61,cf.124
W.ich shews that the denjal was resarced with incredulity), and affirmed that
the master hand was Eenry hizself. The king's annctaticns on the Sishops'

Bcok, printed in FS Cranzer, Remains & Letters, pp.83-114, suggest that

Gardirer -ay have been correct.

62 Fermuleries of Faith, ed. Lloyd, pp.265 and 248. Tre Greex relecticn

of vnivers=al al jurisdicticn ¥8S a frequent theme in prctestarnt arqument
aegrel SR A

that sichJcentralised 2uthcrity lacks catholic cenmsent; e.g., Foxe 1i.608;

i11.700; vy - 155

éi. <~ohn Rogers,cn the prctestant aice)thought that the irnccnaistenciea

cf parliarment in ccnsenting to the inccrpalible deetrines cf Zenry VIII,
(of T°e interpretaticn of

Edward VI, ard thken lary, totally discredited its authcrity as a JudgeYc Cod's

r
word: Foxe. vi.£03. That under Ecward VI the ma.itsterium was vested
even
either in tne young king or in parliament,)to the adtual exclusicn of
~

tte clersy, is evident {rom the 'atnetic plea of the clersy tc Zdwara VI
(Wilkina IV 15) asking if they cculd please be ccrsulted, wJrether by ceing
given an :zctual voice in any laws gevernin, religicn 'cr that at least

parliacent eract rnc religicus laws without co sulting the ¢lersy é&n

U

cenveecaticn'. _'Z o=zt owilral sl le Zrooz. oWinowey Ll372) r1izorLs
s ——— .
ThC gdzen's lc,:u re lnal LU Cuils Conmeier v TellilIn ts I=lelssd
sTlin . Ent dndess plrsEvw ¢uasi.or. o Tile 2l g

-

£4. >.".loades, The Papers of Cecrge Wyatt, Canden Society, fcurth series ©,

52; Cecil held that the pcwer of the Crcwn is limited by the advice of

the priwy ccurcil: Foxe vi.b68, The oraticn of the protestant layman John
Hales, submitted to Elizabeth in 1558 (text in Foxe vi1i.673-79), in effect

rleaded fecr the reinatatecent of the royal suprerzcy: 'The title touched the
comrcrweglth and ralr of England ~ore thar the Hing...It wae feor tre
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ealmp and so to exclude the

conservation of the literty of the whole T

i oyal
usurped authcrity of the biskcp of Aore.' 1In other words, TOY

amentary ccntrel of the Church of Englard,

suprecacy meart in practice parli :
overnzent cf thé§ Church ¢culd

or at least the negative propcsitien that the g

nct make room for the pope.

66.J.4.Fuller, The Latters cf Stephen Cardirer (1935). nc.130 p.379.

Foxe vi,42-46 prints coly accut twe-thirds cf the text.

Trere and Kernedy, Visitaticn Articles and Injuncticns II p.149.

o
*

8. 8-z Co:zin': -uriecpo..ince 1 (odrtees osoizty 2,1609) L=/

= &
52_ The runtyng and fyrdymnge out cf tre Rocishe fox (3&5:1,1543).

C 24353 thinks it zctually printed =zt izsterden by S.lMierdrman.

N
+]

I Lzve used the Zcdleian cepy (Tanner 51).

;&; Hyw Lostile wes the English protestant rezciicn tc Zenry's
dis=oluticn ¢f his ' retended marricge' with: .'nne of Cleves cay te

eeer, in Richerd Hilles' letter tc Zulli.ger: Crisiral letters, FS i.20°.

F

Zilles is 2lsc elcguent cn the executicn of Barrnes, z.2C9 f.

:D. letiers & Farers, Zerry VIII, xv.4E4.
7;_ Luther, YA Br. 8.577-78: 'Dr Antony (= Rocert Barnes) several tizes
~- Ceclared: Qur xing has no respect for religicn arnd ths gospel.'

73. william Wraghton (Fseud.), The Rescuynge cf the Romishe Fox

otber «ve=e called the exazinaticn of the hunter cevised by steven gardiner

('imcractar, 1545 o but STC 24288 -pe re to 1YL -6 Sl
¢02 icentifies the autier a2s Turrer, Lean cf Weils, ~is deferce cf 'suprere
gcverrcr' is at fo.C ii. In 1555 Turner wrcte unier his cwn name The

Buntyr.g of the rooysche Vuolfe (STC 24356),sritter aft r Latizmer's death r

put tefcre Garainer's, i.e. in Kevemter 1555. This last work anticipates
Nerve
in certertiand vencr much that went i{.to the puriten Admeniticns to
r\
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?5. Beza to Bullinger, 3 September (1566), Zurich Letters IT 128,

prooatly quoting the opinicns of Perceval Wiburn: '...the papacy was
never abolishked in that ccuntry, but rather trensferred to the scvereign....
nzthing else is ncw aimed at than the sraduzl restoration of what

had been in zny measure altered.'

78. Ir. January 1555 Gardiner, Tunstal (Durham) and Nicnolas Heath (Wercester

=
ccnfessed expressly to John Rogers: In Senry VIII's time one cculd

not =ay without pain of death that the xing had no authcrity in
spiritual patters such as forgiveness and authcrity to interpret God's word,

F. Bonwer 1m Foxe V'\\\.IlO__D
Foxe vi.593; There is a parallel tc the situaticn of the Zenrician
~

bisheps in the Greek bishops who supported Chalcedcn in the difficult
times c{nth{ eTperor Anastesius 491-518. “hen tre pcpes expressed the view
that tnejiizzabeen guilty <f grave ccrpromise by holding cemrunicn with
the patri;;chs of Ccnstantinople who (thcugh some were Chalcedonian)

were nct acknowledged by Rome because of the Acacian schism, they replied
that they had kept their faith intact, and that to have withdrawn
ccumunicr. from the patriarchs wculd have brcught exp ulsion and tke
surrernder cf their flccks to the wclves: Pope Symmachus, :2.12 ed,

Thiel, pp.709-17; a bad text in Migne, FL 62.56-61. E.Chadwick, Ecethius

pp.1E1-E3,

Zé.The Fun:yng of the Hecmyache Wolfe (15557: 'When a2s Tunstal, Gardiner,

loneiey e ot serl ol bie aiuals tare the solige Lniel lln, Toios the
eighth, they suffered the king ana divefs lords of the realm tc put away
end take as Tgny wives as they list without any correcticn cr admeniticn., If
that the: kad dcne their duty, the virtuous lady Anre of Cleve hzd never

been civerced and ut away [rc= the king her lawful rusband....lenry with

his covetous ccuncil tcex all the geeds of the abbeys w~hich telengetnh for a
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great part as well unto Christ's ciurch as -he half of the gcods of (@

Ananias belcngeth unto the Hcly Ghost.' Turner omits to add that

]
Eishop Latimer of Worcester,mazking the custcoary lew Y,ar s gift to

= 5 i i i ibed
Zenry VIII, crce gave a him a New Testament wrapped in a napkin 1nscr

- ...’
'Fernicatcres et  adulteros judicabit Demirus.' (Foxe viv51T).

Turner was far frcm being the cnly protestant cutraged by the deliberate
ruthlessness with which Henry's disscluticn cf the mcnasteries ez:.forced :
the annihilaticn cf a wajer religicus factcr ard a vast 'DI'EPK. 'J.'I.t,h the p=zat
See M.Astcn, 'English Ruins and Ehglish Eistory', Jcurnel of the varturg &
Ccurtauld Institutes 36 (1973) 231--55, at 234 ff.
1. That Oxfgrd, rspecially Magdalen Ccllece, had Its proiestants .
in Elizabeth g tize is clzrified by £.).Dent, Frctestant Refcr-ers ‘n

=

Elizatethan Oxford (Cxford 1983), fcllcwing Professc: Patrick Cecllinscn.
18, Fexe vi 577 f.

;f__?. Pexe viii.5%l f. S ~ ‘
"§8. Farker, Ccrrespondence 109-113(26 Farch 16€0).

@ 1. Farker, 252-94 (24 Decemter 1566)

%1 Perker 479 (17 :ipril 1575). Terkaps Cecil agre=d with Sir Zrancis

— Kncllys (see C.Crcss, Royal Supremacy in the Elizatethan C urck 19€5,
p.177) that bishops derive all spiritual autherity, irncluding s.pericrity
tc presbyters, wnclly frem delegaticn by the Crewn, nct frez Ged by the
ccovissicn in crdinaticn, Kncllys' view is an ultra-Caeszrcgpapisz, anzlczcus
te the Ultramcntane stance cf Archkbishep Castagna cf Ressarc (later, for
a few days in 1590, Uroan VII) submitted tc the ccuncil cf Trent on 20
October 1562 (Cconc.Trid. IX 59.18): Castazna held that tistcps zre the poge'
vicars and derive all auticrity from bim, inclucing superizrity cver

\
|
|

presdyters, asc that no further justificaticn, such es 'divire rig.t', :is
necessary.
&3. Grindal, Remains (PS), 3E9. (20 Decexzber 1576) 'F

—

e;f Eccles.Fclity VIII.vi.S.

?fr Wilkins, Corcilia IV 374, ¢f.611 fcr the text cf a cel sure ty the

n =l T . T TR e #te ey , S § i :
Va'versity oF Or7erc, 21 Ty TERT, cmeel ste meeabtacier o) Parican ciap

that 'the king's supremacy in ecclesiastical affairs,..is injuricus to Chris:

.- '
Cn the Fampten Ccurt Ccnference see Cardwell s Cenferences cc rected

with tre revisicn cf the Bcck cf Common Frayer (0xford 1840),

FP.202-3

eb, whitgift (FS) II 405; Hocker (EF VII.v.10) 'the first irstituticn of
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bishcps was frcm heaven, was even of God, the Holy Ghost was the

authcr of it.!

\E;FSCE the abrasive message from the Eouse of Ccmmens to the Westminster
Assembly of Divines, 30 April 1646, printed by A.7.Mitchell and J.

Struthers, Minutes cf the Sessicns of the Westrinster Assexbly

(Edinburgh & London, 1874),pp .448-455, shcwing that the
parliament hated papal and rcyal supremacy, but enthusiastically

upheld their own in matters ecclesiastical. Any suggesticn that
a2uthority in the Crhurch might have a divine sancticn was znathema

to the men wro had executed Laud and were scon to xill the king.

\82.(W.A11en). A True, sincere and mcdest defence of English Cathckics

ad
(Fcu n, 1584), answering Purghley's cefence of the gcvernzent's
harassmernt cf recus=ants. A modern reprint is eaited b. R.N.¥ingden

(1665). An excerpt in C.Cross, Royz]l Sipremacy pp.254-;55.

There is a vekement attack on the idea that a raticnal Crurch
cught to wait fcr a general ccMncil befcre taking cruéial irndepéndernt
decisicns,in Bullinger's Decades (FS) iv.116 f.

*89, Amcng the critics of Janmes I's defence cf the cath of allegiance,

the learned and witty tracts of the Jesuit Fariin Recan (in his ccllected
opuscula, lainz 1610-21,in {EVQVCIumea) are outstarding., Jzzes' best
defencer was Lancelot Andrewss,

‘ﬁﬁ. Crarzer, 7S Letters and Remains 116.
v




