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on 

and 

att;ach~d paper written i r. 1985 is tc be oublisho<i ir. a vclume of essays 
J or.r. ?is~e= edi ted by B. Bradshaw and E.Thlffy (8ambridge university ~ress), 
sho ,l d not oe quoted i:i print befcre that vclue1e appears, probably earl:, 19ee . 

Summary : Tr.2 paoer seeks tc elucicate the di:ferent and co"'olex ncticr.s of 
supremacy i ,. 16th century texts, especially in Henry VIII and :iis main critic 
Reginald ?ole . E:enry cci.:.ld exp~oit the theme that the papacy i s antic~rist 
( the prehistory of t hat nc tion · is briefly outl ined) , and ccu d model his 
thecry and practice en Justinian, Last Roman emperor 527-65, Justinian 
: =eely legislated en ecclesiastical matters , appcinted bishops, summoned 
councils, and even tcrtured a pope into submissi on to his will. It was s t lf­
evident ~ him that his duty was tc keep orthodoxy in the Chu=cb, and to 
brief churc=i. councils on what they ought to say. :ay contrast , in the West 
Rc ~3n primacy had steadi l y acquired more and ore pcwe~ thr ough appeals , 
tr.rougr. u_sputes ever ep : sccpal appointments betweec: monarch and a.athedral _ 
chapter , and through dispensations (i.e . r elaxations of the or oper rules if 

and when strict enfcr cement seemed inhuman or tc have grave disadvantages fe r 
foe Church generally). This ccncentraticn of power in the Roman curia in 
natters affecting ordinary pecple , e . g . divorce, offended lawyers jealous for 
naticnal sovereignty, and tho~e r~membering an elder terri tor ial or ganisaticn 
·..-here such questicns were decided locally. Henry VIII could invoke the ol d 
Germanic tr.e~e that the owner of the land (who had endcwed the Church anyway) 
prcperlJ exercised a religious con-rol in bis territo:cy-. Sc too he c~uld 
give teeth to s t atutes cf his ~edi~val pr edecesscrs (Pr oviscrs , Praemut i r e). 

iienry' s lawyers, esp. St German, . did net t t i r.:C of the Chi:rch as a sac::-ament c 
Gou 's presence so much as a socially useful instrument fer the religior. and fv ~ 
the social ccherence of the naticn. St Germa~ encouraged Eenry ' s assertion 
of absolute scver eignty, cf being source cf .all auttority whatso-eTer in r.is 
realms and te_rritoties. In practice Philip the Fair had :nac.e very similar 
claims for ~ranee at the end of the 13th century. ~!edieval cat_ olic monarchs 
did not talk or act as if the Church we=e net their concern. 3ut they •,1anted 
their churcr. tc be 1n ccmmunion 'Ji th the Cathdica. !:enry VIII cct:.lci :1ave had. 
all he wanted with the gallican model current since 1300; :iis anger over the 
divorce a.ffai r did net dispcse hi::i to accept such a fcmu:a. :•:o:-ecver England 
had long had voices fiercely cri t ical of Roman jurisdiction in pr9ctice - even 
Grosseteste cf Lincoln, but ~est of all the anticlerical Lollards . ~hough 
~nrsJ persecuted Lollardy , it aas a continuing fcrce ir. 16th century Engl and 
(which may explain why in England Lutheran infl uence cfte~ yielded ,.;=cund to 
Zurich and Geneva under Edward 'n :md even Elizabt th) . Tyndale , a :tan of 
Luthera.r-. syopatny, provided ::en=y ·,Ii th a b::.ueprint for nis churci: l egislation. 

Yet ' supreme head of the Church ' offended prctestants a t least as ~uch as, 
catholics; hence Elizabeth's char.ge to •~cve!'"!':cr '. Thomas C=cmwell ccul~ use 
t te ~ing's title to vest actual central over the English Cr.urch in Parl i ament . 
He prefigured the erastian, utilitarian view that denied tc the Ci:u· ch any 
' divi ne right '. Thi s vi ew, opposed by e. g . Eooker, Laud, Cos i n, et al., 
was vehemently articulated by William Prynne. 

Under Senr; 'nII =oyal supre-nacy ca:::e to ~ean the exclus~on of oaoal 
autr.ority; i~ was essent ially a negative proposition about Ro:-an a~t - ority. 
Yet under it was the royal supremacy that made poss i ble the 
restoraticn vf ttoman jurisdiction , and llnde r El i zabeth the maintenance of 
t he episcopal succession. ':'he puritan Wiburn co-nplained th:i.t royal supremacy 
was the one doctrine you ccul d be sure of being held by clerg-; of the Church 
of England, and that most cf them, ordained under the La tir. pontifical an'jWay, 
•Jere at hear t not p:totestant at all. The a ttacks of RCs on the Anglican 
Ordinal were milk and water co11pared with those cf the ?uri tans fer ,.;horn it 
vas an intcleraoly popish book. The defence of catholic order and 
: pis opacy by Elizabeth ana her t ·,10 successor s contributed to bringing the 
:nonarchy down. 
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,From Prof. Henry Chadwick] 

!lOY AL SUF?.E?-'..iCY 

:n the draft bull exccm:rr.inicating king P.enry VIII, of the ye~r 1535, 

three themes are linked together as providing oveNhel:dng 

g:rounds for the ccncemr.aticn: the d.ivorce of Catherine of Aragon, 

the . claim to be 

and the judicial murder of 

Fisher, the man Henry VIII 

su~reme head of the Church of England, 

John FisherY The nintl !lld reno.,,7led hurr.ani!t 
cy Fole 

himself had been hearQ o describe as the 

mcst learned man he knew, is a symbolic figure by his unyielding 

opposition- to the divorce and to the king' s eonsequent expulsicn 

of papal auth: rity from his r ealm after the hu~iliation of Pepe 

Clement ' s rejectico. Ncne of the three acts was well regarded in 

Europe at large, and together they looked like the tyranr.y cf a night 

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

ttUst have been telling Henry what the king already l:new when he 
0. 

observed that Eenry' s act!cns had brought ;,cl:. tical dangtr .1':ether 

" from Charles V or from the French; ~ severing of a branch from 

the root of God' s tree by rejecting the universality and ~nity 
C\ 

er.,bodied by Peter ' s seej and r ear· cf civil insurrection ~cl. future 

ccr,flict .\bout the successicn to the thrcne after i··sry had been decla::-ed 

illegiticate. That seemed a lot of trouble tc buy . As fer tr.e title 

'heacl. of the Church', Pole acidly remarked that this head ~as chiefly 

r.cted for plundering the Church. It seemed abeurd that one claiming 
c.o ... ~ 

euc~ a title cculd net minister the s2craJI.ente, and yetlco~~titute 

hirose.1; a .. : he- jtJ .!t-,e of l ' t.1.t.1.cVct"13.1.fO S ~n ;11;,t.tc-!.·:1 of L; .. Lh . :'l.nt.r ::.·" !'~ 

eight tell hi~ that royal supremacy over the Church was enjc ined by the 

Bible in St reter's exhcrtat icn to 'honour the king',and trJ to set 

Scripture up against traditicn 2nd cathclic consensus; but Fole 
flimsy 

cercilessly de~otiehed suchJ~rgu~ents . Everyone knrw that the 

title of supre~e head of the Church had been conceded most reluctantly 
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f•ll fer lack of friends, not for lack of money~ him that tyrants usually 

Tr.e whole story of the moral disintegraticn cf a man who bad once been 

enthueiastic~lly acclaimed as a paragon among English kings is seen by Pole 

as almost an instance of~, an insanity depriving the king of his 

wits and i Qpelling him into storms for which he had no cne but himself to 

blame. 

r.y purpose in this essay i~ to try to set Fisher's protest a.,d 

martyrdom in a broader ccntext than the particularities of Henry VIII 

and his quarrel with the papacy, broader even than the new comco~flace cbser­

vation that well befcre 1534 there wa.s growing tensJcn between cancn and~ 

cc'lll!lon lawyers in England. It was not new for conciliar minds to seek 

scr.e limitation and restricticn upon the apparently total autocracy claimed 

fer the papal monarchy by recalling that the authority of emperors a.od ki ngs 

was also, according to scripture, God-given; therefore, in insisting that 

the Church's cancns shculli net be enforced where they passed into realms 

governed by the Statutes of the King in parliament, they were net necessarily 

setting aside the law of Gcd. Moreover cencnists such a.a Gascoigne 

were aware that even the Popec~ make no enactment or dispensation 
r. 

contrary to God's word, or indeed)natural law. Flenitudo potestatis was 

not unlimited in practice, and there was to be some biaa~n 

\ 

the Protestant contenti6n that the Pepe claimed 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,th~t opinion was taki ng sides in 
{ , 

a cancnists' dispute, and the Protestant barb(which I have cited frolti 

Archbishop M.atrhew Parke~culd have had plenty of support among SOilie 

Th,- ger,e rc>.l cp1,icn ·~·a !> tr.at ~:ie ? cpe cc .:ld 

interpret
1
but not di~pen~e f rom Jt he word ~f God . 

Accordingly, whatever might be the pr ~ciae ext ent of author ity cont ained 

i n the power of t he key& entrusted t o Pe t er, t ~ese power~ had to be bal 2~ i 
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cy the truth that tLe rowel:!! ccntrclling the secular crder ·,1ere also no less 

ordained by God. Could cne net affirm both the kin~'s S~f=emacy and 

the pope'!, =eccgni sing t hem to have different spheres cf res~cnsibility? 

In his second bock Reginald ?9le insists, 'I shall net di~ini!!h the 

' , 3 
authority cf tte king if I preserve his autr.crity and P~ter s side by eide.• ~ 

Indeed, as the Er.glish Reformation advanced under Henry's !!On Edward 71, 

it beca.i:e alaniingly clear that the religious and social upheaval of the 

ag~ the r:icnarchy itself at risk. Eany pages of the fiercely proteetant 

Johr, Hoope1are dey:.ted to the assertion of royal s.:.prec:acy r.ot againet tr.e 

clai~s of the papacy, though Hooper did not forget that theme, but against 

the sedition of Anabaptiste. In his diocese cf Gloucester l:e •,1anted his 

clergy tc read Ro~ans 13 tc the people every Saturday and Sunday: to have 

shown tte pope the door did net mean that there could be roe~ for ccrr~pt 

Englishmen with cinds full of 'ccnte~pt, hatred, grudge, and ~alice against 
, ~ 

their king, oagist~tes, laws, orders, ar.d pclicies'. v 7he ki r g's deterrin-

aticn tc be maeter in his own realm (as none oi his predeceesors had been) did 

net ~ean that all Engliehmen . adJLired his bre?~ with the c2ttcl1city represent­
ed by Rc~e. Evioently some Engli!tmen were just as t cstile to royal absolutism 
as to papal. To reri.cve papal autrcri ty could entail moral ar.d social collapee. 

--.... ~ I : -....z.. 5c:..~ -
Co:iternplaticr, of the relaticns bet-.1een the Cr.urch and civil gov~rn::ient 

throuen the long course of Chri~tian history suggests th~t Romans 13 has 

usually oeen 1tore ir,fluential than the J.pccalypse of Joh;.~ °=Y cne of tl:e 

ocre paradoxical twi~ts of exegesis, the Apocalypse's warni ~gs ai ai:1st t he 

:Oab7loniw harlot cf t he .Rcman government have been ingen.:.c~El·• readdressed 

in th,. rc~ t office to apply to the bishops of Ro~e, t te l:st of wh ·.= has its 

fair Ehare_cf _ar-:yrs. Th.- ··er.- tough-i:ir. !td : n,-lbh r l"fcr-1"!'!' , .. ,-., r .; .. ,i 
• n-n(.1\-I" t.llt<J Sc..l,o•lloe_:, k.\-.e.w, 

it as self-evicient, that as long as there an sHen hills besi de tr.e ~iber, 

anci l>ntichrist. \7 
" 

it is certain that the p~is the very where cf Eabylcn 
b, 

A~~ittedly this opinion wea eh dented by GrOtius' exposition of the bock 
s 

of Daniel, -a.r.d in the niddle of the ~eventeenth cer.tury Arctbisr.cp : ohn 

~~~ ~ 
Bra~hall 8!-"SCc :. :it-d -•r,t :mt irap!l neg .. ~is i .rro testants out of their .;its•. · 
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3ut a century earlier this exe ~esis of the Apocalypse was general, an~ tad haa 

( ~ oher1~f:o.,...t,..)/ nctable ttedieval expor.ents frort tr.e icJaldensians to frecierick I\£ Cr,r 

~ hi~self followed Wyclif in holding that in accordance with F.evelaticn 20.2 Satan 

had been released from his i:riscn after preci!el:i a tt:eusand years ~here might 

be disagreeILents abc·~t the exact date en ...,hich his millen:-,iu:: of imprisonrr,ent had 

started. !.lld tberefcre scme hesitaticn abcut the point at which evicence of his 

release shculd be located; but at lfast by the sixteenth century cne cculd be 

ccnfident that Satan was well and truly released and active in suttle infil tratic 

of the Church. "B Surely he ha;i ta.ken pcs~essicn of the ?.o: .. an see, s i tting 

~here he cught net in tl:e very sa.~ctuary of the Lord, th~ 'man cf sin 1 ? So Roman 

13 and the APocal~pse were harmcniSed, icealising the prince and r-ubbishing tr.e 

pope. Admittedly, so~e medieval pop~s, and especially at tr.e begin:.ing cf the 

eixteenth century, had discredited thertselves and da.:naged the office, 

The persisting strength of English Lollardy is shcwn by the enthusiasm with 

which leading Refor::ere tcok up the Antichrist thette, 1:orecver, Wyclif had p 

claimed that the civil power's duty was to reform the Church, with a ~cral right 

to re~cve and redistribute its endcwment~¼J In Fiers Plowman eve~ Langland (who, 

with Chaucer, could eaeily be regarded as a fellow-treveller by Lcllards) had a 

fa.moue prcphecJ of tl:e ccmir.g King who was to cleanse God's tec:ple cf ia:puritieit/ 

Eoth Langland and Wyclif tool a low vif:W of tte Donatien cf Constantine. It muet 

be a source of surprise that the dissident Lollards allowed their ho~tility to 
ban.. 

the Church, to priestsjas a c2ste and as a male preeerve , to tithes, to all 

sacra~ental acticns fer which laity are dependent on clergy, to take thee sc far 

as to lead them to put trust in princes, Was not that to trust in the arm of the 
~tt , 

flesh indeed? Jw:orecver, Lollarde (as their Conclusicns of 1395 ceclaredJY.,ere 

pacifists who rejected killing whether in war or justice. and soon fcund that 

the secular authcritiee were as unsympathetic ae the ecclesiastical. But ccnfrcn­

ted by a body as pcwerful as the medieval clergy, with fi r . .ancial rescurces ii ' .. ar.c 
• --l...l\ A~ 

topped up by fees fer requie~s wh: c:1 Lollarde especially aboa:ir.ate~t ey cculd 

turn to no scurce of power ether than the king and the ncbles. AI:or.g the Lcllards 

o!i'pre-P.eforrr,ati cn Er.gland, t here was plenty to make ~enry VIII's revolution like 
I 

the fulfilrnent of a dream a.:z:cng h-..mble farmers and 'whi te-ccll;,.r workers' in 

Kent, Sussex, an:. East Anglia, wr.ere \./ycliffite translaticns, e!pec i ally of 

the Ar,ocalypse a.r.d o~ the epistle of J ames (with its der.unciaticns cf opulent 

Chri$tiar.s), wen s t udied at oiandestine ireetinE, s i 1: barns. Accittedly 

Lollards suffered unJer Henry; but ~c::ie of his prograr..rne was i n ] ine '-'i th much 

t cr '° x2:::ple, Wyclif a.Ila i11s 

4 
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fol l owers objected to t he quantity of money exported fro~ tr.e ccuntry either 

t~o the papacy or to internaticnal reli gi cus ordere. 
o. e1,,l C. n'I SCC.1"0..l;-\

0

c,,,,. ~ ~ 
t he ee for his pa um was exceesive .) Lay· power 

r-

(Cranmer himself felt that 

was t c be t he i nst rwtent 

and weapon to liberate Englishmen ir. soLl and bo::y frc:13 the 'curdene i :riposed 

by aa opulent and essentially foreign hi erarchy, an alien mul ti-naticna l 

corporati on. Or.e cannot say that all Englishmen of the eixteenth century 

ttanifested xenophobia, since a number of documents s peak cf their hos pitable 

welcome to foreignere. Eut ',/yclif antic;, pat ed eo::ie of the naticnalist feeling 

apparent in the decla.raticn, astcniehingly found in the gentle, raticnal, 
,16 

and learned Y.atthew Parker, that 'AlmigbtyGod is so much English',\; 

'wben one reads in John Hooper that bishops have r.o duty other than to 
~Q. 

preach God'e word wherea~ it is the duty of prince to judge whether or not 
J,. 

their preaching and teachi ng are correc~it is difficult net to feel that 

the Refor:naticn let loose some strange ncticns accut church and state. 

Yet the doctrine of the theological responsib jlity of the prinethad a : ong 

history going back far beyond Wyclif• and beycni the ~edieval struggles about 

investiture. Educated ~en of the sixteenth century read Justinian. 

Lectures on the civil law were part of the standard syllabus at Oxford and 

Cambridg~n Justinial)1 s C~de, and in the ~s sui)plementing it, it ia 

axic~atic that the emperor's author i ty extends beyond matters merely te=pcral 

and secular. He has a duty tc protect orthodoxy and to harass heresy. 

So Jus t i nian legislated tc sai'eguard and enforce the true faith aga i n~t 

heresies such as the 1''.onorhysi te alternative to Chalcedcn. ?.e legislated to 

~neur e the cleri;y d: d their du ty. He issued formal eaicts re g~l ahng the 

number of clergy en the establ i et~ent at Bagia Sophia. f.e pr ovi ded controls 

f or orphanages a~d hcspi tals which were eccles ias tical f cuncat i c.ns . Ei s 

enac t~ents were i nt ended to ensure that endowments were used as i ntended by 

the picus benefactors. and not bent to profRne purposes or pri va te gain, 

As in the sixteenth century• so also in the eixth, t he i ~peri al reeponei-

bi l i ty to legislate against heresy wae no private ~atter; t he unity of tr.e 

Church in truth profoundly af fected the social ar:d pcl i t ical cohe s i on of 
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hr~st responsibility for causing urban riots. Justinif.\Il
15 

subjects we r 

deeply divided on the issue cf Chrietology, above all whether one sbculd say 

.!E_(two natures) or 2.f.• But he could net be neutral, He could net gain 

• 
pclitical contrcl of Italy and the 'w'est unlese he made Chalcedcnian ortl:odoxy) 

and t he preposition in a fc~ndaticn for hie eccleeiaetlcal policy, EC that 
- ) 

hi~ pereonal ccnvicticns were reinforced by political necessity. Tr.e 

Ereat emperor Anastasius, his prececessor but one, creator of the conditicne 

necessary fer the greatness of hi s c'om imperiu~, bad run into endless trcubl e 

With Italy a.nd t he West because he was not sound on Chalcedcn, Ee upheld 

f ' 

the reunicn for.i.ula, or Eencticon, of Zeno with its very cccl reference 

censuring heresies 'even if held by bishops at Chalcecon or eleewbere'.In Jl8~ 

1apal pressure to gain recognition for Cr.alcedon wae to entail riote with 

large lose of life in some eastern c1 ties. Justir.ian I s l·'.cnophysi te subjects 

in Syri a and t he Nile valley, with a few advance outposts in the mcnasterie s 

of Constantinople itself, looked fer support to hie wife 'I'heoc.ora. Ir. her 

higr,a.y unreger,erate youth ahe had once been spiritually assisted by an 

anti-Chalcedonian priest in Alexandria, and never forgot her debt. She hid 

numerous Y.ono: hysi te bishops in he r large pal~ce, and eve·.- provided f er t ~.em 

the noble church cf St Sergius and St Bacchus, still sta~ding tcday, to 

give t i:em a r l ace of li t u.rgi cal a.ssembly. 

7he J\'.onofhysi tee deeply objected to Theodore cf t-:cpfl.,estia, Ibas cf Ec.essa, 

and TI:eodcret cf Kyrrr.cs - all long ced., ·out :nasterful expcsi tcrs of 'twc­

nature' Christolc.3:Y and stern critics of the doctrine of cne r.ature. In 543 

Justinian i ssued a decree conoemning their dcctrines as expressed in selected 

excerpts er 'cr.apters', and inclu~ed in r.i s cer.sure spec'.ilatic:1s ascrited to 

Origen by ~cnks of the New Lavra in Falestine, But the i~rerial edict was 

net the end of oi sser.s icn. Did it not need an ecu~eni cal council tc r atify 

the emperor's cence~naticns? Was the e=~eror, even if pcssessed of i□~ense 

t heological learning, the j udge of fidelity to the word of Cod? An ecumenical 
.....,_ 

council naturally had an ?.~ra about it, and for Justinian it cculo have t h~ 

attraction that he would be se en to be doing for the Cr.urcL ir. his t itte what 
c:,V'lc.e 

the great Constant ine hadLdone at Nicaea. But an ecumeni cal ccuncil needed 
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Roman concurrence, and indeed that of all the patriarchs and a great body of 

the metropolitana,unlesa it cculd be satisfactorily shown that a patriarch 

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

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

of the Chalcedonian definition with a flood of Mon,phyaite soc..a. In Italy 

Pope Vigiliua might be safe from interference. His predecessors before 518 

(when coramunicn between Rome and Byzantium was restored after mere th,n three 

decades_
1
~f schism) had !njoyed freedom from i~perial interference. Paradoxically -a:- ......, 

t~·~n 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 
I 

could not decline the swimons to travel to Constantincple. Justinian s ge~eral 

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

l)(\,,?, r;::p I , _J -redictably, the Ccuncil ratified the emperors censures on Origen and en 

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

in or close to the city and the council, be had declined to attend the 

conciliar debates, wishing to preserve hie independence of decision on the 

question of ratificaticn. In his estb:ate the council had only an advisory 

role, giving a demonstration of the genrnal opinicn, after which he would 

anncunce the final verdict. The Greek bishops eathered in Ccuncil regarded 

this as extracrdinary arrogance. They threatened Vigilius with excoll'=.unicaticn, 

and used the remarkable formula, later to enjoy Ca:lican echces, that even if 

they withdrew their comn;union from Vigilius, they maintained it with the 

~; only r,ot with the aeden;{J/ To the ancient Cturch, authority resides 

in the thrcne rath~r than in the person who may happen to be sittir.g en it. 

After aever;ii.. o J. .... 

minions, Vigili s finally surrendered to the emperor's Yill and a~sented. 

It wa• a manifestaticn of imperial supre~acy, and everyone kr.ew it. Yet the 

outvard form cf fl:umenical concil2rity was preservea, ar,d sub!equent 

tradition kn~w hew to deal with awkwardnesses i Nth n so;;,e o
7 

_ f! language 

used at the Ccuncil by the rigorous critical precess of 'Recepticn'. 
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In the Gre•k Orthodox tradition this process of Reception went so far 

th f embarra••m•nt for readers (especi ally at, because of one er two mcments o ~~ ~ 

#hen Vigilius strenuously asserted the rights of his see and indiscreetly 

,_ • t\.¥th Acts -ere :~ft uncopied. spo~e of one oneratio or energeia in Chr1stN e 

The Greek Church re~embered the cancns and formal decrees, but not the actual 

Acts, which survive as a whole oney through the Latin tradition. 

J~stinian's imperial supremacy did net shut out the Fcpe. It subj~ct.~ 

him to torture and splendid banquets as alternating methcds of extracting 

agreement. ln the emperor's political theory there was no ele~ent of 

Q~q~ 
secular nationalism. Nevertheless it ie possible to find7at least a 

r-
regicnal patrictism as joining forces with anti-;:iapal fee'ling. Dissident 

bodies snubbed by the emperor, such as the 1:orth Airicar. Donatists, spoke 

of the e~pire as ar. agent of Antichrist with whom the Catholic Church was 

on altogether too cosy terms. Even Donatists were net above appealing to t } ~ 

magistrate wher.ever it seemed in their interest to do~ But they had a 

highly independent estimate of church au~rity, with a clericalised 

ecclesiology defined by rigorously preserved apcstcmic succession and a high 

sacra.mental doctrine of episcopal ;:,cwe;t7 Their doctrine of legitimacy did r.ot 

include either the cathedra Petri or the ecperor. 'Wht has the e~peror i'do 

with the Cturct?' asked DcnatuV"Donatus would much tave liked the Roman 

set to recognise hi s party; as it had not dcne sc, it had ipsc facto 

discredited itself. By asscciating with the wrong group
1
it had ac~ui red 

the pollution of cclIIIDunion with apostates. 

In reply Augustine's anti-Donatist WTitings do net work with a strong 

dualism of cl':urch and state, !-'ore than once he criticises t r.e :;)onatist:s for 

being out of cc~,.union, not rr.erely with the Catholica representL ci by Ro~e or 

Jerusalem or 'the apcsto~ic eeee' (usually, not always, plural), but also 

' 2.4 with tl:e cow: .union acknowledged ty the emperor. ✓ ,."' In one passage cf the third book of hie Contra Rufinw:i (111, 18) Jero~e 

confidently aver:s that an imperial rescript can legiti:nately overthrow a 

synodical decision. Western Christians i~agine such ; dees to be rather more 
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at home in Byzanti~ than in the West. Yet it ia in Greek canon law, net Latin, 

that cne finds the first prohibi ticn on bishops appealing iro the court for review 

f ~) 0 a synodical censure, in the 12th canon cf the Council of Antioch, c. 330V 

n1st2nce bet~eer. the err.peror and the Church was naturally desir~ble fro~ 

the point of view of the i~perial government. Successive e,perors, from 

Constar.tine the Great cnwards, founa that a close involvement brought tte~ ccwn 

into the sandy arena of 6ladiatorial combat between the different facticna 

of party strife vith which Christian r.istcry bas been plagued. 7he ruler was 

faced with the great problem that tc enjoy the wholly loyal support of his 

Christian subjects, be had to be orthodox in their eyes. I.~ the conflicts 

bet1Jeen Chalcedcnian and Mcnopbysi te there were r,o cicubt some vho regarded the 

cbristological intricacies aa quite beyond their powers of discernment, and 

who were therefore content to say that what was gcod enough for the ,-peror 

and the patriarch was geed er.ough for the~ :But to a Ecr.ophysi te in the Nile 

valley his own patriarch at Alexandria was the man vtc c~unted, ar.d an:· thing 

emanating from Constantincple vas suspect from the start. Once Pepe Leo I bad 

decisively sided with Chalcedcn's two-nature christology, the authority of Rome 

counted for ncthing too, For Copts, i.thiopians, Syrian 'Jacobites', and 

Armeniana, tte papacy was thereby involved in irremediable hereey and its 

authority reduced to zero. The ea:;e held gcod for the Fyze.r.tine e=-i)erors. 

The close involvecent of the secular ruler in the party strife had a further 

disacivantage, na=ely that dissent froc the posit:c~ supported by the e~peror 

wae ~c=e than a religious di~a£reement: it amcunted to dieaffecticn in 

political teI'its, ar.o 'was en •~.e way to becoming treason. In the seventh 

century the E9ptian and Pahstii.ian cpponente of Chalcedcn die r.ct 

invite the Ara 'be tc invade. ~ t c!'lce the Arabs had cor.~uered, <;t-.ey fcund the-::­

se l 11P£ to enjoy far t_reatt1· rellr,1cui; freedoti, (qua illiea. a:; tl, l\ l :;,i~r, t be) t han 

they r.ad dcne ·JJ1;ie r the i:yzantine e··pe rors. Durinb the bitter iccncclaetic 

controversy, Johe'\ of Damascus cculd cc:npcse fulr.iincus der.ur.ciaticns of tt-.e 

heresiPs of tt-.e iccnoclast e1tperors and enjoy st.rer,e irr,puni ty tecaus.e he was an 

Arab livi ng cuts ice the t~rri tories 1.Jhere the err.percr ' s •Tit s t i ll ran. 
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<rY\L l ,.~ ~'-\1 t'-
Toe authority and pcwer of the Ro:nan see in the western Churc!~es evcl t d 

fi_ · ------ - • • 
in la..rge measure because in situations cf sharp controversy a final ccurt cf 

appeal was required. Fcpes fcund them~elves ceing appealed to fo r cecisions 

sul:stantially before ar,yone thcught of developing a thecry or 2l1 exe €,esis of 

Petri~e texts to prcvide a grcund for this exercise cf jurisc.i.cti cn . Appeal 3 

~ lc1te over the head of local rfgicnal ~uthcrity, J·.owever, ccul!.d be 

feared ar:d unpcpular in both Chur ch and State. Englisr. kin~s cf tbe ~edieval 

perioc. didiked such appeals as :-.uch ~ the !forth African biehcps cf St 

Augusi:.ir..e' s tiu:e. Disputes ~ere frequent about episcc~al appcir.tce~t s . 

The Germanic races had a., instinctive senee that rights ove:: peci:le 50 with 

cwnership cf land, and that the lord of the land has special rights in 

relaticn to the priests appointed to serve the churches which the landlorr. 

has himself builm'T:1\4!.. lord was the patrcnus cf the beneficium. (Ihe 

earliest ir..st1µ1ce of ber.eficium in our modern ser.se cf 'ber.efice' has lately 

come tc light a:ucng the new letters of Augustir.e found by Johannes DivjaJc . 

It is instructive that in the ccntext the opulent lacy who owned the land 

evi~ently exercised a veto over the n~mir.ation of a bishop fer her tencl'lts , 

but did net at thi~ stage actually nomir.ate.W~ccordingly, kir.rs expectrd 

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

was not a r..aticnal body; and th~ cathedral chapters expected to ncmir..ate 

as w~ll as to elect. When ~ings nominated one candic.ate and chapters ncmiaated 

another, the dispute oight be t aken to ?.ome, and the pcpes ccul d prctuce a 

t r.i rd:-C~ 
Norman kinBs of En~land wer~ self-willed men who wanted tteir C'Jn . ay with 

the Cl:u_ eh. William Rufus declared that An11elm of Cantercury had no busif)1 s 

to vow obedience in hcmage both to the king and to the apcs tclic see: two 
(.\. . 

allegiances were 1:rutually incomp~ible, and if the archbishop r eccgnisec Ur ban 

as his lord ir, s piritualibus, that was disloyalty tc the Crcwn. ..':'le i. Ansel:t1 

wished to gc to Rome f er his palli~m, the king wculd not allow the act as an 

acl0'1c1Jledge!'.tent of foreign eut: ority. Ead.I!ler says that sycophantic bishc ps 

told tl:e king that if Anselm in any way 2cJ,.r.cwledged the pcpe ' s j uriedicti cn, 

he was breaking the faith he o~ed to the king (Vita 16). Anee!m eventua ~ly 

defied t he king and was rece i veci a t Rcme ty r rl'an ' ! succe es cr Peecha 1. Hilli2.:n 

t Le:: f crba.::e ;..:iselrn to return to England u1,less he l'Lr'\C~c e u v0ea1er.ce to t r.e 

pop~ and he insisted on bi n own right of ir.vesti ture. Eventually J..nselm was 

read.!:litted by Henry I. In Augus t 1107 the ~ing held a ccuDcil i n London to . 
decide en noll"'inati ot:s to the numerous vacant seee, and granted Anselm the 

decisive voice in the choice of candidates ar.d the right cf investiture bj 

the giving of the pastoral staff. But the i<ing insisted en hcmaf e by bishops 

\o 
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anJabbots after their electicn · bf h hbi -After all h. }i ana e ere t e arc s.,op went forwara with th• 
ccnaecraticn bi Ch h ~ d 

• /. e urc (o"e its place in society to tr.e patrooace cf kin-
8 

2.J'ld nocles io th b b 1 k -
e ~r ar an ingdcms; one nir.th-c£ntur7 ~ope cc~ld rebu;:e the 

archbhl:::cp cf Ccl ( . , , 
OE;De 1n a row over a nc:i:rna tior. to Liege in 921) f i i 

the custc:n tc t . \o.QA,. er gncr n~ 
a cnly tee king ccu]d ccr.fer the episccpa~After Gregcry VII 

- --- -~s~u~c~h- ~an~ge wa~ unimaginable. 

to 

In 

go 

is 

Papal power 

bishoprics a..'1d 

was enforced through 'provisi : ns' or ncminaticns 

benefices and thrcugh the power of dispensaticn. 

the letters cf 

up to Rome, the 

observed. Ee is 

St Augustina it is taken fo~ granted that when appeals 

pope's prime duty is to see that conciliar c~..non law 

the principal executive officer tc enfcrce the rules 

of prccedure laid dc.m by ch~rch councils. Nev~rtheless, eituaticns may arise 

where the strict adherence to car.on law will procuce ricts in the city or 

other disadvantages. In such cases Augustine aseu::es that the bishop of Rcme 

in conference with the local primate of Cartha&e has tr.e po,1er to dispense 

from strict ca.ncnical procedur~ispensing power later bEcame of the 

greatest · )U"actical importance becau!e of the cturch rules about forbidden 

desrees of affinity in ~atrimonial cases. ~uestior.s of marriage and 

divorce were of special ccncern if people were to remain in good standing 

in the eyes cf the Church. Pa_pal fower to disper.se free rigid rules tec&r.le 

a cajor source cf authority. Unfortu:.ately t he syste~ i nvolved the Rortan 

curia in all the costs and pettifcggery attachiflg to co~~lex l i tigaticn. 

To Henry VIII and his lawyers it vae a scurce cf offence as well as of 

much l~y irritation when matrimcnial and otht r cases had to be taken t c 

a fcreig;n court for decisicn. Eut Henry . as not a total i nnovator in 

demanding that the appcint~nt of bi shops and ~a trimcnial causes depend 

en his royal aruthority. wbe.t was r.tw and revclut:.cnary in ct nry w.~ 

hl, shatterin6 of the universal assUClption tr.at t te En&lish Chur ch was 

without questicn part of a univer~al Church, er at lte.st a western Cl- urcb~/ 

of whi ch the bishcp of Rc~e was tr.e executive head. Ke t even ~ycl i f co~ld 

l-.ave enterta ined a noticn 2.e radical as t hat . !'.? r!ilius and Cc.-:b:n:; cculci 

~rite ir.ce:;diar; pages attacki ng p111,al po ... ·er ns cu:-rently c r,erati ng , tut 

cc~1d h~ral y have envi sa6ed Chrietendc~ ~• a ccnge:-its of :rde~er.dent 

natic r.a l churct es eet abl i sr.ed en t t:e pri r.ci ple cuius re gio eius r el i gi o . 

!,eve rthe l eee, cr,ce en!' eet as i de t he eccles :i cl q;y c f t t: l" ls !.dorie.n decrt t a!e, 

it •.1a s a:-. eas:; i. v e to t h11ikin~ of t r.e Gi urch a~ er f :-. _s t' d territorially, 

with t t:e ~• t:c~cl 1t an of t he province exer c1 · 1 ~~ r eal J - r1 sa1ct1 _r. in 1 ~! ~t : ~r. 
t o ~i s ~uff r!gans, wi t h the l i f e of t hr C. urch ( f t ~c r rcv1r. ce rul ed ty 

Ser i pt • . .!l;~t he ca r.cr,s cf cr.urch ccur ci l:s r ece i wd t,_1 t ~e UJ".i vereal Churcr. ;,::: 

especial ly i n tte pr cvincl" i n questl cn, but net by the per~cnal ~ecis1cns 

of t he b1eho? of Rome. There was truth in tt·,e ccnten t icn tha t t r." pri rr.;:i r i ~ j-

territor i al str..ic t ure -..• ; s predor. i na r.t in thl' nr.ci t> ~. t ?n..: • ~rly 'T,• di ev;:i l c, ... :::-eh . 

H 
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i tins on the ground that i t Eenry VIII's apologi s t s could defend h sac c , 

' > r. of 1,1'-: ich be claimed to be bea~he defence pres'l:..IC-pr ivate ,hu_-.-ch of England i. , 

• 
ably assumed the old Ger-.....an i c nction of land ownerehip entailing religicua ccntrol. 

But Eenry 1 s i deas cf s~prea:acy were certainly fuelled by hie reading in JuS t inian. 

Hie address to t t e Co~vocaticn of York in iS,3 makes an express 

eccleeiaetical l egislation to prove t hat he is not claiming new 

appeal to Justinian's 

pcwer~There 

indeed wae a greit e~peror, a master of the civil law, legislating with unqueS t icned 

eoverdgnty on :natter s which, in t he medieval ·.,test, were crdered by cancn in a pyra.ztic 

of authority with t he pope at t t e tcp, everyt hing flowing down fro~ tte power cf the 

keye er,trust ed to Peter. 

judge of doctrine 

Protestant defenders of the thesis that the prince is 

fcund Justinian an uncertain a.id, because of tf' 
proposition in Just i ni an

1
e Code (Lil) that t he bishop of Rome is the acknowledged 

guardian of or thodox belief - a pcint whi ch Philpot bad to concede at his trial 

in October 155~YBut Jewel recalled hearing Feter Y.artyr lEcturing at StrasboUTp 
V 

on J ustini an 's re~oval of twc popes from office, Silverius and Vigiliue, and fel t 

enccu=aged er.ough to i nclude the pcint in The ~fence of the Apclcg of the Church 
,3y-

cf England (1570)V At leaet it was clear that Justinian did not derive i~periu.c from 
the Pope . Eis s cvere i gnty as emperor was quite independent. 

Awareness of t he ·overlap and potential conflict between cancn law and civil law '-

firs t appear s, to t he best cf my icncwledge, in the fearful di sputes aoc~t the 

legi t i macy cf Pope Syn-r.achus at t he time of the Laurent i an schisi7, at Rome at 

beginning of t he sixth centuryo/rn England th~ i s sue arcse sharpl y in }'agna 

English kinee l ong t efore .c;enry had imposed penal ties on clerics ..,.r.c a !'.,pealed to 

Rome agains t t he king, ar.d tad enac ted statutes such as ?r~ecrunire, ~:d the stat ut es 

of Pr ovi sors . ·,;1 t :: :-: er.ry VI II,.1 what had t-een cnl :r brave ·,,rords for Sdward III was now 

being acted on. 

In r enry ' s inn s c f court t her e were har d- headed ant i c l erical l awyers l ike 

Chr1 s tcpr.e r St uer ~an ( 1~60- 1541) ins isti ng t ha t wher e t r.e r e i s ccnfl 1ct be~ween 

cancn ar.o sta t ute l aw, car.er. l aw yi eld~t Ger;:an appE: a r s as a si.1pporter cf tr.e 
I C ) 

kin6 s unilateral refor:n cf tl:e Church, and an opponent of cancns e.r,d l e gat i ne 

ccns t ituti cns enc roachi n . en t he proper ri ghts of the t e::!lp~ral power. ?or hi~ -. 

i t is axic -;-.a tic t ha t a.'1 -: r i nicn t"nforced •Ii t h the t hreat of penalty f or her esy must 

be sup porte d : y suffici ent and unambiguous aut .-.ori ty: can the bishcps be !!aid to have 
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utterly clear aut!-.crity fer all that they enforce under the ex officio procedure? 

St Gel'i:lan al~o thought that a secular ruler has the right to lay down judgments 

on histery where that is done to provide a ground for political action in the present • 

• 
Ee was anxieue to vindicate the thesis that Henry s Act of Supremacy of 1534 

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

the potestas ordinis. so St Gr-man justifies t:ie assertion of the Act in Restraint 

of A~peals that this real:n of England is shown from sundry ancient chronicles to 
,38/ 

be an empire. An I npi re' here, as Walter Ullman."l !!Lowedy'meant a l!!OVereignty cf 

jurisdicticn in which the ruler was tht source of all authority whatsoever, 
( to St" ~ u ""-A" ) 

like Justinian an unquestiened master in his own houl!!e, andJ_because of his 

responsibi l ity to defend truth in the Church
1
possessing the right to decide disputed 

points of biblical exegesis . The Act's his t orical assertien was cf mcmentous 

consequence for the juridical conceptions under!ying Henry's claims to eccleeia$t ical 

supremacy. 

Did Henry need to de it? European monarchs and emperors had long used their 

po..,ers to ensure that important sees ..,ere held by the men they wanted. Eiabopa 

were often well educated, frequently of aristecratic er even royal blood, and fcrred 

the nuc,tua1 cf the king
1

s council. {!hey are th~ eldest element in 

the English Reuse of Lords.) Eer,ry VIII ..,as net the first, as also not the la!!t, 

to use his powers to nominate figures politically con£eni~l to him. That is r,ot 

' to say that pol.tical consideraticns were all-important even for him. Cran'l er 

may have been tillid and vacillating, but he was certair.ly le arnedj Cutb~rt Tunstal 

was gentle and saintly; Stephen Gardiner a first-rate ca.ncnist as well a s a 

flueht linguist in French and German and probably so□e Italian. Even r.enry 

1Janted hie biehcps to be aclcnc1Jledged for their _9,cdliness and gooci learning, not 

merely to have t he righ t pre judices abcut hi s ciivcrce and t he i niquities of the pepe . 
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Y.c:-ecver, Her_ry was far f r c::i b~inl tte cnly Eurcpe 2..."l mcnerch tc_ expect to i-"°, • 
a decieive voice in the choice cf his principal biehope. ?he Pope, Cl ement V11, -

~ 
did net obj ect to the ntminaticn of Cra.n:ier to succeed Warham. Over epieccp~l 

appcintmer.ts, t hen, Renry had not crc•••d ewords with the Vatican. The Act of 

1533 , tcwev~r, on the appcint~ent of bishops, still on t he En~lish etatute bock 

today even if in practi ce other arrar.ge?Dents nc\J ; revail {as in tr.e caee of 

t he Co~ccrda t with ?ranee in rebard to e piecopal appcintmente in Al , ace and 

Lorraine), is ~ilitar,t. It eli~inates from the nomir.aticn process bo th tr.e 

pope and ar,y indepenc.ence cf i.:ind on t i'.e par t of ea thedrd chapters ( though 

allowing t hem a ncttinal elective role). Yet did the Act cake aeserticns about 

rcyal pcwere !Uch as nc cne had heard in Eurc~e befcre thie ti~e? rra r.kish 

lr.inee of r-:erovir.gia.n ;;nd Carclir.gian tices had ex~rcis eo. wic.e po-.iers, wtich \Jt-re 

in :rest caiaee ta..kf n fer grar,ted. Bincmar cf Reims felt it necess~ry to 2.cia:onish 

Lo·.t:.c III net to decand, :;,leaee, that a ca:.ciidate r.o:.i:.a t ed 1:y t he Cro\JD 

elected; he s~c~l d ~eep the customary procedure by which the · Crcwn granted 

the neiehbcuring bishcps leave to :r,roceeci tc an electicn, authoriised the -

entrusting cf t he ternporilities to the new bishop, and per:Ditted the =et:-c­

pcl:.tan a:.d prcvir.cial bishcps to i;c ar:ead with the crc.ir:aticn. At tt.e e-a1te 

tioe 3nc~ar carefully dissoci,ted r.imself frc~ the view (evident ly held by 

scr::e ) that kings ougr:t to confine ti:.ie:r.sel ves to tempcral ea tters ar.C:. tc t !lH.k 

church affairs none cf their concern~ The investiture struggle shc~ed t he 

Ci:urch trying t o fend off established lay ccntrcl, "'herecy the pr i est ·o1as no mort 

than the landowner's c~aplain and !ervant. Eenry VIII's acticns are evidently 

more t h&n :,et a.r,ctht! r act in the investiture con t roversy, but are r:evertheless 

i n'..elligible as 2. reaf:serticn cf lay pcwer ove!' the Cl.\!rch - ar.d pcwer not cnly 

de facto but de jure Angli~e. Ee claimed tr.at he \/as not i nnovating but r ecove­

ri~g ancient liberties - a~d that was the lan£Uage cf Gallicans, if r.ct ~ m 

the t i~e cf Philip the Fair, a t l ea!t since the Council of Conste.nce ~ 

Fcpe Fe.ul III car,r.ily !'uge:;e!ted a ~allica:. liberty as a way of retaining 

Englanci ·..ii tnin Ca tr,olic uni ty ;~J'> .,rhy cou} d :,c t Eenry t ake tl:e ?rench line, 

holding cc-_ninicn with the rest of the 'western Church a.r.d Rome, yet strenuously 

k( eping papal jurisdicti on at a di~tance? Eenry 's father-in-law, Ferainand t he 

Catholic, r uled not cnly southern Spain but Sicily. :-ie continued the secular 

i n.lepenc.ence of the J: onar, ki ngs cf Sicily, wr.o haa called co~cih on t heir 

c\JT1 !" "I v - eo , h2r. f r r b1r.den ? ':lt'~al !'I t o the Curi2 , had r~fuseci en try t o papa l 

legates t rying to vi sit the i s lana, rnd he.d wr.clly ccntrolled t he 

ncrr inaticn of bis~cpe . The Cap : t ul a of tr.e kingdc~ of 
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Sicily inc~ude the text of a procla.c,ation by Ferdinand dated 22 January 1514, 

, bich declares his devction to the Rooan Church, and then adds tte proviso 

that in Sicily the king rell'ains responsible for both spiritual and te:1 pc.ra..l 

affairs. The curia is not to intrude.~ 

One wcnders if Eer.ry VIII might have fcllowed his father-in-law's 

example, asserting both his royal supremacy and his devotion to catholic 

doctrine, including the see cf ?eter if not the incU!Ilbent sitting en it. 

Eency's defenders liked tc point to the deplorable corruption in holders 

of the Fetrine office li~e Alexander VI - an arf'Wl)ent to which Pele responded 

' with the observaticn that the juridical rights of the English Crown we~ 

surely independent of the moral qualities of the kings wearing it. One 

could aseert the honour of the office without having tco much regard for 

the holder. By an ironic paradox Heru-y' s daughter Mary could cnly restcn 

papal supre!l:acy- over the Church of England by invoking r.er roya..l prerogativ,., 

in face of the reluctance of many in parliament to see the Chu=ch restored 

to communion with Rome fer fear that the pope aIJd Pele wo~ld expect and 

require the restitution of ccnfiscated church lands, held by those whom 
I 4 .)..:' 

even the strongly Protestant John Foxe frankly described &S 'corr.:oranta'.V 

Pole aufferPd the humiliation of 

country with legatine authority. 

long delays before being allowed into the 
Yoli-t.t,ri~ 

And in practice ~he example of i·ia.ry in ,.. 
forgoing the confiscated church prcperties was not followed by cany. 

Henry VIII's Act of Supremacy was not really_thunder out of a clear sky. 
Philip the lair of France had treated Bonif ace TIII in a.n a.naloEous rar.r.er. 
In the pre-Refcmaticn a&e the English people seem to have entertained 

~ixed feelings towards the chair of Peter. Some certainly looked to it 

ae a scurce of truth as well as a fo~nt of car.onical authority. 3ut there 

were others who did net feel this way about it - whc resented the a:anner 

in wnich Inr.ocent III had cult with king Johll; 

Matthe~ Paris (1199-1259) one might easily gain the i~pressicn that English 

prosperity had been disastrously ~indered by bribery and cor:rupticn at the 

'13 Roman curia."- Groeseteste ttcught the papal practice of stuffing foreigners 
'-

into English bishopaics and benefices oc dieaetroue that everycr.e ought to 
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be stin~d to resistance and protest. 
When pope rnr.ccent IV cor,ferred 

a canor.ry at Lincoln on his cwn nephew, 
Grosseteste declared his 

his ccnvicti cn that such 
~imultar.ecus c~edience to papal jurisdiction and 

from 
•-ti"christ, en which grour.d he flatly declined 

an act could co~e cr.ly "'" 

to a.ccept it: 
used for edifigatiJ~, net, as in 

papal authority should be 

this case, for destructicn. Grosseteste wanted the epiritual and 

th secular arm ccncentrating the te~poral kept apart in distinct spheres, e 

on the defence of the realm, just administration of law, and upholding 

good conduct by e:xal:lple; the spiri tual arm to minister tte word and 

sacraments with holiness cf life, vigils, fasts, and as$1ducus prayerf!' 

3.e: wanted to keep the secular arm in England from intruding its pcwer 

ir.to the church by patronage ri&hts, and wished to maintain tr.e 

ir.dependence of tte cturch courts. He expressed apprete,-sicn it6t"the 

coronation unction might give the ~cnarch the illusion that be had 

received acme sacerdotal powers together with this biblical sign of tbP 

seven gifts of the Spirit.'\;'-' 

Grosseteste was no doubt not the antipapal hero tr.e Lcllards 

mace hi!:!1 out to be. Their feelings about the papacy ..,,ere fairly 

unqualified. Wyclif ~enied that the pope has any greater pcwer of the keys 
(."' 

tr.ar. other priests. He told king Richard II that royal scvereignty in ''· 

England ought to have no rival, that the king was entitled to stop 

mcney flowing to Ro~e, ar,d that the papacy as an inetituticr.wJl,s Antichrist. 
( 

The tecporal power had a ~oral right to take endo'wttents from unworthy 
~s 

clergy. The canon law of the Decretaliets etould be set as~~ and the 

Cr urch ordered in accordance with the Bible and the ancient Fa~hers. 

no doubt helps to explain whJ the ir.fluence of Luther on the English 

Refor.:ation, while certainly substantial, was not always tcminant. Ae 

early as the 1530s tr.ere were contacts with Bullin5er and the Zwingli i-

pclity cf ZUrich. Granted that mar.y of tht- Thirty-Nine J..r~icles O'wed 

much to the Augaburg and W~ttemberg confeseicns of 1530 and 1552, both 



• 

• 

• 

striking for their conservative moderation and conciliatory tone; 

granted that in 1562-3 Biehop Edmund Guest, known for his 

Lutr,eran eympathi es in eucharisti c theology, had drafted article 28 

of the Thirty-Kine !rticles in terms which eimul taneously denied 

Traneubstantiation as an eliminatjn& of the eign from the sacrament 
~s Lillf,ard saw D 
anaTeought to protect the Presence of Christ - to the cc~aternaticn of ,... 
the Zwinglian faction; granted that the Thirty-lane Articles actually 

recognisec\the bishop of Rome to be Catholic bishop of that city and denja.,{ 

only his ju.risdictic in England and (what none cculd ueert?) 
habit 

the nerrancy in incumbents of that see: nevertheless, 

the puritan dissatisfaction with Cranmer's prayer book and ordinal 

and articles is naturally seen as a ccntinuation of the underground 

dissidence of Lollardy. The agcniea of Lhe vestiarian ccntroversy 
(a,.~ 81.1.U< ' 

reflect Zwinglian influences, which regarded Luther and Brenz as ' 
A 

dangerous cor::rproltlsers encouraging the Er-glish Refor:Lers to produce<a 
] (- ' '"'t'° :iirngled estate,, a mixture of the gospel and pO'pery,. / 

One writer i nfluenced mere by Luther than by Lollardy 

provided a virtual bluepri~t for Henry VIII's revclution. In 1528 

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

that his euty was to refonn the Ct urch. The pope and bi shcps had gatr.ered 

to the:nselvee toe much of the wealth cf England. '? '.ol".ks devour the land'. 

\.'hatever .9oes i nto their treasury ceases to circulate; land bequeathed 

to them fall s i.:nder the dead hand, mcrtmain. Cl~rgy claim to owe no 

obedience to princes, Their prime l cve is power, ar.d t 1:ey u~e auricular 

ccnfe ,=-si c ii t c ext r ac t r ,.rs :m~ l M.d ooli tica l s ec re ts . '!'yr.da le was cne 

of the ~any who have imag: ned that because t he pc?e has a priest i n 

every parish , he mu: t te wonderf ully well informed. He -as t:!UCh of fended 

when the clergy hs.nded heretics over to the ■ecul{r a.mi for ' just 

p~r i sn~ent rr iti gated cy due ffiercy', a formula which everycne knew to 

mean b1.J:1 i ng. 'fbe bishops had rr.acie t he king intc the pcpe' s har:gman. 
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let Henry rid tte land of the pcpe's usurped power. He sr. : tld atol: ih church , 

courts through which biehcps harass laymen, sometimes \as Foxe lat~r ccmplai ned) 

pu t ting questicns that simple artisans and yeo~~ farmers cou:d 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. Ee sto ld rede ploy 

the resources of idle cor.ks for educaticnal purposes and the better in■tructicn 

of a sadly ignorant clergy. 

Tlpldale's book was apparently put i nto Henry's hands by ).nne Bcleyn, 

whose family had at least anticlerical and perhaps protestant sympathies, and 

whose house was a place when imported Lutheran books might be fcund. 3ut ~ 

Tyndale's next book wcul d not have been accepted there. Ee expressed vebe~ent 

disapproval of t he divorce, agreeing with Martin Luther,wt o declared that f er 

Henry to divorce Cat~arine and marry Anne would be adultery, a ccnsiderabl~ 

time before the vacillating pope came to give a verdict. Tyt:dale's ccndemL2\jon 

was fatal to hi~. Living at Ant....erp (where, despite the emperor's control 

over the port, it seems that protestant merchants and travellers could pass 

remarkably freely), he wa■ eventually betrayed. As the flaces rose round hi~ 

he prayed, 'Lord open the king cf England's eye~ in fact his beck cf 1528 

may have dcne t hat already~ for Tyndale there taught that kings, not popes 

are Gcd's deputies on earth. Their subjects owe t hem an undivided allegiance. 

The king is answerable not to them but to God alone, and ' none may qu~sticn 

whether his acts are right or wrong.' This was beady a.,d intoxicati ng 

reading for a self-willed, egocentric monarch with the mind cf a spoilt child. 

I 
Yet P.enry s determination t o be master in I is own hcuse went back to the 

very s tart cf his reign . I n hi s Defence cf t he uni ty of the Ch1;rch Pole 

Church, Ee evidently did no t kr.ow that at the time in 1509 Henry ha<'., l.loted 

to add the qualifying provis o 'if net prejudicial to his jurisdiction and 

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

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

never had ariy superi or but God; we will maintain the rights of the Crc·,m like 
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our probenitors'~ 

The title 'supreme head, under God, of the Church of :::t'lgland ar.d Irela..~d• 
. I 

canr:ot have looked anything but ridiculcus and offensive to mcst of aer.ry s 

contecporaries. Tunstall's well known remcnstrance on the eubject expressed 

what was surely a colll!llon feeling both to con~rvatives end to 'gcspellers•.'t,;) 

'Caput ecclesiae' was a title Protestants found no les~ ir~some than Catholics. 

~oth Luther and Calvin referred to the assertion, implying F.enry to be pcpe in ,~. 
his own kingdcm, with astoni:shmer. t and scorn'/It is especially instructive to 

notice that at his trial in 1556 Cranmer was accused of having been personally 

responsitle for seducing Henry into cl,iming the title, and tr.at Cranmer, with 

eminent reasonableness, justly replied that the responsibi l ity lay wit)l. his 

Catholic predecessor Warham, supported by the ccnsidered judg.nent of the 
• Gi 

universities of Oxford ar.d Cambrid~ Royal supremacy was no protutant dcctrine 

in the fore in which !ienry was to assert it. even though the ~man refQn:ation 

was to depend verJ cuch upon the decision of the princes. 

A aensitivity to protestant feelings, more than any desire to placate her 

rastive Catholic subjects, moved Elizabeth in 1559 to accept Lever's suggesticn 

that she change 'head' to 'governor' (below p. 'fJrrt must be clear (though 

Eenry him=elf had ccnceded the pcint) that the ccntrol of church policy i ~plied 

no claim to the sacerdotium. Even that and the explicit disavo~fU in the c,,s 
Thirty-nine Articles~were to be ur.acceptable lo Cartwrigt t and the puritans. 

During the 1560s the widening split between the ~~rian exiles entrusted with 

episcopal office and these wt o had net been so favoured reinforced the latter's 

ccnvicticn that a royal supremacy must be set aside. Jt was the Queen's 

reeclve which maintained th~ episCCfal succession, a 'popish pcntifical' 

called the Ordinal, crucifixes, wafer bread, sair-ts' days ar.d scrpli~e~; e.~d to 

purite.ns the authority which upheld such things was ipso facto discr!dited. 

Already in the 1570s Whitgift cculd fcresee that an overthrow cf t r.e episccpal 

orcier could entail the destruction of the rncnarchy~~3,-r suspect ttat John 

Foxe's surprising support for the queen and the episccpal crder, despite his 

strong affinity fer the i;uritan star.ce, explains why, when Cart\.l'l:ight accus•d 

w'hi tgift of gross insincerity in his laudatocy wcrds about Fcxe, ',.'hi tgift '>las 

able to assert hi s cordial gratitude t c the ~artyrolcgist ~~ -

P-:-c f r~cc r ~cari11b-i c:k h" s r b • r. :> br i 1li :>n t ,.h:,..i r. ., t ir- r r- f · r !' .:"'.';, r', 11~ l r,,.~~ 
~ --

of the evclutic~ of ~enry's nct1cns cf royals .premac~ At lat, as 1?!0 
-(., 

the king couli 0rant th~t i n matters cf heresy the ~cpe oueht to j udg~his 

jurisdictir n was the pcint in dispute. 
d. 

3ut after the Act of S pr er.2cy cf 1534, 

::er.ry, wit!1 the uncerg11n& of Crcr.well, began to think himself res~cnsible for 

layir.g dcwn ncrr.:s c! 2uthentic doctrir,e in t·Jis private Church cf :Sr,e,lr.r.d. Ffad ne t 

the s ~p=emacy Act si~ply transferred to ~he king all the f Owers, =ang1ng fro~ 

ai srmsaticn up to d.c £7=.:c t!c de fi:-. i ticn, ordinarily exercised by ~t ;:-, te:-' s 
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succ~ssors? Could he net issue i~juncticns 

with ccnvccaticnf.ll' 

~ for his Church Mctu proprio, ~ithout 

t he least cor.sultaticn 
There was a ~ere sensible, if :n 

practice weaker, answer, namely that the disper.sing pcwers had now pas~ed to 

t t e Archbisbcp cf Canterbury, a.r.c t ~.at tte responsibility fer determir.ing th
e 

~oc t rir.al platfcr.t of the English Church fell to the college of bishops. 

• 

~be Ten .'-rticles cf 1536 bore only the king's name and title as their a~t~crity, 

but explicitly clai.r.f.d to have had m;;.ture ccnsi-:eration by ccnvoca.ticr.. t:ct:ii ne 

is revealed cf their extensive affinity with the a.:rticles a.greed · at 
~ 

Wittenberg between an Englisl':. delegation and th~ leacilr.g Lutheran divines; but 

the 'pro~estantism' of the Ten Articles is of the most 'milk and water' kind f 
apart frcm the e~phasis on the ncn-f'l:.Ildamental character of images, saint's 

d~ys, invocaticr. cf saint,,hcly water and candles and otter cere~cn:es,ar.d 
accepted 

on the distinction b~twe~n the(prcpriety cf prayers f•r the departed a.r.d t ht 

a.buses associated with purgatory. The statement on justification ! t y ccntrit1cn 

ar.d faith joined with charity• anticipates Tren~. Foxe tr.cught tte Ten Article s 

c cntair.ed 'mar.y ,wd great imperfecti cns ar.d untrutr.s n:,t to be per:d tted i:-. 2r.y 

true reformed Church.~/ 

The fcll cwing year saw the appearing cf the 'Bishop~• Bock', which f er 

protestants was hardly ~ere consclin'# and the revision of this in 1~43 tc 
I 

-:iron_~ce 
• (:"' 

the King s Book went so far in an ur.proteeta.nt di recticn as to Illak0 rverycne 

tc.ke 
I ,6 \ 

f er grar.te d t hat Stephen Gardiner s hand wae ubiquitous in it},,, ~he ¥.i r.~'s 

Book includes a etri kii.g passage or. the refusal of t he Orier.tals ar.d Grecians t o 

accept the Ccur.cil of ? lorence en Rc7.an primacy, de□ons~ating lack of catt cl ic 

cons ent. '?he ri £ht cf na t1or.al churches to follow their own order i s al so 

asserted, 1o1itr. a c.u t y to hcnour, afte r Chris t t hf ar:ly he-ad of the ~.i\'e n U 

: hun:h , 'Chri,t[ Qn <i ,,5~ ,rn.i pri nces • .. h l ch be U, f l.r- ,~I ,_o \ e . . 1 0 :-!' t11. .:, i ·n en . n 

'\ ~ :i.. / 

t he i;arti cul ar churcr.ee'. V 

Tc en~ur e rcyal central, Tho~as Cromwell was nomi~ated ae the kinb •~ \'i ce-

geren t tc govern t r. e bi shcps ' proceedi ngs, t aking h i s se a t i n convccatic~ / 
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abcve the archbishops. A church historian r.ight ask if he or Eenry 

could have been aware of tr.e pr~sidency exercised at the feurth 

ecWI:enical ccuncil of Chalcedon in 451 by the long rcw cf high-ranking 

lay officers cf state nominated by i'larcian and ?ulcheria. The 
Q.vt.'\ 

presidency of these lay officers of state cculd be ded~ced(fro~ 

jejune infcrmaticn, apart from a Lr- tin tranelaticn cf the 

the 

Definition of Faith and the 27 canone, provided in Merlin's princers 

of the collected Concilia. (Crabbe's editicn did oct appear Uiitil 1538, 

and tbe margir.e of Cranmer 1 s copy of that were socn to be covered 

with his manuscript annctaticns.) In 1536 and in 1538 Cro!D',Jell issued 

sets of eccleeiaetical injunctions in the king's name, with a preamble 

making it explicit that they are grounded in the king's 'supreme 

autr.crity ecclesiastical'. i3ut this supre~ac:y was enlarged by Cronr,.,ell 

to be held and exercised not by the king alone, but by the ~ing in 

parliament. Eenry's acts in relation to the Cbu=ch were made 
o.,,.l, 

parliamentar; statutes, and it wu;_parliament which cci.;'.d malce the 

denial of royal supremacy a crime. So the supremacy cf the Crown 
,l,3 . 

merged into parlia.mentar1 control" The lawyers were insistent that 

the Act of Supremacy was no innovaticn. J. cor,temporary, (;lecrge 

Wyatt, .rrote that it was 'not dcne to give the king any new title 

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

rightfully due to the crown of the Realm, and that r.o foreign rrince 

er potentate had ar.ything to do in the same, as the bis~cps cf Rc:.-,e 
\~ '1 

called Pcp► s pretended anc cf long ti~e usurped.' \; To the co~cn 

la...-yers it vai: ~xic!l'.atic tr.at papal pc1.•er had r,ev'!r been exercheci 

I in England except by the king ~ permissi .:n, ;ind 1.·~at t he ~ing ccul d 

per.nit be could alee disallow. Cromwell tied the autocratic 

omnicc:rpetence of the Crc-.m to that cf t=arliement, eno thereby began 

the long debate on what li~/
5
tat1ons there might be to tr.e royal 

ecclesiastical eupremacy. V 

., ' 
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. . attaching to royal st:prerr.acy 
The flexibi2ity cf interpretation 

be Ul!ed by Parliament to resist both 
and the way in which it could 

Cut in a conversation between Eishop king and bishops ~ere brought 

Stephen Gardiner and Lord Audley, Thomas More's successor as 10rd 

chancellor (1533-44). The conversation was reported by Gardiner in l547 

in a letter to the Protector Somerset, in which Gardiner sub~itted to 

So~erSet his difficultiee about accepting Edward VI's injunctions for the 

Cburcb~Gardiner argued to Somerset with some subtlety that the$~ 

injur,ctions laid dc-.m preecripticns which were not authorised cy Act of 

Parliament. Could the royal prerogative override Parllament in this way"f' 

r.e recalled J-.cw 'Jclsey had teen caught, toi;ether with all th~ clergy of 

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

2.t Henry VIII's express request to the rope that Wol~ey was aypcinted as 

papal legate in England, nevertheless the la...yers held that his auttcrity 

• 

Wa!'I contrary to Parliamentary er.actu:ent eve!1 if he 1-,ad been carrying ~ut 
k~ 

the king's wishes. Tr.e judges{eppealed for precedent to the ca2e cf Lord 

Tiptoft, eari of Worcester, who fell from pO\.IE=r \.Ii th Ed·.iard IV in 1470 and 

was unable to avert execut:on by the defence that his savage cn;.elties 

on Edward's behalf had O(en carried out in the cause of hi s sovereign,and 

had been in accordance ·.Jith tl-.e la•.i he had learnt at ?ac:ua evtn if not 

wi t h the enactc:ents of ?arliament. ~:on over, it wa3 ~1~ld against '.vch :ey 

that in defiance of ¥.ag:r.a Carta r.e had i:!!:!:UEd injuncticns ,.,!:~eh \./e r e 

againet the cc~Jcr. law. In 1545 Gardiner had b~en sent ae a~ca s~adcr to 

the e:r.:r,eror, in ~be ccur~e cf w .. ich he had essured the e=: _. ercr tl:a t tl:e , ing 

of Englar.d ·.ia s ne t at cve the orcer of tl-.~ l cws ena cted i n fa rli.a:ter,t. 

Only a year previ c:-t:i-ly, unae::: :.enry, l-.e had bee:, ccnccrned -.,i t!: rte:::crs c f 

tr. e pr i ~y ccuncil {!t o .. t the ::.anc;ere t o the king in oontraveni r.g er. Ac-t. oi 

Pa rlia~ent. ~is earlier ccnversatic~ with Lord Aualey had er.~id with 

Audley warr.i ng him off sc delicate a subject. Audley ob:!!ervt<i t h::! t t he 

Act of Supre~acy confined t he king tc spiritual jurisdicticn, ~nd t~~t 

another Act provided t ha t no ecclesia~tical l aw cc~ld s t a~d a ~a in~t co~mc:, 

hi n::: 

, 
I 
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law or par~ia"inentary enactment. Ey this laet proviso the laity were 

protected against king and bishops clubbing tcgether to oppreee them 

through cancn law. Audley saw the uncertainties cf interpretatic~ cf 

praemunire ~ the principal source fer lay liberty from ecclesiastical 

tyrarmy. 

I!: his reply to Gardiner Somerset aeeme net to have taken up 

:te legal pcints raised by Gardiner, but rather to have cor.fined hi~self 

to preseing Gardiner to accept the 1547 book of Homilies. The royal 

injuncticlllfcr Winchester cathedral pcintedly forbad!2.nycr.e tc 

ca:l the dcctrines of the Eomilies hereti~al or new or ar.y othe~ such 

opprcbrious epithe'!;J, Gardiner's ccr.scienfe was troubled by the 

pcseible antinomianiem of Cranroer's homily on Salvation, sufficiently ~t(usc 

1 to make him prefer to stay in prison. 

n.u-::.ley' s ir.ter~rEtati0n 01 roy~l ~uf.1.'e....1a~y to .'te'i!l le:.~ po·:. e r 

over tr .. e Chw:ch a...':f\ ~Ven tne Grc·J..!l .t'rei.i.~u1:--.:d tne vie:1, t.1at it. 
1 

C ) 

w€.~ o. b~!:iC pr1.1 .. c~ilepi tn1:: rtcior..r.ati :.rn to dE.a:,- t) tn.:. G.iurc.1 I 
c:Ul) •d~vine r.lc,.Ct~, ~.)'ti:..i.n_ other tnan ~ne rle;ilt oi a u :.1:i:.tl,"'~ 

nw:i.aiJ. societj' ;,,1.~.n tue :::ovcre .l~!l :;ta te. l'.u0se ... ho iiS.:81 tc:d 

tr,s.t a ·c:..i::,r.o.,:, nod ~urisc.ic tiO!! .i.~l.f.1:=rt;i1t in t i .i:: co1..~iE::l.)!l 

testoAed i;~ crc.i...1H .. i:it:!l ca.:.:e i..:.crE:u::: :..i.:1..> to be: r-=~o..:ted &.s 

was ~c.;u:.et.. 

-C l.tle 'nec.d 

:)J; .J 1:!lj iHt::, 1,;. t: iun~ I s .c '.);,, €: l t ') -= :,. C ,.:,1-,.u.:. l.C ~ tt c::.r. c! 

) I -ca6 C~u~cn', o.~~ JclSUci~ive.tv otse1v~i t~ut. • w 

·1,h1le ::.e .1,,ra.ci:.tc&.l ~.-:erc1 se J i Jo.!::torol Jur1sd1ct.l.,; n ,•,-:.s _:..:i::: 

,-.,or:s1"'tle: l_) lhi::: :-,ir-t!,, d ·.e!'.e /tu.':: n,::i St;:l::.t: .i.t. ·" "1ic~1 'Cl c': !\LT19 c0 ... .1.d 

te: s&..l.d tJ ·ce tLE: S'.)u rc e: .JI e{:iscopa.l ::i • ... t.1or1i:..:,. 7h-= ::tJ.11.ct: 01 

t.ri<it ids cls,:.r L.o."' tb= r•ii;t: ci tL-: ur~ii1al.~ N .verti,t:l1=ss 

tr;e ,:;rtJ'C.esi:a..r.-c; : .!...e~is tr.;,,.,:. 1i1rL!ltf3-uthorii::, lir. ::c -=x.:_u:::l.VE:l.: in 

.-:.c1.l._;,T''..:.rt: impli-::: a ~esac1·0.i1:: :1t.tvr. 01 tr.e C11urc:.:. :1nc it s J.:tJi­

::.t -c:..i:·s, ,Jhi•::h .-..... _c: ii:. t::..s~er tu i:-.1..-;rp.rt: t Loyal s ... :-itt:C.!:i...: J ::. 1 .... ~l.) 

._._ e,')(p,-:-essin~ the V~tw L~o.t ou.t:,on'y ~n .. ~_,-~c(, ; rc~ . i.-~ i,- r 

tl:e U: 1- ...11 -.!. ..:-C- '. t:r • It is deeply significant that tr.e first eer.tence of 

article 20 of tl·,e Thirty-?\ir.e Articlee ( 'The Church hath ...• n:tr.cri t :,- in ccntrc-

versies of faith', echoing the Wrttemberg Confessicn,1552) was sc aisliked ty 

/ nuritan~ that so~e printed editicr.~ of the Art\cles emitted it. Even kin~ Jac~s 
5f\Ce. 

I _ ic:prudently SUE,i e!ted (in his Acology _ for the' oatn cf allegi2nce', 1607) that 

'- the Bi ble being the !ole source cf divine truth, it~ for each believer to judte 

of ~~e ~oE;mas _of tr:e fa.!.t~ - a pr:::pcsiticn "'hlch re•:.oved all i:cs!i~l~ b.;sis ior 
the ~1n~ o ocl 1cy of coerc1sn tcwards r~cus,nts ~na dissenter□ • 



Even d~ring :aenry VIII' e reign 
the doctrine of royal s ~pre~acy 

V~'O' t different pec ple. During 1543-44 
carried~different me~ings 0 

Stephen Gardiner 
di Controversy with •illiam 

was engage n 

i and finding out of the 
Turner, alias ~raghton, aut~cr of !Th~e___eb~un!!_!t_!E.ngg_!~~~~.!.!.Q.....:::.=..:.....;;.;;;;.,_--

romish fo;f1, Turner aeked if the king's aseerticn of eup=emacy was a 

To the ma j crity i i 
denial of tte r ope's name, or purse, or doctrine. 

was hardly a denial of Cathc~ic doctrine. For a short time r.enry 

could look for iriends a=ong the Lutheran princes of Germany, and 

• 

send divines to Wi ttenberg to reach agreed etate~enta with t~e Lu t he i~ne 

wbich Luther and Y.elanchthon were to t hi~ ineufficiently protestant 

except as a proviaicnal measure. But in England the Latin mass remai 

intact, and the Six Articles Act strongly enforced transubeta.ntiatiLn 

and the necessity of ~riestly absolution in case of mcrtal sin. ~he 

bloody executi.ona of 1540, especially that of 2-rnea, ar,d the discard; g 

of Anr.e cf Cleves, were well und"ratocd to signify that the ,dn~ wa.9 

not by this time thinking ofcving in a. Lutheran directicWrevertr.e 1 e s, 

as the French ambassador shrewdly told Francis I i n a letter c f 6 
~ -

August 1540, it was no easy matter for Eenry to keep a pecple i n revclt 

against the holy see and the auttority of t he Church, and yet f=ee fro:n 

the infecticr. of heresy; ncr en tte other hand was it easy to ~ee ? 
/I 

these tenacicusly attached to crt:1cdoxy frc'TI looking 'Jith af;-t c t i c n 
an attachment 

towards the papacy - w 1c wo1· ld,,.;,;~~::.:;.::...;;.;.,. men like Cr!.I'.r.er s r.c"ed 

?ull .!. n i::er. 
E. ,-0-5..._ .-..... 

n te~porar y basi-s f or tr.e F.enr i cian ,,.. 
' -

mcuntin6 sytrpathy f er Luther and 

Royal Supre macy was t c lerable on 

bishcpe so long ae tl.ey •Jere net asked t o accept · heresy. \ C'n the e t.her 

side, t he sa::e wae f cur.d t o be t rue by t he Fro t e:!ltants. Tr.e ext ent cf 
r-

?rot l" s t ;ir,t d ii:d l lu,-t c- n m!'n t wi t h !-J ,. n r y'., n , ' i r l e • f r ~ t r • ,.., 
.,,.,... \., ("\ r 

Englana i s draT.aticall:, and bi tterly !!let ou t i n h t .e 'Jell .--n ~ 1o; :-: : ett e r of 

Richard Hilles t c ::enry .Eu line-er, writ t •n frc::-, L d ~ - on on ir. 1:41. 

' 
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portrayed an arbitrary bloody tyrznny by a ki ng who bad exchanged rcman i ! i ng 

fer wo~anising, and was now actively eneaged in the persecution cf sodly ~en 

ar.d women. The martyred Barnes (to whcm no reaecn fer his execution was given) 

had alx-eady told Luther t han Henry's church policy was wholly determined by 

pclitical consideraticns, ne t in the leas t by rel igious convicticn or the word 

of God~ The i mpression e.mcng both ccnservativee and radical reforoers was tha1 

the royal supremacy was merely an act of naked power with no visible mc:ral basis. 
-J.ni ~8:llV 

William Tu.rnerfefus~d to grant Eenry the :_;..:;;.;.....~-:--.. head of the Chu rcn 

of Englc>nd and Ireland, but dedicated his 'supreme goYernor 

under God', explair.ing that this was to give him as much honour 'as is lawful 

tc 8,ive unto a:ny earthly man by the word cf God~t haa the f ur tht-r advantage 

of answering 'certain wanton ~erscne where as I have been,call the king's highnes~ 
nder pressu:r:e 

pcpe of En£land,' 'l er was willing to concede, that the king is 'su::-re!te head 1 

) 

of t ~e Church of England a.~d Ireland, with the prcvi~o • if ye ~cersta.rid by 

this wcrd Church ar, outward gathering t o~ethtr cf men and women in a pclitic 

order', and net tte Church cf which the :,ew 40estament speaks{!), 1 :::very vicic-..is k ir.1 

i s arr.ember cf the d~vil', ~~d theref cre net a·· member of th~rctur ch , still 

less head of it, Cn the ether h~nd 1 Turner was firm that rcyal s~premacy 

was ~rcunced in scripture, net in acts of parliall!ent or tte pcpe's ca::cL ~ow , 
I 

To !!!aintain all tr.e pcpe s dcctrir.es anc. ce·s·eoonies anci to expel his aut~crity 
~ 

sec~ed to Tur~er absurd ncne&.nse. 2is book with ~attacks on l he Eenri ci an 

bisho;s strikingly anticipated the puritans cf the 1560s and 1570s,fcr wt c~ 

Elizabeth ' s clai m tc royal supre~acy was intclerable when it ~ear.t the rffusal 

to reshape tr.e Church of England after the pattern of the best reformed churctes 

such as that in Scctland. As Beza sharply put i t , papal pcwer had not been 

0~ t he Cathclic siae, Stephen Gardiner , Eonner 2.l1d Tur.stall ccncecie~ tr.e 

r cyal supremacy because tr.e alternative was to fellow rcre and Fisher to the 

scaffol~~ca~se except fer the author ity cf t he pcpe nc changes cf 2.ny 

s ignificance had been made in Catholic doctrine and t ittle in ceremcn:es, ai:a 

beca1:se to a't:,andon t heir posts must be tc han,1 the Church over to t he wclve3 , 
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William Turner lambasted them for imposing penalties en folk found eatin~ 

' a t hunderous silence about the kings 
me~t en Fridays while keeping 

eexual :iores and 'fou.r lords of England that put away their wives not 

d h bett~', and likewi~e about for fornicatien but because they like w ores -~ 

the disgraceful plWlder of the abbeys for which 'all the whole realm 

smarteth untc this day•~'cl,But with Henry threatening to surrender to 

• 

·VJ biehops 
Protestanti:!:m as a whip to bring the::i to heel, perhaps the·.,~had less choice 

than Turner wanted to see. Who could tell hew long the King woul d live? 

Frot estantism might be quite strong in London and among Cambridge dcr.s 0 
(?oxe sacly ncted mere than cnce Oxford's strong preference fer the cld religicrl 
but the main population of the land, especially in the north, was in nc ✓• 

I 

deep sense protesta..~t in &:fI!!pathy. Were t hey not a ~eartbeat away from 

restoring the statue quo7 It wae net the las t tiu:e that Catholic bishops 

would find tbemselvea co~pro~i sing with a hostile governu:ent for the sake 

of survival in bope of better days in future. But even Gardiner could 

not stand by his earlier defence cf the royal supremacy when E~ward VI 

was using it to introduce Swiss prot estantism. Restored under ?-:ary 2nd 

elevated tc be chancellor, Gardiner could pWlgently comment at long last 

that among the disadvantages of Henry VIII's assertion of his headship of 

the Cr.uxch was the consideration that, i f he had thereby taken the 

English Church out of colUilunion with Catholic Christendom, he had no Chur~ 

to be head o~lAt hi s trial in 1556 Cranmer f c\md himself in t he bizarre 

pcsi t i cn of t ~ing instructed by his sovereign, whose supremacy he asserted, 

to recognise that of the pope, which he felt bc~nd to deny as inccmpatible . 

with loyalty t c the crovn~ 

Uncer Elizabeth ble royal supremacy enfor ced the vi a media cf 'f ol cen 

!Dediocri ty' as r,o oth~r fac t c!' c::u1 a do. In 1-".arch 1560 tr.at the..., Parker 

wa s wri i1n0 to :: i chcl as ~iea lr: o..1.J t':. t: thc- 1.· ueprived \Jisl.c ps ::ee:ret t.:r.0 

thei r request t hat the Churcn of England shculd again ackncwledge the pri rr.acy 

of the Rcman see. Like the anci~nt Briti sh Church before Gregory the Great, 

•i ~ 
the Chur ch of England was incepenc.ent of Rorr.e and the papal cl2 i'.!l to a 

" ur,i verse.l j urisdicticnj tl'forecver to ackncwledge t he , ope was treason{ ~ 



• 

• 
(!'et t hat he 

, • .-culd have 
I / tl:CUfht tl:e 

( :.~.c:1 i !h Orcir.a l 
n,}'thi:-:g but 
utte:::-l y pcpish.) 

But within a shcrt tiQe Parker was defending the royc,J. supremacy a~ainst 

the purit~1t. Parker, adltittedly, did net hiQ~elf believe that the queen 

had pcwers as absolute ae tccee claimed for the ~ope. When in :5cl r.e found 
•f ,,u 

her reluctant to give royal sanction to the Ti:.irty-lline Articlei, he 

P. 
solem.. _ly warned her that 'u governor and nurse of thb Church' she would , 'ol 

have to give accc1:nt at tt.e Last Judgment for her stewardship ir. t hi! re6ard.v· 

Certainly her prerocative ..,a• more than a pc1pist ~o•Jld grant, but it was(~ ~·f 
\ il-

less t han Eurbhley supposed, v Elizabeth found that Grincial preferred to 

resign rather than to ackr,cwledge that the q~een could exerci!e her supremacy 

so ~ to abclish prcphesyings1 'Remember, l'.adam, that you are a ;;::rtal 
,~.; 

creature . ./Parker and Grindal both found that the queen and parliament 

were elow to grant that matters such as the T"nirty-~ine Articles or 

'prcpbesyings ' were "atters to ce referred to the bietcps and ciivir.es of t he 

realm and unsuitable for lay decisicn. 

Kevertheless the royal supremacy prevented the Church cf England fro::i 

becoming presbyterian, and beca=e increasingly hated by tr.e ; uritans. 
TL.. Z1s...-.,"- Lc.tt, , ~(E 3>~) 

J... 
printed a.r. accctnt of 'The State of the Church of Er.gland' 

by the ver.ernent puritan Perceval Wiburn, bitterly ccmpla:ning of t he 
y-e,ry 

'Way in which iarr,e n mberf'cf chrgy once ordained under the lati:-. pontifical 

cor.tinuii bin charge of parisr.es without any reordinaticn as r~foreed 

mini~ters. Wib~ thought the royal S\, pret:'.acy the cr.e anc cnly 

" doctrine one cmuld b~ reasor.ably sure of being held by all the clerQ' ci tte 

Church of England. Eooker ~as explicit that royal suprecacy cculd r.ot 

~ean unrestrained autocracy. The Crc\Jn was li~ited "ey parliament, and 
"A.~ 

parlian:er.~ itseH(ackr.cwled1:,ed that the definiticn of orthodox doctrir.e 

11JUst rest on scripture and 'the firet four E;e11eral cow1c11:! 01· scr..e o tr,e::­

general cc1.r.c1l', and t hat if some future parliament l.'ere to ceclare 

sori:ething to be heresy J. t ccu:d ollly be 'with the asaent of n .e ch•rg:: in 

the ccnvccaticn'. Even parlia~ent, there fore, allowed that do:inicn was 

limited. On t ~e other har.d, Eooker defended the riE;ht cf t t e ;rince to 

h 1 •hr~~ ~n~ t o m~intain th~ or~er of the Church. Ee ..,~sable to 



• 
d ilh 11.t) ~xprt •II ► rc v1 1 0 ~ ► • •· 

lhe decrees cf Trent 1n l he 1:,therllJl • "' 

was no prejudi ce e r d1mlnut1on t o h18 cu1lc~ry ri gh t • ln r.G~iru t! ~~ t o 

benefices.~ 

ll tte cuptcn Ccurt ccnfere r.ce e r 1604 ~he 1urilar. P, rr.ol ~• r. ~ r • d ~ ~ 

in~atiah hic:aelf and t t.e rur1tan ca•J r fl ,11th J~r• I t;y & ~ · ~a-r -"- ~:'I t : • 

royal ■uprecacy. Ja~,, rt=t ~te.wd t t a l Jo~~ Y..nox n a 1 • -l! a~ :y r •• ~ ~• ~ • ~ 

su:,reoacy to ar.·.oy the biahc,,. C'nc • t!-.e 'll 1l'.cp1 u• c . : c !' ~·..e ••1 a.:- 1 t· • r 
f \ 

have taken ever the C!:urc h , t t-.1 - - r..a.rchy "'lll !al ~ a : , :: 1 J t 1 1·1:; , r~ a. l r,( . 

'I nctice', }-.e ajf!ed, ' tt.&t ;,urltvi " n•c~• • • do r t t ~• : :-A :.!!! 

ackncwl•~• =e to b« ■\ r~=-• e:n :-r.c r tn a H ~•-•e1 . ' <tS-

juriadicticn ( no~ doctrir.1) . 

and popery' t l: e ::rc r.arc hy itu l !' 

g1ft "'~' to c : ~1 ~ f or 

' <' •, h • Cr.'.l.rc h' . 

' l .l , ": e !. t • • 

• f' I .. ., -

i r, l! t ruc tt c1 t c t h1r.1 , , ... :n d. 
•(. --

:- • :.l 
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'cardi~al Allen in 1584 ob•erved wi'th t j tif _J C, ~ a nc un us ied bitternese that 
th

e rcyal supremacy over the Church, fer ref~sal of wh!ch Catholic 

recusants were being brousht to executicn on the charge of treascn (not 

htresy), was net actually believed by the ?rctestants themselves; mcreover 

tte dcctri~e cf the •uprecacy treated t · 1 h ~ ~ na 1cna c urc,.es as if they ...rre 

totally free to make all their cwn decisions in utter disregard cf the 

Ctu=ch universal, a prcpcsiticn needing cnly to be stated fer its 

ir.ccnveniencGs, net to say absurdity, tc becc~e evicent.~ }Jready by 

the reign cf Ja::.es I the fire of well-directed criticis~ was reducing the 
,g, 

area defensible by loyal ;,dvccatei': 1:one claimed tr.at tl:e mcr,arch cc::ld 

i:::.inisttr the 'Word ar.d sacramt·nte to tl:e people of God, cc~B absclve er 

excorr.,:w.icate, a:-.d the or.ly c;.uestion at issue wae whether it telo-.t,ed to ttf' 

~ing to call 2J1d preside at Syncds, !ancticn car.or.s, hear ecclesiastical 

2ppt-als, gra!lt benefices, aJ;pcint and depose bishope. Ecrt-cver, the 

defenders cf the suprer:acy 'bad to assert that it was a i:.cral right, not 

an act cf mere power. 7r.ey bad to avoid shooting t he::irelves in tr.e 

feet by the are;uiter.t that the powers claimed fer the Fcpe we=e !C ~cnstrcus 

as tc ;,rove the r apacy to be Antichrist whe::-eaa the sa;..e ~o•,,ers cc1.lci be 

claimed by the eecular ruler,as 'God's Vicar' in his ~vn kinbdom,witt cut 

laying hi~self open to the ea:ie charge . The best defe~ce lay 

in the godly prince of the Clci Testament; t.~t it was not evicent that 

tr.is ccmmar.ded the ccnser.t of all sensible and t-ducated ~en, er that 

the ~'"pre:nacy cculd be safely grc·mded ei tr.er in natural la "' er c2r.c'!'l ie .... , 

ar,d tr.e brutal tr, th ,1a& t hat tbe 1:ew Testament offered nc l:elp 2.t 

ell. (Cne recalls Crai:n.er's bizarre 

did t~eir cest in 

tc ..ihom t,:. tUrr'I.: 

appcinting clerE_;Y b~caus~ tr.ey had no Chri stia~ rrinces 
~ 

,o 
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In 1987 belief within me~bers of the Church of England in the reality 

and ~oral rightness of royal supremacy (vecy different frcm loyalty to the 

~overeign which can: n~vtt have been stronger) mu~t be described as ten~cus to 

the vanishing pcint, ana iL actuality to mean no mere than that tr.e 

{overeign is the first lay perscn of a Church particularlY characteri5t d 

by the voice and honcur traditi~nally accorded to the laity in its 
al"'<,,. 

government. Toe noticn that someone could die for refusingito affirm i • 

as John Fisher, or to deny it aa Thcmas Cre.nmer,has become 

inccwprehensible except by a strong effort of historical imaginaticn. 

It is a classic instance of how an idea intdnsely important ar.d 

• 

divisive in the sixteenth centucy has now faded into virtual insi~ficar.c( • 

.n.'C t:!lE: Sa. ... 1: t:.1J.!le i;.r.ert:: 1t:i.c:1i.c.s a. resiauc:11, _:J:::!.:.~aps &.,:;a.vi::Tic 

c.J.ticltriccili~m .11icn cc.1~ t n ir.!C of i,>c--I·lia.J:.em; as tr.t ,ucc:..c.s 

There certainly continue9 en 111-derined f~eling th~t t~e 

eystery o~ the monorchg is Eupport~d by then · tionnl ch_r ~cter 

of the Church of Encl c.nd..> so thut to diEestcblish the Church 

could lead to :.in overt~ro·:· of the mon.:.::'ch:f. '.'/i thin t~e 

c~:.--ch of' EnJland there 1s o someti"'les sha r:) division betr·een 

tho~e ,:ho re~c,rd the chui•c~ cs the English E.. t ~r~yer, with 

t:1e freedor:i to do 17h&tever the En ;:lish "is:1,re3ardle~s of' 

Church of En ;,:; l ::.nd as a p arenthetically snd s~uly s e ) ur&.ted 

branch of the c ::. tholica, \•:h1ch is not free to 3.ct on 1 t ,:: OYTl -tn h~indl 1□~ :":.incl . c.aier,tal s like creed or Tilin is try. 
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SA full nistcry of th~ evolution which has led to this positicn wculd be 

a long e.nd different story from that of the present essay. It wo-.Jld entail 

a study cf t he consequences of the suspension cf eonvocaticn early in the 

eighteenth century aLd of the constitutional revclution ~r the p&rliamentary 

I I 
reforms of 1e28-32 a stud of Wake, Gibson s ~' W~rburton s Alliance, 
~ and ve ry Gall i can 
Pusey s oe ence o e supremacy at the crisis of the Gorham ccr.trov~rsy, 

and an exaoinaticn cf the twentieth-century calls, first from high Anglicans 

but more recen~ly {and t.cre vocally) from Evengelical Anglicans, for 

disestablishment and the separaticn of church and state. :Ce conte~porary 

attac~s en the representativer.ess of the membership of the General Syr.od of 

the Church of England mark a counter-move in the o osite directien. 
since 19 

At least, by an informal ecnccrdat, the Crown now nctr.i nates bisr.cps by 

selecting ene of two names, both being understood to be sufficient fer tr.e 

task of episcopacy, submitted by the ecclesiastical 'Crown Ccm:tissicn'; and 

this cf 3enry VIII's arrang•me~ts . 

Today most of tte actuality cf royal s~premacy is the preposition tr.at ca~cn 

law may have nc force in ccnflic t ·.iith cc;-.l.:.Lr, law c.r s tatute la..,, - a 

proresiticn which belongs 

specifically protestant to it. 

to the pre-F.efor:z: - ticn cebate a:-a bes nctr.ing 

In an abe wher. the royal s~pre,:iacy is 

in effect reduced tc abcut the dir.:ensicr.s of the Cr.eshire Cat's grin, it is 

difficult tc ccrq:rehend tr,a t ':'hcmas !'.ere and Jo!-.n ?i~hf:r 

su1fe:ed Judic i al ~urder r a.t :-.er t han t : l t =a t e 1 t. /,_ t i.e 3c.;t 3 s :·.c ·~e u 

Jar..es I, rcyal s ..: prer.iacy cculd te op•!ra.tl'd i n s1..ch <> ,,,ay a :; + , t'- c· - __ ,c .eave ,.e -u:ch 

independent in all essentials. J.nd red i eval Cathcli ki 1 · c nbs cc~ a maintain 

:rove!'eignt:, in their dc'I!a~ns witt.,·. t. ta,.in~ their c: urch out of Ca tt.olic 

ccm ·1. ni cn. 
f1°¥S t-

In th" si>'. teenth century royal supre:nacy tcck the Church 



of England cut of ccmmunion •Jith the ~thedra Petr,i and then stopped 
0 

i the episct,al successic~ and 
(fer a time) puritan forces frcm remcv ng ~ 

other catholic elements in the Prayer Book and the Ordinalfoat was 

1 1 akin to that of to require a redefinition of cathclicity c ose Y 

Gall i ce.r,isrn. The Greek refusal at the leveJ ~f ordinary priests 

• 

ar,d laity to ccme to terms with the admheion cf Ro!T.an primacy by tr.eir 

representatives, except for Eark Eugtnicus, at the Cour,cil cf Florence 

made a deep icpressicn in England, and eepecially on Senry VIII. 

Ae early as the King's Beck of 1543, the authorehip of which was 

generally attributed (despite his deniale) to Stephen Gardiner, 

the root questicn is seen to be one of ecclesiology-, defining cathci;city 

not in teI'!Ds cf Roman jurisdiction tut i n terms of the professicn cf 

the true faith in unity with other catholic churctes. ~ Suchan 
__.I 

ecu:r.enical ecclesiolcgy will r.ave roo~ for a focus cf ~r.ity and 

universality in Roman ;rrimacy anc. r,eed not exclude a i.alute -
of r.onour for royal supreoacy,provided that such a secular asserticn 

of po·,1er over the Church is (as t he apcstle said of apostolic aut: ori ty) 
C 

dep~oyed for edificati cn r~ther than dest~i cn, for the su?port of 

t he Cr.i.:.roh in its wcrk i n the world rather than as a formula fer 

ensuring tte permanence of Christian division. 
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Ch2awick ?.oyal Sup=e~acy 

r'ootnotes 

l. Da•,id ',lilkine, Ccnc111a ra,mae .Britanr,iae (1737) III. 792-97. 'I'r.e 
text of the bull fioally publi~hed in 1538 (ib. 840-41) respqn~~d tc the 
destructicn cf Thccas Becket's shrine at Canterbury in ttat year. 

2. !".atthew Pa:-ker, Correspo;d~ (Parker Society • PS), p.110. ~n 1;1: e 15"60~ 

Harding and Jewel haJ a sharp exchange about the degree of papal absclutism 

embraced by tte great cancnist Hostiensis: see Jewel's Defence, PS vcl. III, 

p.830-32. For Jewel itl.Cts axiomatic that the more extravagant the claims 

made for the papacy, the more imrro~able to reason and ungrcur,ded in scripture 

or tradition they appear. n2rding's 'Gallicanism' was dan~erouely credible • 

The passage is ar. early instance of the ?rcteetant insisting that the aut~entic 
dcctrine of papal authority i~ extreme Ultru=ntanisc, the Catholic mini!D.ising. 

3. Reginald Cardinal Fole, Fro ecclesiasticae unitatis defensione ii 

(in tee Strasbourg editicn cf 1555, p.42): 'sed audi alia.o ccnclusicnem, 

qua~ ego ex ipsis tuis verbie, quae ccntra Petri authoritatem prefers, 

infera!II, pri~o ad confirmaticnem Petri autr.oritatie, dein~fti~ regis: 

quidem de authcritate nihil diminuam, CU!!l Petro conservabo suam. 

~he Strasbourg edition was published in the protestant interest, with 

C\UU8 

eight ai:pended dccumente on papal authority, including pieces by Lutr.er, r'lacius 

Illyricus, ~elancthon, 3ucer, Calvin, and ~"usculus . Tte first English 

translaticn of 1560, by F.Wythere (STC2 20087), was sioilarly published 

as a 'sediticus and blasphe~ous orati cn' intencied to discredit the 

ccn::ervative case. A mcuern Entlish translaticn by J.G.Dwyer ~as 

pubL.sh'!d by the 7.ewn:an Press ( '.Jestminster, !•:d.), 1965j a :'rer.ch versicn by 

~- .~-.Egretier, Faris 1967. 

4. F.ooper's writings, and especially his hostility to wearing 'Aaronic' 

but a scurce of e:zibarrasea.ent to Edmund Grindel. Grindal, hcwever, •-a~ 

able to report that Feter l·.artyr and Henry 3ullinger had regretted 

unguN'ded language in ::coper's wori<: 

Foxe of August 15;6) . 
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~. Hcoper, PS Later Writir.fis pp.56 , 79 , e1. J,'.ar.y t e, ts of Ecwarci T.i: 's r t- i e;n 
alar.:.ing thin6e a bcut the mcral d~2i nte graticn of E~~~ ish !oci~ty , a l eap 
the crime r ate , and a slua:p i r, cb;::-ch attendance . 

.§.. The cajcr ro. e played t y apocalyptic in the Refor.:iaticn age is ~el l ! tudied cy 

Richard Bauckham, Tudor Apoca l yrse (Arple ford,1978) e.nd K. R.Fi::-tr. , The Apocalyot ic 

Tr2diticn in Reformatic ,: ?rita in 1530- 1645 (O:xfcrd , 1979) , 

1· F.oope r , PS Late r ~riti~f! ,p, 554', .• the see and chair of ~c- e •.. i ~ : ~de e d the 

very where of ~at1lcn teat St John describe th in the Re velaticn cf J e sus Chr ist , 

sittin g upon a seven- h e Rd4d beast , which St Jcr.n bimeelf interpret e th tc be seve n 

hil l e, ana tr.e children in the grammar schcol do knew that Roze i ~ calle d civitee 

eeptem mcntil.!!:, t he city cf seven hill!!,' 

! , The aseert!cn that tt~ id~ntit y cf the ?ope with Antichrist is no s peculative 

conjecture but a.n article cf faith \12S made by G.-.br i el ?owet·;· Le ;..;;tichr isto et 

e i~e eccle s i ae (1605) , and was treat ed as a self-eviden t truth by Jcseph r.ede~ 

i n t : e 1640e in works de stine d to exer cise vP.st infl uer.ce on I saac f- e...,ton. 

Newton ' s editor , Eorsley, dissented from the mathe~atician ' s a.xicrr.. ir. 19th 

ct:ntury Englar.d, scathing cri t icism of the papal antichr ist tte si!! c .. r.:e frc!ll the 

acid pen cf t ;:e historian S . R. Gardint r. >.t the pcpular l eve l the belie f r e:ra jns 

t enacicue . 

Suga Grctius ' A."lnotaticnes in Vetus e t Hov-..:.m Testar-entum (1642) c2use d con ~1er ­

natic.n to prot estants by denying that correct exegesis cc"l:1d ide!1tify t t:e pap2cy 

wi t h Antichr i s t er the whore of B~bylon . Be cutr ased ~any ta whcm (as to the 

authcrs of the 'de stmin~t er Ccnf es s icn adcpted in Scctla.nd) the e xe ge !'is \/as an 

e !ser.tial , lcadbe 2rir.g axiom in justifyini; eeparaticr. frcm Rci:e •,,r.i l e si:n\!l t,rnecus­

ly treatir.g Anabaptis ts as schie:natics. Henry r:on·, A ?-:o<i.est I i:c-.:irv into the 

1•'.y~tery of :niouity (1664) and EXfOsiLc:1 cf the prc-::,::e t D2niel (16cl), sc~.:ht to 

ar,s\oie r Grct i u s ·• it!-: e crual eruci i ticn: r.e f1:2:.:ed "that An€,l i can e:-,t.: ..: si;:,s'll fcr,­

Grotius hon alaned many into t:1i1.kinf the Chut cb cf Eng~anc ~c:t er. ro~e ry. l"lore 

r e 5;.:-:ieci. t!:e Apocal:;p!!e as vir.cicatir,6 the Crc'-'!1 2nd. Ci u rc:1 cf :C:.r.g:.a:1d , e!!"!i~Ci clly 

royal ~ p~e=acy: ~ee tte f clio edit t cn of ::is Th~clc~ic~l ~cr~s ( : ;ce),p . 713 . 

:.i : l':ard Ba:..t"r, 'i'r.e :'.;::-ct~ar. ?.1..Ec-icn ~i :.,ccvcred ( 16)6) w,,rn~d t:-. ;, t r. rcti-.:s :>~.d. 

~cme .vir .i.:;;n t !,eol c3i2ms !!uc:i c. fl Jci·.n Brarr.hall \Jere d i~:.;antlin"' :r.e dc f t r.cts 

a ~a i'-st t'cpery . Se e G.F.Kuttall , •~ichard Baxter P.nd ! be Grction a~li5icn ' in 

a e fcnr. ,mu ?.e f c r:i,ai.iLr,, t d, D,.=c1.h r • Stt.:Ghs i r. C:.urcl. I:i : tc:;y , S·..:ueic.ia 2 (197q), 

2~'i- 50, 

9 , .aranlhall ' s Vir.d:cr. tion of Crctiua, cl':a~:t er 5' (i~, Dt:.b!ir. , 1677 , p ,624) 

c .. 1t1=lair.cd •~ ,,.:, traducrd .1s ;;. f;.ctcr fer roperY , bc c«~H• ~ a:: :-e t a rrc t ei! f/f' t 

cut cf r:.y ..., its. ' 

Cl:.u .. ch of Scctl~.nci f or:r.~ lv neol ved ~tat it c.oe ~ 1. ot t o:: .. y .::cce?t , e r r " ~u ... r e 

;i r,f ~r s~t t o , U,e ·,,e st.a.ir,:;ter Confe ::}·1cn ' t: ce.:-.~u1~:; c11 ti'.e Pop, anc t be M.!~:: . 
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10. C r,n.•,er' r! An . t ( ) • a.er o Smith F'S iJri tin-;11 o ,, th.. Lo ,'tl' s Suppf'r, 378 r ';,'hi\ t 

wo:-:Jer is 1 t then that thP cper, Churcb 111 ,,cw of latf' years falle:, intc many 

ar't'Or!' and corrupti-.;n, ..r.ct the holy church of Chria t ie eecrat anJ un;, .cwn? 

ee ine; tt':at S11t.in, thr l"e five hnndnod years, Iii.nth bt-e n let looee, anc 

e. r. ticliri!'lt r t ignetb •.. I For Wyclif SH Joh•, Foxe, Actes .and McnulJIQnh u.eoo 
(All r t fe?'(;ncee to Foxe are to J.Pratt

1
e editicn, ToluMe ;mJ pa6eJ lcndon, 

185}-70, re . r . 1877, 8 voline:s), Thom...a }.i,tter Waldenaill, .DoctrinalQ ?idd, 

de s•cra~enti ■ 17 m 
' 127 t. ed. lD.anciotti (Veru~• 1758, npr. 1967). -A remarkably early identificatior. of the act1.1. ..jtiu of th• tent~ 

century papacy .ith AI:tichriat occurs in the spu&ch of !rnulf of Reim■, 

writteo by Gert:»rt (lat-r Pope Sylveatcr II!), at the council of S • .Baal• da 
Ver::y ifl 991 (Acta in rr.tcn•, PL 139.287-338s M'anai XIX 110-53; MiB SS III 658-

686) . not in t•bbes prinoep■ in Macd.ebu.rc Centur. x.9.28). 

' 11. Fo,c i.~ tr.ougrt the tint eTidencc o! the dPTil s rFleue fro~ pri■cm wae 

found t n Pope ~gol'J' VII. He also ■urpriei 1'6,l.r records • view that the 

millenr.ium of i nc~:rceniticn ~gaa with ConRt.uitine and ended with Wyclif, 1.291 

(. 

g. Booker, Eccl.Polity vii . 22.7, remarks ot\...,,clif's palpable error 

in denying the propriety of endowments in tbe Chu.rcb. Tithes were for 

Wyclif volur.ta.ry alms, not a compulsory tax; eee .Anne Hudson, Se lecticns 

from En5lish W,cl1ffite Writi,!!2 (Cambridge1 1978), p.147. 

!l• William Langland, The Vision of William concerning Piers t he Plowman 

B X.317 , C VI.169 (ea. Skeai I pp.308, 127). Ir. mor e ~cdero edit i cns such 

as Kane's the o Jr.bering of Lhe l i nes is ;p.is}l*ly different. The ~ane­

Donaldson edi ticn of Langl and is radicaily cri ticiaed by Davi d ?o·,.ler in 

The Yearboo~ of English Studies vii, 1977, pp.23-42. 

14. Prin ted in Fasciculi Zizaniorum 1 ed. Shirlty (Rclls Seriee), pp. j CQ ff. -i n Latini t h~ Engl ieh text 1n P.udaoo, Selecti _ne ,pp. 24-29, with co'.Illilentary 

pp. 1~55'• 

/"' 
~ - The a.r,1.,c r of 'l'hcmas Ca r twright en t r.e subject ( 'iJtL t e;ift, PS III 378) 

s, cw!: tha t i t coat leas tc a.it: bt:fcre U,l !ieformatit.n t h ? u a: t i r it. 

ln!:k~ .:. cf a s i xpeony requi01,tr.e chre,Y l.x puc t etl half-a -crown for a sermco. 



th Chu=ch of England::~~ ~he un~u. 
15, D=amhall, A just VinjicJticn o1 e 

( ed. l677, ;:-. 92) reccrds 700 due a h -
aspersic~ cf criminal Schism ii Jl..blin 

, rfti· r.forc~d b,·· a refere~ce to 
in a lengthy list of papal 'extcrticns , • 

- • • 109 asserts ttat in 1504 
ChauoE:r fer the avarice in hie titr,e. .r oxe ll, 

the ar~~ti~tcp of Yainz ~aid 27000 flcrins for hie pall. 

I 

16. Parker, Correspondence FS p. 419, a.r.ticipated by Latimer in a letter to 

Crcr.ell of 1537 (Lati mer, Rel!.ains, FS p.385) and fcllow,d by }.:,lmer, 
'truth is =evealed i c Rialey is fo~Ld saying that 

the ~glish ·0-1 God ~nci the king' (Foxe vi. 311). ?.aller' s thesie ttat 
· · - - · y d; s-i~ced Foxe regarded the Englb!h as a Yniqi.:.ely elect nation is ccm: •• o, ,.1. - - -~ 

today as an ~xaggeraticn. ,he rc .ev~r, an exa~geratic" cf 
"· • 11. • 

an element certainly t=resent in .roxe ·,1:-.c was sure that r.ati.Dr.al success 
~ I 

a.~d Er.flish protestantism were bc~d tcgether in Gode prov:dence. 

17. !:Coper, lat"r ',/ri tin0s p. 5~9. i... sil!.il ~r doctrine is fcur.d ir; 

of Ecoper•~ ~aster, 3ull1r.ger. 

le. See ;;.:1 acccu.r.t cf the Oxford curricul'W:1 cf 1552 in t l.e letter frc::, Ccr..rad 

ab Ulcis tc Jcbr. •,;olfius, printed in PS Grigir.al Letters !'elative to the 

En.lish ?.efcr::iaticn (1847) ii oc.219 p,459, ~e etu~ied A=i~tctle's rclitics 

in Greek, 6-7 6.ilr.; tl:e Diiests 7-9; Peter l·'..art:,T o:. t i:eclogy 9-10; 
I I 

::elancht~or. en logic at 10. After dinr.er, :icero ~ errfces; Ju~tinian s 

i
m. 

Ir,stitu:es !- which Ji<!'e the1; ;::-e:: cri!ed 4-5 : the eve::in~ !;ent in diale~ ::al 

liebates ·..-ith ,her stucents. Cn the eeneral baclcgrcu.-id see John Lartcr. 

in The :~~to:-y cf the Gnivnsit;: of Cxford III (1986) ed. J.l~cCcnica, ;:-i~.257 ff 

19,Acta Conciliar~ Oect.menico:n.~ IV 1, p,202,12 (ed. Strau~, l ~il ) ; t~e 
text is in Labbe-Ccleti's Car.cilia VI 197, :er t ~e rcle of tl:e sece!/ 
eed~ns disti f\Ctjcr. in Gallicanism, see A.C:.!•:arti!~ort, le Gall.!.car,1sce de 

3ossuet, Cni!.:t Sa.rtam 24 (Faris, 1953), pp ,556-559. 

20. J.. cta Cc:",c.CecWD. I'7 1, p.167, 22 ar..d p.188, 8-21. 

H.Aut,ustir:e, c. li tt.Pe tiliar.i ii. 3E.1}2 . 

22.Aueu~tir.e (c . ep.Para.eni ani ii. 2.15) regarded the Dor.atist dcctrir.e of -
1 

tt,e bishcp as inaispens~ble a:ediatcr of g=ace as being ' i ntcleroble t o 

catholic ears'. He also(~ 99,7-9) disliked tte Lonatist ccntent 1on t~at 

tl.e po'-'e= cf tr.e ,<eye in absclut . on ar:d excc:r,munication ·.1a e whclly LJ,c ..., l -:.. c .~ 



• 

~. Optatus 111.3. 

f I I I 

31• Sees : :.e dcctrina Christiana ii.12.25, See: c.du.epp.Felag. 11.3.5. 

Ep.ad Cath~J;;cs de unit,eccle~i2e 20.55 has 'reges ncstrae cc::r.unicnis'. 

In ~t.?etiliani i.18.20, 'per r~e.b communicnem' is a s:,·nony.:i for 

'per ecclesiam catholica=.'. 

25, This set of canc~s btcame a~cribed to ths ccuncil of >.r.ticch of 341, 

Text in. (e.g,)Laucr.ert~s edit:on (1896), p.46. 

26. This view, expressed by a me~ber cf cne of the circus facticns at 

Consta.ntino~le in the sixth cer.tury, is(recorded{e""xplicitl>f: ratr. 

Orientali~ viii,175, 

n. The classic discussicn by U.Stutz, G-eschichte des kircbl:chen Benefizialwesens 
\Dtr~in 1895, repr. Aalen 1961) an~ l!s lecture Die Ei~enkirche als Ele:nent ces 
~ittelalterlich-gtr=ar.i sche11 iUrchenrecbts (re;r. Dai-::stadt 1959,wi"~ b~~l!c~rarhY 
to 1955); r£c€nt li:erature is r.oted in 3,Schieffer, Die Entsteh-.:.n0 des 
pttpstl : cr.en I~vestiturverbcts f!1r jen deutschen K~nig (Stuttgart,lScl), p.16. 

Ac=ng the most interesting of early documents is the Tivoli Register 

(Duchesne, liter Fcntificalis I, pp.cxlvi ff.) reccrding the b~r.ef~ct~ ~n 

cf a CathcliC Gctb, Valila, an a.rn.y cccmanc.er, who cuil t a c:-.urch en 

his estate with e:,doW!7,ent to maintain the cler_7, lights, c.nd repairs, 

while retainir.g hi~self a life interest in ether prcpe=ties given to the 

Cl:urch. A n.:.::iber cf sixth-century Gallic ccu.,cils re~ist a~te~;ts by 

landc--ners to ·.1i thdraw pries~s en their land f ro:, ei;isccpal ccr. trol. 

An eloquent state ~ent cf t t e evils of lay cc=ina ticn in AfcCard, re j:sre~-

sat!cr.e rtri:::i ,;:-, "•cles:~!!~icari:m (FL 104,2"t6). 1:1 --. t.A- / ,. nc.,cr , !-:0"-!!Ve r, 

was :-1 .: t so t:ns:,mpathetic: see •~unclach in Ze i ts. L i'irc;~c~.cqc:1-c~.te 10 

(leE9), 92-145, 

28 . l ~,ve d1scusse~ tn_s in J.T.S, r.s 34 (1~63), r,443; rcpe Cel,~ti re 's =axio 
-states the general cu:tcm cf""::;:ii:11uity: 'Nul lu5 invitis de tur e~:~cc~us'{~,4, 

fL 50,43d~). Lee I, ep.167 ( r L ~4.120}A ) ruled r. cr.c cc~ld be ci !~Cr wit: c~t 
•· . ' cl ... _· c.rr,:,· , a ..;·· e11 l u l j: l cL5 , ""' ·~ .... :.. ,- ..: . , · . o .. L; '.he pro'l'll'\C--tl! :~ liop- , 
t he we trc~cl•ten tavin~ a veto. 

29. St e (e,c,) C.:.Cheney, ?o;e Inr.ccent III nnd En.lar.d (~t~~ t g~rt,1976 ) , r?,l ~l 

29.1... 'c': r,e ..'ch11 X (?L 1}2.806) . 

30. Aue,ustine, e - .Divja.k (CSEL ES) 22*, c.Jbc~ssea ir. J.?. S. ns 34 , p,44i;, 

31. Tc t; . ., 01..st c[ r:·,; !mcwlel:,e tl:o ccnscious di s tinctic ri bet-.JHn 'e cc:•.~i 3 

c:-r'er.talis' a.na 'ecchsia. ccci~er.td! s' is first e-xplicit in J..u~stin•: J, '.i' . S. 
r.s 34 f,42A, 



,.~ ~ . h b . s man at :Oologna ir, ?e l:;r..:.a ry 
~ .1.his for::ula 1.•as u sed by an Engll s usines 

1547 wter. his Italia.~ ~csts heard the news of ~enry VIII's deat~ and asked 

h . JA - ci ~he P · l r rim, a d1alcfUe .l:n fer a d.efer:ce of tr.e Er.gli~h tyrant: see , , t r cu e, ..:-~_..:...:: ... ..::.:..:.=.:.z.-=;....;:=..;;;;.......__ 

er. tt e life ar.c. acticn!'I cf king Eer.ry the ei ,zr.th by Willia.::l Tncmas (Londc. n, 1e6lJ 

p,32 t he king,'atsclute patron of his private Chri ~tiar. dc~ini on', acted 

as 'prir.ce ar:d apcstle', 

33 , Wilkins , Ccncilia IV,764, is trer.chant ~a tter en : ustir.i ~n c~ ~cdel 

f er ~ f" nry :.:1 ? . ; , i"ai tla:1d, 
le98) , p;:-.93 f. 

~o~an Ca~cn Law i n the Crur c~ cf Er.«land ( Le · ci : n, 

~.?cxe vii. 618 . • 
35. Zurich Letters i p.19 (Fs); Jewel's '.Jorb (FS)iv.1029 ff. 

36. I hav~ tr i ed to tell this !'ltcry in my Boethius (Oxford, 19€1), chap.l. 

2,],St ~e!u.ar.' s twc Dialogues with his New Additicns are edited cy T.?.T. 

?lucknett ar.d J ,l.3a·tcn fe e- the Selden Society, vcl.91 (1974). :'here ::.e al !.'o 

iw~ortant r.2tter in J.A.Guy, Christcpr.er St ~~~~a:. or. Chance:-y c..nc Statute, 

Selden Society suprl e~e~tary series 6 (Landen 1985), and i:1 J.i.~rapp 's 

in troductic:i to tr.e Yale edi t :.cr, of Thcoas I-~ore' s Aooloe;,: ( .'t-w ;:aven, l:i5) . 
See alsc Gc:-c.c:i ::r.1:·.stan's esz?.y in tl:e syr.pc s 1i.: ::i , Tteir Lord ar.d Ours, ed,!· a~k 
Santer (Lc:-:cic: , l;E2). ~. ::: . Poo.es , lay Authc::-i ~y r .J t ::,: !te f c r - '! : 1.: •. : !".e :::::.::;.st: 
: h r cr. , :C::c .;3.:::-: : t:: : r.• C1 v::. l "a::- (:lctre Da.i:e- , 1?82) 

!§, ',.'alter t:ll□ar.n i:- Jcucnal of Ecclesiastical :=istcry 30 (157S) , 175- 20.-.~ 

_33. ninc:ta r, !.J2.,l9 ad Ludcvicum III regem Ba lbi filium (FL 1 26 .110 f. ) . 
·unci.ar' ! e ccl~si c1 Ce:.-Y irl!ts a s:,i.pethetic study. frc".'I Yve s Ccr.g2r ir: tl':e jc'l; r r.al 
of the Sp~ .. : ! ~ Dcrr i ::icans, Co=~unio (Granada ) l (196e ) , 5-18 . 
40 . Victcr ra:::tin 's ·N·ell kno-.m cook---; Lee origines du Gallicanisir.e (~a r !!' ,1939) 

c cntains ~ucfi ~atter illuminating for the mind of 3enry VIII , even tto\;gh :.er.ry 

is far f rom l·'.artin' s fi eld of study. Hie treat:nent of l·'.ars ilius makes 1 t 

unne cessary :er the pre~ent essay to ccnsider the Defer.!'lc r Facis here , 

influential as t he work was in Engl and . 

40 .; , J_e_t_~r_:~; P;: p~ ::- 0 • :: . n~~I_J.!_ x . 077 . 

41 . ? , 7esta, Capitul a ~e t,111 S: ciliae I (Falerr.o , 1~41), 576- 77 , ~l':e =riti!'h -Librar-1 a:.o t!.e Car:bridge Un iversit:: Library i:,ossess tr. i!'I rare bee .-: (net tr. e 

Eodleian ) . i oxe i i , 465 pointeoly ncticed tte pcwer!'I cf ki~6s cf Sicily 
to appoin t bi?t c p!'. 

42. Foxe viii , 20 , 

43, JtattJ-. tc ·.1 r aris ' portrait cf Innocent III i!'I one of 11:r.itle!'ls avarice and 

1:1..n,-er fc:: r c-..·er. :he a ;.ti-clerical rese n t:te r, t over .< 1· n,.. .: ohn i ... - "' r..~n• , ,.. ,. .. ~ 
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ti ::any 1,:-iters: .tO):e ii. 331-32 1 rerrese-otativ, , anJ Rc:iert 3a.cnes ( t.i~elf 
;i'6t· or cf a 1 hi . 5 

,., . 
el t pa pa story lr.tcnocd to _prove t r.e papacy a..--:t .!. christ ) wued 
Tr. 

0
~~en~ 0~ ~00: Jcr.n's hu.Tiliaticns. In ~i s s~ppl i ca.ti on cf Sc~l s (1529) ,p ,8, 

~=~a~ . ,ore cer,1ed tt.at kin!( Jotn had pc'wer to surrender scv.-reignty over 
it~ a to tte ?cpe, eviceotly ~op~ to ward off the er.ticlerical barb. 3ut 
_ 8 tenacity is s t own by its re~uiTenc~ in (e, r ,)Jcr.n Ove:-;ill's C nvccaticn 
~ of 1606 (Oxford ed, 1e44, p.250). 

~- ;-t,e.Jieval J:: Cpts tee:-< s1:ric usly the e-xr,orta tion cf l Tim,5,8 tnat ti:ere wa s 

a du ty tc provide f e r cne's hcusebcld. 

I ~ave dre.m t:&e t h€r ~1x : s froo Grcsseteste, epp. 72, 1~4, 128, 131 

(iiclls ed.). Grc£seteste's criti<tl.E: of tte curia l'E'CEives ;_ ::i .. sterly ciis ­

ct:.•sicn ~: c::i H. ·,:.southcrn, Robert Grcsseteste, t:1e g.·cwt.,_ cf a:. lmEl i sh :;i:-id. i n 

- e:1:ev:?.l E'..il"cpe (Oxford 1966), pp. 272 ff. .r'c r ,/ycLf's <:ppe: a l tc r,i s 

~r~tin bs s e e Soutr.~rn, . ~.29E ff. Ttc po5S2£e abcut the c crcr.cticn l Dctico 
I 

(Rell~ ed .. ;:r , 350-51) is rt:mi n.:~cer.t cf Cran-t:r s wry Hc~la= =..:. ~ccurse at 

:Sd..-a rd. ·H 1 s c crc1.2. t icn c1 20 .t' ebruar;r 1547, e.x;:la.ini::~ to t:,e 'co;r . iz:~ '.cw 
r, 

utte::-ly ir,sie,!i.ficuit tr.is little cer emcr.y i.!! (PS ~ema-ns 2.nu Letters, 126-27) , 
" . 1-5. ':'be eifect c :. a r.t ipof~l 1,Arsc;,s cf the ~i~cc,,ery U . .!. · ~:-.& I ~i.ic::-1.c?.LJ c.e c retals 

·.:ere a f c::-r;,ery is ~e ver tc be 1.mc.erestic:a~e::.: see stern -·c::-c s i ~ t e,~.) 

iii.dl ey, ?S lc2 ; Foxe i. 279, 464. 

~- J..,:c:-.6 c: ar.r texts i;:ee, f er exa.mpl e, Czrtw::-i61': t i :1 ',{'r..:. t&i ft, rS II ~~l . 

E .:: o;ier re1,,~rc:ec 'a :i:i xc:i ana. c:ini;le c. reliE,icn' as satani r: FS :C:c,.rly .:ri ti :- _ s 

4 3'i (1; 50) . ..:.is ~.c:i; : .ic:-.a r ci Cox cf Ely cief1:1.cec tr.e praye:r boc~ c'..lld Eq;l i sh 
I 

cerer..onii! l i.:~a.;£:s 2 s ~ocit:llE:d ~n St 1-all.l s so..1 2.y :;irincipl e cf bei!..A all t:.ic.."'s 

tc ell rr.en: Z'l!ricc Le~t~rs I 237 (le- t er to R.G~alter, 1571). I :: :a.nuc: ry 1559 

p cper.f c..r..i tr.e t:.C ~pel': Zu:-icr. Le tters II 5. l.. u :_il ~r 

.Ri c .. <:.r:. , ..;..s ter s ( l l 11) fe ,,"s t .·.at a rtLf,icr. cf 'ci>:f:d , '..i, c 1:. ::. t ::. ::.r. ~d 

dc..:i..tful c u~r :; c t Er' -:a1 coe c.ay fr1 ci: i t.:, t e " ' re tu_-.i tc _;;a ;:i:n ical 

s 1..;:-erst i ti c.n.' 

:-ne prOJ:-C S. t - .:r, i r. a rt i cle 19 cf :h~ -: J· .! rty-:: i ?,e Art icles t .::.a t ' a s the 

Chu,c:. cf J t'r'...f ?.!.c;;i , e.~ e :,.=u.,i..r:.a :.r . .i .t.:1 t icc.1 b:1v,, er::-ed ; S- al lc o t he Cl~u:-cr. c f 

Ro:i-= ha t!'; er:-ed • • • ' i s ~ trikin!!> 
1
y e.nticl.pate d i n Cn;;.=iar.' s l e , : e:- ( c . . t. i) 632) 

de s cr i 'cii!l6 t ee r o s i ti c:1 of t l:e l;ri !is h c t urches in tt:.e ;,ascha l c c r: ,ro\'ersy: 

' Ec1u e r ::-a t, :::: , :-c s clytr.a errat, 1-Jlticch ~~ erra t, totus :::ur.dus e::-r:n ; ~: li t ; .r.t t:. tL 

Scoti e t Rr .! ~cnes r 1: ctu.:i. $apilJlt' (rL E?. 574 D). 

s e c n: t lc ,is c. :. ar,_::y a:.t:c l ~r i c a l cc.:.c. cn;:l ac~ o1 ~h- :!.be • ?ci· s c:::-:-::. ..,.f :l 

Ca t:.:lic r ::11Es te ll ir,t, rn t: ea t:.e Gtcry, :: , ,· the 1. . ./Yt::- Cc:-. .!·a--i..r B:-~1..s (1491-1:6~ 

( 1- 91-1; 63) i:. :: · ~ ::.c . c :-.:.L<l1JD t c t.. , ccw:c~l of Trent, i;::-in:. 1: d in Conc .'i'rid . 

_ 1.l I _ 4C4 fS) 
r -

:.. #;! rnioc; t:-:a t ~ f ~ ·~·l1cle 'l':, noa l e i s 1 .. ss 2 b15 nl11tif:t atont rcva l po-..er tbu·, 
sco e say l. r~ s _chi ~ Obc u1ence is 6i ven by J. ~ .J.Car0ill Tl: c=pscn i n R1: f c :-m ~ d 
Re f c r :r,;;t i.: n, ec . .::; , B"''' ' :- , S1u:. i , s :.. r. C .. urcr; ili. tc ry , Sub:;idia 2 , 1979 , ; ;· . 1 7-!4. 



• 
~. ~~~ L~tt~rs ~ ?a?ers 1 rl~ncy 
u~l~~n•s paper . ~~b :v e n. jb). 
(1901) pp.240-1, ~i ~h facsiwile, -C~s 

VIII,ii 35} no.1}13, ~~d ~~ l Lt r . 
L.G.Wickham 1,e,g, English Corcnat. cn Reccr a: 
r.ct t :.i rik hc-nry ccul~ have had r. i s wi sh. 

~• Wilk1ne, llI.745 . Tunstall thought the qualifying clauee whereby 

th a!! head Of the Chu .... _ch 'so far as the law of Christ 
e bishops 2ccepted :.enry 

allows' failea : o cake it explicit that the qualificaticn meant death to 

the prcpositicn. 

50. l utbt:r in 1531 rejected ::enry's divorce out of hand: WA ::ar.b; l7E-S8 

(a htter -;,o ncbet't ;arnes), and his title 'l·,ead of the Chu::-ch' in 1539: 'w! ?r. 

B.577-78 (a lett~r to tr.e elector Jchn f"rederick cf 23 October 1539, ccnclu~ 6 

acidly '5enry ougr.t to be pope, as in fact he is i!", England'). The two le : t~rs 

are trar,slated into B:nglish in the A.tr.erican v~=s i cn of luther's 'works, vcl.50 

pp.196 ar.d 2C~ ·(1975). 

Calvin, Fraelecticnes in Amoe vii.13 (Opera Cr...r.ia, ed.A..~sterda.::1 1667, To~.v 

p. 223) t~rsely ~escribea Henry's claim as blasphemy, ar.d gees en,. expres s 

outrage at having heard Stephen Gardiner argue not froo scripture er free 

reascnJ but exclusively fro~ the will of the king 1 to rule against clerical 

~4rri aie or cem.-:unien in both kinds. 

2 • : axe viii. 53; also printed in FS Crar.irer, P.eoai ns anc Letters pp. 214-15~ -

52 . Iha, lever =ace tte !Uggesticn t c t t e ~ueen i s st~tec by Sa~dys' l etter 

to Far ~er, 50 ~fr i l 1559: PS Parker p. 66. 

supretr.acy !ee :-: . .& • • S~::1pscn , .D'efenaer of the Faith etcetera. (':::ii t.tur£h,l97o) ; 

:· .L. Jcr:'.:!, ?a it:1 ·-:., , St atut e (Landen, 1962) .. Rcyal ~ r tcr; f cciety st-..id:.e s 

ir. r.i stcr/, !2 , 

on ~'.-us qu ~~tLc n . 
-_J,o~~ 

Eead wasi~cl are ~l~ ~ fo r~runner cf :.nti chri•t, .,· • • ~ - ~r d 
u u ~c,~ =ra~er t ~cught 

(Foxe vii.1E3) , t :.e r a~.e ccr,cl -..e . en mu et al ! o apply t o the :nonar ch, 

53:~·r,:t ~ift FS 11. 2;6 ff . 
• - I 



I 

~• ·,.bitsift II · 333-336. F~xe , as th,SCart~right/wbitgift exchange !hows, 

is net easy to Pieecn-hole in the variety of sixteenth.century English 
c1 t != n ' :::, .-. i c: c: , 

i · ..:. ~ t -- church liie, T!lcugh evider.tly !trongly r.-fcrmed ir. re:l i gicn, he regarded 
,_ - ,) ·- t"' <.1 fl J I 

• 

• 

• 

tl:e vestiaria.n ccntroverey 

Vany passages to orcer ~be life of cler[Y 

in h: s realc, and vehemently ~ttack the ir.fringement! and usurpaticns cf 

papal :·o • .-er , especiaLy bJ Gregory VII, Innocent III, and 3or.iface VIII. 

Yet he also evider.tly longed f or a refo:rned see of P.cme fccu!ing the 
r I 

~ity cf sister churches (ii ,418), and was shccked at the spoliaticr. cf 

tl':e Cr.urch cf England by Henry VIII, Erasmian influ~nce may be eee:1 in 

his dee ire that the Apostles' Creed be tl:e ncr~ of orthodoxy (ii.103; iii. 702; 
} 

his horrcr of elevating school opinic:,s to 2rticles cf faith ( iii. 729), 

;:.r.1 his stern criticism of capital punis hment for religic~s dissent (e.g. 

iii. 59) . Whitgift was not irJ.staken to see an ally in him; Fcxe ~c~!d ~tt 

~2ve likea his treatcent of Jchn ?enry. 

FoAe disliked the title ' Beck cf Y.artyrs' al::::-eacy being a~cri bed to him, 

ar.d i~sisted that he wrote Actes and Ycn~~ents of t l:in~s passed in tl:e C~ucch 

(iii.392). 

55 , J,J .Scarisbrick , rtenry VIII (?enE,;1.li n ed.), pp,375-86 • 

:6.s~arisbrick, p. 351. 

21., See ·..1.:i . ?rere and ·r1.M.Yenr.edy, Visi ta ticn Articles and Injll!:cticr:s of 

t ~e peri~d cf tr.e ?.efcr~ati · n II (Alcuir. Club Ccllecticr.s xv), pp .2 

;,..r.d 34. : ~e Ten Articles, hc~ever, Jere af reed b; Co:ivccati cn in :uly 

56, The \,;1 tter.berg Articles ..,ere di scovered in '..'ei11.ar early th i s ce:.t-J.ry 

ar,d :;· c lished by t hei r finder, ~org !·~nt2, Jie Wittenber5er Artikel vcn 

.!fil (I ~i~zig , 1905). Luther r ebarded tr.ese Artic l es as epreeenting 

scn·tr.1 r. ,; of a co-or c:r iE"e l-etwte:1 h1s O\,/rl pcsiti ~~ and that cf U·,,. £:-.£li!h 

Mvines, but 01)(> •he ~o l1ltl accertt 'to 'he"lp 'forw~rd 'the Rotormahcn ~ 
' / J\,4.v.,,. r,,, 



/ 

An Engl i:sh transleticn cf the Wittenberg Artie lee is given : 

by ,. s T . 1 'I:" VIII anc. t r.e 1u~herans (St Louis, Conccrdia, 1~65) , 
. , • • J e rnae,e , ;;.e•,:;:i~r-.J."I:......!'..:.:~~.!:::....::.;:.:.::....=.::.;;;~== 

pp.255-286. 

59. Foxe v.164. I a-:i bcund t.o think the r:rctestantis!l', of the Ten 

Articles exaggerated by D.~.Knox, The toctriLe of the faith i~ the reit ~ 

of ?.enry VIII (1961), and eve~ by ?rofeseor Scarisbrick , p,438 ('blatar.tly 

tctercc:.ox'). ~That is nc dcubt true is that t :- e=ela.s much left u:-.saic.l' 

JJ• ?cxe's verdiet: is a ~ain thet in the 3isr.cps' zcok 'cany th ~es were 

slen~~1 ...r.d iii:: erfect', v,87, =.e gives tl·.c r.a.:::.es cf the eight bi!::, ps 

re!FCr.sible for its prcducticn at viii.11. Stckesley (Lcndcn) ar.d 

G3:-c:.ir.er (-,:inchester) cculd t~ r"lied ·.ipon tc keep ~!'".e p=otestantieir.g 

!!:,Or:,pat.:-.ies of Lati::.er ( 1,./orce:ster) ar.d Shaxtcr. £al:stury) . n cr.eck. 

: ::e i:-:::-:face sicr.ed cy all t he biehc".: e in Cor.vccaticn, headed ':iy Crar.:=::::, 
r 

: r.c :;. uc.es a. :iec :.arat!cn that 'wi thcut tr.e ;-c·wer u:C:. licence of :,c-..a- =a~e:sty 

cur~el·.e is tce,etr.er for a ny rretence er purpoee, or to ;i-...cl i eh a."'lj' tl":i q :; 

::-ai •. :-: 2ut fer -:. ~, b ; aut1.c:-i tv durin ►- t:-.e :-eirn cf ::!er.cy './III (Cxfcra , 

1E25, ~e~rinted 1656}, p.26. The declarati -::-

er. ::.c~ atie ~ue eticr,!! , deriving frc::i hirr. tr.eir !!Firit'.lal j •- ri:ic.icticn. 

:-:ccker (Eccl.rolity VIII.ii.16) is ;;uch -::ere nucnced, bt erant:s tr.2.t 

tr.e l.:. r:-.1 : ati ci:s c f re r.,al pc1.1er ever the C urea ( .. part f!'e:t tt.e !'elf­

evide~t l ac~ cf ;e~er of crder ano Juri~aicticn) have •~et h1tterto bee ~ 
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• 

• 
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!:,.• Ridley (PS ·,forks p.135) in 1555 reme.rkedthat Ster,r.e~ Gardiner ,.ras 

'ttought to be either th~ first father or chief gatl:erer' ~f tl:e King'~ Eock. 

Gardiner hi~--•elf c·en i ed having had a b~~d in t~e bco'·(Foxe vi 61 cf 124 - =• II:,. •t• 

w ich sl:c,.rs that the denial was re~ar~ed with incredulity), and affir~ed tl:at 

the master hand was F.enry hi~self. The king's anr.otati ::r.s on tl:e ~ishops' 

~cok, printed in FS Cran~er, Re~ains & Let~ers, pp.83-114, sufgest that 

Gardir.er jay have been correct. 

62 Fcr:m.ilaries of 7aith 1 ed. Lloyd, pp.265 and 248. 

of univa;s~~l jurisdicticn;1s a frequent ttece ir. ~rctesta.r:t argument 

a~tr.crity lacks catholic consent ; e.g. Foxe ii.6081 

~- :ohn Rogers Jen the proteetar.t siceJ thougl:t t~at the inccn~istenc1e s 

of parliarr:ent in consenting to the inc :::i:patib::e dcctrii:es cf ~:uy VIII, 
orT-e 1nterpret2t en cf 

Edward VI, ar.d tl:en !'.ary I totally discredited its autl:crity as a judf e c God 's 

word: ?oxe. vi.603. 
~ 

ei ther i ~ the yo~ng king or in parliament,1tc the aftual exclus icn of ,.. 
tl:e clera, is evicer.t from the : athetic plea of the clera tc Ectwaro VI 

(..,,ilkins IV 15) asking if tl':ey could please be ccuul ted, .ir.etl.er by ceing 

given an ~ctual voi::e i~ any laws fCVernin~ reli&icn 'or tl:at at le ast 

parlia~ent ~r.act no religious laws witl:out co s~lt:r.f t l: e cl~ra 6n 

ccnvccaticn'. '· ::~' -~ : ~: . -:.l : . l-. :.. . :. 1. :-:. .. c:..J l:; 1~) 1~-: r:•r . ::. 
i::, c ~..i-=t:.:.' '::' .,.1 1<:..;. ~ur-:! t,.aL r. •J c,ils ~•Jr. -~~r . t . _ t ':'ll. ..::t:~ L -; 1:: ~ ~1·.-::r. 

i.-i ;... ::. : .!. i :.i ~:. t _; r.1 '= ~ .; J. .1. r -: ,: ,.: . .-. '::. i . : r . .; i:: o1 ":' .: 1-: r _ .J • 

64. J.·: .loacies, ':'h~ Pacere of G~cr5e Wyatt, Ca..icien Society, :'cu:::-th eerie-:, S, -
19cc , : . 1 ~ 5. 

65. Cecil held that tte pcwer of the Crc~n ie limited by the advice of -
tr.e pri..y ccur.cil: :'o:xe vi. 68, Tt.e orat::.cn of the i:rot~:! tant 11'y:nan Jor.n 

Hales, sub~itted to Elizabeth in 1558 (text in Foxe viii.67 3-7~) , in ef~ect 

cleadeQ fer tte reinstate ~ent of tte royal s~rre~Ec~: 'Tr.e title touched tte • t 
corr rcr.-er;lth anj r;ah of Ene:land -:- ore t.l.ar. tr.e :-: ing ... ! t wa:r f e r tre 



. ,. ; .( 

whole realm and eo to exclude the 
coneerration of tr.e literty of tl:e 

u:su:-ped a'l!thcrity of the biehcp of Ror.e.' 
In other words, royal 

ccntrcl of the C~urch of £nglar.d, 
supre=acy ceart in practice Farl i amentary 

tl:e governcent cf th•5 C!":urch cculd 
or at leaet t~e negative proposition that 

not make roe~ for the pope. 

66.J .A.l·'.uller, The Letter:, cf Ste-::,hen Ga::-ciir.er (1933 ) , nc.130 P• 379. 

Fcxe vi,d2-46 prints cnly a~cut twc-ttirds cf the text. 

• 
67. ?rere and }:er.uJedy, Visitaticn Article:, a:;:i Injuncticne II p.149. 

c8. S-.:. (,)::in.'~ . ..,,.:!.1.c~po _;-;:.t:e i \ -:....in;t:es .::.~ •2i-:t:, ; 2,lco-:, ) , .1 ~7 -
c,, 

~ ':'te r.: .. ntyng ar,d fyr,~ge ot.t cf tl':e Ro:::i~~e fox (~a~el,1;43), 

':?C 24353 th.:.r.ks it actually printE'd at ;.:;.~terd~ by s .:.-ie:cuan. 

I t~ve useQ t ~e ~ctle:e.., ccpy (7anne~ 51), 

b - H,-.., tostile '"es th~ English protestant :-eac:ic:i tc =-:e:.ry' s 

<Essoluticn cf h.:.s •~retended :riarriaE;e' witi! .'.r.ne of Cleve:, c:ay be 

~ee?. in :Ucha.rd Eilles' letter tc ;::ull i..ger: Cri;-ir.al letters, rS i. 2J'.;. 

;;": illee is alsc elcque:lt en the execut1c:1 of Barr,es, ~.2C9 f. 
f . 

7'-· _ Luther, :'~ Br, 8,577-78: 'Dr Antony (• no ·cert :Carnes) several ti:::es 
-· ceclared: Our ~1 ng has no respect for religicn ar.d tl:e gospel.' 

7~. ',Jillia.r., ' . ./ragr.ton (1seud,), 'I'he Rescuynr.e cf tr.e :qomiShe Fox -
o~r.~r ~·v!e callt d ~he exac:1naticn of the m.nter c.evi~ed ty steven t=;o.rdiner 

. . ( .. 

602 iaent1iies the autLor as Tu.rr,er, lJean cf '.,1e ! l~. :.is defH.ce cf 'st:r;re rr e 

gc·,er..cr' is at fo.C ii. In 1555 ~urner wrcte un C: er his c·~r. r.a.me The 

bt:t l:;efcre Garainer'i:, i.e. in J,cvemler 1555, :his la~t -..·ork an tic i pates 
~rve~ 

i:J ccr:ter. 1 ar.d vencrr much that \.lent ii . to t he puritan .C.'UToni ti cns to 
r-
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3:_ Beza to Bullin~er, 3 September (1566), Zurich Letters II 128, 

probably quotin~ the opinions of J?erceval ',.'iburn: ' ... the papacy was 

never abolished in that country, but rather trar.sferred to t he s cvere i 6n, ••. 

n:: thing else is new aimed at than the ,:-ra dual restoration cf what 

t ad been in 2ny measure altered.' 

7S. I r. January 1555 Gardiner, Tunatal (Durham) and Nic:,olas Heat h {Worcester: -ccnfel!seci exp=essly to John Ro9ers1 In ~enry VIII's t ime one could 

not say without pain of death that the ~ing had no autr.~rity in 

s piritual matters such as for ivenees ar.d a~thcrity to interpret God's word7 
C 

biehops in t he Greek bishops who supported Chalcedcn i :i the difficult 

times cf t he eT.peror Anastesius 491-518, './l:en t i:e popes expreesed t he vi ew 
{r::reeks 

that t h;-rhad bee:, gui lty d grave co□proll'.i se by holding comu:union with .,. 
t he patriarchs of Ccnstant i nople who ( though some 1,•ere Chalcedoniao) 

were net acknowle cse d by Rome be cause of the Acaci an scr.is~, they replied 

t hat they had kept t hei r faith i nt act, ar.d tha t t o have wi thdrawn 

c ::'Llllunicr. f r or:i t he patriarchs wc·Jld have brcught ex{ ulsion and t t e 

surrer.der of t heir flecks to the wol ves; ?ope Symmachus, ep,1 2 ed . -
7hiel, pp . 709-17; a bad text i:l i~i gne, FL 62 . 56-61. ::. Cbad·,1 i ck, :!:oetr:ius 

7 •. T:-.e i-:un: yng of t r. e !tc:.i:,eche ';/olfe (1 555 ~1 ' \..'hen as T\.:.nstal, Ga rciiner, -
\. I t• ... C.- i.. L: e 

eif hth , they suffer ed the kir.g ar.d div•ets l or d~ of the r ealm tc put away 

a.nd t ake as ~~ny wi ve s as they l ist wi t hou t any c~rrec t icn er a~~cni ticn. If 

t hat t he:: r.ad dent'! thei r du ty , the vi rtuous l& ::ly Anr. e of Cleve ~ad never 

been divorced ?.r,c ~t:t away frc:-:. tr.e icing her lawful i:u~band ... . [er.ry with 

:i i s covetous ccur.cil tee ... a ll tr.e gccds cf the abbeys ·,1hich celcn~etn for a 



1 a• . be half of tr.e 0oocs of great part as well unto Cbrht s cr.urch ., 

Turner om1 ta to add that 
I 

:Cishop Latirur of Worcester, r.:a.king tte ci;stcir.ary !:ew Year ~ gift to 

nenry ·n:rr, c:-,ce gave a him a I,ew Testament wrapped in a napkin ir.scri ::ed 

., ) 
'?crnicatcres et ad-.il teros judicabi t Dc~ir.us.' (Foxe v1-. 517 • 
Turner was far frc~ being the cnly protestant cu~raoed b-J t~e de li ~l"rate 
ruthle~sness with which Beery' s dissclut:.cn of tt.e 'TICna!\tenes er.f orced 
the annihilation cf a ctajcr religict:s factor ar.d a vast ore:>k •,.ii th t he P9st 

See l"!,Astcn, 'En_,lish Ruins and Bbglish Sistory', Journal cf t::e ,.'arl::urg & 
Ccurtauld Institutes 36 (1973) 231-55, at 234 ff. 

]J.: ';hat Cxfyrd, •q:-l"cial ~y ~:2gd~len Cclle f e, l':2d Its prc"e~ta:its 
in E.liz2beth s t irr.e is cl;: rifi~d oy c. :•·.Dent, ?:--ct~!ta:it Rl".:cr::-e::-s : n 
lliz2heth2n Oxford (Cxford 1983), fcllcw~ng Pr~c= Patr.ici · Cc~cn. 

1e. ?cY.e vi,577 f. 

79. Fcxl" viii. 51 f. _ .- _ 
- ·ga, Farker, Ccrre!!pcr,cence 109-113(26 f".arch 1960). -

tr. Farker, 2~2-94 (24 Decerncer 1566) 

~1.- P2::-ker 479 (1:. .:.pril 1575), ~ertaps Cecil ae;::-e~= • .,ith Si r -=ra:ici s 
Kncllrs (see C,Crcss, Royal Supremacy in the El i zabethan C. urc.::.~15c9J 
p.177 that bisr.op!! derive all spiritual ad~;crity, 1:.cli;di ng s_peric rity 
to pre!!lbyters, wholl:r frcm dt1legatic n by the Crc1o.-n, r.ct frc:r; Gcd by t t:e 
cco~issicn i n crdinaticn, Kncllys' view is an ul t r2-Cae~2rc?a~is=, an~) c ~cu 2 
to tbe Ultru:cntane stance cf Arct:bi!!lhcp Castagr.a cf Rc~sar.c ( later, for j 

a few days in 15'90, 'Croan VII) !!lc:brnitted t c U:e cci:nc_l cf 'I're:it o:i 20 
October 1562 (Ccnc.'I'rid. IX 59,18); Casta~a held tt:a t c isrc ps are t he po;~•; 
vicars and derive all a1.t 1.crity from him, i ncli;c.:.ng !!t:peri:ri t y c\·er 
~:~:;~:;;~• !!IC tha t r,o f urth ... r justificatic::, s\: c:: a s ' div i r.e r i g t ', is i 

e3. Grindal, Remains (PS), 369. (20 Dece~ber 1576 ) f 

~ Eccle s . Fclity VIII.vi,9. 

~ i/ilkini!, Car. c i lia I V 374) cf. 611 f e r tr.e text c f a ce1 s ·~re cy tr.e 

Vn' \tr~itV ot ()y r o •·c , l! · •. 1 y lf ~ ~- I ._.,... - :.. . " - -" ~ •• __ , __ -~ 
1 no ()t1 r ! • •::-: : , :. u 

tha t 'the King ' r s up!emacy i n eccle!!iastical affai::-s ,.,is : :iJur icu !!I to Ch r i s · 

Cn t he :'arrp tcn Ccurt Ccnference see Cardwell I e Cc:-.ft-rencee cc •.ec t ed 

wi t h t r.e rev i si cn cf tt:e BccK c f Co~.mon Prayer ( Oxford , 1840) , " _ _ P . c02-3,.. 

s{, ',ihitgift (PS) II 405; P.oo~er {£ VII.v.10) 'tt-,e f irs t 1r.~ t1tdicn cf 
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bishcps was frcm heaven, was even of God, th::e,Holy Ghoet was the 

authcr of it. 1 

Y!J:see the abrasive mes!ae;e from the Eouse of Ccl!lIDons to the •le:!lt.roinster 

Assembly of Divines, 30 April 1646, printed by A.?.~~tchell and J. 

Struthers, Viinutes cf the Sesdons of the West::.inster Asse:=.bly 

(Edinburgh & London, 1874),pp.448-455, showing that the 

p~rliament hated papal and royal !!1.:prea:a.cy, but er.thu:!!iastically 

upheld their own in matters ecclesia:!ltical. J.ny suggesticn that 

autl·.ori ty in the Cr.urch might have a di vine sancticn was anathe:na 

to the :nen ·,1:-. 0 had executed Laud and were scon to kill the king. 

89,. (W.Allen), ). 'Irue 1 sir,cere and modest defence of English Cathclics 
V 

(Rcu n, 1584), answering Purghley's cefence of the gcvern~ent's 

harassmer:t of r~cu!ants. A rcode::n reprint i:!l eci.itcc. b . R.:--.?.inbdcn 

(1965). An excerpt in C.Cross, Royal S~freoacy pp.i54~55. 

Ihere is a vehe~ent attack on the idea that a r.aticnal Church 

cught to wait fer a g~neral co\lncil befcre ta.kin0 crucial indep~de~t 

decisicns,in Bullinger's Decade:!! (FS) iv.1~6 f . 

• ~ Amcng tl,e cri ties of Jar.ies I's defence cf the -:ath of al le~iance 
tt-,e learned antl witty tracts of the Jesuit 1-".artir. ~can ( in hi s ccllected 
opu "cula, Fainz 1610-21,in fi'tltvclurces) are outstar.ding. J a=e~• best 
defenci.er vas Lancelot Andrewse. 

· ;~ - Cra~=er, ?S Le tte r:!! and Remains 116 . 
./ 


