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INTRODUCTION
i

In the first volume of this work11 endeavoured to establish the
parallelism which existed between the Reformation abroad and
the Reformation of the Church in this country. 1 explained
the doctrinal innovations of the Continental Reformers, and
showed that these were reflected in new liturgical services. In
particular, the new conceptions of the Eucharist led to new
Communion services, and the corresponding new ideas of the
nature of the ministry led to new rites of ordination. The old
Catholic conception of a true sacrificial priesthood was replaced
by the Protestant conception of an evangelical ministry of the
Word and the Sacraments. Having thus dealt with the Con-
tinental Reformation, I turned to the English movement, and
after showing how the ground was prepared for the change under
Henry VIII, traced the events of the reign of Edward VI in
detail.” This made it clear that the Anglican Reformation was
carried out with the assistance and advice of the Continental
Reformers, and followed a precisely similar plan. The Catholic
doctrinal standard was abolished and replaced by new Protestant
doctrines from abroad. A new liturgy was also introduced, in
harmony with the new doctrines. In particular, the Catholic
doctrines of the Real Objective Presence and the Sacrifice of
the Mass were abandoned, and new Communion services drawn
up to express the new Protestant conceptions. The conception
of the ministry underwent a corresponding change, which was
in turn expressed in a new ordination rite, just as had been done
abroad. The three higher grades of the ministry were retained,
as Apostolic and Primitive, but it was made clear that these
offices were not stages of a sacrificial priesthood, as understood in
the Catholic Church, but degrees in an evangelical ministry of
the Word and the Sacraments. In the case of both the new
Communion sendees and the new Ordination rite, foreign
Protestant services were taken as models, and closely followed.

» The Reformation, the Mass and the Priesthood : Volume X: “ The Revolt from the
Mediaval Church.”
v
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It was not to be expected that such a thesis would pass without
being challenged, and in point of fact the work has met with
severe hostile criticism, especially from Anglican writers. It will
be ofinterest to see what these have to say :

(i) Dr. A.J. Macdonald, in the Record,] says : * One feature
does merit approval. Dr. Messenger shows quite clearly that the
Anglican Church is a Church of the Reformation.” He adds :
“ We knew that already.” But is it not precisely a point which
many Anglican writers conceal, and even deny ?

The same reviewer says that one aim of my work is ““ to prove
that the Anglican Reformation settlement was conducted
deliberately upon non-episcopal Continental lines,” and adds,
“ that, of course, is ridiculous.” It is difficult to understand how
Dr. Macdonald can thus misrepresent my real thesis, in view of
the clear statement I make on p. 458 of my first volume, and
equally clear statements elsewhere. The Anglican Reformers,
like their Continental brethren, had no objection to the retention
of a pastoral episcopate. Circumstances here favoured such a
retention, circumstances abroad were, for the most part, against it.
But Anglican and Continental Reformers were at one in holding
that, in any case, the episcopate was merely the highest grade of
an evangelical ministry, and was not the * high priesthood ” as
understood by Catholics.

(2) The reviewer in the Guardian* remarked that my “ main
contention,” which is ““ that in successive stages of the Anglican
Ordinal, what is intended to be given is not * power’ but ‘ author-
ity to execute an office,” ” together with *‘ the repeated parallelism,

‘ the Bucerian and Anglican rites,” are probably regarded ” by
me as my “ principal achievements.” He makes no attempt to
destroy these “ achievements,” beyond remarking that some
““have deemed other conclusions more consonant with an
extended study of the Reformation, as well as with reason and
common sense.”

(3) A more definite attack upon my position was made by the
Church Times in a review printed under the heading ““ Half-baked
History,”} and also by the Rev. H. Beevor, of Pusey House,
Oxford, in an article in Theology for September, 1936. The
similarities between these are so striking that one is tempted to
infer that they are both from the same pen. Against my argu-
ment concerning the terminology used in the Anglican Ordinal,
both urge that “ authority ” is the normal sixteenth-century

‘June 5th, 1936. > May 1st, 1936. ’July 17th, *936-
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INTRODUCTION vii

translation of ° potestas,” and add that Bucer himself speaks
of the “ potestas ” conferred in ordination. But my argument
is not based simply on the use of the word * authority > in the
Anglican Ordinal, but rather upon the phrase ° authority
to execute an office.” It is quite true that * potestas
can sometimes be translated by <« authority,” especially when the
reference is to ‘‘jurisdiction.” For Catholic theologians and
canonists often distinguish between the * potestas ordinis > and
the " potestas jurisdictionis.” The phrase *“ authority to execute
an office ” is quite suitable for the conveying of the * potestas
jurisdictionis,” but not very suitable for the conveying of the
““ potestas ordinis.” As to Bucer’s use of the word ‘ potestas,”
it is noteworthy that this is concerned precisely with jurisdiction,
for he says that ‘“ the imposition of hands . . . signifies that to
him is given power (potestatem) that he may feach and govern
the Church in the place of Christ.” It is equally beside the
point to urge that where the English form of the Articles of
Religion has “ authority,” the Latin has * potestas,” for once
again the reference here'is to jurisdiction : The English article
speaks of “men who have public authority to call and send
ministers into the Lord’s vineyard > ; the Latin has : “ quibus
potestas vocandi ministros atque mittendi.” Thus, where Bucer
and the Latin Articles of Religion use the word “ potestas,” it is
obviously in the sense of * potestas jurisdictionis,” i.e.  author-
ity.” It seems equally clear that the phrase * authority to
execute an office ”” in the Anglican Ordinal signifies jurisdiction
rather than any true “ potestas ordinis.”

The second point made by the Church Times reviewer, and by
the Rev. H. Beevor in Theology, is that, whereas I lay great stress
on the use of the word ‘“ exhibere > by Continental and English
Protestants when speaking of the Eucharist, and say that * the
Church never makes use of the term * exhibited ' in her own
exposition of the doctrine of the Real Presence,” the word is
in point offact employed by St. Thomas Aquinas, and also in the
Cologne Enchiridion.!

Actually, all this is irrelevant. My Anglican critics have quoted
half a sentence from my book, away from its context. The
passage occurs in the chapter which deals with the Council of
Trent, and comes at the end of my translation of the Council’s

1 The Church Times gave no references, but the Rev. H. Beevor in Theology mentioned
St. Thomas’s Summa Theologica, 111, q. 75, art. 1, and q. 76, art. 2. I myselfindicated
these in letters to the Church Times on July 24th and 31st, 1936, adding a further
reference to III, q. 80, art. 4, ad. 1.
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Decrees on the Eucharist. In fact, my sentence continues : * the
term only occurs in the eighth canon, which is condemning a state-
ment made by the Reformers.”’l It should have been obvious
that by “ the Church ” I meant ““ the Church at the Council of
Trent.” Itwas not my intention to assert that the term had never
been used by Catholic writers. It could undoubtedly be used in
a perfectly orthodox sense, and was so used by St. Thomas
Aquinas, the theologian of Transubstantiation. It certainly has
an equally orthodox meaning in the Cologne Enchiridion of 1537
Mr. Beevor gives only one instance from this work, i.e. that on
p- 76, but there are others, e.g. on pp. 49 and 54. The passage
on p. 49 is particularly illuminating. The Catholic writer here
remarks that the Eucharist is more excellent than other sacra-
ments, because in the latter the external element is not changed.
Thus, the water of baptism and the oil of chrism are not changed,
“neque Spiritus Sanctus ... in eisdem dementis essentialiter
continetur, quamvis credentibus in mysterio exhibeatur et detur™
Thus, the Holy Ghost is “ exhibited and given ” in Baptism
and Confirmation, but the Body and Blood of Christ are not
merely “ exhibited and given ” in the Eucharist, but are really
and truly “ contained ” substantially under the species of bread
and wine. We gather from this that the term ‘ exhibited ”
may be used of the Eucharist, as of other sacraments, but it
is not adequate to express the Real Objective Presence. In
any case, it certainly does not signify this doctrine when used
by those who deny it. Accordingly, when St. Thomas says that
u Christus camem suam nobis exhibet in hoc sacramento invisibili
modo,” and the Enchiridion of Cologne says that the words of
institution show ‘“ quid nobis in hoc sacramento Christus exhibet,”
it is obvious that they do not mean merely what Bucer, for
example, meant when he said that ““the bread and wine be
signs exhibitive, that is to say, such signs as do give the things
signified,” or again, * In all my writings I bear witness that there
is specially in the Holy Supper an exhibition of the Body and
Blood of Christ. . . . The bread is shown and given to the
senses, and at the same time the Body of the Lord, that is,
the communion of the Lord, is exhibited and given to faith.”
I showed in my first volume that not only Bucer, but also
Melanchthon, Calvin and Zwingli all displayed a remark-
able preference for this term ° exhibit,” in connection with
their Eucharistic doctrine. It is all too plain that they used
1 Page 210. * Sec passages quoted on p. 163 of Vol. 1.
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itin an un-Catholic sense. This use lasted long after the Reforma-
tion period, for the Scottish Communion service, drawn up about
1619 and proposed for use in the Scottish Episcopalian Church,
had this phrase in its Prayer of Consecration :

“ Send down, O Lord, thy blessing upon this sacrament,
that it may be unto us the effectual exhibitive instrument of the
Lord Jesus.”’1

It is said that this service was largely due to Cowper, Bishop
of Galloway, who, in one of his works, explains that the sacra-
mental bread is ““ appointed by God to be a sign and a seal, and
an exhibiting instrument of Christ’s body.” The Rev. Dr. Sprott,
in his notes to Scottish Liturgies of the Reign ofJames VI, says2:

“The word ‘exhibit’ was then understood as equivalent to

*apply,” and it was constantly used of the Lord’s Supper to set
forth the doctrine of the Reformed Church—that the elements
are the instruments by which Christ's Body and Blood are imparted
to the faithful. Thus Cowper says that the elements c¢are not
only signs representing Christ crucified, nor seals confirming our
faith in Him, but also effectual instruments of exhibition, whereby
the Holy Spirit makes an inward application of Christ crucified
to all that are His.” ”

It is clear that this meaning approximates to that attached to
the term by Bucer, Calvin, and Melanchthon. As to its use in
Anglican formularies and writings, in view of the known opinions
of the Anglican reformers, and their acknowledged indebtedness
to their foreign colleagues, it is surely reasonable to assume, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, that it is being used in the
Protestant and not in the Catholic sense, i.e. in the sense of
Bucer, etc. and not in the sense of Thomas Aquinas and the
Enchiridion, And it is still a remarkable fact that the Council of
Trent abstained from making use of it in its own exposition of
Eucharistic doctrine. Nevertheless, it is open to Anglicans to
vindicate its orthodoxy in any particular formulary or context.

(4) Theology for August, 1936, also contained a review of my
work by Dr. F. L. Cross. He remarks that my “ leading thesis
is that * the Reformation in England was a much more ‘ Pro-
testant,’ not to say more political, affair than is commonly
supposed,” adding that among my proofs is *“ a detailed examina-
tion of the Prayer book of 1549,” my method being to * compare
that Book with its pre-Reformation ancestors.” Dr. Cross
comments : “ Having adopted this method, it is not surprising

1 Italics mine. o« Works, p. 263.
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that our author finds a great many changes in a ‘ Protestant’
direction,” but ““had Dr. Messenger, however, compared the
Book of 1549 with the Protestant forms ofservice on the Continent,
we suspect he would have had a very different tale to tell.”” But
the reader will observe that on pp. 382 to 398 of Vol. I, I compare
the Communion service of 1549, not only with the old Sarum
Missal, but also with the new Eucharistic rites drawn up by
Martin Luther, and I show how close is the parallel between the
German and the English services.

(5) More important, perhaps, are the admissions made by
several Anglican reviewers. Thus, Canon Wilfred Knox, in the
Cambridge Review] talks of my  elaborate attempts to show the
influence of Bucer on the Anglican Reformation,” but allows
that “ It is obvious that, both in language and doctrine, the
English Reformers were affected by the Continental movement.”
He can only urge thatitis ““ equally clear that they (the Anglican
Reformers) did not commit themselves to abandoning anything
which they believed could be proved by the appeal to Scripture, to
rest on divine authority.” But surely the question is, not whether
the Reformers considered the Catholic conception of the Sacrifice
and the Priesthood to ““rest on divine authority,” or not, but
whether they rejected them. There can be no doubt as to this !

Mr. Beevor, in Theology, allows that *“ there is a close relation
between the Anglican rite of Ordination and the draft contained
in Bucer’s work,” though he still seems to think that Bucer may
have written his work after the Ordinal of 1550. He adduces
no evidence, however, and does not discuss mine, which, I may
therefore fairly claim, still holds the field. Mr. Beevor also allows
that “it can be proved from their writings that Cranmer and
other individual Reformers held defective views concerning the
Sacrament,” and also allows that there is ambiguous language
concerning the Sacrifice in the Anglican Communion service.
He urges that the early liturgies were equally ambiguous. That
may be so, but in any case the ambiguity is in each instance to

be determined by the known views of the compilers. Thus, the
““ defective views 7 of the Anglican Reformers- give us the real
meaning of the Anglican Communion rite.

As to the ministry itself, it is very significant that the Church
Times reviewer remarks that “no serious student of the New
Testament can believe that St. Peter or St. Paul believed the
essence of their ministry to consist in * power to offer sacrifice and

1 May 8th, 1936.
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to celebrate Masses as well for the quick as for the dead?”
Similarly, Mr. Beevor says in Theology: * the essence of the
Christian ministry is to be found in the power to preach the
Word and to dispense the Sacraments,” adding that “ a belief
that the Apostles thought ofthemselves as primarily and essentially
sacrificing priests finds no support in the pages of the New
Testament.” In other words, the Church Times reviewer and
Mr. Beevor reject the Catholic conception of the priesthood, as
defined at Trent,| and set forth instead a definition of the ministry
which would be accepted by any Nonconformist or other Pro-
testant pastor. Doubtless, the Anglican Ordinal would suffice
to convey such a * ministry of the Word and the Sacraments,” if
the Christian priesthood were merely of that nature. But it is
precisely our claim that the Catholic priesthood has as its essential
power something more, namely, the power to consecrate and
offer the Body and Blood of Christ in the Sacrifice of the Mass.
It is significant that the Anglican writers quoted above seem to
disclaim such power. It confirms our own view, that Anglican
Orders are not meant to be, and are not, in fact, Orders as
understood in the Catholic and Roman Church.

Other minor points raised by Anglican reviewers are dealt
with in Appendix III, which also includes corrections of errors
in typography, etc., in Vol. I. But I think I can fairly claim
that the thesis set forth in my first volume has not been disproved.
There has been no attempt by Anglicans to challenge my claim
that the doctrinal and liturgical reforms in this country were
initiated and controlled by the Protestant party, with the help
of the foreign Reformers, and that they were carried through in
spite of the opposition of what I have called the ‘ Anglo-
Catholic ” party at that time. This is of the utmost importance
in determining the significance of these reforms. The new
conceptions of the Eucharist and the ministry were intended to
replace the traditional Catholic conceptions of the Mass and the
Priesthood, and this was fully recognised at the time by both
Catholics and Protestants.

The evidence for this is set forth in my two volumes. It is

1 M Sacrificium et sacerdotium ita Dei ordinatione conjuncta sunt, ut utrumque
in omni lege exstiterit. Cum igitur in Novo Testamento sanctum Eucharistiae
sacrificium visibile ex Domini institutione Catholica Ecclesia acceperit: fateri etiam
oportet, in ea novum esse visibile et externum Sacerdotium . . (Sess. raii,
ap S‘i])quis dixerit, non esse in Novo Testamento Sacerdotium visibile et externum,

vel non esse potestatem aliquam consecrandi et offerendi verum corpus et sanguinem
Domini, et peccata remittendi et retinendi . . . anathema sit.”” (Ibid., canon x.)
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cumulative in its force, and as such is overwhelming. Anglican
criticisms have doubtless shown that, taken separately, individual
points are not strong enough to prove my thesis, but in history
as in other matters, there is such a thing as the convergence
of probabilities.

Space will not allow me to deal with other Anglican reviews,
nor with the much fairer, though equally critical reviews which
have appeared in Presbyterian, Catholic and secular journals.
Such points as seem to call for treatment are dealt with in
Appendix III.

I

In this second volume, I take up the story at the beginning of
the reign of Queen Mary, and give a careful and detailed account
of the process by which England was reconciled to the Catholic
Church, and in particular, of the treatment then accorded to
Edwardine orders. I show that the rejection of those orders
by the ecclesiastical authorities, both here and in Rome, was
complete and absolute, and that in particular, there is no founda-
tion for the oft-repeated statement that Bishop Scory’s Edwardine
orders were recognised by Bishop Bonner. It was a different
bishop altogether who was reconciled.

Next I study the re-establishment of Anglicanism under Queen
Elizabeth, discussing incidentally what really happened at the
Nag’s Head. I show how little truth there is in the claim that the
ground lost under Edward VI was recovered in the reign of the
daughter of Anne Boleyn. The Elizabethan Anglican Church
stands out in all its nakedness as a purely Protestant body, with
a Protestant doctrinal standard and a Protestant liturgy.

I carry on the story till 1662, because it is said that, at any
rate, the Church of England recovered the Catholic conception
of things through the Caroline divines. 1 show that the *“ High
Church ” party of that time remained faithful to the general
Protestant conception of the Eucharist and the Ministry, and

that all through this period, Anglicans of all schools agreed in
repudiating the possession of the priesthood as understood in
the Church of Rome. Catholic writers had a comparatively
easy task in showing that the Anglican Church does not possess a
true priesthood, though unfortunately, they did not confine them-
selves to the safe grounds of doctrine, but added unsound
considerations of a historical order.



INTRODUCTION xiii

In Part Seven, I deal with the lengthy theological discussions
of Anglican Orders by Catholic writers and the ecclesiastical
authorities, beginning with the Holy Office cases of 1684 and
1704, and including an account of the Courayer controversy.
I proceed to give a history of the events leading up to the appoint-
ment of the Papal Commission of 1896, and of its sequela. ~Later
chapters give accounts of the Malines Conversations, and of the
recent recognition of Anglican Orders by the Old Catholics and
some of the Eastern Orthodox Churches. The last chapter gives
a review of the whole subject, in which the results of the historical
investigation are considered in the light of the accepted principles
of Catholic sacramental theology.

There are three appendices. The first deals with the precise
force of Pope Leo’s Bull, Apostdlica Cura. The second discusses
the validity of Abyssinian Orders. The third is devoted to
additional notes to Volume I, and corrigenda.

In the course of the work, I occasionally criticise some in-
accurate statements put forward by Anglican writers on the
subjects under discussion. It is regrettable to have to do this,
but very necessary, in view of claims such as the following, put
forward by the late Archbishop of Canterbury:

“ Our wish in the Church of England, as all our best represen-
tatives testify, has always been for daylight, fresh air, outspoken
truthfulness, and candour—the unswerving assertion of what we
believe to be true without concealment or reserve, and, so far as
possible, with a frank disregard of the diplomatic expediency

and so forth which has taken so large a place in the words and acts
of Roman controversialists ever since the Middle Ages.”’!

Against this claim we may set the admission made by the late
Canon Bright, Regius Professor of Ecclesiastical History at the
University of Oxford, and himself by no means a ““ pro-Roman ”
historian :

“He would be much deceived who should imagine that the
temptation to manipulate facts, to misrepresent the purport of
events, or to read unwarrantably between the lines of documents,
has never been too strong for Anglicans.”)

At any rate, this criticism might be applied to some Anglican
writers referred to in the present volume. It might be said in
reply that this failing is not confined to Anglican writers. That
I freely admit. It might also be urged that it is not found in all

1 Letter to Lord Halifax, April 24th, 1895, hi Life of Lord Davidson, by the Right

Rev. Dr. Bell, Bishop of Chichester, Vol. I, p. 233.
* Waymarks in English Church History, p. 241.
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Anglican writers, and that I also gladly allow. But there is
certainly room for more objectivity and candour in Anglican
works on the Reformation period. Too often, unpalatable facts
are either not mentioned, or else are explained away. It is not
by such methods that the cause of truth is advanced, or that the
reunion of all Christians will be brought nearer.

To the list given in the first volume of those who have assisted
me, I would like to add the following names : first and foremost,
the Most Reverend Dr. Hinsley, Cardinal Bourne’s successor in
the See of Westminster, and kindest of Archbishops ; the Right
Rev. Mgr. Hallett, Rector of St. John’s Seminary, Wonersh ;
the Right Rev. Mgr. Godfrey, Rector of the English College,
Rome; the Very Rev. Canon Mahoney; the Very Rev.
Fr. Hugh Pope, O.P.; the Rev. W. Gumbley, O.P.; the
Rev. John Rogers, S.J., of Campion Hall, Oxford ; the Rev.
F. O’'D. Hoare, O.S.G.; the Rev. A. Beck, A.A.; the Rev.
Dr. Albion; and the Rev. Dr. Curtin. (The last four have
rendered invaluable service in the reading of proofs.)

I also gratefully acknowledge the help given me by some who
are not of the household of my faith, such as the Right Rev. Dr.
Bell, Bishop of Chichester ; the Rev. Canon Douglas, Secretary
of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Church of England ;
the Rev. Sir Edwyn Hoskyns, Librarian of Corpus Christi College,
Cambridge; the Rev. Prebendary Chanter, Treasurer of
Exeter Cathedral, who gave me information from the Exeter
records; the Rev. Proto-presbyter Gala Galaction, of the
Rumanian Orthodox Church ; the Right Rev. Bishop Heiler,
of the German Lutheran Church ; the Rev. Dr. McMillan,
of St. Leonard’s Parish Church, Dumfermline; Miss 1.
Churchill, Assistant Librarian of Lambeth Palace Library;
Miss B. Hamilton Thompson, sometime Librarian of St. Hugh’s
College, Oxford ; Dr. Charles Cotton, Mr. W. P. B. Cove, and
Mr. F. Tyler, all of the Canterbury Cathedral Library; and
Mr. G. W. Henderson, of the Chapter Library at St. Paul’s
Cathedral. I must also express my thanks to Mr. Percy O.
Bramble for so kindly examining the Norwich diocesan records
on my behalf.

Next I must acknowledge the permission so willingly given
to utilise various sources.  First I have to thank his Eminence
Cardinal Ganali, for allowing me to utilise some letters written

by Mgr. Merry del Vai in 1896, and published in Mgr. Cenci’s
Italian biography of the Cardinal. I had hoped to be able also
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to utilise some letters written by Mgr. Merry del Vai in the same
year, 1896, to Cardinal Vaughan, dealing with the situation in
Rome arising out of the activities of the Anglicans and their
friends, but in view of the introduction of the cause of beatifica-
tion of the late Cardinal Merry del Vai, his Eminence Cardinal
Canali has not felt it possible to grant the necessary authorisation.
In any case, the subject-matter of the correspondence is largely
covered by the letters from Mgr. Moyes to Cardinal Vaughan
written during the same period and cited in this volume by kind per-
mission ofhis Grace the Archbishop of Westminster. Incidentally,
I take the liberty of correcting one or two errors in detail which
occur in Mgr. Genci’s otherwise excellent life of Cardinal Merry
del Vai.

I also thank Dom Philip Langdon for allowing me to quote an
unpublished letter written by the late Cardinal Gasquet.

In the case of one or two letters quoted in this present volume,
careful enquiry has failed to ascertain the name of the persons
whose leave should be obtained. Under these circumstances I
have thought it best to assume permission, being very confident
that there is nothing in the letters to which objection would be
taken by those concerned.

Lastly, my grateful thanks are due to authors and publishers
who have allowed me to utilise the following works : The Life of
Lord Davidson, by the Right Rev. Dr. Bell, Bishop of Chichester
(Oxford University Press) ; The Church of England and Episcopacy,
by the Rev. Canon A.J. Mason (Cambridge University Press) ;
Anglo-Roman Relations, by G. G. Bayne (Clarendon Press) ;
Lollardy and the Reformation, by James Gairdner (Macmillan) ;
The Elizabethan Prayer Book, by Rev. Dr. Gee (Macmillan) ; The
Relations of'the Anglican Churches with the Eastern Orthodox, by the
Rev. CanonlJ. A. Douglas (Faith Press) ; The Validity ofAnglican
Ordinations, by Archbishop Papadopoulos (Faith Press) ; The
Validity of English Ordinations, by Chrestos Androutsos, translated
by F. W. Groves Campbell (Richards Press) ; Documents on
Christian Unity, two series, edited by the Right Rev. Dr. Bell,
Bishop of Chichester (Oxford University Press) ; Leavesfrom my
Diary, by F. A. Gasquet (Bums Oates) ; The Life of Cardinal
Vaughan, by J. Snead-Cox (Bums Oates). I also thank Messrs.
Burns Oates for permission to utilise material contained in an
article I wrote for the Dublin Review for January, 1936, and also
to quote from my Epistlefrom the Romans, and The Lutheran Origin
f the Anglican Ordinal. Especially do I thank the Society for
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Promoting Christian Knowledge for their general permission to
utilise works published by them. Their names are sufficiently
indicated in the work itself, but I must especially mention
Bishop Frere’s valuable study, The Marian Reaction; works by
the Rev. Dr. Firminger; Liturgy and Worship ; and the Reports
of the Lambeth Conferences. And lastly I must thank Messrs.
Longmans, Green & Co., for permission to quote Dr. Darwell
Stone’s invaluable History of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist,
A Roman Diary, by the Rev. Canon Lacey, and Lord Halifax’s
book, Leo XIII and Anglican Orders. Messrs. Longmans, and the
Burleigh Press also deserve my best thanks for the trouble they
have taken in the production of this work.

The titles of books utilised are usually given in full when quoted
for the first time. Afterwards, sufficient indication is given for
their identification. Similarly, “P.S.” after a work by a
Reformer signifies the edition published by the Parker Society. I
have adopted a like practice in other cases.

In transcribing passages from sixteenth century writers I have
occasionally modernised the spelling. I have not thought it

necessary to give any special indications of this.
E. C. Messenger.
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PART FIVE

THE RECONCILIATION OF ENGLAND WITH ROME
UNDER QUEEN MARY






CHAPTER 1

THE ECCLESIASTICAL POSITION OF ENGLAND,
AND ROME’'S KNOWLEDGE OF IT

A. THE ECCLESIASTICAL POSITION OF ENGLAND.

1. For a proper understanding of the ecclesiastical events of
the reign of Queen Mary, and especially of the measures taken
by the Holy See in connection with the reconciliation of England
with Rome, it is desirable that we should begin by explaining
the position of English people at that time from the standpoint
of the law of the Catholic Church, i.e. Canon Law, and es-
pecially the position of the Church and churchmen in this
country.

Until the Anglican Schism, which was consummated in 1535,1
the English Church had been merely two provinces of the
Catholic Church, united with the other provinces throughout
the world in a common allegiance to the Pope, the centre'of
Unity. The Schism had been prepared by a series of Acts in
Parliament and Convocation under Henry VIII, culminating
in the universal repudiation by the English Bishops of their
Bulls of Appointment, by which they held their sees from Rome,
and the taking out of fresh letters of appointment from the King,
early in 1535, acknowledging that jurisdiction comes from the
Crown.? From that moment we may say that a separate here-
tical and schismatic body came into existence, i.e. the Anglican
National Church, or the " Church of England,” as we now use
this term. There were, itis true, different parties in that Church,
as we have seen, but all three groups, the * Anglo-Catholics,”
the * Protestants,” and the * Opportunists,” repudiated the
Papal Supremacy, accepted that of the Crown, and thus ac-
quiesced in the schism from the Holy See. Moreover, all were,
in varying degrees, guilty also of heresy. In the case of most of
the “ Anglo-Catholic ” party,3 the heresy was practically con-

1 See Vol. I, p. 239. ’ See Vol. 1, p. 238.

* See Vol. I, p. 240, for the explanation of our use of the term ‘ Anglo-Catholic
here.

3
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fined to the acquiescence in the idea of a separate national
church, and the repudiation of the Supremacy of the Roman
See, which had been solemnly defined at the Council of Florence.
But some even of the °° Anglo-Catholics ” were becoming un-
sound on other matters. The ° Protestant” party were, of
course, heretical on many other points as well, and in particular,
they denied Transubstantiation, which had been defined at the
Council of the Lateran in 1215, and other Catholic doctrines
which were part of the ordinary teaching of the Church—e.g.
the Sacrifice of the Mass. The “ Opportunist > party were in
the main singularly lacking in settled religious convictions,
or at any rate acted as if they had none, and hence were also
constructively heretical.

The Schism had been perpetuated in the reign of Edward VI,
and the heretical character of the new Church had become
still more manifest, by the introduction of new rites and doctrinal
formulae, all more or less heretical.

The English authorities, of course, claimed that they were
within their rights in thus setting up this new and heretical
religious institution under the domination of the Crown. But
the Catholic Church, which claims to exist throughout the
world by divine right, could not admit the right of English
people thus to separate from her Communion and to set up a
separate organisation. From the Catholic Church’s point of
view, therefore, there was no such thing as a dejure separated
English Church in this country. Instead, from the Catholic
standpoint, the king, bishops, clergy and laity, all members
of the Catholic Church, were guilty, in varying degrees, of the
sins of heresy and schism, and incurred the canonical penalties
attached to these offences. There was no need for the Holy
See to excommunicate the English Church as such, and indeed
it is not customary to excommunicate moral bodies or com-
munities.

English people, ecclesiastical and lay, had, as we have said,
fallen in varying degrees into heresy and schism. These are
both grave sins, according to Catholic teaching, and the Church
had attached to them various penalties or * censures * incurred
by their commitment. True, according to Catholic teaching,
a censure is incurred only by those who are « formally ” guilty
of committing the sin, and not by those who are only ‘‘ materi-
ally 7 guilty. But the distinction between formal and material

heretics and schismatics had little practical importance so far
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as England was concerned at that time, and the supposition
would be that, in the absence of proofto the contrary, all English
people had acquiesced, at least in the schism, and to some
extent in the heresies involved therein. Some individuals might
indeed plead that so far as they submitted to the new state
of'things, they did so only under compulsion, and that they never
formally acquiesced either in the heresy or the schism. Queen
Mary herself was one of these, for she said expressly that she
did not consider thatshe had really incurred ecclesiastical censures,
and precisely for this reason.] Those who took part in the
Pilgrimage of Grace under Henry VIII, and in the Western
Rising under Edward VI, might also have made the same plea.
But even in these cases, the Church authorities would consider
that a dispensation from censures should be obtained ad cautelam.
And if all this is true of the laity in general, it is especially
true of the bishops and clergy. It is useless to argue that the
great Reforming Acts were passed, not by the Church, but by
the civil power, and that therefore they did not affect the canonical
status of churchmen. For it was notorious that these Acts were
accepted also by the ecclesiastical authorities. Convocation
itselfhad accepted the Royal Supremacy, the bishops had acknow-
ledged that they held their sees only from the Crown, and had
surrendered their independence. Moreover, they had taken
the Oath of Supremacy, repudiating the Papacy. And bishops
and clergy alike acquiesced in the liturgical and disciplinary
innovations which were heretical in character and implication.
Even so stalwart an ““ Anglo-Catholic ” as Bishop Bonner publicly
used the First Prayer Book of Edward VI at St. Paul’s Cathedral.2
Indeed, those of the  Anglo-Catholic ” party who succeeded
in retaining their positions during the reign of Edward VI did
so only at the price oftheir acceptance of the reforms introduced.
There is another important point. Few of the existing bishops
at the beginning of Mary’s reign had been appointed to their
sees by the Pope. Most of them had been appointed by the
Crown after the consummation of the schism, and, from the
standpoint of Canon Law, these had absolutely no right to hold
their sees, quite apart from the question of heresy or valid orders,
for the Pope had not acquiesced in or approved of these schis-
matic appointments. Hence, from the Catholic point of view,
these bishops were intruders into the sees they occupied, and

1 Venetian Calendar, N, p. 557. Cf. p. 34.
* Greyfriars Chronicle, p. 62.
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had no rightful jurisdiction. The same would have to be said
of the parochial clergy appointed by these intruding bishops.

There were other complications in the case of the clergy,
with which we shall deal later on. But we must first consider
the canonical effects of heresy and schism into which English
people had almost all fallen, in some degree or other.

2. It is hardly necessary in these days to establish that the
Papal Canon Law had full force here in England in pre-Reforma-
tion times. The researches of Maitland, Brooke, etc.,] have
made this quite plain. The ecclesiastical position in England
was accordingly governed mainly by the Corpus Juris Canonici.
But to this would have to be added such decisions of Popes and
Councils as had appeared between the closing of the Corpus
Juris and the beginning of the reign of Queen Mary. Amongst
these would be the Fifth Council of the Lateran, 1512-1517-
More important for our purpose is the promulgation of censures,
etc., by the Pope which took place every year in the Bull
known as In Cana Domini. All this was supplemented by local
ecclesiastical legislation, such as that found in the Provincials of
Lyndwood, the famous English canonist, who wrote in the
fifteenth century. Of course it was understood that such local
legislation bound only in so far as it was not contrary to the
legislation of the Church as a whole, or at least in so far as any
derogation from such universal law might have the approval,
expressed or implied, of the Sovereign Pontiff.

To the above we might add the special promulgation of censures
against England contained in the Bull of Pope Paul III, Ejus
qui immobilis, dated August 30th, 1535, but not actually published
till December, 1538.

Even then, it was published only in Rome, and not in two
other places outside, as specified in the terms of the Bull itself.
Accordingly, it must remain a matter of doubt, whether it

1 See especially Maitland, Roman Canon Law in the Church of England; Z. N. Brooke,
English Church and the Papacy ; and Morgan’s article on Lyndwood in the Dictionary
of English Church History. Speaking of the power of the Archbishop of Canterbury in
pre-Reformation times, Morgan writes : “ Nor can the Archbishop override legatine
constitutions. Lyndwood is quite clear that the Constitutions of Otto and Ottobone
are superior to those of any English prelate or council. An English prelate cannot
put any statutory interpretation upon them ; his power is merely executive, not
authoritative.”” Maitland’s thesis was questioned by Phillimore in his article in
the Encyclopaedia Britannica on Canon Law in England, but even Phillimore had to -
admit that “ as to foreign particular constitutions in England there are a great
number of them, of which it has been and is admitted that they have currency in
England. However papal in their origin, post-Reformation lawyers have regarded

them as valid,” and he adds that a Decree of Innocent III in the Fourth Lateran
Council was recognised by the English Courts as late as 1848.
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actually took its canonical effect here in England. We will,
however, describe its contents in due course.!

3. It will be of interest here to set forth the canonical effects
of heresy and schism, as found in the sources of Church Law
mentioned above.

The Decretals of Gregory IX2 say that all heretics are ex-
communicated :

" Excommunicamus itaque et anathematizamus omnem haeresim
extollentem se adversus hanc sanctam, orthodoxam et catholicam
fidem, quam superius exposuimus, condemnantes haereticos univer-
sos, quibuscunque nominibus censeantur . . . Credentes praeterea,
receptatores, defensores et fautores haereticorum excommunicationi
decernimus subjacere, firmiter statuentes ut postquam quis talium
fuerit excommunicatione notatus, si satisfacere contempserit intra
annum, ex tunc ipsojure sit factus infamis.... Sivero clericus fuerit,
ab omni officio et beneficio deponatur. . . . Clerici non exhibeant
hujusmodi pestilentibus ecclesiastica sacramenta, nec eos Christianae
pracsumant tradere sepulturae . . . alioquin suo priventur officio,
ad quod nunquam restituantur absque induito Sedis Apostolicae
speciali.”

And again3:

t( Universos qui de sacramento Corporis et Sanguinis Domini
nostri Jesu Christi, vel de Baptismate, seu de peccatorum Con-
fessione, Matrimonio, vel reliquis ecclesiasticis sacramentis, aliter
sentire aut docere non metuunt quam sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia
praedicat et observat . . . vinculo perpetui anathematis innodamus
. . . Quicunque manifeste fuerint in haeresi deprehensi, si clericus
est, vel cujuslibet religionis obumbratione fucatus, totius ecclesiastici
ordinis praerogativa nudetur, et sic, omni officio et beneficio spoliatus
ecclesiastico, secularis relinquatur arbitrio potestatis . . . nisi
continuo post deprehensionem erroris, ad fidei catholicae unitatem
sponte recurrere et errorem suum ad arbitrium episcopi regionis
publice consenserit abjurare.”

Thus, those who teach any doctrine on the sacraments contrary
to that taught by the Roman Church, are heretics. Note also
that clerics who fall into heresy are to be deposed from their
offices and benefices.

1 On the publication of the Bull in Rome, see Constant, Reformation in England,
pp- 256 n., 273 ; Pastor, History of the Popes, XII, pp. 468-9, and references there
given. It may be remarked that publication in two places outside Rome was ordered
so that Henry VIII should not be able to plead ignorance of its contents, and that,
in point of fact, he knew all about it before it was published. See Dixon, Hist,
of'the C. of E., 11, p. 94. An instruction for Cardinal Pole stated that the Apostolic
see ““publicavit bullam” (English Historical Review, 1922, p. 423).

’Lib. V, tit. vii, cap. 13, ‘“Excommunicari sunt omnes haeretici, quibuscunque
nominibus nominentur.” We quote from the edition published at Magdeburg
in

1 Decretals of Gregory IX, lib. V, tit. vii, cap. ix, “ Ad abolendam.”
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The Papal Bull In Cana Domini, as published annually from
1536 onwards, expressly declared the followers of Luther to be
heretics :

“ Excommunicamus et anathematizamus . . . omnes haereticos.
. . . Wiclevistas seu Hussitas . . . necnon per fel. rec. Leonem PP.
X. praedecessorem nostrum superioribus annis damnatam, impiam
et abominabilem Martini Lutheri haeresim sequentes, ipsique
Martino quominus puniri possit quomodolibet faventes et quoslibet
alios haereticos quocunque nomine receptatores, librosque ipsius
Martini aut quorumvis aliorum ejusdem sectae, sine auctoritate
nostra aut in suis domibus tenentes, imprimentes, aut quomodolibet
defendentes, ex quavis causa, publice vel occulte, quovis ingenio vel
colore. Etgeneraliter quoslibet defensores eorumdem.”’1

It is important to note that those who reject the claims of the
Roman See are to be treated as heretics. Thus, we have the
Decretum Gratiani, 1 pars, dist. 22, can. i, Omnes :

“ Qui Romanae ecclesiae privilegium ab ipso summo omnium
ecclesiarum capite traditum auferre conatur, hic proculdubio in
haeresin labitur, et cum ille vocetur injustus, hic est proculdubio
dicendus haereticus. Fidem quippe violat, qui adversus illam agit
quae mater est fidei, et illi contumax invenitur qui eam cunctis
ecclesiis praetulisse cognoscitur.”

Also the Extravagantes Communes lib. 1, tit. viii, cap. 1, contains
the famous Bull Unam Sanctam of Boniface VIII, with the heading,
“ Omnes Christifideles de necessitate salutis subsunt Romano
pontifici.”

Again, the Decretum Gratiani, 11 pars, causa xxv, quaest. 1,
cap. xi, says :

“ Generali decreto constituimus ut execrandum anathema sit
et veluti praevaricator catholicae fidei semper apud Deum reus
existat, quicunque regum seu episcoporum vel potentum deinceps
Romanorum pontificum decretorum censuram in quocunque
crediderit vel permiserit violandam.”

Next we must note that the Bull /n Cana Domini expressly
reserves the absolution from heresy and its censures to the Holy
See :

““A quibus quidem sententiis, nullus per alium quam per
Romanum Pontificem, nisi in mortis articulo constitutus, absolvi
possit. . . . Illos autem qui, contra tenorem praesentium talibus
vel eorum alicui seu aliquibus absolutionis beneficium impendere
de facto praesumpserint, excommunicationis et anathematis sententia
innodamus. ... Et quicquid egerint absolvendi vel alias nullius
sint roboris vel momenti.””2

'Bullarium, 1, 718. 'Bullarium, 1, 720.
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Similarly, the Extravagantes Communes :

“ Ordinamus . . . nullus confessorum . . . quempiam, cujusvis
status, gradus, ordinis vel conditionis existit, et quacumque
ecclesiastica etiam episcopali . . . dignitate praefulgeat, qui offensa
ecclesiasticae libertatis, violationis interdicti, ab eadem Sede
(Romana) impositi, seu heresis, postquam fuerint de ea sententia-
liter condemnati . . . seu cujusvis offens®, inobedientie, aut
rebellionis ejusdem pontificis vel dictee Sedis . . . criminum quomo-
dolibet reus foret et generaliter in casibus contentis in litteris que
consueverunt in die ceen@ Domini publicari . . . absolvere . . .
non in articulo mortis constitutum . . . praesumant. Et si aliqui
confessorum praedictorum contra praesentem constitutionem quem-
quam absolvere . . . attentaverint, absolutio nullius fit roboris
vel momenti. Et contra facientes eo ipso excommunicationis
sententiam incurrant, a qua nisi in mortis articulo constituti,
ab alio quam a Romano Pontifice absolvi non possint.”’1

Similar declarations on the effects of heresy are to be found in
Lyndwood’s Provinciale.? Thus, in lib. V, tit. iv, De Magistris, he
sums up a Decree of Archbishop Arundel in the Council of
Oxford in this way : “° Nemo propositiones heresim sapientes ...
proponat aut asserat, sub excommunicationis poena nisi re-
vocet.”’ The Constitution itself contains the following :

“Si quis autem post publicationem prasentium, hujusmodi
conclusiones aut propositiones convictus fuerit scienter proposuisse
seu asseruisse, nisl monitus se correxerit infra mensem, auctoritate
praesentis Constitutionis, majoris excommunicationis sententiam
incurrat ipso facto, et pro excommunicato publice nuncietur4 . .

Also, in a note to another Constitution of the same Arch-
bishop, Lyndwood writes :

“ Sciendum quod aliquis censetur hereticus multis modis. Is
namque qui male sentit vel docet de Fide, de Corpore Christi,
de Baptismate, peccatorum Confessione, Matrimonio, vel aliis
sacramentis ecclesiae, et generaliter qui de aliquo praedictorum
vel de articulis fidei aliter praedicat, docet vel sentit quam doceat
sancta mater Ecclesia, dicitur hereticus. . . . Nam omnino cen-
setur hereticus qui non tenet id quod docet et sequitur Sancta
Romana Ecclesia . . . Censetur etiam hereticus omnis 1lle qui falsam
opinionem de Fide Catholica gignit vel sequitur. . . . Dicitur
etiam hereticus qui ex contemptu Romanae Ecclesiae contemnit
servare ea que Romana Ecclesia statuit, et etiam qui despicit et
negligit servare Decretales . . . Hereticus etiam est omnis qui
pervertit Ecclesiae sacramenta. . . . Dicitur etiam haereticus omnis
qui quomodocunque ab imitate Catholicze Fidei et Communione
*Lib. V, tit. IX, cap. 5.

1 The quotations from Lyndwood are taken from the edition published at Oxford

in 1679.
* Page 286. * Op. cit., pp. 287-8.
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fidelium divisus est. ... Is quoque qui dubitat de Fide Catholica
potest dici hereticus. . . . Hereticus etiam appellatur qui Romanae
Ecclesiae privilegium ab ipso summo Ecclesiarum Capite conatur
eripere. ... Et insuper scias quod hereticus est qui male sentit
in novis et falsis opinionibus contra doctrinam ecclesiae, licet non
sint contra Articulos Fideil . . .”

This particular Constitution of Archbishop Arundel says
that heretics “ hereseos et schismatis poenas in jure expressas
incurrant ipso facto.” Lyndwood comments as follows :

© In jure reperiuntur multae poenae quae hereticis ipso jure
infliguntur. Sunt enim heretici ipso jure excommunicati. . . .
Et hoc sive sint manifesti sive occulti. . . . Heretici sunt infames.
.. . Omnes actus legitimi eis interdicuntur a jure, nec possunt
aliquod beneficium ecclesiasticum obtinere.””2

Heretics, then, have incurred the penalty of excommunication.
And it is to be noted that not only are those called heretics
who differ from the Roman Church on the sacraments, but also
those who question or deny the Roman Supremacy. Further,
clerics who adhere to heresies are to be deprived of their positions
and benefices.

4. The above general legislation was intended to be supple-
mented by the Bull of Pope Paul IIl, Ejus qui immobilis, in
1538. This Bull recited the offences committed by King Henry
VIII, including his marriage with Anne Boleyn, the execution
of the Cardinal Bishop of Rochester, and the publication of
heretical and schismatic articles of belief, including the repudia-
tion of the authority of the Roman Pontiff. The Pope then
proceeded to pronounce the greater excommunication against
King Henry, and his ‘“fautores, adhaerentes, consultores et
sequaces . . . tam laicos quam clericos, etiam regulares, cujus-
cumque dignitatis, status, gradus, ordinis, conditionis, praceminen-
tiae, et excellentiae existant.” From this excommunication, ¢ latae
sententiae,” no one could absolve save the Roman Pontiff,
except at the moment of death. In addition, the Pope pro-
nounced an interdict against the whole country, forbidding the
public celebration of Mass or other divine offices. The children
of Henry and Anne, and those of his “ complicum, fautorum,
adhaerentium, consultorum, sequacium,” were pronounced to
be deprived of their honours and dignities, and those who were
ecclesiastics or religious were deprived of their * ecclesiis etiam

1 Lib. V, tit. V gloss on ‘ declarentur,” p. 292.
9 Op. cit., gloss on “ poenas in jure expressas,” p. 293.
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cathedralibus et metropolitanis . . . canonicatibus et prae-
bendis, aliisque beneficiis ecclesiasticis,” and were °‘inhabiles
ad illa ac alia in posterum obtinenda.” These sentences were
to be published in all churches, etc., under pain of excommuni-
cation and deprivation.|

5. There are other points in Canon Law concerning the
position of clerics which call for special attention. In the first
place, heretics become “irregular,” i.e. incapable of lawfully
exercising orders held, or of receiving further orders. As Lynd-
wood puts it, “irregularitas impedit ne ordinatus remaneat
in ordinibus susceptis, quoad executionem, nec promoveatur
ad majores, etiam post peractam poenitentiam, absque dis-
pensatione papae vel inferiorum prelatorum.””? The Constitution
of Simon Langham which is here referred to, says expressly
that irregularity is incurred by those who * scienter ordines
susceperunt ab hereticis, schismaticis, et nominatim excommuni-
catis.”’3 Next it adds that irregularity is incurred by * bigamy,”
and Lyndwood explains that this applies both to *“ true > and to
“interpretative ”” bigamy. ‘ True” bigamy is that of a person
really married twice ; “ interpretative ”” bigamy would be that
of a man who had married a widow, or again that of a man in
holy orders who attempted marriage, or again a man who had
contracted two marriages, one of which was really invalid.*
Married priests are therefore irregular, and this will be of great
importance in Queen Mary’s reign.

Lyndwood notes : “ Licet bigamus ordinatus ipso jure sit
suspensus ab executione ordinum, ut dictum est, etiam prohibetur
ordinari, potest tamen Papa cum tali dispensare ut promo-
veatur saltem ad minores ordines > ; “ in sacris vero ordinibus
prius per bigamum receptis, quoad executionem etiam Papa
dispensat.” He adds: ‘“ Papa tamen de potestate sua recte
regulata non potest dispensare ut bigamus promoveatur ad
diaconatum et presbyteratum.” Also, “ Episcopus super sacris
ordinibus cum bigamo nullo modo dispensare potest.””5

Irregular clerics are, as the same Constitution says, ““ suspensos,
donec cum eis super hoc legitime fuerit dispensatum.” And

1The text of the Bull is given in Pocock’s edition of Burnet, History ofthe Reforma-
tion, Vol. IV, pp. 318-334.

*Lib. I, tit. iv. De temporibus ordinandorum, p. 28 gloss on * irregularitatem.”

* Lib. I, tit. iv.

4 See the references to the Corpus Juris Canonici, in the article on Bigamy in the
Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 562.

1 Lib. I, tit. iv, p. 31, gloss on " bigamos.”
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this means that such clerics are * deprived of the exercise of
every function and of every ecclesiastical right.”’]

6. There is another point which is dealt with in the Corpus
Juris Canonici, under the heading *“ De Schismaticis, et ordinatis
ab eis.””2 This states that ordinations by schismatic Bishops
are unlawful, adding ‘“‘qui dignitates ecclesiasticas seu beneficia
per dictos schismaticos acceperint, careant impetratis ” (cap. 1).
And, lastly, the same chapter says: “ Illos vero, qui sponte
juramentum de tenendo schismate praestiterint, a sacris ordinibus
et dignitatibus decernimus manere suspensos.”

Now, all English ecclesiastics had taken the Oath of Royal
Supremacy, which was equivalent to an oath to maintain the
Anglican Schism against the Papacy. Hence, by virtue of the
above canon, all English ecclesiastics had incurred the penalty
of suspension, and that by the Common Law of the Church.

Further, by reason of their heresy, they had incurred ex-
communication. An interesting illustration of this is provided
by the fact that Bishop Gardiner, when visiting Louvain about
1541, was regarded as “ an excommunicate person, and a
schismatic,” and that when he attempted to say Mass in St.
Peter’s Church in that town, “ they did deny unto him, as to an
excommunicate person, the ornaments and vestments meet for
the same.””3

Bishop Gardiner was regarded as a heretic, and as such
excommunicated, because he had denied the Papal Supremacy
in his book, De Vera Obediential

The effects of suspension would presumably include the
loss of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. Hence, acts requiring juris-
diction would be invalid. But acts of order not requiring juris-
diction would be valid, though illicit. Thus, Masses celebrated
according to a valid rite by a suspended priest or bishop
would be valid, but illicit. Ordinations according to a recog-
nised rite by a properly consecrated, though suspended bishop,
would also be valid, though illicit. Absolution from sins in the
Sacrament of Penance, however, would be invalid—unless we
could say that it was valid because of some “ common error,”
or again, because such absolution was given at the moment
of death, when every validly ordained priest is given jurisdiction.

1 Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, s.v. Suspension.

*Decret. Greg. IX, Lib. V, tit. viii, cap. 1.

eLetter from Dryander to Crispin, Sept. 22nd, 1541, in Foxe, VI, p. 139.
*Foxe, op. cit.
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The Decretals of Gregory IX say that:

« Suspensus celebrans, et monitus non desistens, excommuni-
catur.””?

Also :

4 Clerici autem, si qui a suis, aut etiam de mandato Romani
Pontificis ab alienis episcopis interdicti vel excommunicati, ante
absolutionem divina officia celebraverint, nisi moniti sine dilatione
redierint, perpetuae depositionis sententiam pro ausu tantae temeri-
tatis incurrant.””2
Cap. iv says that ifthere are a great number of excommunicated

clergy who have celebrated while in that state, the leaders are
to be condemned to perpetual deposition, but the others may be
suspended only for a time.

7. We must now discuss the canonical rules governing
the acquisition of ecclesiastical benefices, and the effect of mar-
riage, or of the non-reception of (valid) holy orders, upon such
possession.

In the first place, Canon Law stated that no benefice of any
kind could be possessed by a mere layman. To possess a bene-
fice, one had to be admitted into the clerical state, i.e. one had
to receive the tonsure. No special age was laid down for this,
and it was evidently given to comparatively young boys. Church
Law said that a benefice could not be held before the age of
seven.§ The widespread possession of benefices by tonsured
boys was a great abuse during the Middle Ages. In addition,
it seems that, in practice, benefices were held by mere laymen.4

It is interesting to note that Henry VIII, the Anglican Pope,
gave a dispensation to a certain layman to hold a benefice at
Salisbury.S

Another abuse was the holding of several benefices at the same
time. It was indeed agreed that a person could hot without
dispensation hold two or more benefices to which’the cure of
souls was attached, as these would be ‘‘incompatible.” But
ecclesiastics were allowed to hold more than one ‘‘simple”
benefice, i.e. to which the cure of souls was not attached.

Canon Law also stipulated that no benefice, of whatever kind,
should be held by a married person. Hence, according to
Church Law, a w cleric,” i.e. tonsured person, who married,

1 Lib. V, tit. xxvii, cap. 2. - Op, cit,, cap. 3.

¢ Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. 11, s.v. Benefice,

4 See Frere, Marian Reaction, p. 58, and p. 135 note.

<4 Etiamsi clericali ordine minime insignitus, sed forsan uxoratus fuit.””’—Frere,
Marian Reaction, p. 58.
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had to give up his benefice or benefices. Note that the question
of his possession of higher, i.e. sacred orders, did not enter into
the question ; if he was tonsured, and subsequently married, he
could not retain his benefice.

As to clerics in major orders, it had for centuries been an ac-
cepted rule in the West that ecclesiastics above the rank of sub-
deacon were incapable of contracting a valid marriage. Those
attempting such a marriage involved themselves in the sentence
of excommunication ipso facto, and if they continued to exercise
their official functions, they became irregular ; and by reason
of the excommunication and of the irregularity, the guilty
ecclesiastic forfeited his benefice. If a case of this kind arose,
an enquiry would be held, and if the facts were established, the
ecclesiastic would be called upon to separate from his “ wife,”
and to perform a long penance. Meanwhile, he would be de-
prived of his benefice, but if he performed his penance satis-
factorily, and undertook to live in chastity for the future,
he could be relieved of his censures, and be given another
benefice elsewhere.

Here are some extracts from Canon Law bearing on this
subject:

(a) Decretals of Gregory IX, Lib. Ill, tit. iii, De Clericis
Conjugatis, cap. 1i:

“Si qui clericorum infra subdiaconatum acceperint uxores,
ipsos ad relinquenda beneficia ecclesiastica et retinendas uxores . . .
compellatis. Sed si in subdiaconatu et aliis superioribus ordinibus
uxores accepisse noscuntur, eos uxores demittere et poenitentiam
agere de commisso, per suspensionis et excommunicationis sen-
tentiam compellere procuretis.”

This gives very clearly the different rules which are to be ob-
served in the case of a married “ cleric,” and a ‘ married ”
person in major orders. The former is to keep to his wife, but
to give up his benefice ; the latter must give up his * wife,”
as well as his benefice. Gap. iv says that bishops may restore
married priests who are penitent:

“ Sacerdotes illi qui nuptias contrahunt, quae non nuptiae sed
contubernia sunt potius nuncupanda, post longam poenitentiaip
et vitam laudabilem continentes, officio suo restitui poterunt, et
ex indulgentia sui episcopi, ejus exsequutionem habere.”

Here is a quotation, to the same effect, from Archbishop
Richard, given in Lyndwood’s Provincialel:

1 Lib. I1l, tit. iii, De clericis conjugatis, p. 128.
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“Si qui clerici infra subdiaconatum constituti matrimonium
contraxerint, ab uxoribus suis (nisi de communi consensu ad
Religionem transire voluerint, et ibi in Dei servitio permanere)
nullatenus separentur : sed cum uxoribus viventes, ecclesiastica
beneficia nullo modo percipiant. Qui autem in subdiaconatu vel

supra ad matrimonium convolaverint, mulieres renitentes et invitas
relinquant.”

Again, Lyndwood quotes Archbishop Chicheley:
““ Nullus clericus conjugatus bigamus, sive laicus, quovis exquisito
colore . . . jurisdictionem spiritualem exerceat qualemcunque.
. lidenque clerici conjugati, bigami, sive laici praemissis, vel
eorum alicui contra praesentis prohibitionem Concilii se ingerentes,
sententiam majoris excommunicationis incurrant ipso facto.”’|

And lastly, according to the Legatine Constitutions of Otto :
“ Quicunque . . . matrimonium contraxerunt, ab ecclesia et
ecclesiastico beneficio sunt omnino removendi.””
““ Clerici, praecipue in sacris ordinibus constituti, sicubi con-
cubinas publice detinent, eas intra mensem a se removeant penitus

. aut ab officio et beneficio usque ad satisfactionem condignam
suspendantur.”8

It is of the greatest importance to distinguish carefully be-
tween these two cases of married clerics. A “ clericus con-
jugatus ” would generally be a tonsured person, or one in minor
orders, who had married, and had thereby rendered himself
incapable ofholding a benefice. But there would be no question
as to the validity of his marriage: this could not be dissolved,
and he could not be forced to separate from his wife.4 But he
could and would be called upon to vacate his benefice. A
“ married > priest, on the other hand, would not only be turned
out of his benefice, as a *“ presbyter conjugatus,” but in addition
his attempted ° marriage ” would be declared null.

All this is important, for, as we shall see, Dr. Frere argues that
because some married clergy ordained by the Edwardine rite
were deprived of their benefices under Mary as “ clerici con-
jugati,” their Anglican priesthood was therefore recognised
as valid | We should rather feel inclined to urge that the use of
the word “ clericus ” in such cases, in preference to the word
“ presbyter,” was itself significant. In any case, a definite
answer could be given if we were acquainted with the details

, of the process adopted in each case. A ‘ clericus conjugatus ”
would be simply extruded from the benefice. But a ““ presbyter

1 Op. cit., pp. 129-130.  * Const. Legat. Othonis ; appended to Lyndwood, p. 38.
¥ Op. cit., p. 41. 4 But she could enter the religious state. See above.

(o]
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>

conjugatus ~’ would be the subject of a formal enquiry, in which
he would be asked when he was ordained, when he ‘ married,”
whether he had exercised his orders since his ‘“ marriage,” and
so on. If guilty, he would be deprived of his benefice, and
“divorced ” from his “ wife,” but later on, if contrite, he
might be appointed to another benefice. Now it is a striking
fact that, in all the records so far known, there is not a single
instance of this latter process being used in the deprivation of
a married clergyman ordained by the Edwardine rite. On the
other hand, there are many examples of its application to priests
ordained by the Pontifical rite who had married. Edwardine
clerics are merely deprived as “ clerici conjugati.” (They
were doubtless entitled to the title “ clerici ” because of the pre-
vious reception of the tonsure, or the minor orders.)

8. We now come to the question of the necessity of orders
as a condition for holding a benefice. Any * cleric ” could hold
a “simple ” benefice, such as a canonry. But for a benefice
involving the cure of souls, such as a parish church, the priest-
hood would have to be received within one year of appointment.

Thus, the Decretals of Gregory IX sayl :

“Licet ad regimen parocialis ecclesiae non debeat aliquis nisi
subdiaconus sit adminus admitti, dispensative tamen in minoribus
ordinibus constituti consueverunt assumi, dum tamen tales sint
quod infra breve tempus possint in presbyteros ordinari.”

And Lyndwood :

“Nullus .. . quenquam ad Vicariam admittat nisi velit in
ecclesia in qua e1 Vicaria conceditur personaliter ministrare, ac
talis existat qui infra breve tempus in presbyterum ordinari valeat.
Quod si admissus fuerit aliquis et noluerit in presbyterum ordinari,
vicarii beneficio spolietur.”?

Also the Constitutions of Otto :

“ Vicariam nullus suscipiat, nisi sit presbyter aut diaconus
proximis quatuor temporibus rite in presbyterum ordinandus.
Si quis autem non sacerdos jam institutus est, suscipiat sacerdotium
intra annum, aut si per eum steterit quominus susceperit, privetur
vicaria.””3
Note that English ecclesiastical law tolerated non-resident
“Rectores ” who had vicars to do their work :

“ Rectores non residentes nec vicarios habentes, per oeconomos
suos parochianis suis subveniant.”’4
1 Lib. I, tit. xiv, cap. v.
1 Lib. 1, tit. xii, De officio vicarii, p. 64. * De institutione vicarii, p. 24.
« Constitution of Archbishop Peckham,in Lyndwood, Lib. I1l, tit. iv, De clericis non
residentibus, p. 132.
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Applying these principles, we need not be surprised to find a
““ clericus ” retaining a benefice such as a canonry under Queen
Mary, provided he had not married. The fact that he had
received Edwardine orders would not affect the situation, and
he could continue to hold his benefice without any reordination,
provided it was a ‘““simple” benefice. He would, of course,
have to be absolved from heresy and schism, etc. But in the
case of a benefice with cure ofsouls, such as a parish church, the
vicar could indeed be appointed before the reception of major
orders (Otto’s rule that the diaconate must be received before-
hand fell into desuetude), but he would have to receive the priest-
hood within one year. Thus, if an Edwardine * priest” were
appointed to a benefice, with cure of souls, and was allowed
to hold it for one whole year without any reordination to the
priesthood, or allowed to continue to hold an existing cure
for a year without reordination, we should have a prima facie
case that his priesthood was recognised as valid. But no such
case is forthcoming !

So far we have had simple priests mainly in view, but similar
principles obtained in the case of bishops. A person appointed
to a see had to be in subdeacon’s orders for six months before-
hand.] But he was bound to obtain episcopal consecration
within three months of his appointment, “ nisi forte inex-
cusabilis necessitas coegerit tempus ordinationis amplius pro-
telari.””2  As to marriage, it follows from what has been said
above that if the candidate, being a subdeacon, had * married,”
he could not validly receive a bishopric, unless he first separated
from his ““ wife” and did penance. Again, if, being a sub-
deacon, and being appointed to a bishopric, otherwise lawfully,
he married after his promotion, he would forfeit his see, and all
his other ecclesiastical offices. But if he did penance,the might
be given a benefice of some kind elsewhere. Again, if, being
appointed to a see, he failed to receive true episcopal consecration
within three months, he forfeited his see.

b. Rome’s knowledge of the English situation.

1. The previous section has enabled us to understand the
position of England at the beginning of the reign of Queen Mary,
from the standpoint of Canon Law. In the next chapter we shall
show how, by the Legatine faculties granted to Cardinal Pole,

I Decretals ofGregory IX, Lib. 1, tit. xiv, cap. ix.
1 Decretum Gratiani, pars. 1, dist. 75, c. ii.
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the Pope endeavoured to put matters right. We shall see that
these faculties show that the Holy See had a very intimate
knowledge of the circumstances and needs of England. There
is nothing surprising in this. Rome knew, of course, what had
taken place in the reign of Henry. As to the events in the reign
of Edward VI, we know that Cardinal Pole was in communi-
cation with various people in England, and in particular, that
Somerset had sent him a copy of the First Prayer Book of Edward
VI in June, 1549.] Pole was not at that time in Rome, but we
have evidence that he was in constant communication with the
Roman authorities about affairs in England.2 Accordingly,
there can be no doubt that Pole duly acquainted the Roman
authorities with the nature and contents of this First Prayer
Book.

Further, it must be borne in mind that all through the reign of
Edward VI there were here in England ambassadors of foreign
Catholic powers, who evidently kept their own countries well
informed as to the religious changes taking place here. In parti-
cular, there is in existence a long report upon English affairs,
drawn up by Barbaro, and sent to the Republic of Venice in
15513 There is every reason to think that the information
thus obtained would, in turn, be made available for the Holy
See.
In this way we can account for the fairly intimate know-
ledge of the situation in England manifested in Pole’s faculties,
and in particular, of the existence in this country of new. ways

of saying Mass and performing other sacred rites.4

2. Itis, however, of particular interest to us to know whether
at the commencement of the reign of Mary, Rome was aware of
the existence and nature of the Edwardine ordination rite.
Father Sydney Smith, S.J., writing in the Dictionnaire Apolo-
gétique* says, indeed, that Rome already possessed a copy of the
Ordinal in June, 1549. But it is of course quite impossible that
Rome should possess in June 1549, a copy of the Ordinal which
was not published till 1550 ! What Rome possessed in 1549
was, not the Ordinal, but the First Prayer Book.

1 Sec Vol. I, p. 420.
* See Venetian Calendar, V, p. 405, no. 782.
’ See extract in Gasquet and Bishop, Edward VIand B,C,P,, p. 271, et seq. ; full text

in Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 338-362.
4 “ Missas et alia divina officia . - - contra ritus et ceremonies hactenya probatos
et usitatos.” Pole’s A ugust Faculties, Sec p. 28.

*Vol. Il11, col. 1197.
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The Report of Barbaro to Venice in 1551 contained a brief and
somewhat inaccurate description of the Edwardine Ordinal, for
it said that the new orders ‘‘ do not differ from those ofthe Roman
Catholic religion save that in England they take an oath to
renounce the doctrine and authority of the Pope.”

Rome was, of course, very well acquainted by now with the
character and progress of the Protestant Reformation on the
Continent, and she knew quite well that the Reformers had
drawn up new ordination rites, and were adopting them in
practice. Again, Rome must have known, through her own
Legates in other countries, of the relations existing between
Continental Reformers and their English colleagues, and in
particular, of the migration of so many Protestant Reformers,
and of Bucer in particular, to England during the reign of
Edward VI. Hence Rome had every reason to presume that
new ordination rites of a Protestant character would have been
introduced into England, especially in view of the fact that the
other rites of the Church had already been drastically modified.

This presumptive evidence of Rome’s knowledge ofthe Anglican
Ordinal at the commencement of Mary’s reign is confirmed by a
remarkable document in the Vatican Archives,| containing ex-
tracts from the Second Ordinal of 1552. It is of such interest
and importance that we must quote it

“Forma et ratio faciendi et consecrandi Episcopos, Presbyteros,
et Diaconos, quae cum prius alio in libro edita foret, nunc alicubi
est reformata : cujus substantia hic solum ponitur, et omittuntur
preces, psalmi, interrogationes, personarum probationes, et alia
quae conveniunt.

““Jusjurandum in Regis Primatum quod ordinem accepturi
coram Praelato sedenti in Cathedrajurare debent antequam legatur
Evangelium :

“Ego, N. . . . ita me Deus adjuvet per Jesum Christum.

“ Episcopus Diaconorum capitibus manum imponens singulis
dicet :
““Accipe auctoritatem exequendi officium Diaconi in ecclesia
Dei tibi commissa, in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, etc.
“ Postea dans unicuique illorum Novum Testamentum, dicet:
““Accipe auctoritatem legendi Evangelium in Ecclesia Dei,
etillud praedicandi, cum ad id rite missus fueris, etc.

“ Episcopus cum Presbyteris praesentibus imponet manus capiti-
bus singulorum, qui genuflexi dignitatem Presbyteri accipient,
episcopo dicente :

1 This document was known in the eighteenth century and rediscovered by Gasquet
in 1895. See pp. 495» 525-
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““ Accipe Spiritum Sanctum ; quorum peccataremittis, remissa
sunt ; quorum peccata retines, retenta sunt: et sis fidelis dis-
pensator verbi Dei, et suorum sanctorum sacramentorum.. In
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, etc.

“ Deinde Episcopus singulis tradens Bibliam dicet:

“ Accipe auctoritatem praedicandi verbum Dei, et ministrandi
sacra sacramenta in congregatione, ad quam eris vocatus.

““ Archiepiscopus petet Regis mandatum ad episcopum inauguran-
dum, etjusjurandum pro Regis primatu exigitur ut a Diacono et
Presbytero ; sed Episcopus insuper jurabit obedientiam Archiepis-
copo his verbis . . .

* Archiepiscopi sedentis verba :

“ Frater, quoniam Sancta Scriptura, et veteres Canones
jubent, ne cui cito manus imponamus aut admittamus ad guber-
nandam congregationem Christi, qui eam sibi redemit non minori
pretio quam effusionis sanguinis sui, antequam te admittam ad
hanc administrationem ad quam vocaris, ex te quaeram plerosque
articulos, ut praesens congregatio habeat experimentum, et
ferat testimonium, quo animo sis praeditus, ut te geras in Ecclesia
Dei.

“ Sequuntur in libro interrogata, quae omittimus.

“ Archiepiscopus episcopique praesentes manus imponunt capiti
electi episcopi, Archiepiscopo dicente :

 Accipe Spiritum Sanctum, et memineris ut excites gratiam
Dei, quae est in te per manuum impositionem, non enim dedit
nobis Deus spiritum timiditatis, sed potentiae, dilectionis, et
sobrietatis.

“ Tunc Archiepiscopus dabit illi Bibliam, dicens :

“ Attende lectioni, exhortationi, doctrinae, ac meditare quae
in hoc libro scripta sunt, ut tuus profectus, qui inde erit, mani-
festus sit omnibus hominibus. Attende tibi ipsi et doctrinae:
persiste in his, nam si id feceris te ipsum servabis, et eos qui te
audierint. Sis gregis Christi pastor, non lupus ; pasce illum, ne
devores : sustine infirmos, sana aegrotos, colliga confractos, reduc
ejectos, quaere perditos. Ita sis misericors, ut ne sis nimis ; sic
disciplinam exigas, ut non obliviscaris misericordiam ; ut cum
summus Pastor venerit, accipias incorruptibilem coronam gloriae,
perJesum Christum Dominum nostrum, Arnen.1”’

We note that this interesting document, omitting non-essentials,
gives in the case of each order the * form ” which accompanies
the laying-on of hands and the giving of the Scriptures. The
object obviously was to set forth the w matter” and “ form ™
of the new rite. The anti-papal Oath of Supremacy is doubtless
included because of its canonical effects mentioned above,
p- 12

1 Text in Lacey, Roman Diary* pp. 181-184.
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We must now discuss the date of this interesting document.
Canon Lacey thus describes it, in his Roman Diaiy :

“ There are two copies, written in different hands, both Italian,

on fine Italian paper. . . . Neither paper . . . shows any signs of
having been sent as a despatch. The second copy . . . deserves
close attention. . . . On the verso . . . begins ... an Italian

version of the Proclamation put out in the name ofJane Grey. . . .
The next paper in the volume is another copy of this same Italian
translation of the proclamation.”’1

Lacey also says :

“ It seems to me that the despatch described above (Lady Jane
Grey’s Proclamation, and the parts of the Ordinal) must have
reached Rome during the first weeks of Mary’s reign. . . . This
indicates that the Ordinal was under the notice of the Pope and
Cardinals from the early autumn of 1553.”2

Gasquet, on the other hand,3 thinks that the extracts from the
Ordinal were taken out by Bishop Thirlby in February, 1555,
i.e. after the Reconciliation of England with the Holy See.
But this would fail to explain the translation of Lady Jane Grey’s
Proclamation, which would certainly have no interest for Rome
in 1555.  Canon Lacey is therefore nearer the truth in suggesting
that the document belongs to the period shortly after that Pro-
clamation. Now, in point of fact, Rome had, as we shall see,
very early news of the “ disputed succession ” in England, for
the Pope mentions it in a letter to Cardinal Pole on August 2nd,
15534

On August 5th, the Pope heard through France ofthe accession
of Mary. Pole was thereupon appointed as Legate, and Facul-
ties were drawn up for his mission. From this it is evident that
Rome was acquainted with the Proclamation of Lady Jane Grey
before August 2nd,6 and presumably the extracts from the
Ordinal were in Rome’s possession about the same time, i.e.
before Pole’s Faculties were being drawn up on August 5Sth.

There is, however, good reason to think that the extracts
from the Ordinal had been sent to Rome earlier still. For
the document would seem to have been drawn up at a time when
the Second Prayer Book had just come into force : ‘“ Forma et

1 Roman Diaiy, p. 178.

* Op. cit., p. 179, footnote.

a Question ofAnglican Ordinations, in England under the Old Religion, p. 150.

{%fiewl;rg‘%I died on July 6th ; Rome knew this by the 29th. Lady Jane Grey

was proclaimed on July 10th ; Rome knew this by August 2nd. Mary was pro-
claimed Queen on July 19th, and Rome knew this by August 5th.



22 THE REFORMATION, THE MASS AND THE PRIESTHOOD

ratio faciendi . . . episcopos, etc. . . . quae cum prius alio
in libro edito foret, NUNC alicubi est reformata.” That would
take us back to the latter part of 1552, or the early part of 1553.
In any case there is every reason to think that Rome knew
all about the Ordinal when Pole’s Faculties were drawn up.



CHAPTER 1II

THE APPOINTMENT OF POLE AS LEGATE, AND HIS
FIRST FACULTIES

1. The Reconciliation with Rome under Mary was, as is
well known, a slow process. Difficulties of all kinds arose in
the way of the execution of Pole’s mission—religious difficulties,
due to the vexed question of Church property and the opposition
of the extreme Protestants, and political difficulties, due to the
anxiety of the Emperor to marry his son Philip to Queen Mary,
and to keep Pole, a possible rival for Mary’s hand,! out of England
until the marriage should be an accomplished fact. Thus,
though Pole was appointed Legate in August, 1553, it was not
till November 24th, 1554, that he actually arrived in London,
and the official reconciliation of England with the Holy See
did not take place until November 30th, 1554. Much, however,
was done in the intervening period, in the way of purgingthe
Church from its heretical and married clergy, and ofreordaining
Edwardine clerics. But Anglican writers have stressed the ab-
sence of Cardinal Pole from England at this time, and have
argued that whatever changes were then made in the Church
were the result of steps taken by the local bishops, and that
neither Pole nor the Pope had anything to do with them. Further,
they claim that the * Reformation ” of the Church was carried
out largely by Queen Mary, as Head of the Church, and that
thus she really claimed, or at any rate exercised, the very office
which Catholic writers so fiercely denounce.2

There is a modicum of truth in all this, but also a good deal
of falsehood by suggestion, and it will therefore be advisable to
give a careful account of the actual course of events. We shall
find that Cardinal Pole was throughout in constant corres-
pondence with persons in this country, and above all with

1 See Gairdner, Lollardy and the Reformation, Vol. IV, p. 65.

* Thus the Anglican Archbishops, in their reply to Leo XIII, say : ‘It can be
proved on our side, that the work of that reconcihation under Queen Mary (6th July,
1553, to 17th November, 1558) was in very great measure finished, under royal and
episcopal authority, before the arrival of Pole.” (Church Historical Society’s reprint,
1932, p. 27. All our references are to this edition.)

23
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Queen Mary, to whom he sent several letters, and also messengers
with advice and instructions as to how she should proceed.
In some cases, indeed, the Queen found it impossible, or in-
advisable, to carry out his instructions to the letter, but in others
it is quite clear that she acted with his knowledge and approval.
In particular, we shall find that there are very good reasons
for thinking that the steps taken in England to deal with the
Edwardine clergy had the approval of the Cardinal Legate.

2. Immediately the news of the death of Edward VI reached
Rome, a Consistory was held, on July 29th, 1553, ““in which
the affairs of England were discussed, and the sending of a Legate
and Nuncio thither, in order to see if on this occasion it would
be possible to gain over the island, and cause it to return to the
obedience of the Holy See and the ancient religion.”’l But it
was decided to ask Cardinal Pole, then at Maguzzano, for his
advice as to the steps to be taken. Accordingly a Brief was
drawn up, to be sent to Pole, under date August 2nd. In this
the Pope says : “ hearing of the disputed succession, we think
the time good for the recovery of a noble province to piety
and religious discipline,” and he asks Pole to advise accordingly.2

But, in the meantime, a courier from France brought news
of Mary’s proclamation as Queen. The Pope wept with joy
at the good news, and summoned another Consistory on August
5th. He announced to the Cardinals that he had decided to
appoint Pole as Legate to England. A letter to this effect was
sent to Pole on August 6th, stating that

““ the proposal of His Holiness was approved and received by all
with applause and infinite consolation. We are waiting for the
issue of the Bulls of Faculties, which will be as ample as we here
know how to make them, and they will be able to be increased
according as Your Lordship shall wish. . . . Do not wait for advice
and counsel from us, because you will know better than anyone
else what it will be best to do, and the whole matter is committed
to your prudence, learning, and charity, and your zeal for the
restoration and increase of religion.”3

The Faculties in question were drawn up and sent to Pole,
together with a Bull constituting him Legate. The complete
text of this Bull is given in Tierney-Dodd, Vol. II, pp. cviii-cx.

* Calendar of State Papers, Foreign, 1553, p. 3.

’ Raynaldus, Annales, anno 1553, section 4.

« Original text in Tierney’s edition of Dodd’s Church History of England, Vol. II,
p. Xciii.
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The following extracts from the Bull of Appointment will show
jiow well-informed Rome was as to the situation in England :

“ Ifit was ever allowable to say that the right hand of the Lord
hath done wonders, it is certainly allowable to say this at the present
time . ... For what else can we say, other than that the right hand
of the Lord hath made this so unexpected change in things, in
that the most flourishing kingdom ofEngland, led astray into separa-
tion from the Catholic Church by Henry VIII, and afterwards,
through the succession of his son Edward, confirmed and
strengthened in the inheritance of error, has now suddenly come
into a condition in which it seems that it can very easily be recalled
to the sacred fold and enclosure of the Catholic Church. ... For
when the aforesaid Edward departed this life, and an attempt was
made to convey the kingdom to one of the Protestant sect, to the
exclusion of the lawful heir, our most dear daughter in Christ,
Mary the Queen of England, an attempt which was supported by
those sectaries who had obtained possession and control of the
forts, the army, and the fleet, behold the Lord, the Terrible Ruler,
who takes away the spirit of princes, broke up all the plans of the
wicked, and, by the sudden inclination of the minds of all the
kingdom, the royal power was taken away from the one they had
constituted Queen, and Mary was saluted by the voice of all.
Thanks be to our Lord God who has deigned to look upon this no
small part of his flock, which had strayed from the right path, and
had been dispersed in the desert. We do not doubt that, the
same Divine favour continuing, this kingdom will be easily con-
verted back to the Catholic Faith, now that it has a Catholic prince,
and will be restored to the communion ofthe Church. . . . When,
therefore, we were carefully turning over in our mind how this
matter should be treated, and how, with the divine help, it should
be carried out, and especially to whom this work should be entrusted,
our thoughts turned not only firstly but always to you, as the one
to whom before all others this work should be entrusted. Accord-
ingly, having maturely deliberated on these things with our vener-
able brethren, the Cardinals of the Holy Roman Church, and
with their unanimous counsel and consent, we delegate You as
the Legate of Ourselves and of the Apostolic See to the same Queen
Mary, and to the whole Kingdom of England . . .”

3. We will now turn to the Faculties drawn up for Cardinal
Pole. They were, as we have seen, made “‘ as full as possible.”
But it must be understood that they were precisely what they
claimed to be—Faculties giving the necessary powers to absolve
from sins and from censures. They are not and were not in-
tended to be instructions as to how Pole should deal with particu-
lar questions that might arise. These matters were left largely
to his discretion. Thus, some writers have expressed surprise
that the Faculties contain no express declaration of the invalidity
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of Edwardine Orders. But such a declaration would be entirely
out of place in a grant of Faculties. Pole was given power to
deal with all such cases as might arise. Naturally, in deciding
whether or not a given ordination or form of ordination was
valid, he, and the bishops to whom he subsequently delegated
his Faculties, would proceed according to the accepted theological
teaching of the Schools. And we have already pointed out
that it was an accepted thesis in theology that if the form of
conferring orders was altered with heretical intent, in such a
way that the sense of the form was no longer the same, the orders
were not validly conferred.l Now it would be perfectly clear
to any Catholic ecclesiastic that the new English form of con-
ferring Orders, with its deliberate omission of the power to
offer sacrifice, especially when taken in conjunction with the
new Communion service, with its plain exclusion of Tran-
substantiation and the Sacrifice of the Mass, presented pre-
cisely a case in which the old traditional form had been altered
with heretical intent, and with a change of sense, and this form
would therefore naturally be treated as invalid. No express
declaration from Rome would be necessary for this purpose,
and as we shall see, no express declaration from Rome was
sought, even by Cardinal Pole, but only an approbation of
what he had done, and this was duly given.

Pole was given two sets of Faculties. One set is contained in
the Bulla Facultatum Communium, and the other in the Bulla
Facultatum Extraordinariarum. Both were dated the 5th August,
*553-

The Bulla Facultatum Communium contains nothing of special
interest for us.. A portion of it is printed in Tierney-Dodd,
Vol. II, pp. cxv-cxvi.

The “ Bull of Extraordinary Faculties *”a begins with a brief
reference to the new situation in England :

““ After the news was brought to us of the death of Edward . . .
when we began to wonder whether God was going to take pity on
the calamities of that country, for so many years by the cruel
tyranny of kings separated from the unity of the Catholic Church,
and would deign to bring about its salvation in the near future,
behold, our most dear daughter in Christ, Mary, now Queen of
England . . . who had shown herself ever firm and constant in
the right faith and religion, in spite of domestic injuries, was pro-
claimed Queen by the voice ofall. Hence, taking hope from the

1See Vol. 1, p. 79, and also pp. 685-9 in this second volume.
¢ Original text in Tiemey-Dodd, Vol. II, pp. cx-cxv.
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mercy of God, and from the piety and wisdom of the same Queen
Mary, that thatcountry can be brought back to the fold of the Lord’s
flock, and to the unity ofthe same Catholic Church, we rejoiced with
exceeding great joy, at this evident manifestation of the divine

benignity already approaching.”

The Bull goes on to say that Pole has been appointed Legate,
“ first indeed, that those, who, when others failed, remained con-
stant in faith and obedience to the Church, may be congratulated
by you for their constancy.”

Then,

“ that you may study how to console the rest, who have fallen into
error, and how to recall them to the grace of God, and to the
communion ofhis Holy Catholic Church.”

For this purpose, comprehensive faculties are granted :

“ We have decided to provide you with the faculties which
follow, so that you may the more easily bring this about, in accor-
dance with our ardent desires, and that they may easily recognise
that so far as we, who have full powers (nulla in re restrictos),
are concerned, we shall not show ourselves difficult to forgive.

“ Accordingly, with the counsel and assent of the Cardinals,
and in the plenitude of Apostolic power, we give to your circum-
spection the following full and free Apostolic authority, faculty and

power.”
This Apostolic power is then specified as follows :

(1) Power to absolve and free, in either forum, and to reunite
to the society of the faithful :

(a) All and single persons, of either sex, whether laymen or
ecclesiastics, secular or regular belonging to any religious order,
and in whatever order, even in holy orders, and of whatsoever
state, grade, condition or quality, and of whatever dignity,
ecclesiastical, even episcopal, archiépiscopal, or patriarchal,

or civil, noble, ducal, or royal.
(¢) Also chapters, colleges, universities and communities.

The above may be absolved, although they have been followers
of any heresy whatsoever or new sect, or have rendered themselves
culpable or suspect, or were believers, receivers or favourers of
them, and even though they have relapsed, provided they con-
fess their error, and, being contrite, humbly ask to be restored

to the Orthodox Faith, and provided their repentance is true and
not feigned. They may be absolved :
(a) from all sins and offences connected with heresy or apostasy,
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or blasphemy, or other error of whatsoever kind, committed
by them.l

(6) and from the censures and penalties of excommunication,
suspension, interdict, and other ecclesiastical or temporal pains
attached to them by reason of the foregoing sins by law or by a
judicial decision.?

(2) Next, Pole is given power to absolve and remove the
censure of irregulanty. We have seen} that this is a censure
affecting the exercise of orders, or the reception of them. Hence
this section refers to ecclesiastics, actual or potential :

“ And also of dispensing them from the irregularity incurred
by them by reason of the foregoing, including that incurred because,
being so bound by excommunication, etc., they have celebrated
or otherwise taken part in Masses and other divine offices, even
against the rites and ceremonies hitherto approved and used.”’4

This shows that Rome was aware of the use of unapproved
rites and ceremonies, and especially ofthe use ofthe new Anglican
Communion Service.

Next, Faculties are given for dealing with those who had
incurred irregularity by bigamy, whether ““real” or * inter-
pretative ” :

“ Also for dispensing concerning bigamy by the same clerics,
whether it be true or Active bigamy, and even arising from the
fact that the same clerics, being in sacred orders, have contracted
matrimony de facto with widows or other corrupt persons .
provided they Arst put away and expel the wives to whom they
have been defacto joined in this way.”

Next, the Bull goes on to say that, when dispensed from their
irregularity, etc. these ecclesiastics may be allowed to exercise
their orders (provided these have been rightly received), and
retain their beneAces, while those not so far promoted to orders
can be promoted to any or all orders, and be given beneAces,
or retain those already possessed :

“ Quodque bigamia, et irregularitate, ac aliis praemissis non
obstantibus, in eorum ordinibus, dummodo, ante eorum lapsum in

1 Ab omnibus et singulis per eos perpetratis, haereses et ab eadem Ade apostasias
et blasphemias et alios quoscumque errores etiam sub generali sermone non venientes
sapientibus, peccatis, criminibus, excessibus et delictis.”

# ¢ Necnon exc icationis, suspensionis, interdictorum, et aliis ecclesiasticis
et temporalibus, etiam corporis afflictivis, et capitalibus sententiis, censuris, et poenis in
eos, praemissorum occasione, a jure vel ab homine latis vel promulgatis.”

*Seep. 11

* “ Necnon cum eis super irregularitate, per eos, pr issorum occasi etiam
quia, sic ligati, missas et alia divina officia, etiam contra ritus et ceremonias hactenus
probatos et usitatos, celebraverint aut illis alias se immiscuerint, contracta.”
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haeresim hujusmodi, rite et legitime promoti, vel ordinati fuerint,
etiamin altarisministerio ministrare acquaecunque et qualiacunque,
etiam curata, beneficia, secularia vel regularia, ut prius (dummodo
super eis alterijus quaesitum non existat), retinere; et non promoti, ad
omnes, etiam sacros, et presbyteratus ordines ab eorum ordinariis,
si digni etidonei reperti fuerint, promoveri; ac beneficia ecclesiastica
si eis alias canonice conferantur, recipere et retinere valeant.”

We must now consider the implication of this very important
section of Pole’s Faculties. Catholic writers maintain, and Leo
XIII definitely states, that the ““ non promoti ~’ here mentioned,
who may be given orders, are clergy ordained by the Edwardine
rite:

“ It is clearly and definitely noted, as indeed was the case, that
there were two classes of men : the first, those who had really
received Sacred Orders, either before the secession of Henry VIII,
or, if after it and by ministers infected by error and schism, still
according to the accustomed Catholic rite ; the second, those
who were initiated according to the Edwardine Ordinal, who
on that account could be promoted, since they had received an
ordination which was null. . . . The mind of the Pope was this
and nothing else.”1

On the other hand, Anglican writers maintain that the ‘“ non
promoti ” referred to are merely lay persons who had been
intruded into benefices without any semblance of ordination.
Thus, the Anglican Archbishops say, in their reply to Pope Leo :

“ This distinction made in the letters . . . between men ‘pro-
moted ' and ‘ not promoted,” to which the Pope refers, does not
seem to touch the position of the Edwardine clergy, but the case
of those who held benefices without any pretence of ordination,
as was then often done.””2

It might be urged, in favour of the latter view, that after all,
irregularity is a censure which impedes the reception of orders,
as well as the exercise of orders already received. And it is
quite true that a layman in possession of a benefice, who wished
to regularise his position and receive orders, would have first
to be dispensed from his irregularity, and then be given tonsure
or orders.

It would seem that the phrase in the Faculties is so worded
as to cover such cases, if they existed. But on the other hand,
it is equally clear that it must also apply to those ordained
according to the Edwardine rite. This follows from a careful

xLeo XIII, Apostolic* Cura, Church Historical Society's reprint, p. 4. AU our

references are to this edition.
mPage 27.
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study of the phraseology of the whole section. The Faculty to
allow those ordained to continue in their orders and benefices
is expressly limited to those who ““ ante eorum lapsum in haeresim
hujusmodi, rite et legitime promoti vel ordinati fuerint.” At the
very least, this confines the orders which may be recognised, to
those conferred before the outbreak of the Protestant heresy in
England. But attention must be drawn to the important word
“ hujusmodi.” It is not any kind of heresy which is here referred
to but a heresy “ of this kind,” i.e. a heresy concerning holy
orders. Those who were “rite et legitime ” ordained before
this heresy concerning orders, may be allowed to exercise their
orders. The phraseology seems, by its deliberately restrictive
clause, to imply quite definitely the existence of some who,
after the outbreak of heresy * of this kind,” i.e. affecting holy
orders, were ordained in a way which was not “ rite et legitime.”

The explanation of the reference to “ heresy of this kind ™ is
to be found in the accepted teaching of theologians, that if the
form of holy order be altered for a heretical reason, in such a
way that its sense is changed, i.e. because of a heresy relating
to holy orders, it is invalid.

Here is a later document, in which we find a similar precaution
taken. On August 9th, 1735, a Dubium was.submitted to the
Holy Office as follows :

““An Archiepiscopi Episcopi Siriae Palestine et ~Egypti, qui,
demptis Maronitis, sunt notorie schismatici et haeretici, sunt vere

Episcopi, ita ut alios Episcopos et sacerdotes canonice ordinare
valeant ? ”

The reply was as follows :

“ Sanctissimus, auditis votis, decrevit considerandum an Hier-
archia Ecclesiastica fuerit in illis partibus interrupta ; an habeant
aliquam haresim circa sacramentum Ordinis; qua forma utantur in illius
collatione . . 7’1

We argue, then, that the limitation in the Faculties concerning
those who may be allowed to exercise their orders, implies the
existence of some who, after the outbreak of a heresy concerning
Holy Orders, had been ordained otherwise than *rite et legi-
time.” Now either there is no provision at all for these in the
Bull, or else they must be included among the “ non promoti,”
who may be ordained to all orders in the future. But it is un-
thinkable that Faculties which were deliberately made " as

* Brandi, DeUe Ordinazioni Anglicane, 3rd edn., p. 80. Italics ours.
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full as possible” should omit this whole class, while at the
same time implying its existence.

If this is taken in conjunction with the evidence we have
already put forward, as to the existence in Rome of extracts
from the Ordinal, at the very time when Pole’s Faculties were
being drawn up, the conclusion is irresistible, that Edwardine
clerics are included among the ‘non promoti,” who may be
ordained.

The remaining part of the Legatine Faculties deals with
the power to remove the stain of ““ infamy > and to restore the
penitent to the enjoyment of favours possessed by other Catholics ;
power to modify or abolish the duty of public penance imposed
by law upon certain offences ; power to cancel unlawful pacts
or agreements made by communities, universities or individuals,
and to relax the oaths attached to these; power to absolve
religious who had left their monasteries and fallen into heresy,
from the guilt of apostasy and the censures of excommunication,
etc., and to authorise them to serve secular benefices and remain
outside their monasteries ; power to dispense from the Lenten
abstinence, etc.

After these, Pole is given an unusual power. Secular clerics
in major orders who have contracted de facto marriages, and
who now give up all exercise of their orders, can be allowed to
marry their spouses legitimately, if the latter would otherwise
have no chance of marrying, and the children of such marriages
are to be regarded as legitimate.

Pole is also given power to unite or divide benefices, or to
apply their fruits to hospitals or schools already erected or to
be erected.

Lastly, he is given authority to pacify the possessors of ecclesi-
astical goods as to the fruits they have enjoyed, or ‘ movable
goods consumed,” provided these persons first restore, ifit seems
expedient to Pole, the immovable goods wrongly retained by them.
He may apply the proceeds of such transactions either to the
Church, or to universities, schools, or other pious uses.

He may subdelegate all these faculties to ordinaries, save those
concerning the absolving and dispensing of clerics who had
contracted marriage, the union of benefices, and the agreements
with possessors of ecclesiastical benefices.

Such were the comprehensive Faculties drawn up on August
6th, 1553, and sent to Pole, to enable him to deal with the religious

situation in England.
D



CHAPTER III
THE MISSIONS OF COMMENDONE AND PENNING

1. Cardinal Pole had received news of Mary’s accession
before he received the Pope’s Brief appointing him Legate, and
he wrote to his Holiness on August 7th saying that a great
opportunity had now presented itself for the restoration of
England to Catholic Unity, and enclosing a written memorandum
advising as to the steps which might be taken for this end.l
The Pope’s Brief and the Legatine Faculties reached Pole on
August 13th, and on the same day the Cardinal wrote acknow-
ledging their receipt, and promising to carry out his high office
to the best of his power.? On the same day he wrote a long
letter to Queen Mary, congratulating her on her accession, and
announcing his own appointment as Legate. He said that it
would be advisable to consult with the Queen as to the time
and manner in which he could best discharge his office.3 Pole
sent this letter to Mary by an English priest, Henry Penning.
Penning was to call on Cardinal Dandino, Legate at Brussels,
en route, and Pole accordingly wrote to his Eminence asking him
to give his messenger any useful information.4 On August 20th,
Pole wrote to the Emperor himself, notifying his appointment,
and asking for facilities.t6 iHe also sent a note to the Secretary,
Fiordibello, giving him information for the Emperor, pointing out
that delay would injure the cause, and that it was customary
in England that matters relating to the redress of wrongs should
be discussed in the first Parliament and Convocation to be held.6

On August 22nd, Pole wrote to Granvelle, the Bishop of Arras,
asking him to intercede with the Emperor on his behalf.7 He
evidently feared that the Emperor would counsel delay.

His anticipation was only too correct.

On August 27th, Pole wrote again to Queen Mary.§ He says
that no one was more glad to receive the news of her accession

[ Venetian Calendar, V, p. 385. a Venetian Calendar, V, p. 387.

* Tierney-Dodd, II, pp. xciv-xcvi. 4 Venetian Calendar, V, p. 388.

¢ Venetian Calendar, V, p. 391. - Venetian Calendar, ibid.

1 Venetian Calendar, N, p. 394. - Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 395'399-
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than himself. People were anxiously waiting to see the manner
and order in which she would provide for what was requisite
for the honour and service of God, and to see how ready she
would be to give back the title of the primacy over the Church
on earth to the one to whom it had been given by the Supreme
Head both in Heaven and Earth, and thus restore to him the
obedience which was his due. This was of great importance.
The goodness of God had restored to the Queen her due title,
in order that she might restore the title of Supreme Head of
the Church to its rightful owner. Pole adds that he hopes to
discuss personally with the Queen the ways and means, or to be
told where and how the matter could be treated. He urges
that the establishment of the true obedience would be a greater
support to her own right than any confederacy or the goodwill
of the people, both of which are essentially unstable.

Pole sent this letter by another messenger, probably Throck-
morton. On August 28th, Pole wrote to Gardiner, Bishop of
Winchester, saying how glad he was to hear of his release from
prison.|

“ By your release you ought to be a great and powerful instrument
for helping to release the kingdom both from the schism and from

all heresy. . . . This hope ... moves me to . . . exhort you
that . . . you will so use all your energies, that . . . there be
first of all removed that error which ... gave admission to all

the other abuses and disorders which subsequently followed.
This, Your Lordship knows, was the withdrawal of obedience
from the Roman Church and its Head.”’2

2. We can now turn to England. The Queen was naturally
anxious to bring about the reconciliation of England with Rome
in the most suitable way. But from the first, the Ambassadors
of the Emperor counselled prudence, and delay. Thus, Charles
instructed his Ambassadors on July 22nd to advise the Queen
to have Mass said privately in her own room, and to do nothing
more till Parliament should meet.$

Mary entered London on August 3rd, and her first act was to
release the ““ Anglo-Catholic ” bishops who had been imprisoned
in the previous reign. . Gardiner, Heath and Day were released
from the Tower, Tunstall from the King’s Bench prison, and
Bonner from the Marshalsea.

1 Gardiner had been released on August 3rd.
1 Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 399-402. For Gardiner’s reply, see p. 78.
’ Papiers d"tat de Granvelle, IV, 55.
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The next event was the funeral ofthe late King. Mary wanted
to give him Catholic burial, but the Emperor’s ambassadors
rightly pointed out that, as he had lived and died outside the
Catholic Church, he ought not to be buried as a Catholic.
Mary gave way to the extent of allowing Cranmer to give
Edward Protestant burial, but at the same time had a Requiem
Mass said for him in the Tower, at which she herself was present.

We read in the Council Book, under date August 12th, 1553 :

“ Albeit Her Grace’s conscience is stayed in matters of religion,
yet she meaneth graciously not to compel or constrain other men’s
consciences otherwise than God shall put in their hearts a persuasion
of the truth that she is in, through the opening of his Word unto
them by godly, virtuous and learned preachers.”’

3. When the news of Mary’s accession had reached Cardinal
Dandino, Legate to the Emperor, he secretly dispatched a Papal
Chamberlain, Mgr. Commendone, to London, to find out the
state of affairs. The Monsignore obtained a se.cret audience
with the Queen. She told him that she did not consider that
she had incurred any ecclesiastical censures, for she had never
consented to the acts against the Catholic Religion. But, to
put her mind entirely at ease, she desired from the Pope an
absolution from censures, for herself and her kingdom, at least
for herself, so that she might be crowned, for Gardiner so that
he could crown her, and for others who were well disposed.2
Mgr. Commendone seems to have promised that all this should
be obtained from the Pope. (Mary as yet had not learnt of
Pole’s appointment as Legate.)

The Papal Chamberlain soon had experience of the difficulties
in Mary’s path. On August 13th he was present at Paul’s
Cross, when Prebendary Bourne preached, and mentioned the
unjust imprisonment of Bishop Bonner. Thereupon a dagger
was thrown at the preacher. The next day, August 14th, Mary
issued a Proclamation prohibiting preaching save with her
special consent. She said she was not minded to compel any of
her subjects to adopt her religion until further order should be
taken by common consent, and in the meantime she com-
manded them to live in peace and charity, and to abstain from
using epithets such as “ heretic > and * papist.”

In due course, Mgr. Commendone returned to Cardinal Dan-

1 Acts ofthe Privy Council, 1552-4, p. 317.

>Soranzo’s report, Venetian Calendar, V, p. 557, compared with references in
Penning’s report to the Pope, ibid,, p. 430.
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dino, who sent him on to the Pope, telling him to see Cardinal
Pole on the way, and acquaint him with the situation in Eng-
land. Commendone accordingly discussed the situation in
England with Pole at Maguzzano early in September. On
September 7th, Pole wrote to Pope Julius, saying that he was
sending on Commendone with his report, and adding that in
his own view it would not be at all fitting that the union of
England with Rome should be passed over in silence at the first
meeting of Parliament. Evidently the Queen was doubtful
whether it would be wise to raise the question of Papal authority
at this first Parliament. Other indications! lead us to suspect
that the great difficulty was already realised to be the question
of Church property, which had been the subject of wholesale
spoliation in the two preceding reigns. It was well known that
such spoliation was not recognised by Canon Law, which would
now presumably be restored in England. The matter was
complicated by the fact that a great deal of this property was no
longer in the hands of the original robbers or receivers, and, as
Soranzo, the Venetian Ambassador, remarks, it had been
given, sold and exchanged already for so long that it could
scarcely be thought that the present possessors would be willing
to restore the property, and indeed this would be almost im-
possible because of the endless lawsuits which would ensue.
There was a very definite feeling among prominent peers and
commoners, otherwise well disposed, that there should be no
restoration of Papal Supremacy until the alienation of this
Church property should be recognised by the Holy See. Anxiety
on this head was increased when it became known that Pole’s
Faculties contemplated the return of ‘immobile goods” to
the Church, unless this should be thought inexpedient. But
there is no evidence that Pole wrote at once urging the restitution
of Church lands, as is stated by Miss J. M. Stone.2 Pole does
not refer directly to the subject in his early letters.

Mgr. Commendone also informed Cardinal Pole of the
Queen’s request for an immediate and general release of the
English nation from censures. Pole did not think this at all
desirable, and wrote to the Master of the Sacred Palace on
September 8th for advice. He points out that the chief question
was the method to be used in bringing back England to the
obedience of the Apostolic See. Apparently the Queen was un-
able to do as she would wish, owing to the violent opposition of

x e.g., Soranzo’s Report, Venetian Calendar, V, p. 557. - Marv the First, p. 253.
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those who, having derived great profit from the disobedience
to the Holy See, and continuing to do so, could not, for their
own interest, consent to the proposal to restore the Pope’s
supremacy in the first Parliament. Yet their consent would
be necessary. Pole himself considered that this should never-
theless be done in the first Parliament. Mgr. Commendone
recommended prudence, and said that the Queen had com-
missioned him to ask the Pope to exempt England from all
interdicts and censures, so that the Sacraments might be cele-
brated and administered without any scruple of conscience,
even though, in public, those who received them should consent
to the schism for the time being. Pole considers that before
this concession be made, the point should be well pondered,
lest under this apparently pious demand there should be some-
thing evil concealed. He had told Commendone that the
best way would be to refer the matter to the Legate, i.e. himself,
the Pope giving him Faculties to absolve internally after some
external demonstration of renunciation of the schism, but not
before. In the meantime, he asks the Master of the Sacred
Palace to consult the Pope on the matter, and then to send
instructions.|

4. When Mgr. Commendone arrived in Rome, two Con-
sistories were held to consider his report, and the situation in
England. As a result, Pole was told to proceed on his mission.
The Pope sent a letter to Pole on September 20th, saying that
the Cardinals had agreed that it was not only expedient but
necessary that Pole’s journey should not be postponed. But
he should act prudently, enquire first the Queen’s will, and
await her answer, this because of the boldness of the heretics,
and also in order that the Queen should not receive any harm
from too hasty action, and also, again, in view of the fact that she
had received the Crown through the good offices of those who,
besides being interested parties in the matter of Church property,
hate the Holy See with a deadly hatred. IfPole should consider
the Queen’s course of action not a good one, he could exhort
her accordingly. The rest would be left to Pole’s piety, prudence,
learning and experience. As to the absolution and remission
of the interdicts and censures on the kingdom, the Pope would
use some expedient (if it should please God) so that the Queen
would be consoled, and yet nothing illicit would be done. If

1 Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 406-409.
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the request were made to Pole as Legate, he could act and use
his powers.|

This made it plain that Pole could dispense those who asked
for dispensations, including the Queen. Upon receipt of this
letter, i.e. on September 29th, Pole left Maguzzano, and arrived
at Trent. We can leave him there for a moment, and see what
had happened to his own messenger to the Queen, Henry
Penning.

5. Penning arrived in London on September 18th. He
wrote to Pole on the 19th saying that the Queen was oveijoyed
to get his letter, and that her Majesty repeated her request
for a dispensation in connection with her Coronation, i.e.
a dispensation for herself to be crowned, and for Gardiner to
crown her. This was urgent, as she had to be crowned before
the meeting of Parliament.2

“ As to the oath which it is customary to make on the day
of the coronation, she said : * I will take that same oath which
my father took, which I am sure was very good at that time.” . . .
And as to that other title (‘ Head of the Church ’), she said, ‘ I do
not wish it, even though by it I could gain three other kingdoms.’

. . Her Majesty said she was determined in this next Parlia-
ment to suspend altogether the bad laws and statutes at present
in force confirming the primacy over the Church in the Crown,
and also those affecting the Queen, her mother. . . . She
urgently begs your most reverend Lordship to dispense her for
this her coronation, and commanded me to send to you with
all diligence for the said dispensation, so that she may be able
to rest quiet in her conscience and know that she is really ab-
solved before the time of her coronation. I have promised her
Highness that it shall be as she wishes. In case your most
reverend Lordship is not able in virtue of your Faculties to dis-
pense her Highness in this way, would you deign to ask his
Holiness for such a dispensation. . . . Her Highness told me
that Mgr. Commendone had been with her, and that he had
promised to obtain for her Majesty this dispensation.”’

Upon receipt of this letter from Penning, Pole wrote to the
Pope, enclosing a copy of it, and commenting on the excellent
dispositions of the Queen, shown by her request. The Cardinal
added that he would reply to the Queen that she could be quite

x Tierney-Dodd, Vol. II, pp. xcvii-xcix.

’See Penning’s Report to the Pope in Venetian Calendar, V, p. 430.
« Estcourt, Question of Angli Ordinati App. xi.
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secure in her conscience, and that he would obtain the absolu-
tion in writing with all possible secrecy, retaining it in his own
possession, but writing to tell the Queen of its existence.l

From what followed, it was evidently taken for granted that
the dispensation could be presumed, provided the request reached
Pole before the day of the Coronation. It is to be noted that
the dispensation must have applied not only to the Queen herself,
but also to Bishop Gardiner, who was to crown her. Hence,
from this moment onwards, Gardiner may be regarded as recon-
ciled to the Holy See.

On October 2nd, Pole wrote to the Queen, saying that he
had already informed her that the Pope had appointed him
Legate, and had given him all such Faculties for dispensation
as would enable him in the present case to comfort her Majesty’s
pious and religious mind. This evidently refers to the matter
of the Coronation. He went on to say that, though the Emperor
had urged delay in the restoration of the true religion, the cause
of the supremacy of the Roman Church could not be treated
with arguments based merely on human prudence. Amongst
other things, Mary ought to reflect how, by the iniquity of the
rulers, religion had been so persecuted in England that it fell
from schism to manifest heresy, the sacraments, especially the
“ sacramentum sacramentorum,” to which the others are all
directed (indrizati), being abolished. (This clear statement
of the effect of the Eucharistic heresy should be noted.) Pole
reminded Mary that she herself had remained faithful to the
old religion under Edward, in spite of all difficulties. How could
it be right to dissemble now? The Queen should reassure
the Emperor. If any one of the three estates of Parliament
was likely to make difficulties, it would be that which had derived
profit from the suppression of the obedience of the Church.
The other two sections could be expected to favour reunion, as
both ecclesiastics and lay people had suffered great detriment
from the schism.2

But in point of fact, as Mary well realised, the situation was
far too complicated to admit of this simple and easy solution.

| Italian Text in Estcourt, op. cit., Appendix xii; Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 413-414,

English rdsumd.
 Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 418%423.



CHAPTER 1V
THE EPISCOPATE, AND THE FIRST PARLIAMENT

1. One of the most important matters with which the Queen
had to deal at the commencement ofher reign was the composition
of the episcopate of her country. We have already said that
one of her first acts was to release the " Anglo-Catholic > bishops
from prison. These had been deprived of their sees in the reign
of Edward, and heretical bishops had been intruded into their
places. Nevertheless, these heretical bishops were at the time
the lawful occupants of the sees, from the standpoint of civil
law. But a simple way was found out of the difficulty. The
“ Anglo-Catholic ”* bishops in question had been deprived by
the Crown, and accordingly the Crown could quash the previous
sentence, and restore them to their sees. Commissioners were
appointed on August 29th, 1553, to examine the deprivations
which had taken place under Edward, and the titles of the
Protestant bishops who had been intruded into the sees. The
Edwardine sentence of deprivation passed upon Bishop Bonner
was annulled on September 5th and he was restored to his see
of London. Similarly Tunstall was restored to Durham, Voysey
to Exeter,? Heath to Worcester,3 Gardiner to Winchester, and
Day to Chichester.4

Steps were also taken against some of the Protestant bishops.
Coverdale of Exeter, Hooper of Gloucester, and Latimer were
called before the Council to answer for various misdemeanours.5

Ridley of London had already been sent to the Tower on
July 25th. Hooper and Coverdale were sent to prison, nominally
for debts to the Crown. Barlow, of Bath and Wells, was im-
prisoned for debt about this same time, i.e. September, 1553.

1 Gairdner, Lollardy, Vol. IV, p. 27.

1 Frere, Marian Reaction, p. 18; Dixon, History ofthe Church of England, IV, p. 47.

* Dixon, op. cit., p. 47.

4 Day was already functioning once again as Bishop of Chichester in November,
1553. See Day’s Register, f. 89 (94). Frere wrongly says that Day was not restored

till February 26th, 1554. {Marian Reaction, p. 20.)
* Acts of the Privy Council, Vol. IV, pp. 328, 335-7, 340.
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On Sunday, August 27th, Cranmer and Dr. May, Dean of St.
Paul’s, were cited to appear before the Queen’s Commissioners
in the Bishop’s Consistory at St. Paul’'s. On September 7th,
however, Cranmer issued a Declaration against the Mass, was
summoned before the Council, accused of treason, and sent to
the Tower on the 14th. He was tried by special commission on
November 13th, and sentenced to death. His attainder was
duly confirmed by Parliament. The See of Canterbury thereby
became vacant, and the jurisdiction passed to the Dean and
Chapter.l

But the episcopal bench was still in an unsatisfactory state.
There were other heretical and married bishops, who could
not be relied upon. The Emperor's Ambassadors reported on
September 19th that the Queen wanted more bishops, especially
for the coming Parliament. They informed her that she could
appoint some new ones, on the plea of necessity, and that the
Pope could be persuaded secretly to confirm her nominations.
She could even get a Papal dispensation to make such nominations
until such time as the schism could be brought to an end. Or
she could make a protestation before her own Lord Chancellor
that she made such provisions of bishops from sheer necessity.
But in the end Mary decided to take no steps in the matter for
the time being.2

2. Sure in her own mind that the desired dispensation had
been granted, Mary proceeded to her Coronation on October 1st.
Ten mitred bishops walked before the Queen, who was con-
ducted to the throne by Tunstall of Durham. Gardiner took
the place of the absent Archbishop, and the sermon was preached
by Day of Chichester. The Queen took an oath to preserve the
rights and liberties of the realm, and also to maintain the See
of Rome.}

3. Parliament was opened on October 5th, 1553, with a
Mass of the Holy Ghost. From this Bishops Taylor, of Lincoln,
and Harley, of Hereford, absented themselves, ‘ rather than
give countenance to such a rite.”’4 Bishop Gardiner, Lord

1 Gairdner, Lollardy and the Reformation, Vol. IV, pp. 26-29, 158, 332.

*Gairdner, Lollardy, IV, 26.

*According to Cranmer (see Foxe, Vol. VIII, p. 64). Penning, in his report to
the Pope, drawn up about Oct. 20th {Venetian Calendar, V, p. 431), says that Mary
“added a few words > to the customary oath, ‘ having for object to maintain her
integrity and good will.” A copy of this oath was sent on to the Pope {ibid.).

* Dixon, op. cit., p. 56.
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Chancellor, delivered an eloquent oration, which was thus
described by Penning, who was still in England, in a report
which he subsequently took out to Pole, and which the latter
sent on to the Pope :

“ The Bishop of Winchester made a very fine speech, in which
he treated amply of the union of religion, and that it should be
resumed, without which nothing good could be done, demonstrating
how many disadvantages had befallen the realm owing to its
separation. He accused himself and all the bystanders as guilty
of it, telling them that Parliament was assembled by her Majesty
and Council to repeal many iniquitous laws against the said union,
and to enact others in favour of it.”’|

In pursuance of the policy outlined in this speech, the House
of Lords seems to have passed a resolution to the effect that it
would be right to annul all Acts passed in derogation of the
authority of the Holy See from a year before the divorce of
Henry VIII and Katherine of Aragon. The Queen also naturally
desired a declaration by Parliament recognising the validity of
Henry’s marriage to Katherine. But the Emperor’s ambassador
warned her that the time was not yet ripe for the explicit accept-
ance of Papal authority, and that it would suffice for the present
to repeal the statutes approving of the divorce of Henry and
Katherine. Mary also feared herself that Parliament might
wish her to retain the title of Supreme Head, and the Emperor’s
ambassador promised to give her eight reasons in writing by
which she could politely decline this title. The situation was
indeed delicate at that moment. On Sunday, October 15th,
two priests had been assaulted in London churches.2

It would seem that, in spite of the difficulties, an attempt
was made to get the Pope’s authority recognised, and that this
was a feature in a Bill repealing various statutes. But it became
evident that the Commons opposed the recognition of the Pope’s
authority at this time, and eventually that part of the Bill was
struck out. On Thursday, October 26th, another Bill was
introduced into the Commons declaring Henry’s marriage
with Katherine lawful, and this was duly passed. The former
Bill, repealing anti-Catholic statutes, was modified, in view
of the opposition raised, and was reduced to one repealing
the Edwardine religious laws and restoring religion to the
state in which it was at the end of the reign of Henry VIII.
This was passed by the Commons on November 8th, 80 out

I Venetian Calendar, N, p. 431. * Gairdner, Lollardy, IV, pp. 88-90.
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of 350 members voting against it. It swept away the nine
following Acts : The Act of Edward on the Sacrament, which
had authorised Communion under both kinds ; the Act on the
Election of Bishops, by which bishops had been appointed by
letters patent instead of by the election by chapters ; the Act
of Uniformity, authorising the First Prayer Book ; the Act
authorising priests’ marriages ; the Act against Catholic service
books and images ; the Act authorising the new English Ordinal;
the second Act of Uniformity, authorising the Second Prayer
Book ; and two others. Services in Church were to be as in
the last year of Henry’s reign, from December 20th, 1553, after
which date the English service would be illegal.

This Act of Repeal says that the new services introduced in
Edward’s reign had * partly altered, and in some part taken the
Sacraments of the Church from the English people.”

Another Act was passed, a <« Bill for such as disturb divine
service or preachers,” to come into operation also on December
20th. It forbade anyone to molest a licensed preacher, or to
disturb a priest saying Mass, or to attempt to treat the Blessed
Sacrament with irreverence, or to pull down altars, etc. There
is evidence to show that these insults and injuries were all too
frequent.

In accordance with the Act abolishing the Protestant religion,
a Royal Proclamation was issued on December 15th, forbidding
the English service after December 20th, and restoring the Mass.
Every parish was to erect an altar in its church for the purpose.
Opportunity was taken to inhibit married priests from saying
Mass.1

4. Henry Penning, Pole’s messenger, remained in England
till the middle of October, i.e. for some weeks. During that
time he was able to give the Queen * much good advice for the
establishment of her kingdom.””? In October, Mary sent
Penning back to Pole, who was then at Dillingen. Penning
took with him a full report of the situation, a copy of Mary’s
coronation oath, and a letter from the Queen. In this Mary
says :

““ As for my obedience and due observance towards the spouse of

Christ, our holy mother the Catholic and Apostolic Church, the
bearer of this letter will be able to inform you suitably. He will be

1 Machyn’s Diary, p. 50.
'Ambassadors to Emperor, 19th and 23rd September; in Gairdner, Lollardy
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able to explain how disturbed I am in mind because I am not able
altogether to make plain my ideas in this matter, but as soon as I
shall have an opportunity of explaining the sincerity of my soul
in respect of divine worship, I will let you know what I think can
be done.”

She adds :

““ I hope that Parliament will in the future abrogate all the statutes
from which the seeds of all the calamities of this kingdom have
sprung.”’]

On October 28th, the Queen wrote another letter to Pole,
explaining the opposition she had encountered in the matter
of the Pope’s Supremacy. We summarise it as follows :

His own legation, she said, was widely known and suspected, so
that he had better postpone his coming to England. In Parliament,
more difficulties had been made about the authority ofthe Apostolic
See than about the cult of the true religion, for the minds of her
subjects had been alienated from the Supreme Pontiff by false
suggestions. The House of Lords had recommended that all laws
passed by Parliament since the time of Henry’s Divorce should be
annulled. But when the Commons heard ofthis, they immediately
suspected that this had been proposed for the sake of the Sovereign
Pontiff, and that the title of Supreme Head ofthe Church, annexed
to the royal crown, would be abandoned, the power of the Pontiff
restored, and a way opened for the execution of Pole’s legation.
Otherwise they would make no difficulty about the annulling of
statutes. “ We fear that they may insist, and urge that we should
continue to assume the title of Supreme Head of the Church, in
which case I know how to reply and excuse myself, for I shall say
that I have always professed the old religion, and was educated and
brought up init, and that I wish to persevere in it till my last breath ;
and also that we cannot consent to anything against conscience;
again, that that title does not suit a king ; the powers, dignities
and duties are distinct ; the king receives (the kingdom ?) from the
priest ; the body politic has nothing in common with the ecclesi-
astical ; our sex is to be taken into consideration, for nothing is less
suitable than such a title or the use of such a title ; and lastly
ifnothing else can be obtained, we shall request that the assumption
of this title, which would be against our conscience, shall be sus-
pended for a time, until some more suitable remedy shall be found.
But ifthis veryjust request should be refused, I do not know what to
do, and so I seek from you more prudent advice, so that I may know
how to keep my conscience free from all injury and scruple, and
also know what I am to do in this stormy time.’’

Mary wrote again to Pole on November 15th, saying that it
would be dangerous for him to come to England just then. She
announced to him the repeal of the Edwardine legislation, and

1 Tierney-Dodd, II, App. xix. ’ Tierney-Dodd, App xx.
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said that the restoration of the authority of the Holy See would
have to be postponed till another Parliament, in about three
months’ time.!

On December ist, Pole wrote to Mary, urging her that, just
as shipwrecked men must make use of a plank, so also England,
which has suffered shipwreck of the faith, must accept, not
indeed a plank, but the ship of Peter which has been sent to the
rescue.?

Pole apparently sent over this letter by Thomas Goldwell,
a priest who afterwards became Bishop of St. Asaph. He took
with him instructions for Mary, to the effect that she ought to
go personally to Parliament and introduce the matter of the
Pope’s Supremacy herself. She must refuse the title *“ Supreme
Head,” even if it cost her both kingdom and life. Also, she
should insist that Pole should be received, in order to execute
his legatine commission. If necessary, she could ask two of her
Counsellors, one spiritual and the other lay, to accompany her
to Parliament, and these could point out that “ if the name of
obedience to the Pope should seem to bring as it were a yoke
to the realm, or any other kind of servitude beside that which
should be profitable to the realm, both afore God and man,
Her Grace that bringeth it in again will never suffer it, nor the
Pope himself requireth no such thing. And here in also, that
they say that my person, being the mean to bring it in, would
never agree to be an instrument thereof, ifI thought any thraldom
should come thereby.” He was afraid that if nothing was
done, the Pope might withdraw his legation. What had been
done in Parliament was good, but not satisfactory, as the Acts
passed made no reference to Papal authority. Also, they allowed
the use of the sacraments : ““I find this great defect, that never
being approbate by the Church that those persons which remain
in schism should have the right use of the sacraments, but
rather to such is interdicted the use of them : this Act maketh
the gate open to them that be not yet entered into the unity of
the Church, to the use of the sacraments, declaring itself how
they should be ministered.””3

1 Tierney-Dodd, App. xx, p. ciii. * Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 446-448.

*Strype’s Cranmer, pp. 921-935, 1115-1118. All our references to Strype are to
the Clarendon Press edn., 1822.



CHAPTER V
THE FIRST REORDINATIONS

1. Pole’s protest, recorded at the end of the last chapter,
was, of course, technically correct. It was against all principles
of Canon Law that the Catholic Sacraments should be freely
administered to those who were still outside the unity of the
Catholic Church. But it is difficult to see what else Mary could
have done. The Lords had favoured the abolition of the anti-
Papal laws, but the Commons had opposed this. In face of
their opposition, Mary could hardly carry her point. Was,
then, the Protestant religion and liturgy to continue in force ?
Or was it not better to proceed gradually, and start with the
abolition of the Edwardine legislation? Mary and her ad-
visers rightly concluded that this was the best plan. In all
probability, Pole would realise the wisdom of this later on, and
would at least not openly condemn a course of action which he
could not formally approve.

2. The * Anglo-Catholic” bishops were presumably in
agreement with Gardiner, and in favour of immediate union
with the Holy See. But they could not bring this about, in
the face of the opposition of the Commons. And so they evi-
dently decided to adopt Mary’s plan, and to prepare for the
Union which was bound to come in due course, by purging the
Church of its Protestant elements. Indeed, the ‘“Anglo-
Catholic ” bishops and clergy would seem to have adopted this
policy from the first. The English services were not absolutely
forbidden till December 20th. But long before that date the
Catholic services were restored in many places. Another feature
in the policy of the bishops is of particular interest to us, and that
is their action in providing new priests for the many churches
which lacked a properly ordained clergy. One of the most
remarkable features of this early part of Mary’s reign is the
number of ordinations which took place. There were ordinations
in London in September, 1553 (all orders, tonsure to priesthood),
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October (tonsure and minor orders), December (all orders,
tonsure to priesthood), February, 1554 (two ordinations), March,
1554 (two ordinations), April (tonsure to diaconate), May (ton-
sure to priesthood), June and September, 1554. In addition,
there were ordinations during this period at Oxford and Exeter.
Most of the London, Ordinations were performed by Thomas
Cheetham, Bishop of Sidon, who had been appointed as a
Suffragan of Canterbury in the reign of Henry VIII, but was
now evidently acting as a Suffragan to Bishop Bonner in London,
and of course ordained by commission from Bonner.!

Now it is of the utmost interest and importance to note that
at these early ordinations in the first months of Mary’s reign,
we already find the names of Edwardine clerics, who were being
reordained according to the Catholic rite. Of the sixteen Ed-
wardines of whose reordination we have records, no less than nine were
reordained in these early months. Thus :

(1) Robert Kynseye had been ordained Edwardine deacon
on August 24th, 1552, by Bishop Ridley, at Cambridge, and
Edwardine priest by the same bishop at London on December
21st, 1552.2

Now the self-same Robert Kynseye, Vicar of Ware, Herts, was
ordained to the four minor orders, subdiaconate, diaconate and
priesthood, according to the Catholic rite, at London, on December
20th and 21st, 1553, by Cheetham, Bishop of Sidon, acting by
commission of Bishop Bonner. Here we have the clearest possible
proofthat ordination by the Edwardine rite, whether to the diacon-
ate or to the priesthood, was regarded by the *“ Anglo-Catholic
bishops as absolutely null and void, and accordingly, as a “ non
promotus,” Kynseye was simply given the necessary orders which
he had not previously received.3

I London Ordination Register, MS.

? He had been instituted Vicar of Ware, Herts, on August 5th, 1552, i.e. before
his ordination to the Edwardine diaconate. Canon Law, as we have said, required
that a person appointed to a benefice should be a clericus, i.e. tonsured, and if the
benefice was one with the cure of souls—as in this case—he had to be ordained priest
within one year of appointment. The Register of Institutions describes Kynseye on
August 5th as “ magister artium.” Presumably he had at some previous ordination
received the tonsure.

> Kynseye’s ordination is interesting for the following reason. There are two
Ordination lists in the London registers, one in the Ordination Book, and the other in
Bonner’s Register. In the latter, there is a note on p. cccxix, giving the facts about
Kynseye'’s ordination as Edwardine deacon at Cambridge by Ridley. Then on p.
ccexxi verso there is the record ofhis ordination to the Edwardine priesthood at London
by the same Ridley. On this page, after his name, we have the words :  ut supra,
in actu subdiaconatus sui.”” This is an obvious error on the part of the registrar, for
the reference is to the entry on the previous page describing his reception of the
diaconate, which gives the personal details about Kynseye. In the other book, there
is a similar list of Ridley’s ordinations, and against the record of Kynseye’s ordination
to the Edwardine priesthood, there is a marginal note as follows : “ Vidi litteras

subdiaconatus sub sigillo ppo [ = proprio ?] Rdi Patris.” This, again, is a manifest error.
Before Kynseye could be ordained to the Edwardine priesthood in London, he would
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(2) Nicholas Arscott. He had been ordained Edwardine
deacon and priest by Bishop King at Oxford, on March 22nd, 1550,
and April 6th, 1550, respectively. The same Nicholas Arscott
was ordained Catholic deacon on March 9th, 1554, and priest
on March 24th, 1554, by Bishop Thomas of Shrewsbury, Suffragan
Bishop to Oxford, acting by commission from Bishop King. Here
is another clear case of the absolute rejection of Edwardine orders,
and it is of particular interest because it shows the disbelief in
Edwardine orders on the part of the very Bishop who had conferred them !

(3) Robert Taynter. He was ordained Edwardine priest by
Bishop Thomas, of Shrewsbury, at Thame, on Oct. 12th, 1550.
Presumably he had received the diaconate also according to the
Edwardine rite on some previous date. The same Robert Taynter
was ordained from ostiarius to the subdiaconate inclusive in London
on December 22nd, and raised to the diaconate and priesthood
on December 23rd, 1553.

(4) Richard Benet was ordained Edwardine deacon by Bishop
Thomas of Shrewsbury at Thame, on November 23rd, 1550.
The same Richard Benet was ordained subdeacon by the same Bishop
Thomas of Shrewsbury, on February 18th, 1554, deacon on March
9th, and priest on March 24th, 1554.

(5) John Addyson was ordained Edwardine deacon by Bishop
Thomas of Shrewsbury at Thame, on November 23rd, 1550.
The sameJohn Addyson was ordained subdeacon on February 17th,
1554, raised to the diaconate on March 9th, 1554, and to the
priesthood on March 24th, 1554—1by the same Bishop Thomas who
had given him Edwardine orders!

(6) William Brydges was ordained Edwardine deacon by
Bishop Coverdale at Exeter onJuly 3rd, 1552. The same William
Brydges was ordained subdeacon at Exeter on February nth,
1554, deacon on March 10th, 1554, and priest on March 24th, 1554,
Bishop Voysey having been restored to the see of Exeter.

(7) Anthony Askham was ordained Edwardine deacon at Lithe,
Yorkshire, by Bishop Pursglove, of Hull, on August 7th, 1552.
The same Anthony Askham was ordained to all orders, beginning
with the tonsure and ending with the priesthood, at London, on
December 20th and 21st, 1553.

have to produce his “ Etterae” testifying that he had been ordained deacon (at
Cambridge). This document was evidently produced, and the Registrar began to
write : “ Vidi litteras sub . . .” intending to add ‘ sigillo.”” But when he had
written “ sub > he realised that he had not specified the “ litterae,” and so wrote
¢ diaconatus,” but forgot to cross out the first > sub.” He then continued, ‘ sub
sigillo proprio Reverendissimi Patris.” He cannot have intended to say that he had
seen letters about Kynseye’s nz"diaconate, for no one would want to know about this
at an ordination to an Edwardine priesthood, but on the other hand, information
about the diaconate would be required. It must be remembered that the sub-
diaconate was abolished in the Edwardine rite. Dr. Frere mentions Kynseye in his
Marian Reaction, p. 208, note, and asks : “ Why was the subdiaconate repeated
in his case. Similarly, Canon Wilfred Knox remarks, in his Friend, I do thee no wrong,
1919, p. 7: “ One (cleric) seems to have been ordained subdeacon before Edward’s
time, but none the less to have been reordained to the subdiaconate under Mary.”
Both these writers infer that, as the Catholic authorities thus repeated orders previously
received validly, no argument can be based upon the reordinations of Edwardine
clerics in Mary’s reign. But the only foundation for this inference is the obvious
mistake in the entry about Kynseye !

E
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(8) Thomas Thomson was ordained Edwardine deacon by Bishop
Pursglove of Hull, at York Minster, onJuly and, 1553. “Thomas
Thomson™ was ordained subdeacon in London, on February 16th,
and deacon and priest on February 17th, 1554. There is no reason
to doubt that this is the same person, for the Thomas Thomson thus
ordained according to the Catholic rite, is specified as belonging
to York.

(9) Leonard Cowll was ordained deacon, according to the
Edwardine rite, at York Minster, by Bishop Pursglove of Hull,
on July and, 1553. The same Leonard Cowll was ordained to
all orders in London on February 16th and 17th, 1554.1

Thus, we have no less than nine cases of reordination during
these first months of Mary’s reign. It is important to note that
they occur all over the country—London, Oxford, Exeter, and
York. If it be remembered that there are records only of
one hundred and twelvel persons in all receiving Edwardine
orders, and that of these many had married and were therefore
ineligible for Catholic orders, that others were Protestants by
conviction and would not be suitable candidates, and some had
fled the country, it is really remarkable that so many should
in fact have been found fit for ordination by the Catholic rite.
Others were reordained subsequently, as we shall see, and we'
have records altogether of sixteen cases.

We must also call attention to the fact that these reordinations
did not consist merely in the adding of minor orders omitted in
the Edwardine rite,} but, as is clear from the records, a definite
repetition of the supposed major orders conferred by that rite.
Again, it is obvious that this reordination cannot have consisted
merely in an anointing ofhands.4 or in a tradition of instruments

*The above details are based on Bp. Frere’s Marian Reaction (S.P.C.K., 1896).

mThis estimate includes Jewel and Harding, who received Edwardine Orders,
though their names do not occur in the Registers.

* Some Anglicans have even suggested that it was the previous omission of minor
orders and the subdiaconate which rendered necessary the reordination of Edwardine
clerics to the diaconate and prlesthood But the Decretum Gratiani (1. dist. lii, De eo
qui, subdi tus ordine postp di etpresbyter est ordinatus), distinctly states Uiat
such persons are to have only "the missing orders supplied, and may then minister
in the diaconate or priesthood previously received : ‘ Mandamus ut ab officio
sacerdotali eum prohibeas, donee proximo quatuor temporum jejunio subdiaconatus
ministerium sibi rite imponas, et sic deinceps ad majora officia eum redire concedas.”

4 This suggestion, that only the hands of Edwardine priests were anointed, has
been made by several Anglican writers. Thus, the Anglican Archbishops, in
their reply to Pope Leo, say categorically: ‘ Some were voluntarily reordained.
Some received anointing as a supplement to their previous reordination” (p.27). The
Archbishops quote, in a footnote, Bishop Pilkington of Durham, who wrote in the
reign of Elizabeth : “ In the late days of Popery, our holy Bishops called before them
all such as were made ministers without such greasing, and blessed them with the
Pope’s blessing, anointed them, and then all was perfect: they might sacrifice for
quick and dead, but not marry in no case -..” (Works, P.S., p. 163.) But it
ought to have been clear that this was merely Pilkington’s ludicrous and con-




THE FIRST REORDINATIONS 49

only, as has been suggested by so many Anglican writers, but
it was on the contrary a complete performance of the whole
Catholic ordination rite. Nor is there the slightest ground for
supposing that the ordination was merely a conditional one, for
in this case we should expect to find some notification of this
fact in the episcopal registers.

Lastly, that a complete reordination took place is evident
from the enquiry made by Parkhurst, the Anglican Bishop of
Norwich, in the Visitation of his diocese in 1561 : ‘ Whether
any that took orders in King Edward’s days, not contented with
that, were ordered again in Queen Mary’s days.”’l

temptuous description of the Catholic ordination rite as a whole, for the commission
to “ sacrifice for quick and dead " is given, not at the anointing of hands, but at the
tradition of the instruments. Bishop Frere also suggests that in some cases the
anointing only was supplied. (Marian Reaction, p. 132.) But there is no evidence
whatever for this, other than the statement of Pilkington. The latest writers to make
this same statement are the Rew. A. H. Baverstock and D. Hole, who, in their
Truth about the Prayer Book, published in 1935, actually say : “ There had been no re-
ordination, under Mary, of the priests ordained with the Edwardine Ordinal, although
many of them had their hands anointed at their own desire ” (p. 51). It is sad to
read such complete travesties of the truth.

1 Quoted in Estcourt, Anglican Ordinations, p. 50.



CHAPTER VI

FURTHER REORDINATIONS, AND THE
DEPRIVATIONS OF MARRIED PRIESTS

1. OnlJanuary 23rd, 1554, Mary wrote to Pole a letter which
is thus summarised in the Venetian Calendarl:

“ Owing to the change ofreligion, many persons who seem to be
heretics, as also married priests2 have been found in the enjoyment
ofthe principal ecclesiastical benefices of the realm, amongst whom
are certain prelates, including Archbishops and Bishops,3 who
have been dismissed their sees by the decree of the last Parliament.4
The Queen therefore, pondering within herself how necessary it
is to provide their churches with other pastors, and not choosing
in any way to attempt anything whatever against the authority
of the Pope and the Apostolic See, nor against the privileges and
ancient customs enjoyed and observed by the Kings of England
her predecessors, before this evil modern religion was introduced
into the realm,6 she has thought it well to give Pole notice of this,
that she may be better acquainted with his opinion, and also learn
by what way, without scruple of conscience, she could provide
for the said churches, until the obedience of the Catholic and
Apostolic Church be again established in England ; she therefore
with all earnestness requests him to inform her if, in virtue of his
faculties, he has authority to confirm the collation of these benefices,
or whether the Pope has reserved the disposal of them to himself.
She also wishes to know whether Pole can confirm in the benefices
already vacant the persons appointed to them, on account of their
worthy qualities, and not without the advice of the most Catholic
and lettered men of the kingdom. In case recourse to the Pope
be requisite, the Queen requests Pole to inform her how she is to
proceed in this matter.”

Pole did not reply immediately to this letter, but sent over
Goldwell, who arrived in England between February 20th and

x Vol. V, p. 453.

1 “ Havendo per la mutatione della religione in questo regno trovati molti come loro
demonstrono heretici, et preti conjugati.”” Note the distinction between ‘ heretics
and “ married priests.” The former are not called priests.

* Nel numero de’ quali trovandosi alcuni prelati, si arcivescovi come yescovi.

4 Sono stati per I'ultimo decreto del Parlamento deposit! et soluti delli loro
beneficii—In October, 1553, Parliament had rescinded the Edwardine law allowing
clerical marriage.

*Note Mary’s opinion of the

“new religion.”

50
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24th, with instructions for the Queen. The written instructions
which are extant are concerned with the filling of the vacant
sees, but there can be no doubt that Goldwell was also in a position
to advise on the steps to be taken to purge the ranks of the clergy
of ““heretics ” and ‘ married priests,” and also to approve
of what had already been done in this direction.

2. Doubtless as a result of his advice, on March 4th, 1554,
the Queen issued certain ‘“ Injunctions > to the Bishops, which
we may summarise as follows :

The first article enjoined the bishops to put into execution
all canons and ecclesiastical laws used in the time of Henry VIII
which were not directly and expressly contrary to the laws and
statutes of the realm.

The second ordered that no bishop should use in any process or
sentence the phrase ““ regia auctoritatefulcitus.”

The third ordered that no bishop should exact an oath of the
royal supremacy in admitting any person to any ecclesiastical
promotion, order, or office.

The fourth enacted that no one who was a ** Sacramentarian
or defamed with any notable kind of heresy or other great crime,
should be admitted or received to any ecclesiastical function,
benefice, or office.

The fifth ordered bishops to repress heresies.

The sixth enacted that bishops should repress corrupt opinions,
unlawful books, etc.

The seventh was as follows : ““ Every bishop and all the other
persons aforesaid, proceeding summarily and with all celerity and
speed, may and shall deprive, or declare deprived, and amove,
according to their learning and discretion, of all such persons from
their benefices and ecclesiastical promotions who, contrary to the
state of their order and the laudable custom of the Church, have
married, and used women as their wives, or otherwise notably and
slanderously disordered or abused themselves; sequestering also
during the said process, the fruits and profits of the said benefices
and ecclesiastical promotions.”

The eighth added : “ The said bishop ... do use more lenity
and clemency with such as have married, whose wives be dead, than
with other whose women do yet remain in life. ~And likewise such
priests, as with the consents of their wives or women, openly in
presence of the bishop, do profess to abstain, to be used the more
favourably ; in which case, after penance effectually done, the
bishop, according to his discretion and wisdom, may, upon just
consideration, receive and admit them again to their former adminis-
tration, so it be not in the same place, appointing them such a
portion to live upon, to be paid out of their benefice, whereof they
be deprived, by discretion of the said bishop, or his officer, shall
think may be spared of the said benefice.”

The ninth enacted that religious, having solemnly professed
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chastity, should not be allowed to continue with their women orwives,
but after deprivation of their benefice or ecclesiastical promotion,
should be divorced from their said women, and due punishment
inflicted.

The tenth made arrangements for vacant parishes.

The eleventh restored processions.

The twelfth restored holydays and fast days.

The thirteenth restored ceremonies.

The fourteenth dealt with baptism and confirmation.

The fifteenth particularly concerns us. It was as follows :

“Touching such persons as were heretofore promoted to any
orders, after the new sort and fashion of order, considering they were
not ordered in very deed, the bishop ofthe diocese finding otherwise
sufficiency and ability in those men, may supply that thing which
wanted in them before, and then, according to his discretion, admit
them to minister.”

The sixteenth ordered bishops to set forth a uniform doctrine,
by homilies or otherwise.

The seventeenth ordered an examination ofschoolmasters.

The eighteenth generally exhorted bishops to do their duty.1

We must now consider the implications of the fifteenth in-
junction, concerning the reordination of Edwardine clerics.
Two points are to be noted : The Edwardines had not been
“ordered in very deed.” Therefore the bishop ‘ may supply
that thing which wanted in them before.” Ignoring the first
statement, and concentrating on the second, Anglican writers
have argued that Mary is simply ordering the performance of
ceremonies omitted in the Edwardine ordination rite, such as
the tradition of instruments. And reference is made to the
Decretal of Gregory IX which we have explained in an earlier
chapter.l? We have pointed out that there the canonical in-
junction to “ supply what is wanting ” is simply intended to
ensure the performance of something omitted. The phrase
is a general one, and its meaning in any particular instance is
governed by the context in which it is used. In Mary’s In-
junction it is obviously governed by the previous categorical
statement that Edwardine clerics had not been ordained in very
deed, i.e. not really ordained at all. And the bishop is to supply
that which wanted in them before, i.e. the possession of true
orders. This he will do by the performance of the usual Catholic
ordination rite. And we have seen that even before the issue
of these Royal injunctions, that is precisely what the Catholic
bishops had been doing up and down the country. This practice

1 These Injunctions are printed in full in Pocock-Burnet. V, pp. q82-r \
* See Vol. I, p. 88.
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now receives the official approval of the Queen. And as this
approval followed immediately upon the visit of Pole’s messenger,
Goldwell, we can safely say that the practice receives the approval
of Pole himself. To quote Denny and Lacey :

“ In litteris ad episcopos ... regina, non certe inscio Legato, Articulos
quosdam ad instruendum edidit.”’1

3. In September, 1554, Bishop Bonner began a general
Visitation of his diocese, basing his questions? on the Queen’s
Injunctions. Various Articles were framed to ensure that
married clergy were being dealt with, and also to ensure that
only properly ordained priests were ministering in the churches
of the diocese. Thus, the Second Article enquired whether the
priest had been married and, if so, whether he had separated
from his “ concubine, or woman taken for wife.” Article 8
enquired whether the priest was of suspect doctrine, erroneous
opinion, etc. Article 11 enquired whether there were dwelling
within the parish * any priest, foreigner, stranger or other, who,
not presented to the bishop ofthis diocese, or his officers, examined
and admitted by some one of them, doth take upon him to
serve any cure, or to minister any sacraments.” Article 12 asked
whether there was “ any priest, or other naming himselfminister,”
absenting himself from church. Article 13 asked whether there
were ‘“any married priests, or naming themselves ministers,
that do keep any assemblies or conventicles, with such-like as
they are, in office or sect, to set forth any doctrine or usage not
allowed by the laws.” Article 17 asked whether the clergy,
“or any of them, have of their own authority, admitted and
licensed any to preach in their cure, not being authorised and
admitted thereunto.” Article 18 asked ‘“ whether they, or any
of them, since the Queen’s Majesty’s proclamation hath, or doth
use to say or sing, divine service, minister the sacraments or
sacramentdis, or other things, in English, contrary to the order
of this realm ?”

Now we come to some Articles aimed more especially at the
Edwardine clergy. Thus, Article 25 asks ‘ whether there be
any person that doth serve any cure, or minister any sacraments,
not being priest; or if any do take upon them to use the room
and office of the parson or vicar or curate of any benefice or
spiritual promotion, receiving the fruits thereof, not being ad-
mitted thereunto by the Ordinary.”

1 De Hierarchia Anglicana, p. 148.
“These questions are printed in full in Pocock-Burnet, V, pp. 393-401.
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In Article 29, Bishop Bonner enquires :

“ Whether any such as were ordered schismatical, and contrary
to the old order and custom of the Catholic Church, or being
unlawfully and schismatically married, after the late innovation
and manner, being not yetreconciled nor admitted by the Ordinary,
have celebrated or said either Mass or other divine service, within
any cure or place of'this city or diocese ? *’x

The significance ofthese Articles is well shown by the comments
on them written by the famous John Bale, first Anglican Bishop
ofOssory. Thus, on the eleventh article, forbidding unauthorised
strangers to minister sacraments, he writes? :

They (i.e. the “ foreigners” in London) “ for the most part,
as much regard the Pope’s priesthood as the devil doth holy
water.”’§

He thus comments on Article 25 :

‘A dangerous matter now followeth,. . . whether he that
served any cure or that ministereth any sacraments be a priest
after the Pope’s order or nay ; that is, both oiled on the thumbs
and shaven on the crown. For he which hath not those manifest
marks of the Beast may neither buy nor yet sell in the market of
Antichrist. . . . Master Bonner is much offended with that godly
order which was observed in King Edward’s time, for it was not
according to the Pope’s old rules.”’4

Thus, Bale had no doubts as to the meaning of Article 25, and
its rejection of Edwardine Orders | On Article 29 he comments
thus :

“ He calleth the good ordinations, yea, rather most godly re-

formations of the Church in those times, schismatical, and also
contrary to the old order and custom of the Catholic Church. . . .

Let me . . . answer . . . this schismatical Papist and sorcerous
Sodomite. . . . Why should such a traitorous priest call these
worthy acts schismatical ? . . . They were set forth according

to the scriptures of God, and are agreeable to the order of the
primitive Church.”

Bishop Bale is not quite at his best in the above quotation.
Here is a better example of his style, from his commentary
on the same Article 29 :

“This filthy swineherd abasheth not opprobriously to revile

10p. cit. Bishop Frere remarks on this Article : ‘The Edwardine ordinal
is treated as schismatical because of its innovations.” (Visitation Articles and Injunctions
of'the Period of the Reformation, Alcuin Club, 1910, Vol. 11, p. 337, note.)

* A Declaration of Edmonde Bonner*s Articles concerning the Cleargye of London Diocese,
whereby that execrable Antichriste is, in his righte colours, revealed, London 1554. 1 modernise
the spelling.

of. 35- “f- 94-
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his natural king, to invert his most godly acts at his pleasure, and
also most arrogantly to boast of it. And what is thy idolatrous
Mass and lowsy Latin service, thou sosbelly swillbowl, but the
very draf of Antichrist and dregs of the devil ? ’x

Elsewhere, this Protestant bishop calls Bishop Bonner a ““ beastly
belly god and damnable dung hill,””2 “ brockish bore of
Babylon” and ¢ bawdy Bonner,”’§ ‘ bloody bitesheep ”
(Preface), etc. We abstain from quoting further from his con-
troversial courtesies. At least his comments, if taken in con-
junction with the reordinations of Edwardine clerics which were
taking place in the London diocese in this same year 1554,
leave no room for doubt as to the meaning of Bonner’s Articles.

4. Throughout the year the reordaining of Edwardine clerics
continued and the deprivation of married priests was carried out
in a systematic manner all over the country. We have already
mentioned nine cases of reordination which had taken place
previous to the issue of the Royal Injunctions in March, 1554.
Here are five cases of reordination subsequent to their issue :

(1) John Hawes, ordained Edwardine deacon by Ridley at
London, October 4th, 1551. The same John Hawes was ordained
subdeacon, deacon and priest by the Bishop ofSidon, by commission
from Bishop Bonner, at London, on May 9th, 1554.

George Harryson, ordained Edwardine deacon by Ridley
>ndon, on May 15th, 1552. He was ordained from the minor

orders up to the priesthood inclusive, at London on May 9th, 1554.

(3) John Grose, ordained Edwardine deacon and priest, at
Exeter, by Coverdale, on January Ist, 1552. He was given the
minor orders, according to the Catholic rite, on May 16th, 1554,
the subdiaconate at Exeter, on May 19th, and ordained deacon
and priest at London, on June 3rd, 1554.

(4) Cnristopher Rawlins, ordained subdeacon by the ancient
rite on April 6th, 1549. There is no record of his ordination as an
Edwardine deacon, but he was ordained Edwardine priest by Bishop
Thomas, of Shrewsbury, at Oxford, on May 18th, 1550. The same
Christopher Rawlins was ordained Catholic deacon, at Oxford, on
May 19th, and priest on December 22nd, 1554, also at Oxford.

(5) Thomas Harding, Professor ofHebrew at Oxford, Prebendary
of Winchester, and Treasurer of Salisbury, tells us that he received
the diaconate according to the Edwardine rite.4 But we have no
record of the date of this ordination. The same Thomas Harding
was ordained acolyte and subdeacon at Oxford, on May 19th, 1554,
and priest, in London, on June 3rd, 1554. So far5 no record

xf. 113B. *f. 55B. -£ 12,

* See passage from his Detection of Errors, quoted on p. 365.

* When all the Episcopal Registers of this period are printed, or otherwise made
available for students, this particular matter may be cleared up. At present we
have to rely upon the examination of the Registers made by Dr. Frere in 1895-6.
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has been found of his ordination to the Catholic diaconate, but
it seems clear that this must have taken place, for the diaconate
had already been repeated in other cases, both at Oxford and
London, and it is hardly conceivable that an exception could have
been made in his case. Moreover, he himself says that he took
himselfnot for *“ alawful deacon in all respects, by those orders which
were taken in King Edward’s days,” and adds, that they were
ministered ““ not according to the rite and manner of the Catholic
Church.”’]

5. The deprivations of married clergy also continued in
earnest. The Queen’s instructions were couched in such a
way as to apply to married laymen who held benefices, married
clerics, and married priests. All * persons who have married ”
or ““ used women as their wives ~* are to be deprived. In virtue
of the first article of the Injunctions, these deprivations would
be carried out in accordance with the canons and ecclesiastical
laws in force under Henry VIII. That meant, in the present
instance, the ordinary canon law of the Church.

In practice, attention seems to have been concentrated mainly
on those in major orders who had married. Thus, Bonner’s
Commission to the Archdeacon of Colchester, dated March 10th,
1554, orders the canonical deprivation of those

““in sacris ordinibus constituti, qui contra canones et laudabilem
ecclesie catholice inveteratam consuetudinem, cum de facto tum
de jure non debent, quasdam mulieres - .. in uxores, seu saltem
sub velamine nuptiarum, concubinas ac meretrices sibi assump-
serunt, et cum eisdem in nephariis incestuosis et illegitimis
amplexibus . . . diu cohabitarunt.”’2

Similarly, the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury issued in-
structions concerning married priests in the diocese of Bath
and Wells, sede vacante :'

““Contra omnes et singulas personas sacram functionem sacer-
dotalem obtinentes infra dioc. B. et W. beneficiatos, aut sacerdotia
quecunque curam animarum in habitu vel in actu habentia obtin-
entes, qui se pretextu federis matrimonialis cum feminis contra
sacrorum canonum dispositiones post sacras susceptas ordines de
facto conjuxerint ac cum eisdem uxorario falso colore co-
habitaverunt.”3

Other commissions were issued by the Dean and Chapter
of Canterbury for the diocese of Bristol4 and Exeter. For the

1 See passage quoted on p. 365

¥ Apua Frere, Marian Reaction, pp. 166-169.
* Frere, Marian Reaction, pp. 173-5.
*Frere, op» cit., p. 175.
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diocese of Canterbury itself, the Dean and Chapter set forth
certain ““ articuli ministrati presbiteris conjugatis.” The third
of these is :

“in quo et quibus sacris, et an ministravit in altaris ministerio,
et quot annis ?

The tenth is :

“an officio sacerdotis post et citra assertum matrimonium
hujusmodi contractum, in altaris ministerio se immiscuit, ac sacra-
mentis et sacramentalibus ministrandis se ingessit ? *’x

The significance of these questions as to how long the person
had been ordained, and whether he had officiated as a priest
after contracting marriage, is not at first sight obvious, but will
be plainer if we compare them with the Articles drawn up by
Richard Sampson, Bishop of Coventry and Lichfield, for his
diocese, about the same time.2

These are comprehensive articles, containing the various
questions which are to be put to the clergy examined. Thus,
we have an article enquiring the date of ordination to sacred
orders or to the priesthood :

“ Vobis et cuilibet vestrum objicimus et articulamur, quod vos
fuistis et estis sacerdotes, sive presbyteri, atque in sacris ordinibus,
et ipso etiam presbyteratus ordine constituti, eosdemque sacros
et presbyteratus ordines, ad triginta, viginti, decem vel octo annos
elapsos suscepistis ; atque pro presbyteris et in sacris ordinibus
constituti fuistis et estis . . .”

Now it is carefully to be noted that this question is intended
to discover the fact whether the person in question had been
raised to sacred orders and the priesthood during a period ending
eight years previously, i.e. prior to 1546, i.e. under Henry VIIIL.
No account at all is to be taken under this head of any one raised
to the ° priesthood” under the reign of Edward VI !

Another article runs :

“ Vos scitis, creditis, aut dici audivistis, quod ex sacris ecclesiasticis

constitutionibus, quilibet . . . suscipiens sacrum ordinem aut

sacros ordines . . ' obligatur ad perpetuam continentiam ; nec
eidem licere ad seculum retrocedere, et uxorem ducere, sive con-

cubinam retinere.”

This, of course, makes it obvious that the ordination to the
priesthood referred to was ordination to the Catholic priest-
x Frere, op cit., p. 172-3.

*They are given in Strype, Eccles. Mem., Vol. VI (Vol. 111, Pt. IT), pp.209-212,
Clarendon Press edn., 1822.
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hood by the Pontifical rite, for ordination according to the
Edwardine rite imposed no kind of celibacy.
Next comes a question as to the exercise of the priesthood :
“Vos in hujusmodi sacris, et presbyteratus ordinibus constituti,
missas et alia divina officia tam privatim quam publice dixistis,

et celebrastis, atque sacramenta et sacramentalia aliis Christi
fidelibus ministratis.”

Next comes the question as to marriage :

“Tu, Magister Hugo, etc., praemissorum omnium et singulorum
satis sciolus, ipsis quoque non obstantibus, sed praeter et contra ea,
atque post ipsos sacros et presbyteratus ordines per te susceptos,
in magnum opprobrium et grave dedecus ac scandalum ordinis
clericalis et propriac animae tuae salutis manifestum detrimentum,
de facto, cum de jure non potuisti neque debuisti, quandam N.
in uxorem, imo verius concubinam, mensibus Martii Aprilis . . .
Januarii, et Februarii, annis domini, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549»
I55°> 1551, 1552, et 1553, eorundemve mensium et annorum
quolibet uno sive aliquo, temere et damnabiliter duxisti et accepisti ;
atque cum eadem publice cohabitasti, et cohabitas in praesenti. .. .”

Next comes an article as to the penalty :

““Vos, praemissorum praetextu et occasione fuistis et estis, dictorum
sacrorum canonum, constitutionum et ordinationum atque con-
suetudinem transgressores manifesti . . .; eaque ratione et pretextu
ipso facto vestris officiis et dictis respective beneficiis vestris de
jure privati, et ab eisdem, eorumque possessione et occupatione,
auctoritate ordinaria amovendi et destituendi.”

The above articles make it perfectly plain that the married
priests who are to be deprived of their benefices are priests
ordained prior to 1546, i.e. ordained according to the Pontifical.
There is no reference whatever to any Edwardine ° priests
who may have married. But obviously, if these were looked
upon as priests equally with those ordained by the Pontifical,
they would have been subjected to the same process. The in-
ference is plain : Edwardine clergy were not regarded as priests.!

Frere, who refers to this document, but does not quote it,2
says that * on the subsequent proceedings, these Lichfield docu-
ments are silent.”” But so far from being silent, the same Harleian
MS. 421, from which these Articles are taken, contains forty-three
cases ofindividual deprivation, after due investigation according
to the above articles.3 In every case, care was taken to enquire

* We discuss below the grounds on which some Edwardine married clergy were,
in fact, deprived of their benefices. (See pp. 129-131.)

* Op cit., p. 70.

* The names and other particulars of these will be found in Strype, Eccles. Mem..
Vol. 111, Pt. I, PP- 168-169.



FURTHER REORDINATIONS 59

whether the person in question had been ordained at least
eight years.

All this gives us the clue to the significance of the questions
summarised in the instruction of the Dean and Chapter of
Canterbury, and, in particular, to the question as to how long
the person in question had been ordained. We may rightly
infer that the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury similarly dis-
regarded Edwardine orders so far as the process against married
priests was concerned.

The Queen’s Instructions concerning married and Edwardine
clergy were evidently enforced also in the diocese of Norwich,
for we gather from the Registers there that George Aynesworthe
was deprived of Stanstead in that diocese, in May, 1554, as
being married.l Evidently he wished to make his peace with
the Church later on, for in October, 1556, he gave an explanation
of his previous conduct to John Hopton, Thirlby’s successor in
the see. His declaration is contained in Harleian MS. 421,
f. 171, and is quoted by Frere, op. cit., pp. 219-220. We quote
the relevant parts :

“ George Aynesworthe examined the day aforesaid hath take
his othe that he toke upon him ministration most compelled
constrayned and forced thereunto, being a servying man . . .
was sente for to London . . . and there unwarely contrary to his
mynd was brought into bonds ... so that he must eyther take
upon him ministration or els goo to pryson, so that the violence
and compulsion done unto him, in that he was drawen unto hit
contrary to his mynd, hath soo wrought in him that he cold never
be his owne man syns, his conscience always gryffying him that he
nether was at that time nor yet is no mynyster but a mere laye man,
and where as he sought meanes alwas to have gyven over the
benefice he was so bonde that he cold not untill such time as he
was removed by reason of marriage, desiryng that he may lyve
as a laye man like as his conscience doth bere him witnes that he is,
and as he hath taken his othe that he may thus do under obedlence
and submission under all good order and laws of the realme . . .

The reference to “ bonds ” is apparently an agreement that
Aynesworth should pay part of the income of the benefice when
received to the patron.2

Now Dr. Frere argues that “ when the inquiry as to marriage
revealed the fact that the claimant of the benefice had no valid
orders, the authorities were not satisfied with getting rid of the
man on the ground of marriage, but went on to deal with the

x Frere, op cit.,, p. 135. 1 Estcourt, op. cit., p. 48.
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Orders question.”’l Estcourt argues that Aynesworth was in
Edwardine orders,? while Dr. Frere argues that he must have
been an ordinary layman, with no orders of any kind. But
surely, a man who had received no orders of any kind would
hardly ask that he should be allowed to live as a layman “ as
his conscience bears him witness he is” ? It seems obvious
that he had received Edwardine orders, but no others, and that,
being in such orders, he was * compelled to take upon himself
ministration > at Stanstead, in order to be able to carry out the
bond he had entered into. Again, it is surely unlikely that
Bishop Thirlby, who then occupied the see, would or could
have instituted a mere layman to a benefice in his diocese ?
On the other hand, if Aynesworth had received Edwardine
orders, Thirlby could not very well refuse to institute him, as
the law then stood in Edward’s reign. It therefore seems much
more likely that we have here a case of a person in Edwardine
orders, who realised later that such orders were not real orders,
and, therefore, when making his peace with the Church in
Mary’s reign, asked to be allowed to live as a layman, “ as his
conscience bears him witness he is.”

6. In addition to the deprivations of married priests and
clerics, there were some cases in which, in accordance with the
Queen’s instructions, and the provisions of Canon Law (and,
we may add, Pole’s legatine faculties), some priests who did
penance and separated from their wives, were restored to their
functions. Thus, Bonner’'s Register contains the restoration of
Alexander Bull, “in sacro ordine presbyteratus constitutum,”
who, ‘ contra sacros canones ... de facto in uxorem duxit
Agnetem Turner,” had been deprived accordingly, but now had
shown himself penitent, and is therefore absolved from the
sentence of suspension, “et ad eorundem officiorum sacra-
mentorum et sacramentalium celebracionem in integrum
plenarie restituimus.”’3 This declaration is dated March, 1554.
Another, in June of the same year, restores Edmund Alstone,
who had been curate of the parish church of St. Mary at the
Mount. He may now minister ““in quibuscunque ecclesiis et
sacris locis preterquam in ecclesia parochiali beate Marie ad
montem.”’4

1 Marian Reaction, pp. 134-135.
1 Op. cit.,, p. 48.

* Bonner’s Register, f. 348 ; Frere, op cit., pp. 178-9.
4 Bonner’s Register, f. 347 ; Frere, op cit., pp. 177-8. ,
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But there is no single instance, either at this period or later, of the
restoration ofan Edwardine “ priest ” who had separatedfrom his wife.

7. There is one further point which must be borne in mind.
We remarked in Vol. Il that roughly one-sixth of the clergy
took to themselves wives in the reign of Edward. The depriva-
tions which took place under Mary for marriage must therefore
have been very numerous, and many parochial churches and
other benefices must in consequence have been without occupants
for some time. Steps were, of course, taken to replenish the
diminished ranks by ordaining fresh candidates, but this process
must have taken time, and some benefices must have remained
vacant for many months, if not years. Even after the recon-
ciliation with Rome, there were still many vacant benefices
up and down the country. This is important, as it shows that
when we read in an episcopal register that at a particular date,
someone was instituted to a certain benefice, vacant through
the deprivation or resignation of the previous incumbent, we
must not infer that the latter had held the benefice up to the
time of the appointment of the new incumbent. There may
have been a considerable interval of time between the two.

8. We must now consider certain cases in which Edwardine
clergy were deprived of benefices on account of marriage.
There were a few such cases up and down the country,? and it
has been urged by Dr. Frere and others3 that, in their case at least,
Edwardine orders were recognised. Thus, Frere writes on
p- 109 of his book, The Marian Reaction :

“ It was necessary to establish the question as to Orders before
the question of marriage could come up ; naturally, therefore, the
articles ministered to clergy always begin by eliciting the facts about
their ordination, then they went on to inquire as to marriage. It
would clearly have been simpler and more expeditious to deprive
Edwardine clergy on the first ground had it been regarded as a valid
ground for deprivation ; there is no evidence of any such thing
being done, and the conclusion is obvious, that Edwardine orders
were not considered a valid ground for deprivation.”

And again,

“The very fact that an Edwardine priest was deprived for
marriage shows that so far his Orders were recognised, otherwise
he would have been deprived as a layman, and there is no instance

x Page 348.
* About half a dozen in all.
*e.g. by Canon Wilfred Knox, in Friend, I do thee no Wrong, p. 7.



62 THE REFORMATION, THE MASS AND THE PRIESTHOOD

of any Edwardine clergy being so described at their deprivation ;
they are classed with the rest of the married clergy.”’l

But Dr. Frere has overlooked the fact that according to
Canon Law, any cleric could hold a benefice, and that one entered
the clerical state by receiving the tonsure. ~ Subsequent marriage
involved the forfeiture ofthe benefice, even apart from the question
of the reception of major orders. Now there is every reason
to think that some at least of those who were ordained by the
Edwardine Ordinal had previously received at least the tonsure
by the Pontifical, and were accordingly able to receive a benefice.
If they married, they could be deprived of the benefice, and they
would be deprived precisely as “ clerici conjugati,” not as *“ presby-
teri conjugati.””? They would be allowed, and expected, to
continue to live with their wives. In the case of married priests,
on the other hand, there would be a “ divorce,” as well as a
deprivation. In the registers, the deprivation might be referred
to as that of a “ clericus conjugatus ” (for after all every priest
is a clericus, although not every clericus is a priest), or else as that
of a “ presbyter conjugatus.” Thus, while it is possible
that a priest might be entered as a ““ clericus,” it would certainly
be impossible that a person not a priest would be described as
a “ presbyter.”” Hence, in discussing the deprivation of
Edwardine married clerics, we must point out that the only proof
that their priesthood was recognised would be the entry “ pres-
byter conjugatus,” as the description “ clericus conjugatus
would be perfectly allowable even if the person in question
had never received any priest’s orders at all, whether by the
Pontifical or by the Edwardine rite. Now it is surely significant
that there is not a single case in which an Edwardine priest or deacon
is described as “‘presbyter” or ““diaconus” They are usually called
“ clerici,” but in some cases even this title is not given to them.

Before we leave this subject we must remark that it is not
true that the absence ofa real priesthood would provide a simpler
means of turning an Edwardine cleric out of his benefice. As a
cleric, he could hold a simple benefice. He could even receive
a benefice with cure of souls without the actual possession of
the priesthood. True, he was bound to receive the priesthood
within one year. But an Edwardine  priest” in such a case
might well have pleaded that ““ ad impossibilia nemo tenetur,”

1 Page no.

®These Edwardines are, in fact, described in the Registers for the most part as
© clerici,” deprived *propter conjugium.”
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and have pointed out that in the period in question there were
no ordinations according to the Pontifical by which he could
have received the Catholic priesthood, and therefore he could
not rightly be deprived for failing to take such orders. On the
other hand, if he was a tonsured person, and had married, or
even ifhe was not tonsured, but was a married layman, he could
be deprived “ propter conjugium,’ because by the very fact
of his being married he was incapable of holding a benefice. And

this is precisely what took place in the case of Edwardine married clerics
holding benefices.]

“There were, indeed, two cases in 1555 in which Edwardine deacons were de-
prived of cures because they had not received the sacerdotium. Presumably they
had not married, and hence this other reason had to be invoked. See p. 130.



CHAPTER VII
THE DEPRIVATIONS OF MARRIED BISHOPS

1. Having thus dealt with the lower clergy, Mary turned
her attention to the episcopate, and took steps against the
heretical and married bishops still in possession of their sees,
and in doing so she doubtless acted in accordance with the advice
of Pole, sent through Goldwell. She issued two commissions.
One was directed to Tunstall, Bishop of Durham ; Bonner,
Bishop of London ; Wharton of St. Asaph ; Day of Chichester ;
and Kitchin of Llandaff, giving them power to deal with Holgate,
Archbishop of York ; Ferrar of St. David’s ; Bird of Chester ;
and Bush of Bristol, bishops of the said sees, ‘ aut certe pro
talibus se gerentes,” and who, amongst other crimes, ° post
expressam professionem castitatis, expresse rite et legitime
emissam, cum quibusdam mulieribus nuptias de facto, cum de
jure non deberent . . . contraxisse, et cum illis tanquam cum
uxoribus cohabitasse.” The Commissioners, or any three of
them, were to call the said bishops before them and, if the facts
were proved, to deprive them of their dignities— eosdem a
dignitatibus suis praedictis, cum suis juribus pertinentibus uni-
versis, omnino amoveatis, deprivetis et perpetuo excludetis,”
imposing a salutary penance.l

This Commission was dated March 13th, 1554. Two days
later another Commission was issued, addressed to Gardiner,
Bishop of Winchester and Lord Chancellor ; Tunstall of Durham ;
Bonner of London ; Wharton of St. Asaph ; Day of Chichester ;
and Kitchin of Llandaff, in the following terms :

“ Whereas John Taylor, doctor of divinity, naming himself
Bishop of Lincoln ;
John Hoper, naming himself Bishop of Worcester and
Gloucester ;
John Harley, Bishop of Hereford,
having their said several pretensed bishoprics given to them by the
letters patents of our late deceased brother, King Edward the Sixth,
to have and to hold the same during their good behaviours, with the

1 Pocock-Burnet, V, pp. 386-7.
64.
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express clause ‘ quamdiu se bene gesserint,” have sithence, as hath
been credibly brought to our knowledge, both by preaching, teach-
ing, and setting forth of erroneous doctrine, and also by inordinate
life and conversation, contrary both to the laws of Almighty God
and use of the universal Christian Church, declared themselves very
unworthy of that vocation and dignity in the Church. We . . .
have . . . appointed you four, three or two of you, to be our Com-
missioners in this behalf, giving unto you . . . full power and
authority to call before you, if you shall think so good, the said
John Taylor, John Hoper, John Harley . . . and thereupon, either
by order of the ecclesiastical laws, or of the laws of our realm, or
of both, proceed to the declaring of the said bishoprics to be void,
as they be already indeed void, to the intent some such other meet
personages may be elected thereunto.”!

The terms of these two documents clearly differ, and precisely
because of the difference between the two sets of bishops. Those
mentioned in the first Commission are to be deprived because,
after having taken a vow of chastity, they have married. Of
the three bishops mentioned in the second Commission, we
only know for certain of the marriage of Hooper. But these
bishops could only claim to hold their sees subject to their good
behaviour.? Their behaviour was notoriously bad, and accord-
ingly the Commissioners were instructed to turn them out of
their sees.

Of the seven bishops affected, the four mentioned in the
first Commission, namely, Holgate, Bird, Bush and Ferrar, had
been consecrated by the Pontifical rite (with some modifications
in Ferrar’s case).§ The three bishops of the second Commission,
i.e. Taylor, Hooper and Harley, had been consecrated by the
Edwardine rite. It is significant that separate Commissions
were appointed to deal with these two kinds of bishops !

We have no detailed account of the processes adopted by the
Commissions. But Foxe gives an account of the examination of
Hooper.4 From this we gather that Hooper admitted that he was
married, whereupon Tunstall said that that was * matter enough
to deprive him.” Then Hooper was questioned on the Real
Objective Presence, which doctrine he denied.  Whereupon
they bade the notaries write that he was married, and said that
he would not go from his wife, and that he believed not the

1 Pocock-Burnet, V, 388..

>The letters patent appomtmg Hooper and subsequent blshops under Edward
contained the clause, “si tamdiu bene se gesserlt in eodem.” (Rymer, Foedera,
XYV, 299.) There had been no such clause in the appointment of the bishops of the
ﬁrst group.

* See Vol. I, p. 452.

4 Acts and Monuments, 1870 edn., Vol. VI, pp. 646-7. All our references are to this
edition.
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Corporal Presence in the Sacrament, wherefore he was worthy
to be deprived of his bishopric.” In other words, he was to be
deprived of his position because he was married, and further,
because he was a heretic—both sufficient canonical reasons
for deprivation of the see, quite apart from any question of the
validity of his episcopal consecration, which does not seem to
have been raised on this occasion. But when he was subsequently
sentenced to death, he was degraded from the priesthood only,
his Edwardine episcopal orders being ignored.|

Some further information on the deposition of these bishops
is given in the Register of the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury,
which records the vacancies in the sees as follows :

“ Lincoln, episcopatus devenit vacuus . . . per destitutionem
Johannis Tailor huper Episcopi nullitatem consecrationis et defectum
titulisuiquamhabuitaregeEdwardoSextoperlitteras patentes cum
hac clausula dum se bene gesserit. . . . Amovebatur etiam quod
male sentiret de Sacramento Eucharistic.””2

This shows that Taylor was deprived ofhis bishopric of Lincoln
for three reasons : (i) *“ nullitatem consecrationis,” (2)  vicious
title,” he having been given his see “ dum se bene gesserit,” (3)
heresy. There is no suggestion that he had married, and so
he was not turned out of his bishopric for that reason. Other
grounds were sought, and inter alia, he was deprived °° propter
nullitatem consecrationis.” This can only mean that his
Edwardine episcopal consecration was regarded as absolutely
null and void. We may dismiss the ludicrous suggestion of
Denny and Lacey that the phrase merely means ‘ nullitatem
quoad exercitium,” for this would not be a canonical ground
for deprivation. Equally ludicrous is the explanation given by
Dixon3 that <« the nullity of consecration here alleged was not
meant to deny that they were bishops, but that any of them
was the bishop of the see to which he was consecrated.”
These are mere evasions. The statement can only mean the
absence of a valid and canonical consecration to the episcopate,
which the candidate was required by Canon Law to receive
within three months ofhis appointment to a see. A bishop-
elect had to be already in possession of the subdiaconate, but
as Taylor was already in priest’s orders according to the Catholic
rite, he could not be proceeded against on this ground. Nor
could it be urged that, though consecrated according to the

“See pp. 154-5. >See text in Frere, Marian Reaction, p. 163.
* History ofthe C. of E., IV, p. 138.
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Anglican rite, his consecration had not taken place within
three months of his appointment to the see, for, as a matter of
fact, he was appointed to Lincoln on June 21st, 1552, and con-
secrated according to the Edwardine rite five days later, on
June 26th. Nor could it be suggested that Taylor’s consecration
was null on account of a defect in his consecrators, for he was
consecrated by Cranmer, Ridley, and Scory.l Cranmer and
Ridley were both ‘“ Pontifical  bishops. Scory, the other assist-
ant, was an Edwardine bishop. But if Scory’s Edwardine
episcopal orders could affect the validity of Taylor’s conse-
cration, this could only be because the invalidity ofthe Edwardine
ordination rite made Scory no true bishop. And thus we are
forced to conclude that Taylor’s episcopal consecration was
declared to be null for this same reason, the invalidity of the Ed-
wardine rite employed.

The Canterbury Register next tells us that Hooper was de-
prived of Worcester, * per restitutionem Nicholai Heth ” ; and
that he was also extruded *“ a sede Glocestren. propter conjugium
et alia male merita et titulum vitiosum ut supra.” Thus, he
was deprived (a) because he had married, (b) because of * alia
male merita,” which might well include heresy, and (c) because
he held his see only “ dum se bene gesserit.” The question ofhis
episcopal orders was not discussed.]

The same Canterbury Register continues the account of
vacant sees as follows :

3. Harlow3of Hereford is said to have been deprived « ut supra
ex conjugio et heresi.” ‘
Ferrar of Menevia was “ deprivatus ex causis supradictis,”
i.e. presumably for marriage and heresy.
5. Bath and Wells was vacant “ per resignationem Willelmi

1 Stubbs, Registrum, p. 104.

« It.has been incorrectly stated by many Catholic writers, including Brandi (Delle
Ordinazione Anglicane, 4th edn., p. 42), and the writer of the Vindication ofthe Pope's
Bull issued by Cardinal Vaughan and the English Catholic Bishops (p. 18), that
Hooper and Harley, as well as Taylor, were declared to be deprived ‘ propter
nullitatem consecrationis.” The mistake was duly pointed out in the Church
Historical Society’s tract, Priesthood in the English Church. But it originated from
Anglican sources, for it was first made by Henry Wharton, and repeated by Pocock
in his edition of Burnet. But in any case, the fact that one of the three, Taylor,
was deprived  propter nullitatem consecrationis ” is in itself sufficient proof that
Edwardine episcopal orders were regarded as null and void by the Commissioners.
The others were deprived for other reasons, such as marriage, because in point of
fact marriage rendered them incapable of holding any see, whereas episcopal orders
had to be received only within three months after appointment, and even then
excusing causes might be urged for their non-reception. Hence marriage was a
much safer and surer cause to invoke. Taylor had not married, and so recourse
was had to the lack of true episcopal consecration.

ei.e. Harley.
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Barlowe conjugati.” His resignation had evidently been demanded
on the ground of his marriage.

6. Rochester ““ diu vacavit, viz. per annos tres, per translationem
Johannis Scory ad Sedem Gicestren.”

7. Chester * vacavit per deprivationem Johannis Birde senisl
conjugati.” Bird was a valid bishop, but had married.

8. Canterbury is said to be vacant because of Cranmer : “‘de
alta proditione ex sua confessione judicatus, lese majestatis reus
habitus est.”

9. Holgate of York, “conjugii causa, archiepiscopatu caruit.”

16. Scory of Chichester, ““ reddito GeorgioDey olim Gicestren.,
ex conjugio etiam episcopatu nudatur.”

11. ““Idem accidit Miloni Coverdale, Exonien. restituto in
pristinum Johanne Vayse.””2

12. * Guthbertus Dunelm. ab Edwardo Rege destitutus ex
sententia deprivatoria, redditur in integrum.”

13. Ridley of London, * a sede remoto, et in carcerem (quod
male condonatus sit et heretice pravitatis labe notatur) conjecto,
Edmundus Bonerus . . . restituitur.”

14. “Johannes Ponet, Winton. Episcopus, reddito Stephano
Gardiner ... ex conjugio Episcopatu nudatur.”’3

There is no reference at this point of the Canterbury Register
to Bush, Bishop of Bristol. The Commissioners had been
ordered to deprive him, for having married. But in point of
fact he was in a somewhat different position to the other bishops,
for his wife had died, opportunely, on October 8th, 1553, and he
might therefore plead that he was now unmarried, and living in
chastity, as the canons required. It would seem that the difficulty
was overcome by his spontaneous and free resignation of the see
in June, 1554, and the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury took
charge upon June 21st.

2. The cases of Bird and Scory.

The case of Bird, the deprived Bishop of Chester, is ofinterest.
He was duly deprived by the Commission on March 16th, 1554,
presided over by Bonner. But in October he was appointed by
the Bishop of London to the Vicarage of Dunmow in Essex.
Moreover, he resided for a time with Bonner at Fulham Palace4
and, in addition, carried out an ordination for Bonner in Decem-
ber, 1554, upon which occasion he is described in the London
Ordination Register as ‘‘Johannes, nuper episcopus Cestrensis

. suffraganeus.” Before he could thus be instituted to a
living in the London diocese, and carry out an ordination, he
would require to be rehabilitated. Now there is in Bonner’s

“The reference to Bird’s old age is difficult to explain. *i.e. Voysey.
*Frere, op. cit., pp. 164-6. “Strype, Cranmer, Vol. 1, p. 88.
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Register an interesting certificate, described in the margin as
“ Testimoniale super restitutionem episcopi uxorati,” which has
always been supposed to refer to a different person, John Scory,
Bishop of Chichester, but which, for reasons we shall explain,
must refer really to John Bird, late Bishop of Chester. The
document is as follows :

Edmundus, permissione Divina Londonensis Episcopus, universis
et singulis Christifidelibus ad quos praesentes litterae nostrae testi-
moniales pervenerint; ac eis praesertim quos infra scripta tangunt,
seu tangere poterint quomodolibet in futurum, salutem in Auctore
salutis etfidem indubiam praesentibus adhibere. Quia boni Pastoris
officium tunc nos rite exsequi arbitramur, cum ad exemplar Christi,
errantes oves ad caulam Dominici Gregis reducimus, et Ecclesiae
Christi, quae redeunti gremium non claudit, restituimus ; et quia
dilectus Confrater noster Joannes nuper Cicestrensis Episcopus in
diocese etjurisdictione nostris Londonensibus ad praesens residentiam
et moram faciens ; qui olim laxatis pudicitiae et castitatis habenis,
contra Sacros Canones et Sanctorum Patrum decreta ad illicitas et
prohibitas convolavit nuptias, se ea ratione non solum Ecclesiasti-
corum Sacramentorum pertractandorum omnino indignum, verum
etiam a publica officii sui pastoralis functione privatum et suspensum
reddens ; transactae licentiosae vitae valde poenitentem et deplor-
antem plurimis argumentis se declaravit, ac pro commissis
poenitentiam alias per nos sibi injunctam salutarem aliquo temporis
tractu in cordis sui amaritudine et animi dolore peregit, vitam
hactenus degens laudabilem spemque faciens id se in posterum
facturum, atque ob id ad Ecclesiasticae ac Pastoralis functionis
statum, saltem cum quodam temperamento, justitia exigente, re-
ponendus ; hinc est quod nos praemissa ac humilem dicti Confratris
nostri petitionem pro reconciliatione sua habenda et obtinenda
considerantes, ejus precibus favorabiliter inclinati, eundem Con-
fratrem nostrum ad publicam Ecclesiastici Ministerii et Officii
sui Pastoralis functionem et exsecutionem infra diocesim nostram
Londonensem exercendam, quatenus de jure possumus et absque
cujusque praejudicio, restituimus, rehabilitavimus et redintegravimus,
prout tenore praesentium sic restituimus, rehabilitamus et redinte-
gramus, Sacrosanctae Ecclesiae clementia et Christiana charitate id
exigentibus. Vobis igitur universis et singulis supradictis praefatum
Confratrem nostrum sic ut praemittitur restitutum, rehabilitatum
et redintegratum fuisse et esse ad omnes effectus supradictos signi-
ficamus et notificamus per praesentes sigillo nostro sigillatas. Dat.
in manerio nostro de Fulham die mensis Julii anno dom. 1554
et nostrae Transi, anno 15.1

This document was first published from Bonner’s Register by
Burnet towards the end of the seventeenth century, in his History
ofthe Reformation.? He noticed that it was made out in the name

11 follow the text as printed by Denny and Lacey in De Hierarchia Anglicana,
p. 149, save for the date.
®Pocock-Burnet, V, p. 389.
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of “Joannes, nuper Cicestrensis episcopus,” and therefore con-
cluded at once thatitreferred toJohn Scory, Bishop of Chichester,
who had been turned out of his see by Queen Mary, and had
been replaced by Bishop Day, the former occupant of the see.
The day of the month is not inserted in the document, as it
appears in Bonner’s Register. But for reasons best known
to himself, Burnet, in the chapter of his work dealing with the
matter! says that it was issued on July 14th.2 And upon
this document Burnet constructed a story to the effect that
Scory, Bishop of Chichester, had been deprived of his see,
for being married, but had separated from his * wife” and had
done penance, and was by this document restored to the exercise
of his sacerdotal and episcopal functions by Bonner, Bishop of
London. Burnet, however, was aware that later on in this same
year, 1554, Scory was superintendent of the English Protestant
Church at Emden, and accordingly he added " he soon after
fled out of England,” i.e. soon after receiving his rehabilitation
at the hands of Bishop Bonner.

Now the significance of this supposed rehabilitation of Bishop
Scory by Bishop Bonner lies in the fact that Scory, though ordained
priest according to the Pontifical, had been consecrated a bishop
by the Edwardine rite.

Hence, this document has been appealed to by many Anglican
writers subsequent to Burnet, as a conclusive proof that Bonner,
at any rate, recognised Edwardine episcopal orders. It was
triumphantly quoted by Courayer, and it has been used by
modern Anglican writers such as Denny and Lacey, Bishop
Frere, the Rev. Morton Howard, and others.3 Some Catholic
writers have endeavoured to evade its force by arguing that the
document was spurious.4 Others have urged that it was merely
a permission to say Mass within the London diocese.6 But
in this case it was necessary to explain why Scory should be
styled ““late Bishop of Chichester ” by Bishop Bonner. Hutton
suggested that the term ° bishop” was used by Bonner *in
good-humoured banter.”’6 He also remarked that Scory had

“Pocock-Burnet, I1, p. 442.

*Denny and Lacey wrongly insert this date in their text. I omit it.

*See quotations from some of these authors in article on the subject in the Dublin
Review forJanuary, 1936, by the present writer, reprinted in Bishop Bonner and Anglican
Orders (Catholic Truth Society).

4 Le Quien, Hardouin, Estcourt, see Dublin Review, art, cit.

4 Estcourt, Hutton, etc. This was also maintained by Pocock, the modern editor
ofBurnet. See his review of Denny and Lacey in English Historical Review, April, 1895.

* Anglican Ministry, note to p. 104.
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been legally styled w Bishop of Chichester.”” Estcourt similarly
said that “ Scory had been by law in possession of the see of
Chichester, as fully as Bonner had been in possession of that of
London, and Bonner may therefore have given him the honorary
title,””’l As a final échappatoire, it was urged that Bonner had
no jurisdiction over any other bishop, and was therefore acting
ultra vires in attempting to rehabilitate Scory, and that further,
Bonner had not himself been reconciled when he issued this
rehabilitation, which therefore did not involve Pole or the
Holy See, and was devoid of any value.? But none of these
arguments will bear examination. In the first place, there
can be no doubt as to the genuineness of the document : it is
contained in Bonner’s own manuscript register.

Secondly, it obviously rehabilitates a bishop to his pastoral
as well as his sacerdotal functions, and twice distinguishes be-
tween these. Moreover, the document is described in the
register as ‘ testimoniale super restitutionem episcopi uxorati,”
and further, calls the recipient ““ Confrater,” a term which, when
used by a Bishop, signifies a fellow Bishop.

On die other hand, there is abundant evidence to prove that
the document cannot possibly refer to Bishop Scory.3

To begin with apriori reasons, we shall quote in a later chapter
from a work issued this same year by Bishop Bonner, in which
he clearly states that the Edwardine rite for the priesthood was
invalid.4 Again, Bonner had deposed Taylor of Lincoln, an
Edwardine bishop, precisely because of * nullitatem consecra-
tionis.”’6  Is it possible that Bonner should regard the Edwardine
rite for the episcopate as invalid, in March, 1554, and as valid,
in July of the same year ?

Coming now to direct reasons, Scory had been deprived of
the see of Chichester before November 20th, 1553, for Day was
then functioning once more as Bishop of Chichester.t6 By
February, 1554, a Church for English Protestant refugees had
been founded at Emden. Of this Church Scory became
“ superintendent.” We do not know exactly when he went there,
but his presence and position there were known to other English
refugees at Strassburg very early in August. This proves that
Scory must have been at Emden at any rate in July—the
very month in which he is supposed to have been rehabilitated

1 Questions of Anglican Ordinations, p. 39.

’ See authors quoted in article in Dublin Review,

* We here reproduce the evidence first published in the Dublin Review for January,
1936. 4 See p. 108. + See p. 66. 4 See note page 39,
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as a Bishop by Bonner ! This makes it quite clear that this
rehabilitation does not apply to Scory.

Further, it seems clear that it must refer to ‘‘Joannes, nuper
Cestrensis episcopus,” i.e. to John Bird, lately Bishop of Chester.
He was deprived of the see of Chester by Bonner in March, 1554,
and given a ‘ salutarem et congruam poenitentiam.””’l The
recipient of this rehabilitation in July, 1554, had performed the
penance imposed by Bonner: ‘ poenitentiam per nos sibi
injunctam salutarem peregit.”

Bird was allowed to execute priestly functions in the London
diocese, for he was appointed Vicar of Dunmow in October, 1554.
Further, he was allowed to exercise episcopal functions in the
same diocese, for in December he officiated at a London ordina-
tion. Before thus acting, either as priest or bishop, he would
require to be rehabilitated. There is no document of rehabilita-
tion of'a married bishop in Bonner’s Register other than this one.

As to the term “ Cicestrensis > instead of ° Cestrensis,” we
have to remember that the document in Bonner’s register is not
the original, but a copy—for the original was, of course, given
to the recipient. It was in all probability written down from
dictation, and it would be an easy thing to put ““ Cicestrensis ~
instead of ““ Cestrensis.” It would not be the first time a mistake
of the kind had occurred, and there is sufficient evidence in the
present instance to prove that it was a mistake. It is indeed
regrettable that such a mistake should have been made, regrettable
also that Burnet should have constructed his romance upon its
basis, and still more regrettable that all authors, Catholic and
Protestant, should have accepted the story as true.? But at
any rate it is now clear that there is no foundation whatever for
the oft-repeated Anglican statement that Bishop Bonner recog-
nised the orders of an Edwardine bishop !

3

3. A word may now be said about the various * suffragan
or “ assistant” bishops. There were a number of these in
England. Previous to 1534 there were several “ assistant
bishops,” with the titles of sees in partibus infidelium. These
were appointed as assistants to the various sees, by the Pope.3

1 Commission to Bonner and others, see p. 64.

* It appears even in such standard works of reference as the Dictionary of National
Biography, Cooper’s Athenes Cantabrigienses, etc.

* For a full list of these see Mortimer and Barber, English Bishops and the Reformation,
pp- 9°, 96, 100. One of these genuine auxiliary bishops, Thomas Cheetham, Bishop
of Sidon, continued to function in the reign of Queen Mary, acted as ““suffragan >
to Bonner at London, and carried out many ordinations for him.
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With the abolition of Papal Supremacy, this source of auxiliary
bishops came to an end, and Henry VIII took it upon himselfto
appoint twelve new “‘suffragan™ bishops in 1534, with the
titles of English towns. They were, of course, consecrated
according to the Pontifical rite. We have already had occasion
to mention three of these : Pursglove, Bishop of Hull; Thomas,
Bishop of Shrewsbury; and Salisbury, Bishop of Thetford.
There were two others whose names occur in this reign :
Hodgkin, Bishop of Bedford, and Thornden, Bishop of Dover.

It is important to note that the Act of Parliament by virtue of
which these  suffragan > bishops existed, was still in force in
the first years of Mary’s reign, but it was repealed by Parliament
on January 4th, 1555, and from that time onwards these bishops
ceased to exist as such in the eyes of English law. They had
never had any canonical right to existence, as they were merely
“Royal Supremacy > bishops. But they continued to exist as
such, in the eyes of the civil law, until January 4th, 1555.

At least one of these suffragan bishops had married, namely,
Hodgkin, Bishop of Bedford, a suffragan to the Bishop of London.
He held a prebend in St. Paul’s Cathedral, and was also Vicar
of Laindon. Being “ married,” he was deprived of his prefer-
ments by Bishop Bonner. He seems to have remained in this
suspended condition until March 25th, 1555, when, having
separated from his * wife ”” and done penance, he was absolved
and restored by Cardinal Pole, and on April 2nd, 1555, appointed
by Bonner to St. Peter’s, Cornhill. It is to be noted, however,
that Pole in his dispensation expressly suspended Hodgkin from
the exercise of any pontifical functions, and of course he ceased
to be ““ Bishop of Bedford.””l Nevertheless, in the next reign he
exercised his episcopal functions by taking part in the consecration
of Archbishop Parker !2

4. As a result of the purgation of the episcopate which we
have described in this chapter, there were no less than eleven
sees vacant in England :

Canterbury, vacant through the condemnation of Cranmer
(Pontifical bishop, married).

Rochester, vacant since May, 1552.

Bath and Wells, vacant by the resignation of Barlow
(Pontifical bishop, married).

1 See the dispensation in Estcourt, pp. li-lii.
* See p. 235.
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Bristol, vacant by the resignation of Bush (Pontifical
bishop, married).

Gloucester, vacant by the deprivation of Hooper (Edwar-
dine bishop).

Hereford, vacant by the deprivation of Harley (Edwardine
bishop).

Lincoln, vacant by the deprivation of Taylor (Edwardine
bishop).

St. David’s, vacant by the deprivation of Ferrar (Pontifical
bishop, married).

Bangor, vacant since March, 1553.

York, vacant by the deprivation of Holgate (Pontifical
bishop, married).

Chester, vacant by the deprivation of Bird (Pontifical
bishop, married).

In addition, one other Pontifical bishop who favoured
Protestantism had been removed, namely, Ridley. Also, the
following Edwardine bishops had been turned out: Scory,
Ponet, Coverdale.

Thus, all the Protestant and married bishops had disappeared,
with the exception of Goodrich of Ely. Some action may have
been contemplated against him, but in any case he died in
May, 1554.1

1 Goodrich was a Pontifical bishop, consecrated in 1534, i.e. he was a valid bishop.
Further, he had not married. Hence he could be turned out only on some such
ground as heresy.



CHAPTER VIII
THE APPOINTMENT OF NEW BISHOPS

1 . The steps taken by Mary to remove undesirable Bishops,
which we have detailed in the last chapter, were doubtless taken
with the concurrence of Pole and his messenger, Goldwell. The
deprivations of the bishops began, as we have seen, in March,
1554. Goldwell’s visit was in February. Mary had written
to Pole in January, requesting Pole’s advice as to the replacement
of these undesirable bishops, and had also asked Pole ifhe could
in virtue ofhis faculties, confirm her nominations of new bishops
to replace the ones she was about to deprive, or whether the
Pope’s intervention was necessary, and if so, what steps were to
be taken. When Goldwell came to England in February, in
response to the Queen’s letter, he brought with him written
instructions from Pole, as follows :

“ Your Commission shall be to expound to her Highness my
whole mind and sentence touching the demand it pleased her Grace
to make in her gracious letters dated the 28th ofJanuary concerning
those persons whom, for the good opinion her Grace had of their
virtue, learning and Catholic good mind, she intended to make
bishops, how that they may be provided for without derogation
to the authority ofthe See Apostolic, her Grace notintending further
to extend the power of the Crown Regal than it was customable in
use before the schism entered. In this point, wherein her Grace
demandeth mine answer, you shall make the same conformable to
that which, by long and often conference with me, ye know to be
mine utter sentence. Where in ye need not to have any further
explication in writing.”’|

The nature of Goldwell’s instructions to Mary is evident from
the sequel. On February 24th, the Queen sent to Pole a list
of twelve suitable candidates for the episcopate. The list is,
unfortunately, not extant, but the accompanying letter to Pole
is thus summarised in the Venetian Calendai2:

“The Queen has made choice, according to the tenour of her
privileges and the custom of her predecessors, of twelve bishops,

xStrype’s Cranmer, Vol. II, p. 931. *V., p. 471.
75
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as by the enclosed list, who, from the knowledge and information
obtained about them, are amongst the most Catholic and well-
affected to the Apostolic See, and on every other account the most
suited to this burden of any she has been able to find in England
for presentation to the Pope, that they may be confirmed and in-.
ducted in these churches according to the mode employed before
the introduction of the schism. . . . She has also determined
to present these prelates to Pole, as the representative of his
Holiness and the Apostolic See, requesting him to admit this
presentation (always with reservation of the Pope’s approval),
and send it in her name as speedily as possible to his Holiness,
so that, in conformity with these and other letters written
on the subject, she may have the presentation of these bishops,
praying the Pope to be pleased to confirm and institute the
persons presented by her to the sees, Pole in the meanwhile giving
them license to take possession, should the confirmation and institu-
tion not arrive in time, so that they may sit in Parliament. . . . Pole
is to direct the business in the way that shall seem best to him,
as she refers herself entirely to his judgment, and by this letter
she appoints him her proctor, to make this presentation, with
faculty to substitute others in his stead at Rome for the same

purpose.”

On March 2nd, Pole wrote to the Pope, enclosing a translation
of the Queen’s letter, and adding that he had sent a messenger
to England the day after its receipt with areply. He had deemed
it not expedient to interpose any difficulty or delay in gratifying
Her Majesty’s pious wish.l
Here again, the nature of Pole’s letter to Mary is made clear
by the sequel. Pole and his messenger must have told the Queen
that the persons nominated for the episcopate would have first
to obtain from him a formal absolution from the censures by
which they were still bound. Accordingly, a number of them
sent Penning back to Pole, with a formal request for absolution,
and on March 15th Pole granted an absolution from censures to
seven of them.

This Dispensation begins by saying that:

““licet vos aliquo metu potiusquam alia causa inducti in schisma et
forsan alios errores contra unitatem et obedientiam sancte Rom.
Ecclesie quibus regnum Anglie jam tanto tempore fuit infectum,
incidissetis, et excommunicationis sententias aliasque censuras et
poenas contra tales a jure vel ab homine latas, et in illis sic ligati

missas et alia divina officia celebrantes, irregularitatem in-
currissetis - . .”

Here we have the application of the principles of Church Law
explained in Chapter I. The document then goes on to say that,

1 Venetian Calendar, V, p. 473.
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in view of their sorrow for their faults, and their request to be
‘“ absolvi, et ad unitatem et obedientiam Ecclesiae recipi,” and
in view of the fact that they had, through their representative,
““ schismate et omni alio errore prefatis damnatis, iliisque penitus
renuntiatis, ac facta nobis promissione etiam corporali juramento
firmata, quod ad schisma et alios prefatos errores nunquam
revertemini, sed Sanctissimo Domino nostro Julio Papae Tertio
et successoribus suis, sanctaeque Romanae et Catholicae Ecclesiae
eritis obedientes, omnemque eam obedientiam semper praestabitis
quae ante schisma in prefato regno introductum, a Christi-
fidelibus ejusdem regni praestabatur et merito praestari debet,
nec ab unitate Ecclesiae Catholicae et communione Romani
Pontificis ullo tempore recedetis, sed in ipsis perpetuo permane-
bitis,” Pole now releases them :
“a quibuscumque excommunicationum, suspensionum, inter-
dictorum et aliis ecclesiasticis et temporalibus sententiis, censuris
et poenis in vos praemissorum occasione, a jure vel ab homine latis
et promulgatis,”
and also :

“ super irregularitate per vos praemissorum occasione, etiam quia
sic ligati missas et alia divina officia celebravistis et illis alias vos
immiscuistis contracta, ita ut, ea et aliis praemissis non obstantibus,
in vestris ordinibus—dummodo si ante lapsum in schisma praedictum
ordinati fuistis aliasrite et legitime promoti fueritis—etiam inaltari’
ministerio ministrare . . . dispensamus.”’|

Here we have a concrete example of the way in which Pole
used his faculties, and also of the way in which he carefully
included the reservation as to the recognition of Orders previously
received.

On the next day, March 16th, 1554, Pole confirmed these
same ecclesiastics to the bishoprics to which they had been
nominated by the Queen, as follows :

Bishop Wharton, late of St. Asaph, confirmed to the See
of Hereford.

Dr. White, confirmed to the See of Lincoln.

Dr. Bourne, to Bath and Wells.

Dr. Brooks, to Gloucester.

Dr. Cootes, to Chester, and

Dr. Griffiths, to Rochester.

Note that this took place on March 16th, 1554. The Royal
Commission to turn out Holgate from York, Ferrar from St.

1 The Dispensation is given in full in Estcourt, op, cit,, pp. Xxxvi-xxxvii.
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David’s, Bird from Chester (to which Cootes was now appointed),
and Bush from Bristol, was dated March 13th, and the second
Commission, to turn out Taylor from Lincoln (to which White
was now appointed), Hooper from Worcester and Gloucester
(Brooks was now appointed to Gloucester), and Harley from
Hereford, was dated March 15th. This shows that Mary and
Pole must have come to an understanding as to the way in
which these former occupants of the sees in question were to be
turned out. Mary evidently knew that Pole would confirm
her nominations, and so on March 19th she issued congés d'élire
to the chapters of these seven dioceses, for the election of the new
bishops, and a few days later the ° Significavit” was issued in
each case.

2. The next step was their episcopal consecration.

This took place on April 1Ist, 1554, the ceremony being per-
formed by Bonner, assisted by Gardiner and Tunstall. But
were these three officiating bishops all free from censures ?
We have seen that there is every reason to think that Gardiner
had been absolved, long before this, in connection with the
Queen’s Coronation.!|

The case is not so clear about Bonner and Tunstall. Their
formal absolution from censures did not come till some months
later. But, on the other hand, it is quite likely that they had
been privately absolved before April 1st, 1554. Thirlby, Bishop
of Norwich, was not formally dispensed till August, 1554.
But, on the other hand, he had been sent to Brussels by Queen
Mary, on a mission to Cardinal Pole, in January, 1554, and
most probably made his peace with the Church on that occasion.
Bonner and Tunstall may have been absolved by one of Pole’s
agents sent over to this country. It is worthy of note that

1See p. 38. One of Pole’s first acts as Papal Legate was to write to Gardiner.
(See p. 33.) That was on August 28th, 1553. Gardiner’s reply does not seem
to be extant, but Pole wrote again on March 22nd, 1554, saying he had received
Gardiner’s letter expressing his repentance for his separation from the Church,
and adding that God had preserved Gardiner from falling into heresy, as well as
into schism. {Letters of Stephen Gardiner, p. 496). Gardiner wrote again to Pole on
April 5th, 1554. He thanked Pole for his letter, * in which you rejoice with me
that I have returned to that state and condition which I have for a long time desired
to recover and to achieve, in the hope of seeing, with the help of God, the rest of the
realm restored to the same unity.”” He advised Pole to ‘ write to the Parliament
now in session a letter which should treat in general only the question of the unity
of religion, with such moderation that the right of the Pope would be rather sug-
gested than expressed in clear words. . . . Such a letter would be a good pre-
paration.” {Letters, pp. 464-7.) At any rate all this makes it clear that Gardiner
had made his peace with the Church before April 1st, 1554, the date of the conse-
cration of these new bishops.
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writing on May 25th, 1554, Pole speaks of Queen Mary as
“having brought back the bishops without delay from schism
to the unity and obedience of the Church,” and says this is the
most praiseworthy act she had performed.] This language
seems to imply that the existing bishops had by then been
reconciled.

On April 7th, 1554, the Queen wrote direct to the Pope, asking
His Holiness to approve of the appointment of the seven new
bishops, and in die Consistory on July 6th, 1554, the Pope
preconised these, and wrote to Mary on the 10th congratulating
her on her choice of candidates.2

3.  We may take it for granted that the new bishops, who were
thus consecrated on April 1st, 1554, at once set to work to purge
their dioceses of married and Edwardine clergy, as ordered in
the Queen’s Injunctions of March. Indeed, we possess definite
evidence of the steps taken in this direction by at least one of the
new bishops, namely, Dr. Bourne, the Bishop of Bath and Wells.
We have seen in a previous chapter3 that during the vacancy of
the see, i.e. only a month or two previously,4 the Dean and
Chapter of Canterbury had commissioned Cotterell, the Vicar
General of Bath and Wells, to proceed against married clergy.
On April 8th, 1554, i.e. a week after his consecration, Bishop
Bourne himself wrote to Cotterell, and, in virtue of his own
authority as ordinary, instructed him to deprive not only married
clerics, but also ““married laics, who in pretence and under
colour of priestly orders, had rashly and unlawfully mingled
themselves in ecclesiastical rights, and had obtained de facto
parochial churches with cure of souls and ecclesiastical dignities.”
These were to be deprived. The document is very important,
and therefore we quote the relevant portions of it in the original
Latin. The Vicar General is to proceed against married clerics :

* Insuper clericos et presbyteros tam regulates et religiosos quam
seculares, quos ubicunque infra sacros ordines constitut. ac mulieres
pretextu ficti et pretensi matrimonii in adulterinis amplexibus

tenentes . . . ac matrimonium sive verius effigiem de facto cum
mulieribus contraxerunt.”

Also against' pretended priests who are married :

“necnon laicos conjugates, qui pretextu et sub velamine pres-
byteratus ordinis, sese in juribus ecclesiasticis temere et illicite

* Venetian Calendar, V, p. 497.

’ Raynaldus, Annales, Tom. XIV, pp. 527-8.

* See p. 56.

* Probably in February or March, 1554 (Frere, op. cit., p. 69).
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immiscuerunt, ac ecclesias parochiales in cura animarum et
dignitates ecclesiasticas contra sacror. canonum sanctiones et jura
ecclesiastica de facto assecuti fuerunt.”’1

Now, Dr. Frere, who mentions this document, says that these
“ married laics, who in pretence and under colour of priestly
orders ” had obtained benefices, were “ men who had received
no orders of any sort,” and not persons who had received
Edwardine orders.2

But, surely, this is a very improbable interpretation. There is
a parallel between those who °° pretextu matrimonii > have
taken to themselves women, and those who ‘ pretextu presby-
teratus ordinis ” have taken to themselves benefices. The first
category had gone through a ceremony of marriage, or an
“ effigiem matrimonii,” and contracted marriage de facto. The
second class had evidently similarly gone through a form of
ordination, or rather an * effigiem,” by virtue of which they had
assumed the rights and privileges of the priesthood. The
reference can only be to those who had received Edwardine
orders.}

We must surely interpret this document in the light of the
Queen’s injunctions, which stated that Edwardine clerics ‘“ had
not been ordained in very deed.” Itis not possible to say whether
any particular individuals in the diocese of Bath and Wells were
deprived for their want of true orders. Dr. Frere says there were
seventy-nine vacancies ° per deprivationem  in 1554, besides
eighteen for which no reason is given. Dr. Frere suggests that
the cause may, in many cases, have been marriage. But he
also allows4 that some may have been deprived for want of
orders. Possibly there may have been some who had not
been ordained even by the Edwardine rite, but that is not
likely, for even in Edward’s reign, the law required the reception

1 Text apud Denny and Lacey, De Hierarchia Anglicana, p. 159 note.

1 Op. cit., p. 135 note.

* Denny and Lacey (De Hierarchia Anglicana, p. 159 note) allow that “* laicos con-
jugates ” in the above document means married persons who have taken Edwardine
orders. But they wrongly argue that the persons in question had married before taking
orders. That does not follow at all. Denny and Lacey apply to the same.‘“.laicos
conjugates > a clause at the end which orders “ ipsos sic convictos a feminis sive
uxoribus suis quin potius concubinis suis separand. et divortiand. penitentiasque
salutares et condignas tarn eisdem clericis quam feminis propter delicta sua luxuriem-
que insumend.” But the word ¢ clericis ” shows that the reference here is, not to
the “ married laics,” but to the * clericos et presbyteros tarn regulares et religiosos
quam seculares ” referred to in the earlier part of the document. A married laic
would not be divorced from his wife, but would be allowed to continue in the married
state. A priest, on the other hand, could not really marry. Denny and Lacey’s

interpretation makes nonsense of the whole document.
* Page 135, note.
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of orders by persons obtaining benefices with the cure of souls.
It is at least possible that some of the persons deprived were
Edwardine clerics, who were deprived because they had no true
orders, although they pretended to the possession of the priesthood,
i.e. had been ordained by the Edwardine rite.

4. The seven bishops thus appointed by Pole to English sees
were, of course, in possession of all ordinary episcopal faculties.
This must have made it all the more desirable for other bishops
to be reconciled so that they could regularise their position, and
receive faculties accordingly. From a letter from Goldwell to
Thornden, Suffragan Bishop of Dover, dated June 16th, 1554,
we gather that at some time before this date, not only had he
himself received various faculties, but also the Archdeacon of
Canterbury, and some other bishops.|

Further episcopal appointments were made by Pole during this
same year, 1554. John Hopton was freed from his censures in
August, and confirmed as Bishop of Norwich in September.
Dr. Bayne was similarly absolved and appointed to Coventry
and Lichfield in November, and also John Holyman to the see
ofBristol. Thirlby was dispensed in August, 1554, and translated
to Ely, also by Pole’s authority.

The dispensations for all these persons are to be found in
Pole’s Registrum Expeditionum.? These dispensations vary in
phraseology, and evidently a definite attempt was made to
adapt each absolution to the particular circumstances and
needs of the recipient. Thus, Tunstall had been appointed to
the see of Durham by Papal authority, before the Schism, and
had been consecrated Bishop in 1522 by Archbishop Warham.
There was no question as to the validity of his orders. Accord-
ingly, his Dispensation runs :

“ Omnibus et singulis etiam sacris et presbyteratus per te, alias
rite susceptis, ordinibus uti, ac munere consecrationis, alias tibi
rite impenso, uti.”’$

Other bishops, such as Thirlby, were consecrated during the
Schism, and moreover had taken the anti-Papal oath. His
Dispensation is specially worded in consequence :

“Te . . . quibusvis excommunicationis, suspensionis et inter-

x Estcourt, op. cit,, p. xxxix. As the faculties in question are partly legatine in
character we are inclined to think the ‘° Archdeacon ” means the Dean of Canterbury,
who held the spiritualities of the see, in conjunction with the Chapter, sede vacante:

1 At present in the Municipal Library at Douay.

1 Estcourt, op. cit., p. xli.
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dicti, aliisque ecclesiasticis sententiis, censuris et poenis . . . etiam
ratione indebitae detentionis Ecclesiae Norwicen . . . etab Episcopis
hereticis seu schismaticis ac alias minus rite quorumcumgque ordinum
et muneris consecrationis susceptionis, et contra Papatum Romanum
juramenti praestiti, et quavis alia occasione vel causa quomodolibet
incursis . . . absolvimus.”’l

It was taken for granted that his ordination and consecration,
though schismatical, were otherwise in order. In other cases,
asaving clause as to Orders is introduced. Thus the Dispensation
for Bishop Day of Chichester has :

“ratione indebitae detentionis Ecclesiae Cicestrensis ... et ab
episcopis hereticis et schismaticis ac alias minus rite quorumcumque
ordinum et muneris consecrationis susceptorum . . . quia censuris
ligatus missas et alia divina officia etiam forsan contra ritus et
ceremonias ab Ecclesia Catholica hactenus probatas et per eam
usitatas celebraveris, aut illis alias te immiscueris . . . etiam
sacris et presbyteratus ordinibus etiam ut praefertur ab hereticis
et schismaticis etiam minus rite susceptis—dummodo in eorum collatione
sit servata intentio etforma Ecclesia—uti.”?

A similar form is used in many other cases.§ Pole was, then,
very careful not to recognise the validity of any orders which had
been conferred in such a way that the " form and intention ~ of
the Catholic Church had not been retained. The significance
of this reservation is sufficiently clear, and confirms our inter-
pretation as to the meaning of Pole’s own faculties.

10p, citt p. x1.
mEstcourt, op. cit, pp. xli-xlii. Italics ours. * See Estcourt, loc. cit.



CHAPTER IX
FURTHER FACULTIES GIVEN TO POLE

1. We have seen how, in the course of the year 1554, Queen
Mary and Cardinal Pole jointly reorganised the English episco-
pate. The unsatisfactory bishops were turned out, and fresh
ecclesiastics put into their places. In addition, some of the
existing bishops were either confirmed in their sees, or translated
to others. Pole’s policy was to absolve individually in each case
before appointment. The candidate had to sue for absolution
from censures, and then Pole issued the necessary dispensation.
That this was Pole’s settled policy at this time we learn from a
letter which he wrote to his agent in England on May 25th, 1554.1

But the special authority to deal with bishoprics in this manner
had not been explicitly contained in Pole’s original legatine
faculties. Hence, when he received Mary’s request that he
should confirm Mary’s nominations to sees, he wrote to Rome
so that the matter could be cleared up. The Pope evidently
decided that it was desirable to give Pole full, explicit and plenary
powers in this matter, and this was done in a Brief dated March
8th, 1554.

This Brief repeats the faculties of the previous August,2 which
as we have seen, gave Pole powers to absolve ecclesiastics and lay
persons from censures, and to authorise ecclesiastics thus absolved
to minister in the orders they had received, provided these had
been received “ rite et legitime, ante eorum lapsum in haeresim
hujusmodi,” and also to raise ““ non promoti,” to all orders, in-
cluding the priesthood.

The March Brief now adds faculties to deal with bishops :

EH)

““Plenam et liberam apostolicam auctoritatem per praesentes
concedimus facultatem et potestatem ut dispensare etiam libere et
licite possis . . .

1 Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 495-7.

1 With a few minor verbal differences, such as ‘‘ excommunicationum > in place
of* excommunicationis.” Canon Wilfred Knox seems to be ignorant of the existence
of the earlier Faculties, for he calls the March Faculties the * first” Faculties Pole
received | (Friend, I do thee no wrong, p. 5.)

83
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Necnon de personis quoruncunque episcoporum vel archiepisco-

orum, qui metropolitanam aut alias cathedrales ecclesias de manu
aicorum, etiam schismaticorum, et praesertim qui de Henrici regis
et Edwardi ejus nati receperunt, et eorum regimini et administrationi
se ingesserunt - - . etiamsi in haeresin, ut praefertur, inciderint, seu
antea haeretici fuerint, postquam per te unitati Sanctae Matris
Ecclesiae restituti extiterint, tuque eos rehabilitandos esse censueris,
si libi alias di%ni et idonei videbuntur, eisdem metropolitanis et
ahis cathedralibus ecclesiis denuo,

““necnon quibusvis aliis cathedralibus etiam metropolitanis
ecclesiis per obitum vel privationem illarum praesulum, seu alias
quovismodo pro tempore vacantibus, de personis idoneis, pro quibus
ipsa Maria reginajuxta consuetudines ipsius regni tibi supplicaverit,

auctoritate nostra providere, ipsasque personas eisdem ecclesiis

in episcopos aut archiei)iscopos raeficere,
““ac cum eis qui ecclesias cathedrales et metropolitanas de manu

laicorum etiam schismaticorum ut praefertur, receperunt, quod
eisdem seu aliis, ad quas eas alias rite transferri contigerit, cathe-
dralibus etiam metropolitanis ecclesiis, in episcopos vel archi-
episcopos praeesse, ipsasque ecclesias in spiritualibus et temporalibus

regere et gubernare,

. ac munere consecrationis eis hactenus impenso uti, vel si illud
(IS nondum impensum extiterit, ab episcopis vel archiepiscopis
catholicis per te nominandis suscipere libere et licite possint,

necnon cum_quibusvis per te, ut praemittitur, pro tempore
absolutis et rehabilitatis, ut, eorum erroribus et excessibus praeteritis
non obstantibus, quibusvis cathedralibus, etiam metropolitanis
ecclesiis, in episcopos et archiepiscopos praefici et praeesse, illasque
in eisdem spiritualibus et temporalibus regere et gubernare, ac ad
quoscunque etiam_ sacros et presbyteratus ordines promoveri, et
m illis, aut per eos jam licet minus rite susceptis ordinibus, etiam in
altaris ministerio ministrare, necnon munus consecrationis suscipere,
et illo uti, libere et licite valeant.”|
These new faculties enable Pole

(1) To confirm those appointed to episcopal sees after the
outbreak ofthe schism, by Henry and Edward.

(2) To provide fit persons for any vacant sees, as the Queen
shall request.

(3) The former class can be authorised to use their ““ gift of
consecration,” or, if this has not yet been received, may
obtain this from Catholic bishops.

(4) The latter class can be promoted to all orders, including
the priesthood, and may minister in them; or, if
already received, though ‘minus rite,” may minister
in them; in addition, they may be given the ‘ gift of
consecration.” Thus, the “munus consecrationis >

«Complete text in Pocock-Burnet, VI, pp. 322-327; Denny and Lacey, De
H;erarchiat pp. 250-4.
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referred to in this document is evidently episcopal
consecration.

In the rest of this March Brief, the Pope explains that the past
faculties, and these new ones, may be used while Pole is still
in Flanders :

““A nonnullis nimium forsan scrupulosis, haesitetur an tu in
partibus [Flandriae] subsistens, praedictis ac aliis tibi concessis facul-
tatibus uti, ac in eodem regno locorum ordinarios, aut alios personas
qualificatas, quae facultatibus per te juxta dictarum literarum
continentiam pro tempore concessis utantur, alias juxta earundem
literarum tenorem substituere et delegare possis.”

The Pope settles the doubt thus :

“ Quamdiu in eisdem partibus de licentia nostra moram traxeris,
legatione tua praedicta durante, etiam extra ipsum regnum existens,
omnibus et singulis praedictis et quibusvis aliis tibi concessis, et
quae per praesentes tibi conceduntur, facultatibus ... uti possis
. . . per te ipsum vel alios ad id a te pro tempore deputatos.”

Then the Pope says that these faculties may be used

“etiam erga quoscunque archiepiscopos, episcopos, ac abbates,
. . . praelatos . . . inferiores clericos, necnon erga alias personas
... ad te pro tempore recurrentes vel mittentes ~’------

Next comes the reason why these ecclesiastics are sending over
to Pole :

““ etiam circa ordines quos nunquam aut male susceperunt,

““ et munus consecrationis, quod eis ab aliis episcopis vel archi-
episcopis etiam haereticis et schismaticis aut alias minus rite et non
servata forma ecclesiae consueta, impensum fuit,

“etiamsi ordines et munus hujusmodi etiam circa altaris
ministerium temere executi sint.”

This means that Pole may exercise his August faculties on
behalf of those who send to him “ circa ordines quos nunquam
aut male susceperunt,” and these new March faculties as well
for those who send to him concerning the “ munus consecrationis
received either from heretical or schismatical bishops, or in some
other faulty manner, and “ non servata forma ecclesiae consueta.”

Now, Pole’s August faculties gave him power to absolve from
irregularity, etc., so that those promoted to orders “ rite et
legitime, ante eorum lapsum in haeresim hujusmodi,” might
exercise those orders, and the “ non promoti ”” might receive all
orders, including the priesthood. These March faculties add
nothing in this respect, but merely specify that the August
faculties may be used on behalf of the persons sending to Pole
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concerning orders not received at all, or * badly ” received.
Orders “‘male receptae” would mean, in ordinary canonical
terminology, orders received in schism, or at times other than
those allowed by Church law, or when too young, etc.

But who are those who send to Pole “ circa ordines quos
nunquam susceperunt ’ ?  These might be :

(i) Persons in possession of benefices, but without orders of
any sort, i.e. laymen.

(2) They might be persons ordained, but according to an
invalid rite. As we shall see, the existence of such persons in
the case of the episcopate is expressly implied. Ifsuch invalidly
ordained clerics exist, then Pole is to use on their behalfhis August
faculties, by freeing them from their censures, so that, as “ non
promoti,” they may be given all necessary orders.

(3) The phrase would also apply to persons ordained ‘ per
saltum,” i.e. who had received higher orders without first
receiving the lower ones. In these cases, Pole would free from
censures incurred, thereby enabling the persons to receive the
missing orders, after which the existing orders could be exercised.

The first two cases are obviously similar, and there might
be no means of distinguishing between them, so far as the terms
of the dispensations are concerned. Both cases would be dis-
pensed from censures, and then be authorised to receive orders.
In the third case, that of ordination * per saltum,” the terms of
the dispensation would make the circumstances clear.

2. There are in existence some dispensations which serve
as examples of the above classes. Thus, in Pole’s Registrum
Expeditionum, now at Douay, there is a dispensation for Thomas
Barlow, “ clericus,” who had obtained a canonry and prebend
in the diocese of St. David’s while still alayman.l He is dispensed
from censures incurred, and authorised, notwithstanding these,
to be promoted to all orders, including the priesthood, and to
receive and retain benefices. This is done by Pole, ‘“ auctoritate
apostolica nobis hac in nostra legatione concessa.”’? It is not
possible to say whether or not Thomas Barlow had received
Edwardine orders. Even if he had, he would still be a laicus®
owing to the absence of any Catholic orders.

It has not so far been possible to find in Pole’s Register a
dispensation of the second class, i.e. for one who had definitely

1¢“Sine ulla clericalis characteris susceptione.”
1 This dispensation is printed in extenso in Estcourt, op. cit., pp. Iv-lvii.
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received Edwardine Orders, but there is a dispensation in the
Register of the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury, acting as
guardian of the spiritualities of the see, to Anthony Askham,
Rector of the parish church of Methleigh, in Yorkshire, on
December 15th, 1553. Askham had been ordained Edwardine
deacon on August 7th, 1552. The dispensation of the Dean
and Chapter of Canterbury authorises him to receive the
subdiaconate, diaconate and priesthood, from some Catholic
bishop.l No mention is made in the dispensation ofhis reception
of the Edwardine diaconate on a previous occasion, but we
know of this from other sources.

As to the third category, ordination per saltum, Pole’s Register
contains a dispensation for Robert Copley, of the Winchester
diocese, who had been ordained subdeacon, deacon and priest,
“ alias tamen rite,” but without receiving the tonsure or the
four minor orders. Heis dispensed from the irregularity incurred,
and authorised, after receiving the missing orders, to exercise
the orders previously received, and to retain his benefices.2

These examples provide the best possible illustration of the
meaning ofthe phrase in Pole’s faculties, “ ordines quos nunquam
susceperunt.”

3. Now we come to the new faculties concerning Bishops.
These can be used in the case of those who send to Pole “ circa
munus consecrationis, ab aliis episcopis vel archiepiscopis, etiam
haereticis et schismaticis, aut alias minus rite et non servata
forma ecclesiae consueta, impensum.”

This is a comprehensive statement. It includes those who
have been consecrated by schismatical or heretical bishops, those
consecrated ‘“ alias minus rite,” and those consecrated ‘ non
servata forma ecclesiae consueta.” Now, as we have seen, the

faculties which may be applied to these people are as follows :

(1) Those appointed to episcopal sees by Henry and Edward
may be authorised to exercise their orders, ‘licet minus rite
susceptis,” and to use their gift of consecration, or if this has not
yet been received, to obtain it from Catholic bishops.

(2) Laymen or clerics appointed to vacant sees by Mary,
may be promoted to all orders, and be given the gift of
consecration.

1See the dispensation in Frere, Marian Reaction, pp. 236.
®April, 1555. Cf. Estcourt, pp. Ivii-lviii.
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Thus, those duly consecrated by schismatical or heretical
bishops are to be allowed to use their gift of consecration.

As to those ““ alias minus rite consecrati,” it is to be presumed
that this means “ consecrated in such a manner that the laws
of the Church were not wholly observed.” These bishops also
may use their gift of consecration, provided their consecration
was otherwise valid.

What is meant by those consecrated ‘“non servata forma
ecclesiae consueta” ? It seems obvious that this means those
who had been consecrated by the Edwardine rite, for there was
no other form besides that and the Pontifical rite in use in
England. What is to be done with these bishops ? Are they
to be allowed to use their “ gift of consecration > or are they to
receive this again?l The Briefdoes not settle this point, but it was
unnecessary to do so, for it would be taken for granted that Pole
would proceed in this matter according to the ordinary teaching
of the theological schools. We have seen that any heretical
modification of the form of a sacrament which changed its sense
was held by theologians to render the sacrament invalid.2 This
is not, indeed, laid down in the Brief, but the latter was not
intended to be a treatise in theology, but a grant of faculties.
It was not necessary to explain how these faculties should be used.
That was left to Pole’s own discretion and theological knowledge.
And as Pope Leo XIII remarks in his Bull, Apostolica Cura,

3

“ It would have been altogether irrelevant thus to instruct the
Legate—one whose learning had been conspicuous in the Council
of Trent—as to the conditions necessary for the bestowal of the
Sacrament of Orders.””3

Pole knew very well that those who had been ordained or
consecrated, not in the “forma Ecclesiae consueta,” but by a
new rite, in which the Catholic form had been modified in a
heretical sense, would have to be ordained or consecrated anew.

The interpretation we have given of the meaning of these
faculties concerning bishops is confirmed by the fact that Pole
reconciled, without any reconsecration, bishops who had been
consecrated by the Pontifical. No Edwardine bishop was
reconciled, with or without consecration, either by Pole or his
delegates. Butindirect evidence of Pole’s disregard of Edwardine
episcopal orders will be forthcoming in the fact that the Edwardine

1 Pole may allow ‘munere consecrationis hactenus impensum uti,” or “ si illud
eis nondum impensum extiterit suscipere.”

’See Vol. I, p. 79, and Vol. II, pp. 685-9. *Page 4
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bishops who were burnt after his arrival in England were degraded
from the priesthood which they had received according to the
Catholic rite, but not from their Edwardine episcopal orders,
which were evidently regarded as null.l

4 . Pole received this Brief on April 4th, 1554, and wrote to
Cardinal del Monte and Cardinal Morone acknowledging its
receipt.? Also, on April 8th, he sent to the Pope a full account
of all that had transpired to date in the negotiations with Eng-
land.3 This shows how well informed the Pope was through-
out of the course of events, and of Pole’s actions.

In actual fact, as we have seen, Pole had already made use of
these new faculties concerning the appointment of bishops,
before they reached him from Rome. But Pole’s August faculties
were already very comprehensive, and as all things had been
left to his discretion, he had every reason to believe that he would
be anticipating the Pope’s wishes in extending his faculties in the
way in question. The Pope’s grant ofexplicit powers to deal with
bishoprics removed any possible ground for doubt on this head,
and amounted to a ratification of Pole’s own actions.

»Seepp. 154-5.
* Venetian Calendar, V, pp. 477-482. * Venetian Calendar, V, p. 483.



CHAPTER X

THE CONDEMNATION OF PROTESTANT DOCTRINES
IN 1554

1. Concurrently with the steps taken during 1553-4 to purge
the personnel of the Church’s ministry from the undesirable
occupants of benefices and episcopal sees, other steps were taken,
of a doctrinal character, in order to purify the Church from the
Protestant doctrines which had been introduced in the previous
reign.

The first steps in this direction were taken in the Convocation
of October, 1553. The writ to summon this was addressed
by the Queen to Cranmer on August 4th. In view of the then
state of the law concerning Church matters, Convocation had to
be summoned in accordance with the legal precedents of the
previous reign, and this doubtless explains why, in the writ for
this particular Convocation, Mary is described as ‘‘ Supreme
Head ofthe Church of England.” There is no reason to suppose
that Mary approved of this—indeed, as we have seen, she made
it perfectly clear on several occasions that she repudiated the
title—and its inclusion on this occasion has no significance so
far as her own attitude is concerned.!

This first Convocation of Mary’s reign opened on October 7th,
1553, after the Queen’s Coronation. By this time Cranmer was .
in prison, and in his absence, it was presided over by Bonner.
The proceedings began with an oration by Dr. Weston, who had
been appointed Dean of Westminster, in place of Dr. Cox,
deprived. In this oration Dr. Weston condemned in no measured
terms the Catechism and Book of Common Prayer produced in
Edward’s reign, and protested that the latter had never received
the sanction of Convocation :

11t is important to note that the title * Supreme Head ” was expressly omitted
from the writ summoning the Second Convocation for April, 1554. . See Foxe,

VI, p. 433. Anglican writers usually stress the inclusion of the title in the case
of the First Convocation, of October, 1553, but omit to mention its exclusion a few

months later !
90



CONDEMNATION OF PROTESTANT. DOCTRINES IN 1554 91

“Quid quod libro blasphemiis conspersissimo, erroribus refer-
tissimo,qui nomine religionis religionem tollit,sacramenta diminuens
universum orbem condemnat, quem precatorium nuncuparunt,
universis obtrudendo, nunquam accesserit noster calculus.”’1
On the same occasion, a sermon was preached by Bishop

Bonner’s chaplain, John Harpsfield. Its contents are thus
described by Strype :

“ He fell very foul upon the late times of King Edward, and the
preachers then. He called them wolves that entered into the
flock, and that most cruelly. Good God ! how savagely did they
butcher the Lord’s flock | What numberless souls did they plunge
into hell | How many pernicious doctrines did they bring into the
kingdom ! A thing, said he, before our age, none ever had dared
to do. How did they give a terrible shock to all ecclesiastical
doctrines at once |  This, as he went on, we have lived to see in
these times. Neither had ceremonies their use, nor faith its sound-
ness and integrity, nor manners their purity. They framed new
sacraments, new rites, a new faith, new manners. ... In fine,
they had, in effect, ruined Christ’s religion, and had filled the
nation with innumerable errors.””2

This, at any rate, is a very clear indication of the opinion of
the “ Anglo-Catholic ” party on the character of the Edwardine
religious “ reforms

Dr. Weston, in his oration, had described Poynet's Catechism,
issued in 1552, as ““ very pestiferous, and full of heresies.” This
led to a debate on Transubstantiation, and the Real Objective
Presence. On Friday, October 20th, two bills were exhibited
to the House, one affirming the Corporal Presence of Christ in
the Sacrament, and the other repudiating the Catechism of
Poynet. These bills were signed by all in the lower house save
the six following : Walter Phillips, Dean of Rochester ; James
Haddon, Dean of Exeter (sometime tutor to Lady Jane Grey) ;
John Philpot, Archdeacon of Winchester; Richard Cheyney,
Archdeacon of Hereford (subsequently made by Elizabeth
Anglican Bishop of Gloucester) ; John Elmer, Archdeacon of
Stow and also later on an Elizabethan Bishop ; and apparently
also Thomas Young, afterwards Elizabethan Archbishop of York.

There can be little doubt that these were all by conviction
Protestants. As Dixon says, they were “ bold men who held to
the Reformation, and now stood forth to defend it.”’3 In parti-
cular, Philpot argued that as the body of Christ was a human
body, it could not be on earth and in heaven at the same time.4

1 Strype, Eccles. Mem., Vol. 111, Pt. II, p. 189.
« Strype, Eccles. Mem., Vol. 111, Pt. I, p. 6q.
*History of'the C. of E., IV, p. 75. ¢Gairdner, Lollardy, IV, p. 138.

ELE
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Gairdner remarks that “ his language about the Sacrament
recorded by himself, was naturally revolting to men of the old
belief, and seemed to pass the bounds of legitimate discussion.”]

As to the views of Gheyney, he claimed to believe in a ““ Real
Presence,” but not in Transubstantiation. But even so, it is
not certain that his *“ Real Presence ” was an objective one, under
the forms of bread and wine as held by Catholics. He set forth
his ““sententia” as follows : ““In sacramento altaris, virtute
verbi divini a sacerdote prolati, praesens est realiter Corpus
Christi conceptum de Virgine Maria.” This might seem
orthodox, butitis to be noted that it does not say Christ is present
“ sub speciebus panis et vini.”” Also when, in the course of the
debate, Dr. Watson said that Gheyney had subscribed to the
Real Presence, Cheyney answered * that he had subscribed to
the Real Presence in a sense far other than they supposed®
It is not impossible that he favoured a Virtualist view of the
Presence, or at most some form of Consubstantiation.3

Meanwhile, in the Upper House of Convocation, the Bishops
framed and passed four dogmatic articles as follows :

o

i. De Sacramento Altaris,

° In Sacramento altaris rite administrato docemur ex verbis
Christi post consecrationem, sub speciebus panis et vini aqua
mixti, veram et realem corporis et sanguinis Domini substantiam
praesentem esse, et contineri. Et quoniam jam Christus dividi
non potest, aut sanguis ejus a carne separari, quia amplius non
moritur ; ideo, credimus sub alterutra specie Christum integrum
Deum et hominem contineri, et sub una specie tantum a fidelibus,
quantum sub utraque sumi. Et ideo, laudabilem consuetudinem
communicandi laicos et clericos non conficientes sub una specie
ab Ecclesia magnis rationibus introductam, et hactenus diutissime
observatam, in ecclesiis nostris retinendam, nec sine authoritate
Ecclesiae Catholicae immutandam esse censemus.”

“2. De Transubstantiatione.

“ Cum Christus illud unum sacrificium et singulare mysterium,
quod instituit in ultima coena, et a fidelibus sumi mandavit, corpus
suum esse quod pro nobis traderetur, definivit, nos illud non solum
panem esse, nec corpus Christi cum pane, autin pane, esse credimus,
nisi velimus panem vitae appellare, qui de coelo descendit. Et
cum modus illic existendi sit per transubstantiationem et transi-
tionem substantiae panis et vini in substantiam Dominici corporis
et sanguinis, remanentibus interim ob nostram infirmitatem et
mysterii significationem panis et vini accidentibus ; Ecclesiae
pastores in Laterano [concilio] legitime congregati antiquam fidei

1 Op. cit., IV, p. 139. >Dixon, op. cit., p. 87.
>Later on, i.e. in Elizabeth’s reign, he certainly held the Lutheran doctrine.
See p. 285.
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Catholicae veritatem novo transubstantiationis vocabulo apte
expresserunt ; quemadmodum patres Niceni Filium ejusdem cum
Patre substantiae esse novo consubstantialis vocabulo declararunt.”

““3.  De adoratione Eucharistia et reservatione.

“ Quoniam in Eucharistia verum Christi corpus et verum
sanguinem, totumque adeo Christum esse confitemur, quomodo
eum non adorabimus, qui neutiquam apud Christianos, nec sine
adoratione fuit, nec esse debuit? Et cum semel consecratum
hoc sacramentum in usum infirmorum, ne sine communione
discedant (quod ex vetustissimis authoribus et conciliis constat
antiquitus fieri consuevisse), manet tamen, quamdiu incorrupte
supersunt species, sacramentum et corpus et sanguis Domini
donec sumatur.”

““4. De substantia sacrificii Ecclesia, et ejus institutione, et a quibus,
et pro quibus, et cui offerendum,

“ Sanctam et vivificatricem et incruentam oblationem in ecclesiis
celebramus, non unius, nos hominisque communis corpus quod
offertur esse credentes, sed proprium factum omnia vivificantis
Verbi, simul medicamentum ad sanandas infirmitates, et holo-
caustum ad purgandas iniquitates existens ; considerantes situm
esse in mensa sancta Agnum Dei, qui tollit peccatum mundi,
qui a sacerdotibus sacrificatur sine cruoris effusione. Quam
NoviTestamenti novam oblationem a Christo institutam et doctam,
Ecclesia, ab Apostolis accipiens, in universo mundo offert, non
angelis aut martyribus, aut cuique sanctae animae (ita enim, quum
obligatio sacrificii ad latriae cultum pertineat, idololatria esset),
sed soli Deo Patri Filio et Spiritui Sancto, quamvis apud memorials
martyrum et in eorum memoria, ut ipsi orent pro nobis, sacrificet,
non pro his qui non sunt Christo incorporati, sed pro eis qui
membra Christi sunt, pro tota Ecclesia, pro regibus, pro sacer-
dotibus, pro absentibus et praesentibus, pro defunctorum in Christo
spiritibus, ut eorum peccatis propitius fiat Deus, pro plenitudine,
pro ubertate, pro universi orbis fructibus, pro pace, et felici rerum
statu, pro populi peccatis etignorantiis, pro salute sua, et quotidiana
fragilitatis suae reparatione ; sciens quod tali hostia delectatur
Dominus, et peccata dimittit ingentia.”]

We note that the Bishops do not appeal to the recent definitions
of the Council of Trent on the subject.2

But they may well have thought it preferable to give an
independent formulation of the doctrine, based upon the Coun-
cil of the Lateran, for this Council’s decrees were of course
binding in England, whereas the Council of Trent’s Decrees

1 Strype, Ecclesiastical Memorials, Vol. I11, Pt. 1, p. 73, etseq. The text of the fourth
Article seems imperfect, but the sense is clear. It is based upon St. Cyril of Alexan-
dria, who says: “Sanctum ac vivificum incruentumque in ecclesiis sacrificium
peragimus ; corpus quod proponitur, similiter et pretiosum sanguinem, non com-
mums, nobisque similis hominis cujuspiam esse credentes, etc?' (Migne, P.G., Vol.
76, col. 311)

1Trent had defined the Real Presence and Transubstantiation at the Thirteenth
Session held in 1551. See Vol. I, pp. 208-210.
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had not as yet received Papal confirmation, nor had they been
“ promulgated > in this country. But there is no real difference
between the doctrine contained in the Tridentine decrees and
this statement of doctrine by the English Bishops. It provided
the basis for three doctrinal theses, which, as we shall see in a
moment, were defended at the Universities of Oxford and
Cambridge, against the Protestant Bishops, Cranmer, Ridley
and Latimer.

This first Convocation was dissolved by the Queen on
December 13th, 1553.

2. Early in 1554, Convocation ordered the following pro-
positions to be defended by the Universities of Oxford and
Cambridge, against Cranmer, Ridley and Latimer :

I. In sacramento altaris, virtute verbi divini a sacerdote
prolati, preesens est, sub speciebus paiiis et vini, realiter, verum et
naturale corpus Christi, quod ex virgine natum est, item et naturalis
ejus sanguis.

2. Post consecrationem non remanet substantia paiiis, fieque
ulla alia substantia preter substantiam Christi, Dei et hominis.

3. In missa est vivificum Ecclesiae sacrificium pro peccatis, tam
mortuorum quam vivorum propitiabile.l
These propositions were sent by Convocation to Cambridge,

with a request that they should be examined, and if correct,
approved. The Senate, after deliberation, decided that they
were ““ agreeable in all things to the Catholic Church, and the
Scripture, and the ancient doctrine taught by the Fathers, and
so did confirm and ratify them.””2

The University of Cambridge accordingly sent seven of their
learned doctors to Oxford, to take part in the discussion there,
“not so much to dispute points so professedly orthodox ... as
to defend those truths in their names.” 3

The disputation at Oxford was a noteworthy one. Convoca-
tion sent down nine divines, and to these were joined by com-
mission the Chancellor and Vice-Chancellor of .the University,
and other professors and doctors. These all met at St. Mary’s,
and the Letters of Commission were read, signed by the Bishops
of London, Winchester, Durham, Worcester, Chichester, Lincoln,
Bath, Rochester,4 Hereford, St. David’s, Gloucester and Oxford.

1 This is the text given in Strype, Eccles. Mem Vol. 111, Pt. I, p. 75. A slightly
different text is given in Strype’s Cranmer, Vol. 1, p. 479.

*Strype, Memorials of Cranmer, 1, p. '479.

« Strype, op. cit., p. 480.

*Strype (Cranmer, Vol. 1, p. 481) wrongly puts “Ross.” The new Bishop of
Rochester had just been appointed by Mary and Pole.
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3 . The first three articles were duly read to Cranmer, and his
opinion on them asked. He said that ““in the form of words
in which they were conceived, they were all false, and against
God’s word,” but promised a more definite answer later. Bishop
Ridley was then called. He in turn said that the articles were
“not true,” promising a written answer later.

Lastly, Latimer was brought in. He *“ confessed that in the
sacrament of the altar there was a certain Presence, but not
such an one as they would have,” and also promised a written

answer.
This was on the Saturday. On Monday, Cranmer handed in

a written statement on the theses. From this statement we
extract the following, which will show that Cranmer had not in
the least changed his mind, but still repudiated and denied the
Catholic doctrine on the subject:

“ 1. Dominus noster ... ne mortis suae ingrati unquam oblivis-
ceremur, perpetuam illius memoriam apud Christianos in pane
et vino celebrandam, pridie passionis in sacratissima sua instituebat
coena. . . . Hanc passionis suae, id est, caesi corporis et fusi
sanguinis, in pane et vino memoriam sive sacramentum, omnes
Christianos jussit sumere. . . . Quicunque igitur propter tradi-
tionem humanam, laicis sanguinis poculum denegant, palam
Christo repugnant. . . . Panis ille sacramentalis seu mysticus,
fractus et distributusjuxta Christi institutionem, et vinum mysticum
eodem modo haustum et acceptum, non tantum sacramenta sunt
vulneratae pro nobis carnis Christi et fusi cruoris, sed certissima
sunt nobis sacramenta, et quasi signacula divinarum promissionum
ac donorum ; ut, communionis nostrac cum Christo ac omnibus
membris ejus ; coelestis nutritionis . . . ineffabilis laetitiae. . . .
Manent igitur in eucharistia, donec a fidelibus consumantur, verus panis
verumque vinum: ut quasi signacula divinis promissionibus affixa
divinorum donorum nos efficiant certiores. Manet et Christus
in llis etilli in Christo qui illius carnem edunt et sanguinem bibunt.
. . . Manet denique et Christus in illis qui digne externum sacra-
mentum suscipiunt, et non discedit statim consumpto sacramento,
sed continuo manet. . . . Nullum agnosco corpus Christi naturale,
quod solum spirituale sit, intellectuale et insensibile, quod nullis
membris aut partibus sit distinctum ; sed illud tantum corpus
agnosco ac veneror, quod ex virgine natum est, quod pro nobis
passum est, quod visibile, palpabile, ac omnibus humani ac organici
corporis formis in partibus absolutum est.

“2. Christus ... de substantia certa panis, quem et manibus
tenebat, et discipulorum oculis demonstrabat, dixit ‘Comedite,
hoc est corpus meum.* . . . Nimirum de pane, qui est creatura
hujus conditionis quae est secundum nos . . . qui ab hominibus
fit . . . de tali, inquam, pane . . . aiunt veteres Christum dixisse,

‘ Comedite, hoc est corpus meum.* . . . Adeoque Christi locu-
H
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tionem vocantveteres figuratam, tropicam, anagogicam, allegoricam;
quod ita interpretati sunt, ut quamvis panis vinique substantia
maneat, et a fidelibus sumatur, Christus tamen ideo appellationem
mutavit, et panem quidem carnis, vinum vero sanguinis nomine appellavit,
non rei veritate, sed significante mysterio, ut non quid sint, sed qua ostendant,
consideraremus, non carnaliter, sed spiritualiter sacramenta intelligeremus

. sed exaltatis mentibus, Christi corpus et sanguinem aspiceremus
fide ... utaquilae in hac vita facti, ad ipsum coelum sursum cordibus
evolemus, ubi ad dexteram Patris residet Agnus ille. . .

“3. Christi unica oblatio, qua seipsum Deo Patri obtulitin mor-
tem semel in ara crucis pro nostra redemptione, tantae fuit efficaciae,
ut nullo alio sacrificio opus sit pro totius mundi redemptione.
Quisquis igitur salutis suae spem in ullo alio constituerit sacrificio,
is a Christi excidit gratia, et contumeliosus est in sanctum Christi
sanguinem. . . . Quisquis aliud quaesierit pro peccatis sacrificium
propitians, invalidum et inefficax efficit Christi sacrificium. Si
enim hoc ad remittenda peccata sufficiens est, alio non est opus ;
alterius enim necessitas hujus arguit infirmitatem ac insufficientiam.
Faxit Deus Omnipotens ut uni Christi sacrificio vere innitamur,
ac illi rursus rependamus sacrificia nostra, gratiarum actiones, laudis,
confessionis nominis sui. . . .ni

The above statement is clear enough. Cranmer allows only
a figurative presence : we receive the bread and wine, and lift
up our minds to Heaven, where alone Christ is. There is no
sacrifice in the Mass, other than the sacrifice of praise and
thanksgiving, etc.

In other words, Cranmer was a complete heretic on these
points.

With the subsequent discussion of Cranmer’s views in this
Disputation we need not deal : a very full account is given in
Foxe, Vol. VI, pp. 449-468.

4 . On the next day, April 17th, 1554, Bishop Ridley set forth
his considered opinion on the three points in question.

As to the first proposition, that “ In the sacrament of the altar,
by the virtue of God’s word spoken of the priest, the natural
body of Christ, bom of the Virgin Mary, and his natural blood,
are really present under the forms of bread and wine,” Ridley
said that it was “ very obscure and dark, by means of sundry
words of doubtful signification. And being taken in the sense
which the schoolmen teach, and at this time the Church of Rome
doth defend, it is false and erroneous . . .”’2 He went on to
explain,that if “‘really” means ‘any manner of thing which
belongeth to Christ's Body by any means,” in that sense he would

I Cranmer, Works, Parker Society, Vol I, pp. 396-7 (italics ours).
* Foxe, VI, p. 471.
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allow that Christ's Body is “‘really” in the sacrament. But
if “ really ”” means “ the very same thing,” inasmuch as the Body
of Christ is really in heaven, “ it may not be said to be here in
the earth.”’l In the course of the debate, he says that the first
proposition ‘ maintaineth a real, corporal, and camal presence
of Christ’s flesh, assumed and taken of the Word, to be in the
sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, and that not by virtue and grace
only, but also by the whole essence and substance ofthe body and
flesh of Christ.””2 This he denies, and instead asserts a presence
“ by virtue and grace ” only.3

As to the second proposition, that “after the consecration
there remaineth no substance of bread and wine, nor any other
substance than the substance of God and man,” Ridley said that
it ““is manifestly false, directly against the word of God, the
nature of the sacrament, and the most evident testimonies of the
godly fathers ; and it is the rotten foundation of the other tw<
conclusions propounded by you.”4 In the course of the dis-
cussion, he maintained that “ A figurative sense and meaning is
specially to be received in these words, ‘ This is my body ’ ”’5 and
that “ The sayings of the fathers declare it to be a figurative
speech.”6

As to the third proposition, that “ In the Mass is the lively
sacrifice of the church, propitiable and available for the sins as
well of quick as of the dead,” he answered as he did to the first,
““ taken in such sense as the words seem to import, it is not only
erroneous, but withal so much to the derogation and defacing of
the death and passion of Christ, that I judge it may and ought
most worthily to be counted wicked and blasphemous against
the most precious blood of our Saviour Christ.”]

In the course of his explanation, he remarked that if * the
lively sacrifice of the church ™ is to be understood  figuratively
and sacramentally, for the sacrament of the lively sacrifice,” he
would not deny this to be in the Lord’s Supper. But * properly,
and without any figure,” there is no such sacrifice in the Mass.
He also explained that the Catholic doctrine of the sacrifice
of the Mass is linked up with Transubstantiation. “ The
schoolmen and the Romish church . . . leaning to the founda-
tion of their fond transubstantiation, would make the quick
and lively Body of Christ’s flesh (united and knit to the Divinity)

ce

1 Foxe, Vol. VI, p. 472. * P- 473 3 s,
'Ibid., p. 475. 'Ibid., p. 476 #Nid.t ll))P 4 ’;4 5
'Ibid., p. 4717.
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to lie hid under the accidents . . . and that the same Body is
offered unto God by the priest in his daily massings, to put
away the sins of the quick and the dead.”’l

He says he is aware that Catholics make a distinction between
the bloody and unbloody sacrifice, but maintains that  our
unbloody sacrifice of the church ** is merely a “ sacrifice of praise
and thanksgiving, a commemoration, a showing-forth, and a
sacramental representation of that one only bloody sacrifice
offered up once for all.””2

He was pressed with a quotation from St. John Chrysostom,

and dealt with it as follows :

< Whereas you allege out of Chrysostom, that Christ is offered
in many places at once ... I grant it to be true, that is, that
Christ is offered in many places at once, in a mystery, and sacra-
mentally, and that He 1s full Christ in all those places, but not
after the corporal substance of our flesh which He took, but after
the benediction which giveth life.””8

It ought to be obvious that Ridley is simply explaining away
the language of Chrysostom, and does not really believe in the
sacrifice of the Mass. He gives a “ figurative > sense to Chrysos-
tom and other writers. Yet the above answer has actually been
quoted by Anglican writers in proof that Ridley really believed
and taught the sacrifice of the Mass after alll Thus Symonds,
in his Council of Trent and Anglican Formularies, says ‘ Ridley
agreed at his examination at Oxford that the priest offers ¢ an
unbloody sacrifice) as a ‘ representation ofthat bloody sacrifice.’” 9%

Later on in the debate, Master Pie asked Ridley :

“ What say you to that council where it is said that the priest
doth offer an unbloody sacrifice of the body of Christ ? %

Ridley answered : “1 say, it is well said, if it be rightly
understood.”

Pie continued : “ But he offereth an unbloody sacrifice.”

Ridley answered : “ It is called unbloody, and is offered
after a certain manner and in a mystery, and as a representation
of that bloody sacrifice, and he doth not lie who saith Christ
to be offered.”s

This also is quoted by Symonds.® But it is surely plain that

pjdley’s meaning is simply that of his statement in 1548, also
+Op. dt-» p. 478. - Ibid., p. 479. -Ibid., p. 482.
*Page 113. Similarly, Canon Wilfrea Knox says Ridley’s answer is * vague, but

vCt not incompatible with the orthodox view.” {Friend, I do thee no wrong, p. 33.)

Ayhy then was he condemned for heresy?
»Foxe, pp. 499-500- - Op. cit., p. 117.
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quoted by Symonds : * The representation and commemoration
of Christ’s death and passion, said and done in the Mass, is
called the sacrifice, oblation, or immolation of Christ: non rei
veritate (as learned men do write), sed significandi mysterio.”] 1t
is not really a sacrifice or an oblation, but a “ representation
and commemoration ” ofa sacrifice. This is merely the ordinary
Protestant doctrine.

Similarly, Ridley, when pressed, allowed that in a certain sense
Christ is present, and also that in a certain sense He is to be wor-
shipped in the Sacrament:

“1 also worship Christ in the sacrament.””2? But he im-
mediately adds, “ not because He is included in the sacrament;
like as I worship Christ also in the Scriptures, not because He
is really included in them.” And yet, on the strength of such
statements, Ridley is included by Symonds among the Anglican
divines who * accept Eucharistic adoration.”3

Ridley in the same discussion gave seven arguments against
the Real Presence as taught by the Church of Rome. He was
quite willing to admit a “ true presence,” by which, as he
explained, he meant a “ presence by grace.” This was evidently
the same as Cranmer’s presence “ by faith,” as distinct from
Zwinglian symbolism. This view Ridley read into the ancient
Fathers, by fastening on isolated expressions thus :

I say and believe that there is not only a signification of Christ’s
Body set forth by the Sacrament, but also that therewith is given
to the godly and faithful the grace of Christ’s body, that is, the
food of life and immortality. ... I say also with St. Augustine,
that we eat life and drink life ; with Emissene, that we feel the
Lord to be present in grace ; with Athanasius, that we receive
celestial food which cometh from above ; the property of natural
communion, with Hilary ; the nature of flesh and benediction
which giveth life in bread and wine, with Cyril ; and with the
same Cyril, the virtue of the very flesh of Christ, life and grace
of his Body, the property of the only Begotten, that is to say,
life; as He Himself in plain words expounded it. I confess also
with Basil, that we receive the mystical advent and coming of
Christ, grace and virtue of his very nature; the sacrament of his
very flesh, with Ambrose ; the body by grace, with Epiphanius ;
spiritual flesh, but not that which was crucified, with Jerome ;
grace flowing into a sacrifice, and the grace of the Spirit, with
Chrysostom ; grace and invisible verity, grace and society of the
members of Christ’s body, with Augustine.

1 Works, Parker Society, p. 317. >Foxe, p. 492.
* Op, cit, p. 53. Symonds allows, indeed, that * it is doubtful how far Ridley
believed in more than a virtual Presence ” (op. cit., p. 54).
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“‘Finally, with Bertram ... I confess that Christ’s Body is in
the Sacrament in this respect, namely, as he writeth, because there
is in it the Spirit of Christ, that is, the power of the Word of God,
which not only feedeth the soul, but also cleanseth it.

“ Out of these, I suppose, it may clearly appear unto all men
how far we are from this opinion, whereot some go about falsely
to slander us. to the world, saying, we teach that the godly and
faithful should receive nothing else at the Lord’s table but a
figure of the Body of Christ.”’]

Here Ridley makes it quite clear that he did not teach that
in the Eucharist we receive a mere figure of Christ’s body. We
receive more than a figure inasmuch as we receive, not Christ’s
Body itself, but grace, and by grace there is a certain ‘ true
presence ” of Christ, but this is not in the bread and wine, but
in the sacrament as received by faithful and godly believers.

In view of the fact that Ridley’s Eucharistic doctrine is, in
language, at any rate, the highest set forth by the Anglican
Reformers, we will give another exposition of his views, taken
this time from a treatise entitled A Brief Declaration of the Lord's
Supper, written this same year, 1554. It is noteworthy that he
rejects not only Transubstantiation, but also what he calls w the
carnal or corporal presence of Christ’s substance ™ :

““Let us see wherein the dissension doth stand (between Papists
and Anglican Protestants). ... In the matter of this sacrament

there be divers points, wherein men counted to be learned cannot
agree : as,
Whether there be any transubstantiation of the bread, or
no?
Any corporal and carnal presence of Christ’s substance,
or no?
Whether adoration, only due unto God, is to be done unto
the sacrament, or no ?
And whether Christ’s body be there offered in deed unto
the heavenly Father by the priest, or no ?
Or whether the evil man receiveth the natural Body of
Christ, or no ?

... Yet all five aforesaid points do chiefly hang upon this one
question, which is :

Whatis the matter ofthe sacrament, whetheritis the natural

substance of bread, or the natural substance of Christ’'s own

Body? . . .
“Ifit be Christ's own natural Body, born of the Virgin, then
assuredly . . . they must needs grant transubstantiation, that is,

a change of the substance of bread into the substance of Christ’s
body ; then also must they grant the carnal and corporal presence

1 Works, Parker Society, p. 202.
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of Christ’s Body ; then must the sacrament be adored with the
honour due unto Christ Himself . . . then, if the priest do offer
the sacrament, he doth offer indeed Christ Himself, and finally,
the murderer, the adulterer, or wicked man, receiving the sacrament,
must needs then receive also the natural substance of Christ’s
own blessed Body, both flesh and blood.

“Now, on the other side, if . . . it be found that the substance
of bread is the material substance of the sacrament ; although,
for the change of the use, office, and dignity of the bread, the bread
indeed sacramentally is changed into the Body of Christ, as the
water in baptism is sacramentally changed into the fountain of
generation, and yet the material substance thereof remaineth
all one, as was before . . . then must it follow . . . that there
is but one material substance in the sacrament of the Body . . . that
there is no such thing indeed and in truth as they call transubstan-
tiation, for the substance of bread remaineth still in the sacrament
of the Body. Then also the natural substance of Christ's human
nature ... is in heaven, where it reigneth now in glory, and not
here inclosed under the form of bread. Then that godly honour,
which is only due unto God the Creator, may not be done unto the
creature without idolatry and sacrilege, is not to be done unto
the holy sacrament. Then also the wicked ... do not receive
the natural substance of the blessed Body and Blood of Christ.
Finally, then doth it.follow that Christ’s blessed Body and Blood,
which was once only offered and shed upon the cross, being available
for the sins ofall the whole world, is offered up no more in the natural
substance thereof, neither by the priest, nor any other thing.”l

The rest of the work consists of an attempt to prove this latter
view. But even so, Ridley here once more insists that he believes
in some kind of presence, though it is not the Real Presence as
understood by Catholics, but a * presence by grace ” :

“ What kind of presence do they [i.e. the school to which he
himself belongs] grant, and what do they deny ?

“Briefly they deny the presence of Christ’s Body in the natural
substance in his human and assumed nature, and grant the presence
ofthe same by grace ; thatis, they affirm and say that the substance
ofthe naturafBody and Blood of’ ghrist is only remaining in Heaven,
and so shall be unto the latter day when He shall come again in
glory ... tojudge both the quick and the dead. And the same
natural substance of the very Body and Blood of Christ, because it is
united to the divine nature in Christ, the Second Person of the
Trinity, therefore it hath not only life in itself, but is also able to give,
and doth give life unto so many as be, or shall be, partakers thereof.
That is, that to all that do believe on his name, which are not
born of blood, as St. John saith, or of the will of the flesh, or of the
will of man, but are born of God—though the selfsame substance
abide still in Heaven, and they for the time of the pilgrimage dwell
here upon earth, by grace, f,say, that is by the gift of this life

1 Works, pp. 11-12.
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(mentioned in John) and the properties of the same meet for our
pilgrimage here upon earth, the same Body of Christ is here present
with us. Even as, for example, we say the same sun, which in sub-
stance never removeth his place out of the heavens, is yet present
here by his beams, light, ané) natural influence. . . .For God’s word
and his Sacraments be, as it were, the beams of Christ, which is
Sol Justitiae, the Sun of Righteousness.”1

We may fairly sum up Ridley’s belief by saying :

(i) He denied the Mass to be a Propitiatory Sacrifice.

(2) He denied the sacrificial character of the priesthood.

(3) He believed the natural substance of Christ’s Body to
be only in Heaven.

(4) He believed Christ to be present in the Sacrament by
grace, in the sense in which the sun is present to us by its
light and warmth. Ridley’s “ true presence ” is therefore
not the Presence of Christ, but the presence of the grace of
Christ.

The difference between Ridley’s doctrine and that of the
Catholic Church will be seen by the following statement in
one of his farewell letters :

“ In the stead of the Lord’s holy Table, they give the people, with
much solemn disguisin%, a thing which they call their Mass, but
.. . I'may call it a crafty juggling, whereby these false thieves and
jugglers have bewitched the minds of the simple people, that they
have brought from the worship of God unto pernicious idolatry,
and made them believe that to be Christ our Lord and Saviour
which indeed is neither God nor man, nor hath any life in itself,
but in substance is the creature of bread and wine, and in use of
the Lord’s Table is the Sacrament of Christ’s Body and Blood.””

And in the same letter he thus addresses his late see of London :

“ O thou now wicked and bloody see, why dost thou set up
again many altars of idolatry which by the word of God were
justly taken away? Oh, why hast thou overthrown the Lord’s
Table ? Why dost thou daily delude the people, masking in thy
Masses in the stead of the Lord’s Holy Supper ? *’3

5. Lastly, we come to the disputation with Bishop Latimer.

On the first proposition, he said :

“To the right celebration ofthe Lord’s Supper there is no other
presence of Christ required than a spiritual presence, and this
presence is sufficient for a Christian man, as a presence by which
we abide in Christ, and Christ abideth in us, to the obtaining of
eternal life, ifwe persevere. And this same presence may be called
most fitly a real presence, that is, a presence not feigned. ... As for

'Op. cit.,?. 13. 'Ibid., p. 401. p. 409.
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that which is fc;il%nqd of many, concerning their corporal presence,
I for my part take it but for a papistical invention.

As to the second conclusion, Transubstantiation
““hath no stay or ground in God’s word, but is a thing invented
and found out by man; and therefore to be taken as fond and
false.”
The third conclusion, on the Sacrifice of the Mass,
““seemeth subtilely to sow sedition against the offering which Christ
Himself offered for us in his own proper person. . . The sacrificing
priesthood is changed by God'’s ordinance into a preaching priest-
hood ; and the sacrificing priesthood should cease utterly, saving
inasmuch as all Christian men are sacrificing priests.”’|

Latimer thus was undoubtedly a heretic.
On Friday, April 20th, the three Protestant Bishops were
formally condemned as heretics, and pronounced to be “ no

members of the Church.””?

6. In conclusion, it will be interesting to note the opinion
on the Eucharistic doctrine of these three Reformers, expressed
by Dr. Darwell Stone, in his History ofthe Doctrine ofthe Eucharist.

He says of Cranmer :

“ His statement at Oxford in 1554 is not the outcome of any
different belief than the form ofreceptionism or virtualism expressed
in his treatises of 1550 and 1551.”%8

Of Ridley, he says :

““A comparison of his statements about the Eucharist with
one another, and an examination of his teaching as a whole, lead
to 