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INTRODUCTION

The Questions and Analysis series is based on the belief that the
student actively benefits from explicit interpretation of key issues and
help with source-based technique. Each volume therefore separates
narrative from analysis and sources; it follows an overall structure of
Background, Analyses and Sources.

This volume, The Mid Tudors, adds a further dimension. Sixth-form
and university courses have given more and more importance to
historical debates, requiring proficiency in historiography as well as
in history. The format takes this development into account. The
Background is confined to essential introductory perspectives or narra-
tive. As in previous volumes, Analysis (1) focuses on a key historical
issue, sometimes with the addition of historiographical debate. Analysis
(2) concentrates more explicitly on its historiographical dimensions,
considering the extent of and reasons for changes of emphasis. There
is a similar distinction between two types of sources in most of the
chapters: Sources (1) are mainly primary, while Sources (2) are usually
secondary, giving specific examples of differing lines of interpretation.
Suggested approaches are provided to one source-based question in
each of Chapters 1 to 6.

It is hoped that the student or general reader will want to contribute
to the debate in these chapters. Having a wide range of ideas is bound
to stimulate more. Provided that they can be substantiated, they are all
valid — and they all count. This is what makes history so creative.

INTRODUCTION ix






THE LEGACY OF
HENRY VIll, 1509—47

BACKGROUND

The focus of this book is on Edward VI and Mary, normally referred to
as the ‘Mid Tudors'; the reign of Elizabeth is covered in another title in
the series. Since the period 1547-58 was so heavily influenced by the
shadow of Henry VIII, the purpose of this opening chapter is to set
the scene for Henry's successors by summarising Henry's legacy to
them. Analysis 1 outlines the key changes made during his reign, while
Analysis 2 focuses on the way in which historians have interpreted their
origins and impact.

ANALYSIS 1: WHAT KEY CHANGES HAD OCCURRED DURING
THE REIGN OF HENRY VIII?

Provision for the dynasty

The Tudor dynasty was simple in its inception but complex in its unfold-
ing. Founded by Henry VIl after his victory over the last Yorkist king,
Richard Ill, at the Battle of Bosworth (1485), it was continued by
Henry VIl and three of his children. Arthur, the first son of Henry VII,
died in April 1502, not long after his marriage to Catherine of Aragon
in October 1501. The second son ascended the throne as Henry VIl
in 1509, marrying his brother's widow in the same year. This union
caused domestic and diplomatic complications in the future for, from
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1527 onwards, Henry VIII's immediate priority was to secure the
annulment of the marriage; he wanted a son in line to the succession
since his only child up to that point had been a daughter, Mary, born in
1516. His second marriage — to Anne Boleyn in 15633 — resulted in the
birth of a second daughter. Elizabeth was recognised by Parliament in
1534 as heir to the throne, following confirmation of Henry's divorce
from Catherine. After the execution of Anne Boleyn in 1536, and
Henry's marriage to Jane Seymour, a second Act of Succession
declared both Mary and Elizabeth illegitimate and settled the succes-
sion on the issue of Jane Seymour. October 1537 saw the birth of
Edward, the male heir for whom Henry had hoped, but also the death
of Jane. Subsequent attempts to consolidate the succession failed,
despite further marriages to Anne of Cleves (January 1540), Catherine
Howard (August 1540) and Catherine Parr (1543). A third Act of
Succession cancelled previous provisions and recognised, as heirs,
first Edward, then Mary, then Elizabeth. This was confirmed by Henry's
will in December 1546, which also included collateral arrangements —
if needed — for the accession of the descendants of Henry's sisters,
Mary and Margaret.

Each of Henry VIII's three children did come to the throne — as
Edward VI (1547-58), Mary (1553-58) and Elizabeth (1558-1603).
But the course of the succession was far from smooth, involving
unexpected twists and turns. For example, on his deathbed in June
1553, Edward VI issued a Devise, under the influence of the Lord
President of the Council, Northumberland (page 36). This dis-
possessed both Mary and Elizabeth as illegitimate and, instead,
nominated Lady Jane Grey and her male descendants. But, when
Edward died in July, the attempt to install Jane failed in the face of
determined resistance from Mary, who succeeded to the throne in
August (page 101). As an ardent Catholic, she was determined to undo
the Henrician and Edwardian Reformations, which had major implica-
tions for religious developments in England (page 63). Her marriage to
Philip of Spain was similarly controversial, having no small impact on
foreign policy — and upon the perceptions and susceptibilities of much
of the political establishment. Opposition to this was both peaceful and
violent, involving, on the one hand, an attempt to persuade her to marry
Edward Courtenay and, on the other, a threat to the whole regime in
the form of the Wyatt rebellion (page 103). Since her marriage was
without issue, the throne passed in 1558 to Henry VIII's other daughter,
Elizabeth.

It is highly unusual for a monarch to be succeeded by all of his
children. When that monarch is associated with major changes in state
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and church the question inevitably arises as to the extent to which his
reign influenced theirs.

Governmental changes

Henry VIII's reign had been associated with three major changes in the
central administration of England, which continued to influence the rest
of the century.

The first was the gradual erosion of the influence of the political
functions of the court in favour of the Privy Council, an institution of
growing importance. Under Henry's predecessors, this had been large
and cumbersome; even under Henry VII it had comprised up to 40
members. Henry VIl made it smaller and more streamlined so that it
included only councillors involved in day to day administration. By
1537 it had been reduced to an average of 19 members, each respon-
sible for a specific function. Accompanying the development of the
Privy Council was the expanding position of the king's secretary; the
most important occupant of this post under Henry VIl was Thomas
Cromwell. A key part of the administrative changes was the gradual
emergence of a series of departments from the former household
management of the finances. This began in 15636 when the Court of
Augmentations was set up to process the wealth of the monasteries,
and the Office of General Surveyors became a department, and were
followed by the Court of Wards, the Court of First Fruits and Tenths
and the Court of General Surveyors. Overall, there were six depart-
ments, concerned mainly with the control of different forms of revenue.
These changes had clearly transformed Henrician government by
1547. But would the Privy Council and departments continue to
develop after Henry VIII's death? This issue is dealt with in Chapters 2
and 6.

Second, there had also been significant developments in local
administration. Both Wolsey and Cromwell established close relations
between the crown and selected members of the nobility and gentry to
create a core of loyal supporters in each area: the number had reached
200 by 1525 and 263 by 1535. Most of these were also Justices of the
Peace, the principal method by which the king had traditionally retained
control over the law within the localities. The result was an underlying
security; despite the huge religious changes brought about during
his reign, Henry VIII faced only intermittent crises, of which only the
Pilgrimage of Grace (1536) was particularly serious. The policies
pursued in this area under Edward VI are covered on page 28, and
during Mary's reign on page 111.
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Third, changes had occurred in the relationship between king and
Parliament — although these were confined to the second half of Henry
VIII's reign. During the 1520s Parliament was either ignored or under-
rated: certainly Wolsey never fully understood its potential. During the
1530s, by contrast, Parliament played, under Cromwell's guidance, a
vital part in the religious and administrative changes. It confirmed the
break with Rome; it conferred upon the king the headship of the English
church and protected him from opposition with a law of treason; it
defined doctrine more or less according to the government's dictates;
and it dissolved the monasteries. Throughout the process Henry VIl
recognised that Parliament was actually enhancing royal power. He
said to Parliament in 1542: ‘We at no time stand so highly in our
estate royal as in the time of Parliament.! Whether this was a
precedent for Edward VI and Mary is considered on pages 28 and 107.

Religious changes

The constitutional position of the English church had been funda-
mentally altered by a series of statutes breaking the connection with
Rome and replacing papal authority with that of the king in Parliament.
The wealth of the church had been gradually diverted to the crown by
the Acts of Annates (15632 and 1534) and the Act of First Fruits and
Tenths (1534). More radical changes to the infrastructure occurred
with the Dissolution Acts of 1536 and 1539, which transferred the
wealth of England's 850 monasteries to the crown, to be either
reinvested or sold off to private buyers. Meanwhile, the allegiance of
the clergy was diverted from the Pope by means of the two Acts for the
Submission of the Clergy (1532 and 1534). The Act in Restraint on
Appeals (1533) ended the method by which appeals had been made to
the Pope; instead, the whole process was to be conducted through
English courts. The crowning piece of the Henrician Reformation was
the Act of Supremacy (1534), which stated that ‘the King our sovereign
lord, his heirs and successors kings of this realm, shall be taken,
accepted, and reputed the only supreme head in earth of the Church
of England called Anglicana Ecclesia'. This was reinforced by the
Treasons Act (1534) which provided for a range of measures which
could be interpreted as treasonable and as deserving the supreme
penalty. Future developments were to be more contradictory, involving
the acceptance or continuation of Henrician trends or their attempted
reversal. Under Edward VI, for example, the chantries were dissolved
in 1547 (page 46); Mary, by contrast, opposed all the dissolutions
in principle, while being completely unable to reverse the process
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(page 65). Edward VI's administration secured the repeal of the
Treasons Act in 1547 but added a replacement in 1552 (page 30);
Mary, albeit for different reasons, substituted two more in 1553 and
1554 (chapter 6).

Changes in doctrine had also been extensive, although more
variable. Until the mid-1530s Henry's campaign against the church
had been confined to institutional reform. In 1536, however, the Act of
Ten Articles showed a number of Lutheran influences, reducing the
essential sacraments from seven to three (baptism, penance and the
communion), while the 1638 royal injunctions condemned the use
of images in churches. Some of these changes were subsequently
reversed in the Act of Six Articles (1539), which restored a largely
Catholic position, reintroducing the doctrine of transubstantiation and
communion in both kinds. This was followed in 1543 by the rejection —
in the King's Book — of Lutheran doctrines such as justification by faith
and freedom of will. Yet by the beginning of 1544 the pendulum had
begun to swing back the other way. For a second time Henry moved
tentatively towards a more Protestant position, even allowing his son to
be brought up as a Protestant. Although he refused to budge on some
areas of doctrine, Henry now proved much more amenable to transla-
tions. The English version of the Litany was brought out for use in
churches in 1544, while the King's Prymer followed in 1545. But the
mass itself was not translated from Latin into English: Henry was not
prepared to go that far. To an extent this reluctance was to be reversed
under Edward VI, greater Protestant influences being shown in the
Prayer Books of 15649 and 1552 - reinforced by Acts of Uniformity in
the same years — and in the Forty-Two Articles of 1553 (page 48). Mary
went as far as she could in the opposite direction, using the service of
Cardinal Pole to restore Catholic doctrine (page 64).

Whatever their type and purpose, Henry VlII's religious changes had
inevitably attracted support and opposition — both at the top and at
the grass roots. Support fell into two main categories — political and
doctrinal. The former involved unquestioning loyalty for the king from
the majority of his servants and from the considerable numbers of
politicians, Members of Parliament and local magnates who had
benefited financially from the dissolution of the monasteries. Doctrinal
support involved a more circumspect relationship with the king and
needed, as in the case of Archbishop Cranmer, a knowledge of when to
seek to influence and when to adopt a tactical withdrawal. Although
very much in a minority, opposition from above was still to be found in
certain areas. In both Houses of Parliament some members opposed
the earlier legislative measures of the 1530s, although the strength of

THE LEGACY OF HENRY VIII 5



the opposition gradually withered away, especially after the introduc-
tion of the Treasons Act. But two opponents at the highest level refused
to submit — Bishop John Fisher and Sir Thomas More, Lord Chancellor
between 1529 and 1532; both were eventually executed for declining
to take the oath of allegiance to the crown. Both subsequently came to
be seen as martyrs and had an impact well beyond the reign of Henry
VIII. Opposition at such a high level was more unusual in the reign
of Edward VI but reached a new height under Mary; progenitors of
the Henrician and Edwardian Reformations, like Cranmer, became the
highest-profile victims of the Marian Counter Reformation (page 74).

Opposition from below came from a variety of sources but never
amounted to a major threat to the king's security. Some challenges
came from individuals, such as the ‘Holy Maid of Kent', others from
small groups like the Carthusian order of the London Charterhouse,
upon whom was heaped the most vicious treatment of the entire
reign. More widespread opposition took the form of the Pilgrimage of
Grace, a collective term for five uprisings in the north between 1535
and 1536. Across the country as a whole, there were also pockets of
people who remained loyal to the Catholic doctrines and were not
willing to go along with the Reformation: examples were to be found in
Lancashire, Cornwall and Lincolnshire. Yet there was little that anyone
could do to change the situation. The Act of Supremacy and the
Treasons Act were a formidable combination. The former required a
formal commitment, effectively politicising the religious issue. The latter
specified the grounds for treason, which were sufficiently broad to
include virtually any disagreement, even doctrinal. The mid-Tudor
period saw further grass-roots resistance, usually combining social and
religious grievances. This was particularly apparent in the Cornish
rising of 1547 and the Kett rebellion of 1549 (pages 131-2). In the
case of Mary the main threat came from a combination of political
opposition and fears that her proposed marriage to Philip Il was a
prelude to the forceful imposition of Catholicism on England by
Spanish troops. As in the reign of Henry VIII, such threats were all
put down — but they still had the capacity to shake the confidence of
the dynasty.

The place of England in Europe

During the early Tudor period England had slipped from the position
she had occupied in the late Middle Ages as one of Europe's key
military powers — at least by contrast with the Valois and Habsburg
monarchies. The main reasons for this had occurred in the fifteenth
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century: the reunification and revival of France and the unification of
Spain. Both countries had larger populations than England, more
extensive resources and wealth, and successful recent military
experience — France in ending the English occupation and Spain in the
reconquista against the Moors. Spain also became an integral part
of the broader Habsburg dominions: Charles | of Spain was also
Archduke of Austria, Duke of Burgundy and, until 1555, Holy Roman
Emperor. This combination was seen as a major threat by France, which
meant that diplomacy in the first half of the sixteenth century was
dominated by the Habsburg—Valois rivalry. Although England was
extensively involved in this, her role was more peripheral than central.
Instead of being able, as in the past, to dominate western Europe,
England now needed to guard her remaining commercial interests
there and prevent other powers from taking advantage of her
ambivalent relations with Scotland.

By and large Henry VII had seen France as the greater threat to
England but had had the common sense not to try to force England
back into central contention. Instead, he seized opportunities for
diplomacy when they arose, making treaties with Aragon and Castile in
1489 and 1496, joining the Holy League against France in 1496
and arranging the marriage between Arthur, heir to the throne, and
Catherine of Aragon (who, on becoming Arthur's widow, subsequently
married her brother-in-law, Henry, in 1509). The new king, Henry VIII,
made more of the traditional enmity between England and France
between 1509 and 1514, launching an unsuccessful landing at
Bayonne and suffering a naval defeat at Brest before winning the Battle
of the Spurs in 1513. Reality was restored by the treaty with France in
1514. Between 1515 and 1529 the dominant influence on England’s
foreign policy was Cardinal Wolsey, whose scope for manoeuvre was,
however, narrowed by the growing power of the Habsburgs and the
need to secure papal agreement for the separation between Henry VIII
and Catherine of Aragon. This priority meant that English policy
became more reactive, whether on the side of the Habsburgs against
France or — as after the Treaty of Cognac (1526) — in alliance with
France against the Habsburgs. After Wolsey's fall in 1529, English
diplomacy became increasingly tortuous and - it has to be said -
unsuccessful. Indeed, it is arguable that because Henry VIlI lacked the
resources to get a resolution through foreign policy, he had to do so
internally by means of a series of constitutional changes — which
accelerated the course of the English Reformation. At the same time,
defending these involved further twists and turns through the late
1530s, in the form of treaties with the Lutheran states and attempts to
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achieve reconciliation with the Emperor. The latter succeeded and,
from 1543, Henry reverted to the policy of his early reign — open
hostility with France. The intention was that Henry VIl and Charles V
should lead their armies in person and converge on Paris. But Henry
restricted his objective to the capture of Boulogne in 1544 and Charles
felt justified in concluding peace with Francis. In 1545 the latter
attempted an unsuccessful invasion of England. A compromise was
reached by the Treaty of Ardres: Boulogne would be returned to
France, but only after eight years, and conditional upon French sub-
sidies to England in the meantime. All of this had been accompanied by
a simultaneous worsening of relations between England and Scotland
and the constant threat that France would exploit England’s unstable
northern frontier.

Henry VIII's legacy was therefore a mixed one. On the one hand,
England seemed to be pointed firmly in the direction of enmity with
France and, where possible, alliance with Spain and the Emperor.
On the other, there were possibilities for reconciliation with France,
involving England changing sides in the Habsburg—Valois conflict.
This absence of any irrevocable commitment was to continue through
the middle decades of the sixteenth century. The reign of Edward VI
(1547-53) was to see the continuation of both trends (pages 81-2).
Somerset sided with the Emperor against France which, of course,
reacted by stirring up the Scottish threat. Then, after his rise to power in
1549, Northumberland reversed the process by signing the Treaty of
Boulogne with France in 1550, before attempting — unsuccessfully — to
make England the broker between France and the Habsburgs. Mary
(1553-58) made it her priority to develop Spanish amity and her
marriage with Philip 1l of Spain seemed to secure this (page 82);
certainly her reign saw renewed and intensified conflict with France,
culminating in England’s loss of Calais in 1558 (page 83). France con-
tinued to be seen as the main threat in the opening years of Elizabeth's
reign, only for a complete reversal to occur in the 1570s. The main
reason for this was the sudden descent of France into civil war and the
emergence of Spain as the major power of western Europe. Elizabeth's
England, unlike that of Henry VIIl, was to re-emerge as that power’s
main challenger. By no stretch of the imagination, however, could this
be accredited to Henry VIII's policies.

Questions

1. What was Henry VIII's achievement?
2.  How much of this achievement survived his death in 15477?
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ANALYSIS 2: HOW HAVE HISTORIANS INTERPRETED THE
HENRICIAN ‘REVOLUTIONS’ AND THEIR SUBSEQUENT IMPACT?

Ever since the early 1950s some historians have argued that Henry
VIII's reign was nothing less than ‘revolutionary’ in its impact, both at
the time and in the future. Some, like G.R. Elton, saw the establish-
ment of ‘the sovereignty of the king in parliament’ as a ‘revolution in
government’,? while others, like A.G. Dickens, focused on the religious
transformation, or the Reformation as a revolution.

A ‘revolution in government’?

According to Elton, Henry VIlI's reign played a crucial role in the
country's political development: indeed, the 1530s brought one of the
‘three administrative revolutions’ in English history.® The first had been
‘The Anglo-Norman creation of a centralised feudal state governed by
the king in his household’,* which had remained essentially unchanged
throughout the Middle Ages and was merely refined by the Yorkists,
Henry VIl and Wolsey. The second was the reforms of the 1530s which
involved an altogether new principle of ‘an administration relying on the
household’ being replaced by ‘one based exclusively on bureaucratic
departments and officers of state'.’ The result was the introduction of a
more formal system for the control of finances in a number of ‘parallel
revenue courts',® including the Court of First Fruits and Tenths and the
Court of Augmentations, established to handle the revenue coming
in from the church as a direct result of the Reformation. This was
accompanied by the emergence of a smaller and more cohesive central
structure, ‘a formal government board, the privy council’,” and the
greatly enhanced status of the office of principal secretary. This
situation continued, with further modifications, until the nineteenth
century, when a third administrative revolution ended the remnants of
the ‘medieval system’ and ‘created an administration based on depart-
ments responsible to parliament’.® Henry VIII's reign was therefore a
turning point in the emergence of ‘the self-contained sovereign state'.
This interpretation is in complete contrast with an alternative his-
torical perspective — that the consolidation of the English monarchy
and the strengthening of the system of government had already
occurred before Henry VIII's accession. One possibility, favoured by
S.B. Chrimes, is that the turning point came during the reign of Edward
IV (1461-83): ‘what he did went on to determine that the government
of England would continue to be a monarchy in fact as well as in name,
without involving the destruction of any of the established and by then
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traditional institutions’.? A more consistent case has been put for Henry
VIl (1485-1509), favoured by historians from J.R. Green to A. Grant.
According to Green, writing in 1898: ‘The old English kingship, limited
by the forces of feudalism ... faded suddenly away, and in its place
we see, all-absorbing and unrestrained, the despotism of the New
Monarchy.”'® Grant maintained in 1985 that ‘the most important revolu-
tion in government of the period was surely the restoration of a high
degree of peace and stability throughout most of the century, and its
architect was King Henry VII. For this reason, his victory over Richard Il|
in August 1485 deserves to be re-established as a major turning-point
in English history."" This was endorsed by T.B. Pugh, who went on to
say that the momentum for change was actually confined to the reign of
Henry VI, thus challenging Elton’s thesis of a ‘revolution in government’
under Henry VIII. ‘If ever there was a “New Monarchy” in England’,
argued Pugh, ‘it began and ended with Henry VII."'? Other critics of the
Elton thesis have included J. Guy, who doubted that there was as much
of a difference between the Privy Council and the royal household as
Elton believed'® or that the reforms of Thomas Cromwell were carefully
considered and planned.

The debate on ‘turning-points’ and the ‘revolution in government’
also has implications for subsequent reigns and overlaps into the
mid-Tudor period covered in this book. Two broad political perspectives
can be detected here. One is that the reign of Edward VI and — more
particularly — that of Mary brought the administrative changes of
Henry VIII's reign under severe strain; Cromwell's reforms had, how-
ever, been so successful that the gap between 1547 and 1558 was
successfully bridged and the Henrician administrative progress was
resumed during the reign of Elizabeth. An alternative scenario is that
there was more direct continuity over the sixteenth century as a whole.
Since the key transition had been made under Henry VIl — or earlier —
there was no ‘revolution’ under Henry VIII and no sudden power
vacuum under Edward VI and Mary. On the contrary, some historians
have pointed to a strong consistency in the functioning of the central
administration and to the positive contributions made during both
reigns to take the Henrician reforms further. Far from temporarily halting
the impetus of the Henrician ‘revolution’, the reigns of Edward VI and
Mary may therefore be seen as an integral part of a Tudor ‘evolution’ in
government.

These interpretations provide a background to Chapters 2 and 5,
which deal with political and administrative developments during
the reigns of Edward VI and Mary. The fact that Edward VI's entire
reign was a minority has led some historians to believe that central
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institutions like the Privy Council fell under the control of ministers more
concerned with their own interests than with sustaining previous
reforms (page 27). Others have argued that, despite Edward’s minority,
there was a remarkable degree of administrative continuity within the
Privy Council and that local government was enhanced by the exten-
sion of measures already introduced by Henry VIII (page 28). Within
this broader context there is a more specific debate on the aims and
achievements of Somerset, Lord Protector between 1547 and 1550,
and Northumberland, Lord President of the Council in 15650-53. The
earlier view that Somerset's moderate policies were supplanted by the
more ruthless and self-seeking measures of Northumberland has been
more or less reversed: Northumberland has now been given far more
credit for restoring administrative efficiency after the earlier irregular-
ities of Somerset (page 27). This has, in turn, affected the overall
dynamics of the reign. Instead of initial attempts to preserve Henry VlII's
achievements being undermined by subsequent irresponsibility, it
now seems that an early slippage was later arrested. This, of course,
leads us straight to the reign of Mary (15655-58), which presented the
problem not of finding an appropriate source of royal power during a
minority but of adapting to a monarch determined to reverse Henry
VIII's religious changes. Again, there has been a sharp division of opin-
ion. One interpretation was that Mary lacked any administrative ability
and, in her obsession with trying to restore England to the Catholic
faith, neglected central government and the finances (page 106);
indeed, England was saved from administrative collapse only by the
early death of Mary and the accession of Elizabeth, both of which
allowed for the revival of Henrician efficiency. The alternative approach
is to see Mary as a very competent administrator who presided over
refinements to the conciliar system, extensive legal changes and con-
siderable financial reorganisation (page 108). Elizabeth, in other words,
inherited Henrician government enhanced by further reform.

How far was the monarch personally in control? A popular image
exists of Henry VIII as a whimsical despot. J.R. Green maintained
that one of his strongest characteristics was a suspicion of opposition
and that ‘It was on this inner dread that Cromwell based the fabric of
his power.”'* The reign was characterised by tyranny, which, already
apparent at the time of Wolsey, reached a peak during the administra-
tion of Cromwell. There is still a strong school of thought that Henry VIII
was a despot: this view has even been updated by reference to the
‘Stalin of the Tudor period'. Evidence for this includes the ruthless
treatment of ministers (the precipitate end of Wolsey, More and
Cromwell); the introduction of the treason laws against any religious
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dissidents; and the use of Parliament to build up an impenetrable
layer of personal royal power. At the other extreme is the revisionist
view that Henry VIII was actually open to manipulation and that the
overall nature of his rule was negative. He was extensively influenced
by Wolsey and Cromwell, who virtually led him into their own
stratagems of domestic and foreign policy. He also moved from one
position to another as a result of the factions which developed at
court. Indeed, some historians maintain that his variable approach to
the doctrinal changes in the Reformation were the result of the ascend-
ancy of one of the two factions at court — the reformers (who included
Cromwell and Lutheran sympathisers) or the conservatives (the leader
of whom was the Duke of Norfolk). We have, therefore, a king who
was weak, indecisive and not in control of the extensive changes
made during his reign. Somewhere between the two ends of the
spectrum lies the interpretation of Henry VIII which makes the most
sense. The king was certainly impetuous and liable to sudden
change. This showed in his personal relationships and in his foreign
policy. He also took considerable pains to ensure the dignity of his title
— above all by the Treasons Act of 1534. There have been few more
dangerous monarchs to cross, whether by a minister of state or by a
lesser member of the public. Nevertheless, he was open to suggestions
about policy: at times he very much depended on the lead taken,
whether by Wolsey in the administration of justice, or Cromwell in the
refinement of the council, or Cranmer in the evolution of a religious
doctrine. It would, however, be stretching the point to insist that this
was a sign of weakness. It could be seen as a willingness to delegate
— for positive reasons such as the recognition of quality in the king's
servants, or for negative reasons such as lack of sustained interest in
administrative or doctrinal detail. But when it really mattered, Henry ViIl|
was able to assert his authority. In the case of Wolsey, ‘the conclusion
has usually been taken that Wolsey only enjoyed independent decision
making when Henry was prepared to allow him to do so, or for the short
periods of time when the king was not properly aware of what was
happening’.'® Similarly, Henry had no compunction about dispensing
with the services of both Wolsey and Cromwell, in the process showing
a ruthless streak which was the king's special hallmark. Above all, he
played an integral part in the changes of his reign. Whether there was
a ‘revolution’ in government or an ‘evolution’ of government, it was
presided over by the king and not directed against him.

Can the same be said of his successors? To some historians
Henry VIl towered over both Edward VI and Mary who showed serious
deficiencies as rulers. Edward has been seen as sickly, feeble and
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easily manipulated by ruthless officials (page 26), playing no part in
practical government and showing no potential for growing into the role
left by his father. Mary's health was affected by recurrent hysteria and
her judgement was clouded by an overriding determination to restore
England to Catholicism (page 106); in her case strength of will was
a disadvantage to England’s governance. Between 1547 and 1558,
therefore, Henry VIII's leadership was followed by a personal vacuum
which was not filled until the accession of Elizabeth. There are, how-
ever, two ways in which such criticisms of Edward and Mary have been
challenged. One is by emphasising different facets of their character —
those which reveal more of their potential. Edward, for example, was
confined to his sickbed only in the last year of his life; before then he
was energetic and took an active interest in the affairs of government,
engaging in regular discussion with Northumberland and influencing
him even on his deathbed (page 28). Mary's instability was offset by
equally striking equanimity and her determination to impose her will was
balanced by a willingness to engage officials of real ability (page 108).
Against the traditional view — that the shortness of their reigns
prevented them from doing too much damage to Henry's legacy - it
is arguable that they were allowed too little time to demonstrate what
they could actually achieve in their own right. Another approach is to
link each of the three monarchs with the twin pillars of their power - the
Privy Council and Parliament. Whatever their differences in personality
and temperament, Edward and Mary had the same infrastructure as
Henry. The king's ‘place’ continued, in the words of Bishop Gardiner,
to be replenished by his council (page 27), while Mary proved more
than able to move her officials in the direction she wanted to go. The
power of the crown also meant that of the monarch in Parliament. Henry
VIllI's changes had been achieved by statute, not through the arbitrary
expression of divine right. This was a pattern which was to continue
throughout the mid-Tudor period, boosting the importance of the indi-
vidual monarch at times of personal weakness whilst also preventing
the manifestation of excessive personal power (page 28). These
revised perspectives also emphasise the continuity between Henry VIII
and his successors, of ‘evolution’ sustained rather than ‘revolution’
dislocated.

A ‘revolution’ in religion?

Two issues are involved in considering whether or not the Reformation
was a revolution: the manner in which the English Reformation
occurred and the extent of the doctrinal change.
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The traditional view is that the Reformation was primarily a political
development, personally inspired. This was expressed most strongly by
J.R. Green, who referred to a ‘reign of terror': ‘The Church became a
mere instrument of the central despotism’ and England lay ‘panic-
stricken at Henry's feet'.'® The reason was that ‘every expedient had
been exhausted' in securing the divorce and ‘Despair of other means
drove Henry nearer to the bold plan from which he had shrunk at
Wolsey's fall.”'” The failure of Wolsey's policy, therefore, made Henry a
prey to Cromwell, whom Green saw as the evil genius of the whole
scenario. Part of this explanation is now considered over-dramatic but
the broad generalisation is still quite widely accepted. The emphasis is,
however, on a constitutional rather than a personal revolution. Elton
emphasised the king's switch from Wolsey, ‘the most disappointing
man who ever held power in England’,'® and his dependence on
Cromwell. The latter offered a way out — ‘to make a reality out of Henry's
vague claims to supremacy by evicting the pope from England’.'
Elton's view differs from Green's in that Elton’'s Cromwell was a
genuinely progressive inspiration, who converted English administra-
tion into a more modern system. It is therefore possible to see a strong
hand at work and an underlying logic in the rapid progression of a
Reformation from above.

It is not surprising that this idea remains a powerful one and that it
continues to attract its full quota of support from historians. There is,
however, an alternative approach. Whilst acknowledging that the
impetus came from above, some have questioned the speed of the
changes. J.J. Scarisbrick, for example, considered that it was above
all an official Reformation, and probably one that the people did
not want. Certainly, ‘To speak of a rising groundswell of lay dis-
content with the old order ... and of a momentous alliance between
the crown and disenchanted layfolk that led to the repudiation of
Rome ... is to employ metaphors for which there is not much
evidence.””® This is as much a Reformation from above as is Elton’s
version, since Scarisbrick maintains that the attitude of the people was
quite irrelevant to the changes introduced. But its actual enforce-
ment was slowed down by popular indifference at best and points of
resistance at worst.

Very different is the approach of the ‘bottom-up’ historians, who
see a seed-bed of reformist ideas leading to a swift spread of
Protestantism. The issue here is whether the local people accepted
what the king and his administration authorised or whether they wanted
to go further, even at the risk of being restrained. A.G. Dickens?' and
C. Cross®? argued that support for Protestantism at grass-roots level
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was rapid and widespread, pulling the Reformation along at a much
faster pace than it might otherwise have experienced. Other historians,
like P. Clark, agreed. Areas such as Sussex, London, Essex, Norfolk
and Suffolk were generally enthusiastic in their response to doctrinal
change, while in Kent reforms were even more extensive. Most of
the large towns showed a preference for Protestantism, as did the
universities at Oxford and Cambridge. Almost all the ports had a strong
Protestant presence, including Boston, King's Lynn, Yarmouth, Ipswich
and Harwich. The groups of people who were most enthusiastic about
Lutheranism were businessmen, sailors, shipbuilders and publicans.
Another receptive area was Gloucestershire, especially Chipping
Campden, Stroud, Tewkesbury and Gloucester. Also affected were
Wiltshire and Berkshire: the common factor, as in Gloucestershire,
was mobile clothiers. Other parts of the Midlands showing Lutheran
tendencies were Coventry and parts of Warwickshire.

Both sets of interpretations leave unresolved questions. One
version of the top-down argument has not fully established the con-
nection with the population as a whole: it merely establishes that there
was discontent as a result of the corruption within the church on the
eve of the Reformation. We now know that this has been exaggerated.
The other top-down version allows for greater resistance from the
population to the changes imposed, but has been criticised for
emphasising the strength of Catholic loyalties at the expense of
growing Protestantism. But are the arguments from below any more
convincing? One of the main problems is that the popular spread of
the Reformation depends logically on the existence of popular dissatis-
faction with the church; extensive research has, however, shown that
this was not the case. The arguments of Dickens that the bishops of the
English church set their face against reform because of the provocation
of the Lollards is not borne out by the many examples of reform which
actually did take place between 1480 and 1530. Ironically, therefore,
revisionist views in one direction have helped to undermine revisionist
views in another.

The debate on the direction and speed of the Henrician Reformation
— as a revolution from above or below — has its counterpart in the
controversy over the extent of doctrinal change. The conventional view
was best expressed by S.T. Bindoff.”® He considered that there was
a fundamental difference between Henry VlII's political aims, which
brought about the attack on the church, and his own religious views,
which remained essentially conservative — to the point where he tried
to enforce traditional Catholic doctrine and to silence Protestant
preachers and intellectuals. Gradually, however, he came to realise that
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the impetus for reform would be difficult to stop and he was therefore
moving in the direction of Protestant influences by the end of the reign.
It seems that the progression was cumulative. Henry VIl changed over
a period of time: ‘Had the reign lasted a little longer Henry might himself
have been numbered among [the Protestants].’* This approach does
not, however, account for the zig-zag nature of Henry's changes. Why
did he show an apparent movement in the direction of Protestantism
twice, between 1536 and 1538 and again after 1543, with the
reversion to more orthodox beliefs between the two? L.B. Smith®
offered the explanation that Henry VIl was influenced by political and
diplomatic motives in the view that he took of Protestantism at any
particular time. It may even be that he was affected by developments
at court. During the early 1530s the influence of Wolsey had disap-
peared, leaving a vacuum. Into this came two factions which remained
mutually antagonistic for the rest of the reign. These were the reform-
ers, who were generally pro-Lutheran, and the traditionalists, who were
more inclined to Catholicism.

Which is the more realistic scenario? The issue comes down to
whether Henry was genuinely influenced by religious argument or
whether the key factor at any one time was political expediency. In all
probability it was a combination of the two, although the precise
proportions are debatable. The problem is that moving too far in the
direction of courtly intrigue makes Henry VIl appear more and more like
a puppet being manipulated by factions rather than pulling the strings
himself. We appear to end up with a weak king rather than with a strong
one who determined doctrine as well as the shape of the institutions. Is
there a way of accepting the argument for the importance of faction
without reducing the importance of the king himself? Could it be
argued that the king chose to give factions their head because it
actually suited him to do so at a particular time? One possibility is
that Henry had to alternate between applying an accelerator and a
brake. Although reluctant to change the doctrine of the church, he
nevertheless found it necessary to make certain concessions at certain
times in order to reinforce his institutional changes. Hence the reforms
of doctrine in the mid-1530s were needed to justify and give effect to
the Acts of 1534. It may also have been necessary to go with the
momentum of Cranmer at this stage as a reward for the support he
had received over the marriage to Anne Boleyn. By 1539, however, the
brake seemed more appropriate than the accelerator. Cromwell had
moved too far in the direction of a Lutheran alliance and the king was
lumbered with a disastrous marriage to Anne of Cleves. Under the
conservative faction, however, there was a danger that the institutional
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changes of the 1530s might be undermined by a revival of Catholicism
— as, indeed, they were to be under Mary. Thus it seemed appro-
priate to apply the accelerator again. Another possibility, entirely
compatible with the above argument, was put by P. Servini. Henry's
changeability was partly ‘the result of his being, in theology, an
amateur, and a lazy amateur at that. Turning to theology only in fits
and starts, he had neither the time nor perhaps the inclination to
develop what others would have understood by a coherent body of
doctrine.’?®

The historiography of the Henrician Reformation has extensive
implications for the rest of this book since in almost all cases the
debate continues through the reigns of Edward VI and Mary and into
that of Elizabeth.

For example, did the period 1547-53 see an acceleration of the
Reformation from above? The traditional view is that Lord Protector
Somerset was consciously moderate, keeping things as they were
whilst modifying some of the more repressive measures; by 1549 he
had therefore produced a compromise settlement (page 30). His
successor, Lord President Northumberland, was more radical, increas-
ing the pace of Protestantism, introducing iconoclasm and redefining
doctrine in a new Prayer Book. Yet, as some historians point out, the
extent of the difference between Somerset and Northumberland can be
exaggerated (page 48). Both were motivated more by political than by
doctrinal influences (page 49) and there was a striking continuity with
Henry VIII's measures (page 49). The changes which did occur were
usually the result of consensus among the most influential members of
the Council, both Somerset and Northumberland going with the tide
rather than trying to control it. There is also controversy over whether
Edward VI's reign saw an acceleration of the Reformation from below.
This issue has caused a more fundamental difference of opinion
between those who argue that Edward’s reign saw a major commit-
ment to Protestantism at grass-roots level and those who see the
establishment of Protestant doctrine as by no means certain even by
1553 (page 50). Much research has been done through local studies
to try to quantify the spread — but the results have also produced
differing interpretations (page 50).

Mary's reign (1553-58) has been particularly divisive in terms of
historiography. Looking at the changes ‘from above’, it would be point-
less to argue that Mary did not intend to undo substantial parts of the
Henrician Reformation, since this would be flying in the face of all the
evidence. But the way in which she acted has caused major disagree-
ments. At one extreme is the view that her reign was a period of
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unrelieved reaction, an attempt to restore England to the full authority
of Rome from which Henry VIII had released it (page 68). She packed
her Council with like-minded supporters, rode roughshod over the
views of Parliament and inflicted on ‘heretics’ the terror of death by
burning. This approach has been challenged by more moderate alterna-
tives. Although she certainly aimed to restore Catholicism, Mary was
not so much reactionary as reactive; some measures she accepted
could not be amended, especially the restoration of the wealth of the
church. This enabled her to come to a working agreement with Parlia-
ment, which proved surprisingly co-operative (page 64). The burnings
admittedly damaged her reputation, but should be seen within the con-
text of the widespread and brutal punishments common to the time
(page 71).

A key factor in the traditional criticism of Mary is the assumption
that her policies failed because they were rejected by most of the
population. In this perspective of influences ‘from below’, England had
by now accepted the Reformation as introduced during the reign of
Henry and redefined by Edward. Mary's early death alone prevented a
popular upsurge against her measures and allowed a resumption of the
progression of Protestantism under Elizabeth (page 68). Again, this
approach has been challenged. Recent historians have shown that
Catholics were widespread, even by 1558; far from discrediting the old
religion through her excesses and persecutions, Mary managed to
consolidate it in a form which would enable it at least to survive along-
side the newly established Church of England. It has also been argued
that Catholic influences found their way into the established church
and continued to exert an important influence on doctrine and ritual.
Hence Mary re-established connections with the residual Catholicism
of Henry VIII's reign and ensured that the English Reformation — at least
in its official form — would not be as radical as some of its continental
counterparts.

Questions

1. For which is there a stronger argument during the reign of
Henry VIII: a ‘revolution in government’ or a ‘revolution in religion'?

2. Could it be said that Henry VIII's reign introduced a ‘revolution’
which was accelerated under Edward VI but thrown into reverse by
Mary?
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SOURCES: RELIGIOUS AND ADMINISTRATIVE ‘REVOLUTIONS’?

The following four sources provide the views of two historians on the
Henrician Reformation and on changes made to Tudor administration.

Source 1: From G.R. Elton, England under the Tudors. First published
in 1955, this was for many years the standard single-volume history of
the Tudor period; the 3rd edition was published in 1991.

The establishment of the royal supremacy and the creation of the Church of
England are fundamental breaks with the past, giving the English Church a new
unity, a new organisation, new authorities under God, though not as yet a new
doctrine. It was a jurisdictional revolution in the Church, not a religious revolution.

Source 2: From the Epilogue of A.G. Dickens, The English
Reformation, published in 1964. In this extract the author explains
his approach to the Henrician Reformation.

In this account we have displayed the English Reformation as essentially complex
in its causes, its progress and its consequences. We have observed conflicts
between King and Pope, Church and State, common lawyers and canon lawyers,
laymen and clerics, ecclesiastical and lay landowners, citizens and bishops. We
have witnessed many ideological clashes on church government and finance,
clerical privilege, Church- State relations, the role of ecclesiastical law, the
theologies of the eucharist, justification and grace. But above all we have learned
to view the movement as a process of Protestantisation among the English people,
a process not always favoured by the State, a process exerting a mass of direct
and indirect influences not only upon English history but upon the whole of
western civilisation.

Source 3: From G.R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution in Government,
published in 1953.

It has been shown that between 1530 and 1542 the management of the finances
was revolutionized as the chamber declined and became one of a number of
parallel revenue courts, and as new courts were set up; that the place of the privy
seal as the centre of administration was taken by the office of principal secretary,
while both privy seal and signet declined into a formal routine; that the informal
council attendant, an inner ring of leading councillors, was organized into a formal
government board, the privy council; and that the king’s household was given a
more perfect departmental organization. To say it once again: in every sphere of
the central government, ‘household’ methods and instruments were replaced by
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national bureaucratic methods and instruments. . . . It would, of course, be wrong
either to see no signs of such changes before 1530 or to believe that the work
was all done by the end of that momentous decade. Yet the rapidity and volume of
change, the clearly deliberate application of one principle to all the different
sections of the central government, and the pronounced success obtained in
applying that principle, justify one in seeing in those years a veritable administrative
revolution. Its unity is further demonstrated and indeed caused by the personality
which appears in every aspect of it. Thomas Cromwell, whose own career
displayed the bureaucrat, was behind this deliberate and profound reforming
activity.

Source 4: From A.G. Dickens, The English Reformation.

Our present concern is with Cromwell’s ecclesiastical policy, yet it should be
recognised that this policy becomes intelligible only in a general setting of
administrative reform. The problems of Church, State and society at large were
then closely intertwined. The eight years of Cromwell’s ministry form a truly notable
episode in the history of the English State. In that of the English Church they are
equally revolutionary years, in part destructive, in part as highly constructive. And it
cannot reasonably be questioned that Cromwell supplied their chief guiding force.
Like Wolsey before him, he received from the King enough independence to be
able to set his personal seal upon the period of his ministry. By contrast, outside
these eight years, the reign of Henry VIII has scarcely a single creative or
revolutionary achievement to its credit . . . his personal touch proved sterile; he was
too egotistical, too emotional, too interested in kingly pleasures, too conservative to
initiate new techniques of government, new paths of progress for English society.
Yet between the years 1532 and 1540 all is different. Creation, destruction and
change are visible on all sides; something like a planned revolution issues from the
mind of a minister who is known to have reflected not merely upon practical
administrative reform but upon the theory and ultimate purposes of government.

Questions

1. Using Sources 1 to 4, compare the views of Elton and Dickens:
* onthe Reformation as a ‘revolution’ or
*  on the ‘revolution’ in government. (20)

2. Using Sources 1 to 4, and your own knowledge of the historio-
graphical debate, would you agree that ‘what divides historians
is not whether there was a “revolution” in Henry VIII's reign, but
whether that revolution came from “above” or from “below”'? (40)

Total (60)
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Worked answer: Using Sources 1 to 4, compare the views of Elton
and Dickens on the Reformation as a ‘revolution’.

[Advice: Spend about 15 minutes on this question. Unless instructed
otherwise, confine the answer to a comparison of the ideas in the
passages; any historiographical comment should arise only from this
comparison. To ‘compare’ involves finding both similarities and dif-
ferences; these should be fully integrated and not be based on
simple end-on descriptions. Specific quotations must be used,
although these should be brief and always used within the context of
your own analysis; any self-standing quotation will be seen as straight
description of the passage, rather than the comparison asked for. The
sources do not have to be dealt with in the order given; in fact, it might
actually make more sense to avoid this. Nor do the sources have to be
given exactly proportionate treatment, as long as they are all referred
to. It may be that one side of the comparison has rather less directly
relevant material available than the other. You will therefore need to
compensate for this by building it up.]

A common ground between Elton and Dickens in these passages
is that the administrative changes within the state had a profound juris-
dictional impact on the church which might be called revolutionary.
Elton refers in Source 3 to ‘a veritable administrative revolution’,
Dickens in Source 4 to ‘something like a planned revolution’, which
exerted a profound impact on church-state relations (Source 2).
Both ascribe the main influence behind the changes directly to
the king's secretary; according to Dickens, Cromwell ‘supplied their
chief guiding force' (Source 4), while Elton maintains that he
was essential to ‘this deliberate and profound reforming activity’
(Source 3).

There are, however, significant contrasts between the arguments
of Elton and Dickens in these passages. Elton stops at the ‘juris-
dictional revolution in the Church’ (Source 1) whereas, for Dickens,
this ‘planned’ revolution was actually one of two major transfor-
mations. Elton explicitly states that there was not a ‘religious revolution’
in the sense that there was as yet no ‘new doctrine’ (Source 1);
Dickens, by contrast, refers in Source 2 to complex ‘ideological
clashes’. Elton makes no mention here of the influence of the
people in the development of the English Reformation, while
Dickens allows for the emergence of Protestantism ‘among the
English people’ — in ways not necessarily ‘favoured by the State’
(Source 2).
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These similarities and differences are indicative of the overall
approaches of the two historians: both acknowledge that there was
a revolution from above but only Dickens sees a complementary
revolution from below.
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2

EDWARD VI, SOMERSET
AND NORTHUMBERLAND,

154753

BACKGROUND

Edward VI was only ten when he succeeded to the throne in 1547.
Since the Norman Conquest, England has to date had a total of 40
monarchs. With the exception of Edward V, one of the princes
murdered in 1483, Edward VI was the only one whose whole reign
was under a regency. This placed heavy responsibility upon the Lord
Protector, Edward Seymour (who became Duke of Somerset), and the
Lord President of the Council, John Dudley (Earl of Warwick and Duke
of Northumberland).

Edward was in clear contrast to his father and grandfather in terms
of the degree of political authority he was able to exercise. The power
and prerogatives exercised in his name were, however, considerable;
they were defined by statute (see Source 1.2 below) and reinforced by
propaganda in the form of homilies and sermons (Source 1.1). The
problem of his reign was that he was never able to wield the power and
prerogatives in person, despite evidence of a growing interest in the
affairs of government and a determination to be involved. By 1552 he
had succumbed to tuberculosis in an advanced stage and in 1553,
the year of his death, was prevailed upon to issue a Devise changing
the succession (see below). The tragic circumstances of this final year
have tended to cloud the reign as a whole. It would, of course, be hard
to make a case for the reign having productive input by the person of
the monarch but, as Analysis 1 argues, it is possible to exaggerate the
notion that a helpless and hapless monarch weakened the monarchy.
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Much, of course, depended on the use of his prerogatives by his
ministers. In his will, Henry VIl had stipulated that, during his son’'s
minority, effective rule should be carried out by a Council of 16. The
hierarchy within this was not, however, precisely established and
Edward Seymour managed to get himself elevated to the office of Lord
Protector within the first few days of its operation. He subsequently
assumed the title of Duke of Somerset and the power to appoint
councillors. He thus became more powerful than any of the ministers
who had served Henry VIl or Henry VIII. How was he able to do this?
Part of the reason was the exceptional circumstances. Quite simply,
there seemed to be no alternative. It was extremely unlikely that 16
members could operate harmoniously on the basis of equality, as
Henry VIII had hoped. In any case, Somerset had made a bid for
the control of the Council in the very last days of the old king's life. He
had been assisted in this by Sir William Paget, one of the most able
administrators of the time. Paget agreed to keep the terms of the will
secret long enough to put together sufficient support for Somerset
among the Protestants on the Council. The expulsion of Gardiner and
the disgrace of Norfolk further reduced the influence of the Catholic
group. Thus the rise of Somerset was in effect a planned coup. He also
engineered his bid for power by unashamed bribery, conferring upon
the rest of his Council new lands and titles.

After becoming Lord Protector, Somerset gave his attention to a
wide range of issues. His religious policy is covered in Chapter 3 and
his foreign policy in Chapter 5; the present chapter deals primarily with
his political, economic and social measures, which are considered, in
the light of changing historical viewpoints, in Analysis 2. Particularly
important were the changes made in his 1547 Treasons Act and the
repeal of the 15639 Proclamations Act. He also adapted the use of the
Privy Council to consolidate his own influence. Somerset was certainly
challenged by serious economic and social problems, compounded by
a combination of war, population increase, inflation and unexpected
epidemics. His solutions ranged from debasement of the coinage to
control over the number of enclosures of common land and the intro-
duction of a new Poor Law in 1547. He was, however, unable to pre-
vent growing protest and violence in 1549 with uprisings in southern
England, Devon and Cornwall, and East Anglia. Although these
were not the only factor in Somerset's fall from power, they certainly
hastened his demise — and the rise of his successor.

The key factor in the fall of Somerset was the opportunity given to
John Dudley, Earl of Warwick, who put down the East Anglian rebellion
in Norfolk with 14,000 men. Dudley had developed a substantial
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military reputation during the reign of Henry VIII in the Scottish and
French conflicts and also during the Somerset protectorate. He was
made Earl of Warwick in 1547, and Duke of Northumberland after his
rise to power, in 15651. His rise was owing partly to the serious mis-
management of Somerset during the last phase of his administration
and partly to his own astuteness in seizing the political initiative. He
gained control of the Council largely as a result of clever manoeuvring.
He pretended to espouse the conservative cause when it looked as
though the Catholics might gain the ascendancy but then switched to
the reformers with the support of Archbishop Cranmer. His guile
earned the double-edged comment from a contemporary diplomat
that ‘Warwick had such a head that he seldom went about anything,
but he conceived three or four purposes beforehand.” Certainly
Northumberland took care to exert control over the Privy Councll,
although recent historians have attributed this to more positive motives
than naked ambition (see Analysis 2). His economic policies were a
combination of traditional expedients, such as further debasement of
the coinage in 1551, and more progressive measures such as the
reduction of external loans and the recasting and regular supervision of
the revenue courts. The deteriorating social conditions were addressed
by an act to protect arable farming and by the 1552 Poor Law.

Northumberland’s end was as sudden as that of Somerset. Like his
predecessor, he was affected by the intrusion of external factors, in this
case the premature death of Edward VL. If the succession were to pass
to Mary Tudor, all of Northumberland's religious reforms would be in
jeopardy and his life would be in deadly danger. He therefore backed
the candidature of Lady Jane Grey, even though this clearly ignored the
provisions of Henry VlII's will and also bypassed an equally legitimate
Scottish claim. He was the key influence behind Edward’'s Devise
which gave this change of succession official sanction, despite the
protest of the judiciary. Northumberland was, however, outmanoeuvred
by Mary, who withdrew to East Anglia, where she attracted con-
siderable support and was proclaimed queen at Bury St Edmunds.
By the end of July Northumberland’s scheme had collapsed and he had
been arrested.

Northumberland's fall was the result of a number of factors. In the
first place, he was remembered with bitterness in East Anglia for the
part he had played in putting down Kett's rebellion in 1549. This area
declared solidly for Mary. Second, he had not made sufficient military
provision to execute his plot, having already paid off the mercenaries
from Italy and Germany that he had used to put down the disturbances
in 1549 and disbanded his ‘palace guard'. Third, Mary was considered
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to be a bona fide candidate to the throne and there had been no evi-
dence that she would be a proselytising Catholic. In any case, not
to support her and to go along with Northumberland's scheme was
taking a huge risk, with a certain ignominious death for treason if it
failed. Most of the nobility therefore played safe and declared for
Mary. Northumberland was executed for treason. Ironically, he died a
Catholic which, in view of his Protestant changes, was something of
a paradox.

ANALYSIS 1: WAS THE MONARCHY SIGNIFICANTLY WEAKENED
DURING THE REIGN OF EDWARD VI (1547—53)?

Edward VI's entire reign was a minority. This made certain problems
likely, if not inevitable. It would, for example, entail a form of collective
leadership, with consequent indecision or intrigue amongst its
members; there would also be popular insecurity and less natural
deterrence against an act of rebellion.

Some degree of weakening of royal power was therefore to be
expected — but its significance was debatable. Was it any more than
a temporary postponement of power until the age of majority was
reached? Or was it a more fundamental shift in the royal base?
Similarly, if there was any weakening, over what period of time did it
occur: during the reign only or over a longer period? This, in turn,
depends on what is meant by ‘monarchy’, a term which might apply
specifically to the person of the monarch or more generally to the use
made of the constitutional role of the crown. The first two Tudors had
been famously dynamic characters — Henry VII, by popular repute,
being calculating and efficient, Henry VIII being forceful and ruthless.
Both had had huge reserves of energy and ambition. They have fre-
quently been contrasted with a sickly youth, whose physical weakness
meant that he was permanently in the shadow of his advisers. This
conventional view has, however, been challenged as a stereotype
which ignores the evidence that, until he succumbed to tuberculosis,
he was ‘his father's son, keen on sport and on display, fascinated by
tournaments and warfare'." It is true that Edward was never to attain
power in his own right and that ‘his involvement in government, while
beginning to increase, was never very great'.? Yet at no stage do we
have the total collapse of the monarchy in a personal sense, as had
occurred during the reign of Henry VI. At least until the final illness,
there was always the expectation that he would take control on
coming of age. The key parameter of his regency was therefore time.
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Two possible approaches can be developed to analyse the extent of
royal power during the years of the reign itself.

One proposes that there was a significant decline in the role of the
crown through distortion of its use by those in authority. For example,
the activities of key officials might be seen as a direct attack on the
royal prerogative. A case in point was the Duke of Somerset, who,
according to D.E. Hoak, ‘virtually ceased to work with the Council and
increasingly dispatched the King's business through the officers and
channels of his own household’.® Similarly, Somerset was less than
careful in his political relationship with the king, conferring little of the
combined deference and support which had characterised Cromwell's
contacts with Henry VIIl. Northumberland, too, was ambitious and
aimed to exert as much personal influence as possible. He did this,
however, in a different way. Instead of diverting the functions of the
Privy Council to a more private equivalent, Northumberland aimed to
influence the king within the Privy Council through careful and selective
briefing, and represent him more completely by carefully selecting his
fellow officials and systematically preparing the council’s agenda.

On the other hand, given the willingness of officials to co-operate,
there was considerable scope for more purposeful use of the crown’s
authority — within the spirit of the changes made during the reign of
Henry VIII. This was clearly stated at the time by Stephen Gardiner —
that even ‘though he were in his cradle’, the king's ‘place is replenished
by his council'.* Indeed, according to S. Alford, ‘historians have not
generally given the Edwardian political establishment the credit it
deserves.”® Despite his adverse reputation (see Analysis 2 below),
Northumberland showed considerable zeal in collecting crown debts
and insisting on regular audits of crown funds. These were not the
actions of an official bent on subverting royal power. Nor was his
appointment in 1552 of a Royal Commission to investigate the revenue
courts. Actions like this gave the crown the sort of financial security
which made the existence of minority rule less important than it had
been in the fifteenth century. Similarly, Northumberland strengthened
the Council after an admittedly sorry lapse under Somerset; he also
extended the system of Lords Lieutenant introduced by Henry VIII to
supervise the local muster of troops. It could even be argued that
Edward was served by Northumberland in very much the same way that
Henry had been by Cromwell. There was, of course, a huge contrast
between a monarch able to dominate his officials through the force of
his personality and one whose authority was still guided by others. But
even here, it is possible to overstate the young king's helplessness. It is
increasingly acknowledged that Edward was showing a strong interest
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in political affairs and that he stood on the threshold of power — an
outcome which was prevented only by his fatal illness. It is also known
that, on his deathbed, Edward fully supported Northumberland's
machinations to divert the succession from Mary to Lady Jane Grey.

There was therefore a significant contrast between the reign of
Edward VI and that of Henry VI (1422-61). In the latter, rivalries
between officials at the centre of government came to overlap rivalries
in the localities throughout the country, so that personal conflicts
exerted a centrifugal force on central authority, whether the monarch
or the power exerted in the name of the monarch. In Edward’s reign,
by contrast, any scheming officials were actually using the power of
the crown. Hence, if the transfer of power between Somerset and
Northumberland in some ways distorted royal power, at least it did not
fragment it. That power remained intact for future use.

A similar duality can be seen in the longer term. On the one hand,
the reign of Edward VI can be seen as a power vacuum which was
filled by inefficiency and the ambitions of overmighty officials. This was
followed by a determined reassertion of royal power by Mary, whose
single-minded determination to restore Catholicism resulted in arbitrary
rule and unpopularity amongst her subjects. Secure monarchy was
revived only by the accession of Elizabeth, with a strong personality
once again making effective use of England’s institutions. By this
analysis, a weaker monarch led to a weaker monarchy — but only as a
temporary phenomenon.

The alternative is to see Edward’s reign as part of an overall continu-
ity. The great changes of the Henrician and Edwardian Reformations
had established a constitutional procedure which integrated monarch,
Council and Parliament in an unusual degree of harmony. The consti-
tutional reforms of Cromwell, enhanced by those of Northumberland,
carried through the next two reigns and established the foundations of
the Elizabethan period. In the longer term, therefore, a weaker monarch
did not produce a weaker monarchy because the monarch did not fully
define the monarchy. The key point about the Tudor period is that
the monarch was powerful because of a power enshrined by Act of
Parliament. This meant an underlying continuity as long as the dynasty
survived — or the special relationship with Parliament remained intact.
Tudor authority was not diminished since no challenge proved strong
enough to break the relationship. The same could not, of course, be
said of the Stuarts. Ironically, the power of the monarch proved more
resilient during the self-effacing minority of Edward VI than under the
more grandiloquent assertiveness of Charles |. Loades maintains that,
under the Tudors, ‘there was no room for the Divine Right of Kings’.®
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The same, of course, was to apply to the Stuarts, but for a different
reason and under different circumstances.

Questions

1. Does the reign of Edward VI show the vulnerability or the strength
of Tudor monarchy?

2. How important was the king's own person between 1547 and
15537

ANALYSIS 2: CONSIDER THE REPUTATIONS AND
ACHIEVEMENTS OF SOMERSET AND NORTHUMBERLAND.

As with virtually every other topic in the Tudor period, the policies and
reputations of Somerset and Northumberland have undergone a
significant re-examination. Traditionally, Somerset has represented the
positive pole of the reign, Northumberland the negative. This dichotomy
is well expressed by W. Durant, whose massive work, The Story of
Civilization, includes a readable but strictly conventional picture of
sixteenth-century England. Somerset is seen as ‘a man of intelligence,
courage and integrity’, as ‘imperfect’ but ‘outstanding’.” Northum-
berland's regime, by contrast, was utterly corrupt and extremely
unpopular.® Recently the perspective has been completely reversed.
Somerset is now seen by most historians as self-seeking and, more
seriously, inefficient in many of his policies. He was no friend of the
poor, as was previously maintained, and was far from the idealist of
historic repute. Northumberland, far from being a villain, was actually
a very competent politician with a strong sense of public duty to
ameliorate the ruthless streak which he also undoubtedly possessed.
Rather than starting on a relatively high note and then deteriorating, the
reign therefore experienced an improvement in administration in its
second half.

Somerset, 1547—49

Somerset's reputation was at one stage largely a positive one.
A.F. Pollard, for example, influenced the prevailing attitude when he
described him as an idealist, frustrated perhaps by the difficulties of
the task he had taken on. Other positive attributes were that he was
generally humane and considerate to the needs of the impoverished.
But this is a view which can now be largely discarded. Somerset was
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no more an idealist than any other member of the Council. He was
arrogant, haughty and interested primarily in material gain, especially
in doubling his own personal fortune. Generally he can be seen as a
typical product of his age — pragmatic, ruthless when necessary, and
corrupt when it suited him. For example, he secured the dismissal and
execution of his own brother, Thomas Seymour, whom he regarded as a
potential rival, and he constructed for himself the enormous edifice of
Somerset House from the fortune his office brought to him.

Somerset is often considered to have pursued a moderate policy
during his protectorate. In the case of religious issues this argument is
tenable; Chapter 3 shows that he proceeded with religious change
cautiously. But in other respects the historical case for his moderation
has worn decidedly thin. In political terms he has been seen as a
liberator. The case here is that he repealed some of the draconian
legislation of Henry VIII's reign. The 1547 Treasons Act removed many
of the harsh punishments previously imposed for dissent under the Act
of Six Articles (1539). Somerset also secured the repeal of the 1539
Proclamations Act which had accorded royal proclamations the same
legal force as parliamentary statute, subject to certain specified con-
ditions. This led to the view that Somerset was genuinely enlightened
and tolerant, that he was content to maintain the political and consti-
tutional reforms of the previous reign while, at the same time, removing
the more extreme use of the royal prerogative.

There are, on the other hand, perfectly sound pragmatic reasons
for this course, which tend to be the focus of more recent historical
analysis. Allowing a greater degree of toleration could only help
Somerset's own position. He depended upon the support of the
Protestant group and the Protestants were undoubtedly in a better
position to use the greater degree of freedom provided than the
traditionalists and their Catholic supporters. There was also a psycho-
logical advantage. According to A.G.R. Smith, ‘the 1547 Act as a
whole should be seen in the perspective of a new reign. Monarchs
often rejected the unpopular measures of their predecessors ... and
the 1547 statute was certainly in this tradition; Protector and Parlia-
ment saw it partly as a means of gaining support for the new regime.”
Another possible explanation for Somerset's so-called moderation
was his extensive concern over conflict with Scotland. M.L. Bush, for
example, maintained that his priority was to pursue a successful
military campaign which necessitated restraint and circumspection
elsewhere."®

It has also been argued that, in many respects, Somerset’s policies
were not moderate at all. We have already encountered, in Analysis 1,
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Hoak's view that Somerset diverted much of the work of the Privy
Council through the channels of his own household."" As for any
continuity with the previous reign, there was a negative side to this.
Somerset showed little interest in further development or reform. In this
sense moderation was more the result of indifference than anything
else. If anything, he tended to take the easy route. Even though the
repeal of the 1539 Proclamation Act theoretically reduced the means
whereby the head of the government could issue laws without the
sanction of Parliament, it has been suggested that the real reason
that Somerset did this was not to preserve parliamentary sovereignty
but to repeal the restrictions on its use which were included in the
original Act. As it turned out, Somerset made more frequent use of
proclamations than did either Henry VIII or Northumberland.

Traditionally, Somerset’'s economic record has been defended on
several counts. He was confronted from the start by a persistently
serious economic situation, caused primarily by the disastrous foreign
policy of the last decade of Henry VIlI's reign. The figures were
daunting: the war had cost over £2 million by 1547 and most of the
monastic revenues had been dissipated. By the end of the reign
the revenues amounted to less than £200,000 per annum, leaving
a regular deficit. This was compounded by disastrous external
conditions, over which Somerset could hardly have been expected to
exert much control. The population was steadily increasing without
there being a corresponding rise in the demand for employment.
The result was the growth of vagrancy and poverty. Above all, the dis-
eases and epidemics of the period, especially the mysterious ‘sweating
sickness’, were worse than any experienced since the fourteenth
century.

But, in many areas, Somerset either failed to take any initiative
or showed outright negligence. There was no attempt to overhaul the
finances or introduce much-needed reforms of financial administration
or revenue collection. On the contrary, Somerset resorted to a regular
policy of debasing the coinage so that by 1549 the amount of silver
within coins had been reduced to only a quarter. He also dissolved the
chantries. In part, this was the obvious way out; but it was also a means
of avoiding controversy and the unpopularity with the upper classes
that changing the taxation system would have caused. There was,
however, a price to be paid for this. Inflation was accelerated and the
plight of the impoverished became increasingly serious. Added to
this was Somerset’s decision to continue the campaigns in Scotland
and the war against France, even though these were clearly devouring
what revenues were available.
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The most positive part of Somerset’s reputation rests on his social
policies. He has been credited with more than usual concern for the
poor and for the problem of vagrancy which affected England as a
result of the deteriorating economic conditions of the period. It has
been argued that Somerset was influenced in his humanitarianism by a
group known as the Commonwealth men who argued that the wealthy
had an obligation to provide some degree of assistance to the poor. In
1548, for example, he introduced measures to alleviate the distress
which had become widespread by that time. He considered that the
main reason for this was the increase in the number of enclosures.
Hence he issued proclamations to try to contain the abuses of the
system. These were reinforced by enclosure commissions in 1548
and 1549 which toured the country to try to check the disappearance
of common land.

There is, however, more evidence that Somerset showed little
understanding of the reasons for poverty and even less concern about
the consequences. Despite his reputation for being sympathetic,
Somerset nevertheless pursued measures which were actually very
harsh — certainly when compared with Henrician legislation. The latter
had included the 1536 Poor Law which had expected provision to be
made for the poor through the parish rates. Somerset's Poor Law of
1547, by contrast, provided that persistent unemployment should
be punishable by branding and slavery and that the children of the
unemployed should be forced into apprenticeships. The widespread
unpopularity of this law undermines the argument that Somerset was
basically humanitarian. As for the reforms, Somerset had no overall
programme, only a few sporadic measures to try to maintain law and
order. He was not influenced by pressure groups and it is doubtful that
the so-called Commonwealth men ever existed. In any case, he did not
really understand or acknowledge the reason for the distress. Indeed,
the one institution which did provide a degree of help, the monasteries,
had already been dissolved, which, according to A.G. Dickens, had a
disastrous impact on the ‘cohesion and morale of the nation’. Somerset
always maintained that the main problem was the result of enclosures,
which was only partly true. In focusing on this he accentuated the
problem. The poor believed that this was the beginning of more wide-
spread measures and were consequently disappointed when these
did not materialise. The enclosure commissions raised the hopes of the
poor and the fears of the nobility. The nobility and gentry considered
the proclamations against enclosure an attack on their privileges and
hence became increasingly restive. For the rest of the population the
limitations of Somerset'’s policy were soon revealed. He moved quickly
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from one of containment through limited reform to one of out-and-out
repression, which placed a ban on public meetings and even outlawed
popular sports and pastimes like football.

These measures proved entirely unsuccessful. His administration
was soon faced with a series of rebellions. The first, in May 1549, broke
out in a swathe of southern England from Somerset, through Wiltshire,
Hampshire, Sussex and Kent to Essex. In June the Western uprising
broke out in Devon and Cornwall, in July a third occurred in East Anglia,
including Norfolk, Suffolk and Cambridgeshire, and a band of counties
from Yorkshire in the north to Oxfordshire in the south. The motives for
these uprisings varied from being predominantly religious, as in Devon
and Cornwall, to a mixture of religious and social issues, such as Kett's
rebellion in Norfolk, which had suffered particularly seriously from the
increase in enclosures.

To what extent were these uprisings the reason for Somerset'’s fall
in 15497 There is no doubt that Somerset’s unpopularity had been on
the increase before they broke out. This was largely because he had
become more and more high-handed, even arrogant, in his attitude
to the Privy Council. He had developed a strongly personal style of
government, preferring to rule through proclamations, which, as a result
of the arrangements replacing the Proclamations Act of Henry VI,
needed only 12 signatures from other members of the Council. This
meant that he cultivated an inner core. The result was the alienation of
the rest. This undermined his attempt to maintain a balance through his
religious policy (see Chapter 3).

The pressure was, of course, increased by his failure to deal with the
serious social and economic problems. His credibility was further
undermined by the initial spread of the uprisings and a fear in the Privy
Council that there was a major threat to national security and that
Somerset was putting forward the policies of a social revolutionary.
He also followed a flawed approach in dealing with the rebellions. He
refused to end his Scottish project to contain the threat. According to
Paget, Somerset was initially too lenient with the rebels and referred to
‘your softness, your opinion to be good to the poor.'? Paget also
accused Somerset of having too many commitments: ‘And put no more
so many irons in the fire as you have had within this twelvemonth.”'® He
cited war with France and Scotland, ‘commissions out for that matter,
new laws for this, proclamation for another ... "* Somerset had
neglected to take elementary precautions — and thus made possible
the rise of a deadly rival.
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Northumberland, 1550-53

Traditionally Northumberland is the statesman who has been con-
sidered self-seeking, ruthless and without principles. Perhaps he was,
but this description also fits Somerset. The second part of the picture is
that Northumberland was ineffectual and that this was a particularly
disastrous period of Edward VI's reign. This latter view has been
extensively revised. According to A.G.R. Smith: ‘No one should doubt
that he was a selfish and ambitious man — so were almost all the
courtiers and crown servants who surrounded him - but it can be
argued that his policies, in view of the daunting difficulties which he
faced, were generally sensible and effective.’'®

Politically, Northumberland has gone down in history as Machiavel-
lian and thoroughly ruthless. He intrigued his way into a position of
predominance in the Council, in the process disposing of his own
brother when he appeared likely to develop a following which could
become an opposition. He also purged the Council and reduced its
effective membership. Among the victims were Paget, Tunstall and
Rich, the chancellor. He therefore became in effect an absolute
monarch, even to the extent of having a palace guard of 850 cavalry.
This is, however, a very limited perspective. Northumberland's
measures improved the process of government at the same time that
they were bolstering up his own power. He made more effective use of
the Council than Somerset and local government was considerably
tightened up. Somerset had tended to ignore the Council or to assume
that he could do little more than balance out the opposites within it.
Either way, he had lost the initiative within it. Northumberland restored a
more positive role. He selected councillors more carefully and reduced
the numbers in line with those of the later years of the reign of Henry
VIII, in effect creating a new inner core which became the focal point
of government. He also restored its regular operation by instituting
a more systematic conduct of business: there were new regulations
concerning meetings for public business (a minimum of three days
per week with specified hours). He was careful to make less fre-
quent use of proclamations and to ensure that they related more closely
to statutes. According to Hoak, Northumberland fully intended to
‘restore efficient administration by conciliar government’; this was
to be vitally important for the future of ‘the Elizabethan “system” of
government'.

Northumberland’'s economic policies were in the past seen in
largely negative terms. He was also considered by earlier historians to
be generally corrupt, a view which was held well into the twentieth
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century. His administration, according to Durant, distinguished itself,
‘in a corrupt age, by its corruptness’.'” He also expropriated the last
remnants of church property — this time the remaining wealth belonging
to the bishoprics. He even resorted to the old expedient of debasing
the coinage in 1551, making an immediate profit of £114,000. But
this underestimates the considerable financial achievements of the
Northumberland administration. He was far more systematic than
Somerset had ever been. In 1551 he stated that his main financial
objective was to keep regular expenditure within the constraints of
regular income. He tried a variety of expedients, some designed to
gain extraordinary revenue to tide the government through difficult
times, some aimed at instituting a permanent system of improved
management. The former, it is true, included the 1551 debasement of
the coinage, but this was the last time. The following year he reissued
the coinage with the silver content fixed at that of 1527, the effect of
which was to slow down the rate of inflation for the first time during the
reign. Other measures included the reduction of borrowing from
abroad and the removal of the very palace guard which some have
considered the basis of his own power. To manage the crown'’s
revenues more effectively, he organised a regular audit and set up in
1552 a Royal Commission to look into the work of the revenue courts.
This provided recommendations for administrative reform, including the
reduction of five courts to two or their merger into the Exchequer. These
were not implemented until the reign of Mary but the process does
show that the administration of Northumberland was receptive to ideas
of reform.

Northumberland is usually considered more ruthless than Somerset
in his attitude to the poor. Unlike his predecessor, he had shown neither
genuine concern nor sympathy. He has, in particular, been criticised
for abolishing the two constraints on enclosures, the sheep tax and
the enclosure commissions. In his defence, however, Northumberland
had a worsening economic situation to contend with. He had to deal
with the consequences of three successive bad harvests, as well as
the wool trade crisis of 1551. But Northumberland learned from the
instability of Somerset's later administration that something would
have to be done to alleviate the poor social conditions. Hence
Northumberland secured several major statutes on social develop-
ments. One was the 1552 Act to protect arable farming. Another was
the 1552 Poor Law which focused on provision, whereas Somerset's
had concentrated on punishment. The 1552 measure stipulated that
anyone who had the means should contribute, or be persuaded to do
so by the local parson or, if necessary, by the bishop. In the meantime,
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the government also repealed the 1547 Vagrancy Act. Thus, although
Somerset has traditionally been seen as more in sympathy with the
poor, it was actually Northumberland who went some way towards
meeting their needs. During his administration there was no repetition
of the revolts which had plagued the Duke of Somerset. This is partly
because Northumberland's measures of law and order were more
effective, but also because there was less provocation.

Northumberland's fall has involved a further controversy: his part
in the Devise of Edward VI (see Background) has been variously
interpreted as direct or indirect, as one of sinister manipulation or as a
convergence of the duke's interest and the king's will. The traditional
approach is reflected by J.R. Green in 1911 and, in 1957, by Durant.
Northumberland is seen as the true author of an ‘unscrupulous plot’,
inducing ‘the dying King to settle the crown upon Lady Jane Grey'.'®
The consent of the Council was ‘extorted by the authority of the dying
King'. Lady Jane Grey was the ‘hapless girl whom he had made the
tool of his ambition’.'® Green considered the act so blatant that ‘the
temper of the whole people rebelled against so lawless a usurpation’.?°
Durant went further: England would welcome anything to ‘eliminate
Northumberland and his crew’.2" More recent interpretations differ from
this approach in two ways. First, much more credit is given to Edward,
ill though he was, for the attempt to change the succession. Hoak,
for example, maintained that preventing Mary from becoming the
next monarch ‘was a cause in which the young King believed’®? and
P. Williams stressed the mutual support between Edward and
Northumberland; when the judges, especially Chief Justice Montague,
expressed reservations about casting the Devise into legal form,
Northumberland and the king both insisted on their compliance.?®
Second, recent historians have been far more dubious about the
readiness of the English people to welcome a change of regime,
especially if it meant the removal of Northumberland. As Williams
stated, ‘The idea of a nation rising in united protest to defend the
legitimate rights of the Tudor dynasty is not convincing.* The com-
bined reassessment of Edward's role as king and Northumberland's as
his most powerful minister has therefore served to undermine Durant’s
statement that ‘Rarely in English history had an administration been so
unpopular.’®

Questions

1.  Who served Edward VI and his realm more effectively — Somerset
or Northumberland?
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2.  On what grounds, and for what reasons, have historians revised
their estimates of Somerset and Northumberland?

SOURCES
1. THE AUTHORITY AND POWER OF EDWARD VI

Source 1.1: A Sermon on Obedience, delivered in all churches during
the first year of Edward VI's reign (1547).

Almighty God hath created and appointed all things in heaven, earth and waters in
a most excellent and perfect order. In heaven he hath appointed distinct orders and
states of archangels and angels. In the earth he has assigned kings, princes, with
other governors under them, all in good and necessary order. . .. Every degree of
people, in their vocation, calling and office, has appointed to them their duty and
order. Some are in high degree, some in low; some kings and princes, some
inferiors and subjects, priests and laymen, masters and servants, fathers and
children, hushands and wives, rich and poor. . .. Where there is no right order there
reigneth all abuse, carnal liberty, enormity, sin, and babylonical confusion. ... God
has sent us his high gift, our most dear sovereign lord, King Edward VI, with godly,
wise and honourable council, with other superiors and inferiors, in a beautiful order.
Wherefore let us subjects do our bounden duty ... let us all obey, even from the
bottom of our hearts, all their godly proceedings, laws, statutes, proclamations and
injunctions. . . .

Source 1.2: The preamble of a Proclamation announcing Injunctions
for religious reform, 31 July 1547.

The King’s most Royal Majesty, by the advice of his most dear uncle, the Duke of
Somerset. Lord Protector of all his realms, dominions, and subjects, and governor
of his most royal person, and the residue of his most honorable council, intending
the advancement of the true honor of Almighty God, the suppression of idolatry
and superstition throughout all his realms and dominions, and to plant true
religion, to the extirpation of all hypocrisy, enormities, and abuses, as to his duty
appertaineth, doth minister unto his loving subjects these godly Injunctions
hereafter following: whereof part were given unto them heretofore by the authority
of his most dearly beloved father King Henry VIII of most famous memory, and part
are now ministered and given by his majesty; all which Injunctions his highness
willeth and commandeth his said loving subjects, by his supreme authority,
obediently to receive and truly to observe and keep, every man in their offices,
degrees, and states, as they will avoid his displeasure and the pains in the same
Injunctions hereafter expressed.
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Source 1.3: Extracts from a Memorandum for the Council, written in
Edward VI's own hand. This was for discussion by twelve members
of the Council on 13 October 1552.

A SUMMARY OF MATTERS TO BE CONCLUDED

1. How a mass of money may be gotten to discharge the sum of £300,000 both
for discharge of the debts, and also to get £50,000 of treasury money for all events.
13. Gathering and coining of the church plate.

15. Bringing in the remnant of the debts.

16. Taking accounts of all those that have had to do with money since the 36th
year of KH.8.

21. The calling of a Parliament for to get some subsidy, in respect of defence of
the Englishmen that be robbed by the Frenchmen.

FOR RELIGION

1. A catechism to be set forth for to be taught in all grammar schools.

2. An uniformity of doctrine to which all preachers should set their hands to.

3. Commissions to be granted to those bishops that be grave, learned, wise, sober,
and of good religion, for the executing of discipline.

4. To find fault with the slothfulness of the pastors and to deliver [to] them articles
of visitation, willing and commanding them to be more diligent in their office and to
keep more preachers.

5. The abrogating of the old canon law and establishment of a new.

8. The making of more homilies.

9. The making of more injunctions.

FOR THE STRENGTH AND WEALTH OF THE REALM

1. The fortifying of Portsmouth.

2. The fortifying of Berwick to be accomplished.

11. To strengthen the havens of Falmouth and Dartmouth.

13. Provision for more armour.

15. Sending commissioners to view the state of the realm for keeping of great
horses, whether they do observe the statute made concerning the same.

Source 1.4: Comments on the Memorandum in Source 1.3 by
W.K. Jordan in 1966.

This on the face of it is a memorandum of aspirations rather than of policy
intentions, but many of the points here set down had, we know, engaged
Edward’s mind earlier and there was already apparent in his character a stubborn
tenacity in securing ends to which he had become intellectually or emotionally
committed.

... But the record of the meeting is unfortunately even sparser than is usual for
this period, and there is no mention of a consideration of this document.
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Questions

1. Compare the authority and power attributed to King Edward VI in
Sources 1.1 and 1.2. (20)

2. How useful are Sources 1.3 and 1.4 in revealing the input of
Edward VI into government? (20)

3. Using Sources 1.1 to 1.4, and your own knowledge, would you
agree with the view that Edward VI reigned — but never ruled? (20)

Total (60)

Worked answer: How useful are Sources 1.3 and 1.4 in revealing the
input of Edward VI into government?

[Advice: Spend about 15 minutes on the answer to this question,
ensuring that both sources are adequately covered and that the dual
meaning of ‘useful’ is dealt with. Content of the sources should not
simply be described but inferences may be drawn from identified
details: this, after all, is one of the main uses of any document. Com-
ments on reliability should include provenance but in a form which is
specific to the sources involved.]

The ‘usefulness’ of a source should be understood in terms of its con-
tent and reliability. In each case, Source 1.4 is complementary to 1.3,
although 1.3 is also freestanding in a way that 1.4 is not.

In terms of content, a great deal can be inferred from Source 1.3
about a young monarch preparing for his future role by showing an
active interest in government. He showed an awareness of normal
economic requirements — the ‘discharge’ and ‘bringing in’ of the debts
and the need for a contingency fund ‘for all events’. His constitutional
understanding extended to the role of Parliament in voting defence
‘subsidy’ and to the need for checks on officials with financial responsi-
bility. The king also appeared very much in tune with the continuing
Reformation, showing three levels of expectation. He intended to
accelerate basic doctrinal changes through a ‘uniformity of doctrine’
and a ‘new’ canon law; to spread these to the people through ‘a
catechism’ and more ‘*homilies’ and ‘injunctions’; and to supervise the
activities of ‘bishops’ and ‘pastors’ by a ‘Commission’. A further con-
cern was defence. The Memorandum mentions the details of ‘armour’
and ‘horses’ and encompasses a geographical range for proposed
fortifications from Berwick in the north to Portsmouth in the south and
Dartmouth in the west. Source 1.4 is of value in confirming the king's
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interest over a longer timescale — but also indicating the future context
of the Memorandum, something which Source 1.3 could not do.

As a primary source with genuine provenance, the Memorandum
has the advantage of authenticity, immediacy and permanence. Source
1.4, by contrast, is transitory: as a commentary on 1.3 it can be
replaced in the future by an alternative. Yet, like any primary source,
1.3 probably conceals as much as it reveals. All documents acquire
true significance only as the lapse of time clarifies the perspective in
which they are placed — and this clarification is the work of historians.
Hence Source 1.4 provides a considered insight into the Memorandum
— in the light of other primary sources read by the author. Particularly
important is Jordan's reference to the sparse ‘record of the meeting’ in
which ‘there is no mention of the document being discussed’. This
adds an important reservation to the initial impression, created by the
Memorandum, of a monarch on the point of taking charge.

2. VIEWS ON THE PROTECTORSHIP OF SOMERSET

Source 2.1: An assessment of the Duke of Somerset by A.F. Pollard
in 1910.

The resignation and dignity of his behaviour add to the difficulty of summing up the
protector’s strangely incoherent character. His uniform success as a military
commander is in sharp contrast with the visionary nature of his political aims; and
the greed with which he seized on the spoils of the church seems to belie the
generosity with which he treated his tenants. The hauteur he displayed towards
colleagues conflicts with the humility with which he accepted his fate; and the
obstinacy with which he championed the poor sets off the facility with which he
abandoned his brother. He had no taste nor gift for intrigue himself, but he was
pliant in the hands of subtler schemers. Of his bravery, of his personal morality, and
of the sincerity of his religious professions there can be no doubt. . .. He did not
betray his friends or shirk responsibility, and he was somewhat lost in the devious
ways of the statecraft of his age. He was greedy of wealth and grasped at
authority. But he pursued power for something more than its own sake and private
advantage. His ideas were large and generous; he sought the union of England
and Scotland, the advancement of liberty, the destruction of social injustice. As a
statesman he was bankrupt without guile; but his quick sympathies touched the
heart of the people; and it was no slight honour to be remembered as the good
duke’
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Source 2.2: From ). Guy, Tudor England, published in 1988.

The key to Somerset’s policy was his personality. He was vacillating but self-willed,
highminded yet prone to /dées fixes. Seeking to appear virtuous and to be held in
wide esteem, he courted mass popularity while sugar-coating his natural severity
with talk of clemency and justice. This partly reflected Renaissance self-fashioning
and partly his wish to set a tone for the reign. Yet altruism was absent: more than
any Tudor politician except Elizabeth’s last favourite, the second earl of Essex,
Somerset equated his ambition with the public good. He sponsored enclosure
commissions and a tax on sheep in a purported attempt to champion the poor
against the rich, but his true opinions were always those of his time: aristocratic,
acquisitive, authoritarian. Those who mistakenly believed that English social
structure was on the agenda of political action were declared rebels. If Somerset
was slow to respond to revolt, this stemmed not from charity but from irresolution
and his urge not to be distracted from his consuming obsession: the conquest of
Scotland.

Source 2.3: From P. Williams, The Later Tudors: England 1547—1603,
published in 1995.

Somerset’s authoritarian style of government revealed itself in his use of
proclamations: commands issued nominally by the personal authority of the
monarch, validated by the Great Seal, and publicly proclaimed. His proclamations -
seventy-six in a little over two and a half years - were decreed at a higher annual
rate than in any other period of the sixteenth century, indicating his reliance upon
this instrument of rule. ... His use of proclamations was generally within the
bounds of the law. That is not to say that they were unimportant or uncontentious:
the Injunctions of 1547 and the Order for Communion of 1548 were . . . important
stages in the religious changes of the reign; and some proclamations on less
inflammatory matters, such as the wool and cloth trades, showed a mild disregard
for statutory authority.

Source 2.4: From ). Loach, Edward VI, published in 1999.

Few sixteenth-century politicians have received more favourable treatment from
twentieth-century historians than Somerset. From the publication in 1910 of

AF. Pollard’s England under Protector Somerset he has been portrayed by most
English and American scholars as an idealist, concerned primarily with reform of
church and state: indeed, some have created a liberal dreamer who would not have
felt out of place at early meetings of the Fabian Society. ... The real Somerset
was, however, very different from the character whom historians have created in
their own image. He was, to begin with, neither modest, nor self-effacing. From the
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start of his protectorship, he conducted himself with great state; the imperial
ambassador reported on 10 February 1547 that Somerset had two gilt maces
borne before him, and he even took the royal jewels from Catherine Parr and
allowed his wife to wear them. He was extremely interested in money; a fact
admitted even by Pollard, and in his pursuit of material advantage he could be both
ruthless and cold-hearted. Autocratic by temperament, he was to run Edward’s
government as a private fiefdom, using his own men and rewarding them from the
king’s coffers.

Questions

1. How far do Sources 2.1 and 2.3 agree with the view of 2.4 that
Somerset was ‘autocratic by temperament’? (20)

2. Using Sources 2.1 to 2.4, and your own knowledge, how far do
you consider that views on Somerset have changed over the past
hundred years? (40)

Total (60)
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3

THE EDWARDIAN
REFORMATION, 1547-53

BACKGROUND

The religious changes of Edward VI's reign occurred in two main
stages. The earliest measures of Somerset's protectorship recast
the Henrician measures, removing some of their residual protection
of Catholic doctrine. These were followed by the dissolution of
the chantries in 1547 and, in 1549, by a new Prayer Book and
accompanying Act of Uniformity. When Somerset was replaced by
Northumberland, who became Lord President of the Council in 1549,
further changes were introduced. The Act against Books and Images
was passed by Parliament in 1550, followed in 1552 by another Prayer
Book with a second Act of Uniformity and, in 15653, by a redefinition of
doctrine through the Forty-Two Articles.

In the light of these developments, the reign is often seen as the
pivot of the English Reformation, as the period in which Protestantism
really took root, enabling England to survive the Catholic reaction under
Mary Tudor and providing the foundations of the eventual Elizabethan
settlement. This view is examined from two angles. Analysis 1 con-
siders the extent to which the Reformation was actually radicalised
by Somerset or Northumberland — or both — while Analysis 2 covers
the historiographical debate on just how extensive was the impact of
Edwardian Protestantism on the people.
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ANALYSIS 1: HOW RADICAL WERE THE RELIGIOUS CHANGES
INTRODUCED BY SOMERSET AND NORTHUMBERLAND?

The overall trend during Edward VI's reign is usually seen as an
acceleration of Protestantism. At first this was relatively cautious under
Edward Seymour, Duke of Somerset and Lord Protector. Then it
became more radical under his replacement in 1549, John Dudley,
Duke of Northumberland, Lord President of the Council. But there is at
least one dissident voice to the usual argument that Somerset's
changes were relatively mild. According to R. Hutton:

its impact was devastating: the great majority of the decorations
and rites employed in and around English churches in early 1547
had gone by late 1549. As far as the churchwardens’ accounts
tell the story, all that the succeeding ‘radical’ administration of
Northumberland had to do was to ‘mop up’ by revising the Prayer
Book, replacing the altars with communion tables and confiscating
the obsolete church goods.'

This divergence of interpretation needs to be kept in mind in any
analysis of Somerset and Northumberland.

Somerset

‘Radicalisation’ involves the concepts of both change and the speed
with which change occurs. To some extent, the momentum of the early
Edwardian Reformation had already been set during the last years of
Henry VIII's reign — before the accession of Edward VI — which implies
that Somerset was moving with a trend rather than trying to establish a
new one. The end of Henry's reign had, for example, seen a gradual
weakening of the influence of the Catholic party, especially with the
disgrace and imprisonment of Norfolk. Conversely, Protestant influ-
ences had been on the increase by 1547: the English Litany had been
in use since 1545 and the three pillars of Protestant doctrine — the
Lord's Prayer, the Ten Commandments and the Creed — had been
accorded greater emphasis. Events on the continent had also influ-
enced the momentum of change: Charles V's imperial armies had
shattered the Protestant League of Schmalkalden at the Battle of
Miihlberg, which meant that England had suddenly become a haven for
large numbers of Protestant refugees. Some of these were leading
theologians: Bucer from Strasburg was appointed Regius Professor
of Greek at Cambridge. Most were ordinary people with a fervent
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belief sharpened by persecution. They had a direct influence in areas
like Essex, East Anglia and Lincolnshire, especially in their enthusiasm
for iconoclasm. Finally, Edward had already been exposed to
Protestantism well before his accession and appeared willing to
allow Somerset to continue the momentum of change — possibly
to the next and logical stage of cutting remaining links with Catholic
doctrine.

And yet Somerset's early approach involved a degree of caution
which does not normally accompany radical change. It was once
argued that Somerset was an idealist but a moderate: he wanted to
reform but not to revolutionise. It is true that he was more moderate
than either Henry VIl or Mary and that there were no heresy executions
during his administration. But recent research? has shown him to be
more interested in secular issues, especially in augmenting his own
estates. It made sense therefore to pursue a policy over religion which
kept his options open. Thus moderation would alternate with more
radical policies. It was especially important to maintain a careful hold on
his leadership of the Council, which was always finely balanced.
Support for reform came from nine bishops (including Cranmer and
Ridley), while ten opposed (including Gardiner and Bonner) and the
remaining eight were neutral. This composition necessarily dictated
caution and the method used was an initial review of the state of the
Church of England by royal commissioners in 1547. Even the later
measures were an attempt to satisfy the reformers without excessively
antagonising the conservatives. Somerset's caution at home was com-
plemented by a sensitivity to problems abroad. He was aware of the
difficulties which could have been made by Charles V in Scotland, at
the time a considerable problem for the Somerset administration.
This meant that it was unwise to pursue policies which were openly
provocative.

Given the need for initial caution, does it necessarily follow that
Somerset's changes were moderate? On the whole, it does. His
earliest measures were recapitulatory, in effect going back to the
reforming period allowed by Henry VIl in the 1530s before he had
tightened up in 1539. This meant reintroducing some of Cromwell's
measures. The main example was the 1538 Injunctions which had cast
doubt on the use of images within the church and had enforced the use
of the English Bible. Very much within this spirit — although with more
vigour — royal orders were now issued for the destruction of images
and the whitewashing of murals in churches. Then came a series of
counter-measures repealing some of the later Henrician legislation.
These included the Act of Six Articles (1539), and the withdrawal of the
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King's Book of 1543. Again, however, these can be seen as a reversion
to an earlier Henrician doctrine.

The main measure associated with Somerset's administration
was the dissolution of nearly 2,400 chantries in 1547. The motive was
in part sheer necessity. The money provided by the dissolution of the
monasteries had been greatly diminished by the foreign policy of the
last years of Henry's reign and the wars of Somerset's administration
required further funds. The dissolution of the chantries provided some
£160,000 per annum, some of which was also used to endow schools.
But there was also a doctrinal reason, which showed that the early part
of Edward’s reign was definitely moving more towards Protestantism.
The chantries were associated with prayers to lessen the length of
time spent in purgatory by departed souls. This was a Catholic doctrine
from which Henry VIII had never been able to cut himself off. And yet
the measure was not that extreme: indeed, it was the next step on
from the dissolution of the monasteries. This logic was inescapable. If
the monasteries, which had been known to perform a wide range of
good works, had been ended, why should the chantries not follow —
especially now that the superstitions of an old tyrant were no longer of
any influence?

Finally, there were measures consolidating the doctrinal change;
these were introduced once the administration had become more con-
fident. Some measures were more obviously radical than others. The
main advances were the 1549 Prayer Book and the Act of Uniformity
which accompanied it. In addition, priests were allowed to marry from
1549 onwards, recognising and legitimising the substantial number
of unions which had already taken place. This was actually a more
complete break with Catholic doctrine, which remained quite
uncompromising on the whole question of the celibacy of the clergy.
Other developments included the end of the practice of singing
masses for the departed and official discouragement of the worship of
saints. In other ways the changes of Somerset remained fairly cautious.
Several traditional components were left in the communion service,
including the wearing of vestments by the priest, the use of the railed
altar and the lighting of candles. The wording of the communion also
allowed a belief in transubstantiation if the recipient chose to interpret it
that way: ‘The Body of our Lord Jesus Christ which was given for thee
preserve thy body and soul unto everlasting life.’

Overall, Somerset’'s doctrinal reforms were ambivalent, showing
Protestant influences from the continent while retaining a calculated
ambiguity which would allow some flexibility for traditionalists. It is this
combination which makes it more persuasive to see Somerset as a
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moderate rather than as a radical — even if his moderation was
conditioned by political pragmatism and not by any religious idealism.

Northumberland

Somerset fell from power in 1549 to be replaced by the Earl of
Northumberland. The view expressed for most of the first half of the
twentieth century was best summarised by J.RH. Moorman: ‘The
cautious and conciliatory policy of Somerset and Cranmer now gave
place to more radical changes.”® This seems to have been maintained.
A.G.R. Smith argued that, under Northumberland, ‘the religious settle-
ment which he permitted in 1552-53 represented a real break with the
compromise of 15494 It is still widely believed that Northumberland
himself was more radical than Somerset and that he personally
quickened the pace of the Reformation.

Before accepting this line, one awkward inconsistency needs to be
explained. Shortly before his execution in 1553, Northumberland
expressed a desire to be reconverted to the Catholic Church. How can
this be squared with his so-called radicalism over the previous three
years? One possibility is that he was following a broadly pragmatic
approach — like the Duke of Somerset. Except in Northumberland's
case pragmatism had to be radical because of the circumstances of
the time, just as circumstances had dictated caution for Somerset.

This is apparent at the time that Northumberland came to power.
Whereas Somerset had depended on the broad balance of a divided
Council, Northumberland had to gain the complete support of one of
the two main factions. At first it had seemed that the Catholic party
would prevail and it was initially in Northumberland's interests that it
should, since most of the objections to Somerset'’s policies had come
from the conservatives or from popular uprisings espousing conserva-
tive causes. But their hope of making Mary regent failed when neither
Mary nor Charles V, who had been contacted, would have anything to
do with the scheme. Hence Northumberland was left with the prospect
of having to depend for his support on the Protestant group, which he
did by acting quickly to dismiss the Catholics from the Council. These
included conservative bishops such as Gardiner, Tunstall of Durham,
Voysey of Exeter, Day of Chichester and Heath of Worcester. Hence
the new set of advisers was far more likely to press for change. There
was no longer any need to legislate cautiously to maintain a deliberate
balance of views and interests. On the contrary, Northumberland was
committed, for political reasons, to following a radical course because
of the nature of his rise to power. Cranmer, who had supported him in
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this, was now given his head and allowed to introduce the sort of
changes he had always wanted.

The extent of this radicalism was shown by an obvious increase in
the pace of Protestantism. Iconoclasm, for example, became more
widespread, indiscriminate and destructive. The 1550 Act against
Books and Images deprived many churches of their remaining vest-
ments, plates, candlesticks and statues. Details of the communion
were further altered. Ridley, as the new Bishop of London, ordered the
removal of stone high altars and gave instructions not to ‘counterfeit
popish mass in kissing the Lord's board, washing his fingers after the
Gospel, shifting the book from one place to another . . ., ringing sacring
bell or setting any light upon the altar'® The wooden communion
table, much favoured by Calvinists, was substituted on Ridley's orders
for the stone high altar. To the communion itself was added the
sentence: ‘Take and eat this in remembrance that Christ died for thee,
and feed on him in thy heart by faith with thanksgiving.’ This looks very
much more like the act of remembrance so favoured by the Protestants
rather than the transubstantiation of Catholic doctrine. Furthermore,
the Council made it clear that kneeling for the communion did not
mean ‘any real and essential presence . .. of Christ's natural flesh and
blood'.®

Meanwhile, the state had become much more actively involved in
defining the role of the church. The Prayer Book of 15652 added further
Protestant wording and formulae. The emphasis was now on validating
every form of worship from the scriptures alone, very much a Protestant
form of service. As far as the communion was concerned, the traditional
term ‘mass’ was replaced by ‘Eucharist’. The Act of Uniformity of the
same year increased the expectation of participation by the people.
There was now less scope for ambivalence, ambiguity or evasion.
Attendance was now expected at services ‘upon pain of punishment
by the censures of the Church'. The Forty-Two Articles of 1553, the
first formal statement of the doctrine of the Anglican Church, even
contained a section on one of the more radical of the Protestant beliefs,
the Calvinist version of predestination. Northumberland's administra-
tion also stripped away the remaining assets of the church. Following
the usual pattern of a government-appointed survey and report, it
deprived the bishoprics of much of their wealth. Land with an estimated
value of £1,087,000 was transferred, along with most of the remaining
silver from parish churches.

Yet, all that said, there were still examples of continuity — and even
complaints from some contemporary Protestants that these measures
were actually very limited. This charge was definitely an exaggeration
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but, in some respects, Northumberland's policies did show constraints.
For instance, some of the vestments used by the clergy during services
could be retained: these included the surplice for priests and the
rochet for bishops. Within the communion, although the concept of
transubstantiation was rejected, Cranmer did not go as far as Knox and
some of the continental reformers who saw the communion as a mere
act of commemoration. Moreover, communicants were still expected to
kneel, a provision regarded by some as conservative. As for the action
against the bishoprics, it has been argued that the motive was strongly
secular. The dissolution of the monasteries by Cromwell and of the
chantries by Somerset had produced only limited funds. Where else
was there now to go? The raiding of the wealth of the bishoprics and
the silver plate from the parishes may be seen as a secular scraping of
the financial barrel just as much as a scratching off of residual signs of
popery.

An overall review of Somerset and Northumberland would seem to
support the argument that there was movement from initial moderation
to eventual radicalism — but with two reservations. One is that the
change was not total: there were some examples of radicalism
during the Somerset period as there were of conservatism under
Northumberland. The second reservation is that neither Somerset nor
Northumberland was much influenced by a personal interpretation of
doctrine. Instead, each responded to the shaping of political factions
which expressed their antagonisms in religious terms. Somerset's
strategy was to balance the extremes, while Northumberland associ-
ated himself with first one then the other of these. In a very real sense
they therefore presided over the doctrinal changes of the Edwardian
Reformation rather than actually initiating them.

Questions

1. Who changed the English church more: Somerset or
Northumberland?
2.  What were the key characteristics of the ‘Edwardian Reformation'?

ANALYSIS 2: HOW SECURE HAVE HISTORIANS CONSIDERED
PROTESTANTISM TO HAVE BEEN UNDER EDWARD VI?

As we have seen in Analysis 1, there were plenty of examples of
increasing Protestant influences between 1547 and 1553. Two new
Prayer Books were introduced, the second having made substantial
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changes to the liturgy and communion service; the Forty-Two Articles
(1553) were substantially more Protestant in doctrine than the Six
Articles of Henry VIII (1539); the chantries had been dissolved; and
extensive destruction had been caused in churches everywhere by
the deliberate policy of iconoclasm. But how deeply had all this actually
penetrated the country? The answer depends partly on how effectively
the changes were enforced and partly on whether the population at
large was able to adapt to them.

One view is that the population interacted with the changes from
above, in effect helping to sustain the flow of Protestantism and
reacting to the numerous influences coming in from the continent
in the form of Lutheranism and Zwinglianism. Indeed, according to
A.G. Dickens, the process was already well under way during the
reign of Henry VIII, through the channels provided by Lollardy. Far from
being the result of coercion from above, the Reformation was spread
from below through conversion. The key was the background of
Lollardy from the fifteenth century which helped prepare local com-
munities for the acceptance of sixteenth-century Protestant ideas. This
occurred in three ways. First, Wycliffe's works prepared the way for
the translation of the New Testament by Tyndale. Second, Lollardy had
provoked English bishops into ‘a sterile, negative and rigid attitude
towards all criticism’,” thus hardening the arteries of the church
against effective reform. Third, and most important of all, the Lollards
‘provided a springboard of critical dissent from which the Protestant
Reformation could overleap the walls of orthodoxy'. They provided
‘reception-areas for Lutheranism’ and emphasised a religion that
was ‘personal, scriptural, non-sacramental, non-hierarchic and lay-
dominated'. It was, therefore, inevitable that the process should con-
tinue and accelerate during the reign of Edward VI; D.M. Palliser® gave
particular emphasis to England’s proximity to the continent through the
main trade routes and the channels of intellectual contact. This applied
especially to London, East Anglia (particularly Cambridge), Bristol and
Hull. In addition, itinerant cloth workers affected parts of Gloucester-
shire, Essex and Bristol. The whole impetus gained strength largely
because the church authorities were too engaged in political or eco-
nomic issues to take seriously what was going on in their dioceses;
in other words, there was a problem within the church, which was
diverting attention away from the ever-growing radicalism at grass-
roots level.

An altogether different approach sees the population at worst
hostile to, and at best confused by, the Edwardian Reformation. The
most extreme case was put by Green, who saw the protectorate as a
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period of misrule and misunderstanding. ‘The distaste for changes
so hurried and so rigorously enforced’ was increased by ‘the daring
speculations’ of Protestants who were more extreme than any during
Henry VIII's reign. When such radicalism was mixed with corruption
and greed, the political counterpart was exploitation and chaos: ‘It is
clear that England must soon have risen against the misrule of the
Protectorate, if the Protectorate had not fallen by the intestine divisions
of the plunderers themselves.”® This view has, more recently, been
partly echoed by R. Lockyer: ‘The Prayer Book and Articles repre-
sented the positive side of the Edwardian Reformation, but the ordinary
man and woman would have been more aware of the negative side.’"®
Indeed, most historians provide at least some negative impression
of the reign and of reactions to its religious changes. According to
Williams, although the symbols of Catholicism had been removed,
‘none of that made a Protestant people’."

The essential difference between Green an