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publioc life and illustrates the political backgrounds

of the times and the theological stand Cranmer was to
take in the Tuture, TUp to the time of the divorce Cran-
mer stood in the wings of the stage of Ensland{ But

this was his oue to take his place on stage and under the
floodlights of history to play his role in the Protestan-
izing of England,

Cranmer and Royal Supremecy .

The divorce question had settled the question also
of the power and authority of the pope in England, Soon
after the divoroe question was settled by the actions of
Crenmer, a foreigner writing to the Republic of Florence
said; "Nothing else is thought of in that island every day,
except of arranging affairs in such a way that they do no
longer be in want of the Pope, neither for filling vacan-
cles in the Church, nor for any other purpose."44

Parliesment, on May 15th, 1532, issued a resolution
called the Submission of the Clergy whioch aided the King
in foroing his submission "Not only on the clergy of Eng-
land, but of the Pope, to his wishes."4?

In 1532 an Act forbidding the payment of Annates was

44. Lindsey, A History of the Reformetion, p. 326.
45' 220 -O—E" po 3270




32

also passed, and on the Aot of Supremacy, dated 15 Jan-
uary, 1534 it was declared that the King "justly and
- rightfully is and ought to be the Supreme Head of the
Churoh of England".45

This was the political and religlous atmosphere in
which Thomes Cranmer worked, and he was heartlly in favor
of it, As will be shown in the next chapter, he was of
the opinion that the pope was the Antichrist and that
the King was the head of the Church as well as of the
State.

46, Pollard, Thomas grammer, P. 82,
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CHAFTER II
Cranmer's Dootrinal Position

In this chapter we are going tb take up the dootrin-
al position of Thoﬁas_cranmnr. The Archbishop was easily
inrluenoed by his assooiates and.their influence caused
him to chenge his position whloh in turn ohangpd the di-
reotion of the Reformation in England At an early per-
iod in the Reformation Cranmer was detinltely Lutheran,
At a later period in his ;1rg he changed to a more Calvin-
istio approach to theology,

The dootrine of the Bucharist, or the Lord's Supper,
is perhaps the best dootrine we could choose which would
show his varying position most clearly and Cranmer's view
of that doctrine will be discussed at length,

The one other dootrine which would affeot his Refor-
mation probably the most, at least as to its inceptlon,
was his views on the Papaoy. It is to this dootrine that

we will first direct our attention,

Cranmer's views on the.Papady
Thé basis of Cranmer's poliocies with regard to his

Reformation lay in the roét-idea that the Church was sub-
ordinate to the State, The otfioigls of the State are the
officers of the sovereign and all revenues colleoted are

%o be administered subject to the control of the sovereign .
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Also to this sovereign absolute obedience is due,

"The soverelgn, to Cranmer, meant the king, and by
lmplication anyone acting by royal authority; whether
Parllament, or a vicar-general, or an archbishop. By
royal assent, even papal authority could be restored; by
the royal will it might be cast off,nl

To Cranmer, the nge was merely the Bishop of Rome,
and had no more authority in England than any other for-
eign secular prince or bishop,

VWhen Cranmer made @ visitation of his province he
obtained signatures of the clergy to a deolaration that
"the Bilshop of Rome has no greater Jurisdiction confered
upon him by God in this kingdom of England than any other
foreign bishop".2 The Convooetion of Canterbury, on March
31, 1534 had given an opinion to this effeot, and a sim-
ilar judgement was given by that of York on May 5, which
the archbishop certified on June 1 and 2, "Declarations
of royel supremacy, with renunciation of papel authority,
were likewise obtained from the two universities and the
monasteries throughout the kingdom,"3

Thet this had been Cranmer's opinion and view on the

papacy may be seen even as early as his conseoration to

1. Innes, Cranmer and the Reformation in England, p. 87.

2, Gairdner, A History of the English Church, Vol. 4,
p * 149.

3. op. oit., p. 149 £,
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the office of Archbishop of Canterbury, In his protest,
1ssued before he was gonseorated, Cramnmer states that he
will not oblige himself to anything "gontrary to the law
of God, or contrary to our most illustrious king of Eng-~
land, or the ocommonwealth of this his kingdom of England,
or to the laws or prerogatives of the same."4 It is very
plain that Crammer intends not to make the laws and com-
mands of the King the basis by which he acts and on which
he wishes to be held responsible, He continues to state

that he intends to "execute and reform those things, which

I shall think fit to be reformed in the Church of England,"?
At the close of his protest he says that he will not ocon-

sider binding upon him any oaths which his proocter has al-
ready taken to the pope in his name because he intends to
take oaths which shall not be inconstant with the "oath
by me elready taken, or hereafter to be taken to our said
illustrious king of Englan.d".6 Thus Crammer makes it very
clear that he does not recognize papal supremecy but onlj

that of his monaroch,
Later in life he preached two sermons, in Rast Kent
and in his own ohurch in Canterbury, in which he speaks

against the papal supremaoy and authority, He says of

these sermons;

| 4. Todd, The Life of Arohbishop Cranmer, Vol. I, D. 59.
5 Ibid.
6. _;._9._9_. gé_t_t p. 60.
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The scope and effect of both my sermons stocd
in three things,. First, I declared that the.
bishop of Rome was not God's vicar in earth,
@8 he has taken, And although it 1s so taught
these three or four hundred years, yet it is
done by means of the bishop of Rome, who com-
pelled men by oaths so to teach,. to the main-
tenance of his authority, oontrary to God's
Word, And here I deolared by what means and
oraft the bishop of Rome obtained such usurped
authority. Second,: because the see of Rome
was called sanota sedes Romana, and the bishop
was ocalled sanctissimus papa, and men's con-
sciences peradventure eong not be quiet to

be separated from so holy a place, and from
God's most holy vicar; I showed the people,
that this thing ought nothing to move them,
for it was but a holiness in name, For indeed
there was no suoh holiness at Rome. And here-
upon I took ococasion to deolare his glory and
pomp of Rome, the coveousness, the unchaste
living, and the maintenances of all vices.
Third I speke against the bishop of Rome's
laws: whioh he called divinas leges and sacros
canones, and mekes them equal W God's Law,
Znd here I declared, that many of the laws were
very contradiotory, and some of them, which
were good and laudable, yet they were not of
such holiness as he would make them, that is,
to be taken as God's Lawa, or to have remis-
sion of sins by observing them

Cranmer's position on the doctrine of the Papacy seems
to be clear énough in his own words. There 1s no need to
elaborate upon them beyond this, that he did not regard
the Pope as the vicar of Christ on earth, nor did Crammer
consider the Pope to have the authority in temporal or
spiritual matters that he claimed for himself,

Having discussed a dootrinal view of Cranmer whioh

had bearing on his political as well as his religious ac-

7. Todd, The Life of Archbishop Crammer, Vol. I. p. 112 I,
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tions, let us turn our attention to a doetrine in which
his religious views are expressed and whioh will also
to some degree of certainty show us the effeoct of the

varying influences of other men upon Cranmer.

Cranmer's View on the Eucharist

Orltheﬂgerormera Cranmer is the only one who did not
take a firm end definite stand which he supported at all
times and which he held until the end of his life, His
enemies accuse him, and rightly so, of holding three dif-
ferent views in regard to the Eucharist,

This may seem odd but it ocan be explained, at least in
part, He ococupied the thankless position of belng the med-
iator between the Roman, Lutheran and Swiss theologlans.
Since he was of a receptive nature and influenced quite
easily by external factors we have in Cranmer almost a hu-
man barometer which indicates the influence of the var-
ious religious views and trends as they gained the upper
hand in England.

England was & sort of "melting pot" for all these T~
ligious elements whioh were gradually combined to form the
Anglican Chureh,

It seems that Cranmer never held a purely 1ndepenﬂent
He was influenced either by the
At the end of

view on the Eucharist.

Romanist, the Lutherans or the Reformed.

nis life he seems, however, to have held a rather definite
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view.,  This view had a rether strong Reformed flavor

but was actually a combination of the Catholie, Luther-
en, and Swiss theologles,

As early as 1538 Cranmer took a definite stand against
the Roman dootrine of transubstantiation, In that year he

wrote to Cromwell;

As concerning Adam Demplip of Calais, he ut-
terly denieth that ever he taught or said
that the very body and blood of Christ was
not presently in the saorament of the altar,
and oconfesseth the seme to be there really;
but he saith that the controversy between
him and the prior wes because he oconfuted

the opinion of transubstantiation, and there-
in I think he taught but the truth,

Cranmer took a definite stand against the Catholie
doctrine of transubstantiation in 1538 and at this same
time he was also far from adopting the Zwinglian position
for the year previously, 1537, he wrote to a Zwinglian by
the name of J, de Watt:

Unless I see stronger evidence brought for-

ward than I have yet been able to see, I de-

sire neither to be the patron nor the ap-

prover of the opinion maintained by you.
And I am plainly convinced .,. that the cause

is not a good one, ,
There can be little doubt that at this time Cranmer

held the Lutheran position on the Real Fresence, This
dootrine, he thought, was proved by ngvident and manifest

passages of Seriptures and handed down to us by the Fathers

8. Pollard, Thomes Crammer, DP. 234.

9. Ibid.
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themselves and men of apostoliecal character from the
very beginning of the Church,"10

Many of his blographers hold thet Cranmer never
held the Lutheran interpretations and in defense of their
position point to a dialogue between Granmer and Thomes
Martin in which Martin acocuses Cranmer of having taught
three contrary dootrines of this seorament and Crenmer
answers that he did not hold three contrary dootrines
but only two.ll

The whole defense of Cranmer is quite ambiguous, Al-
though he does state that he held two ocontrary views and
it is possible that he did not maintain the Lutheran view
on the Real Presence for any great length of time, he
does not deny that he favored the Lutheran position. He
was identified with thelLutheian cause because of his
publication of the Catechism of Justus Jonas, In the eyes
of the public, both before the Romanists and the Zwing-
liens he was considered a Lutheran, In 1547, Bullinger,

Zwingli's successor was informed:

This Thomas hes fallen into so heavy a slum-
ber that we entertain but a very cold hope
that he will be aroused even by your most
learned letter, For lately he has not only
approved the foul and saorilegious transubstan-
tiation of the Papists in the holy supper of
our Savior, but all the dreams of Luther seem
to him suffiolently well~-grounded, perspicious,

/10, Pollerd, Thomas Crammer, P. 234

11, For a fuller account of this dialogue Of, Todd,
The Lite of Archbishop Cranmer, Vol. II, p. 430 1.
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and lucid,l?

We may assume that at least for a time between
1538 and 1548 Cranmer was inolined to favor the Lutheran
view of the Eucharist, Another reason which will strength-
en this position is his Eugharistic prayer written for
the First Book of Common Prayer in 1549. Although it l_ms
& passage in it that is definitely Reformed in character
it is still strongly Lutheran in tenor.l3

Beginning with December 1548, Cranmer seems to lean
toward the position of the Swiss theologiens, He admitted
later that this change had been forced upon him by Ridley.

In 1546, Dootor H. Ridley, the Bishop of London,
brought to Crammer's attention a treatise of Rabanus "in
whioch he combated the opihions of Paschasius, who first
asserted, in the ninth century, the dootrine of a change
of the substance of the oconsecrated elements, or Transub-
stantiation, though that expression was not then invented,"14
The commonplace book of Cranmer shows that he studied this
treatise quite extensively,

After Ridley had removed from Orammer's mind the
Catholic view of the Euscharist, Cranmer began also to waver

with regard to the Lutheran view, In December 14-17, 1548

oo —

12, Pollard, Thomas Cramnmer, P. 210,

13. For the text of this prayer cf. Una Sanota, Vol. VII,
No. 3, pp. 13-1T.

14. Collette, Life of Cranmer, P. 281.




Cranmer made some publiec statements before Parliament
whioh were looked upon as favoring the Reformed view,
Soon after this Traheron, a member of Parliement, wrote
that Cranmer and Ridley argued so well on behalf of the
Zwinglian view that "truth never obtained a more brilliant
vletory, I perceive that it is all over with Lutheraniasm,
now that those who weres considered its principal and al-
most sole supporters have altogether come over to our side,"l5
This seems to be the almost universsl opinion. The
view was that from now on the Reformed position was to be
the prevalling one, Peter Matyr wrote to Bucer;

The palm rests with our friends, but especial- -
ly the Archbishop of Canterbury, whom they till
now were wont to traduce as a man ignorant of
theology, and as being conversant only with
matters of government; but now, believe me, he
has shown himself so mighty a theologlan against
them as they would rather not have proof of,
and they are compelled, agelnst their inclina-
tion, to acknowledge his learning and power and
dexterity in debate. Transubstantiation, I
think, is now exploded, and the difficulty re-
specting the presence is at this time the most
prominent point of dispute; but the parties en-
gaged with so muoh vehemence and energy as to
occasion very great doubt as to the result; for
the victory hga hitherto been fluctuating be-

tween them, "l
on December 28, 1547 Traheron again wrote to Bullinger:

"You must know that Latimer has come over tc our opinion

respecting the true doctrine of the Eucharist together with

15. Pbllard,'Thumas ¢cranmer, p. 217.

16, oo, eit: poAANL:
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the Archbishop of Centerbury and other bishops who here-
tofore seemed to be Lutherans, 17

The Rerormed’viaw seemed to be in the asoendenof and
1t wes to remain suoh for the rest of Cranmer's iife.
The best statement of his dootrine of the Eucharist is
found in his "A Defence of the True and Oatholic Dootrines
of the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of our Savior Christ®.
Strype says that this book is to be valued:

as being writ by him in his mature age, after.
ell his greet readings and studies, and most
dilligent and serious pursuals of ail eccle-
siastical writers; whereby he became thorough-
ly acquainted with their judgements and opin-
lons in that dootiine., And In 1t are contained
his last and ripest thoughts on that argument.
This book displayeth the great weakness of that
distinguishing dootrine of the chugoh of Rome,
that esserts transubstantiation,

Since this is probably his best and ocompletest statement
of his dooctrinal position on the Eucharlst we will gquote

severcl lengthy exerpts from it,

But it is not the doctrine of COhrist, but the
subtle invention of Antichrist, first decreed
by Innocent the Third, and after more at large
set forth by school authors whose study was
ever to defend and set abroad to the world all
such matters as the Bishop of Rome had once
decreed, And the Devil by his minister Anti-
christ, had so dazzled the eyes of a great mul-
titude of christian people in these latter days,
that they sought not for their faith at the
clear light of God's word, but at the Romish
Antiehrist, bellieving whatsoever he persoribed

BRI SR R

17( 100. Oit. Po 216 f.
18, Strype, Memorials, Vol. I, P. 567.

Wadmmuy 1
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unto them, yea though it were against ill reason, all
senses, and God's most holy word also,l9

For Christ teacheth, that we receive very bread and
wine in the most blessed Supper of the Lord, as sacra-
ments to admonish us that as we be fed with bread and
wine bodily, so we be fed with the body and blood of our
Savlior Christ spiritually, (p. 310)

But the true Catholic faith grounded upon God's most in-
fallible word teacheth us, that our Savior Christ (as
soncerning his man's nature and bodily presence) is gone
up into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of the Fa-
ther, and there shall he tarry until the world's end, at
what time he shall come to judge both the quick and the
dead, as he saith himself in many soriptures: I forsake
g%g world, saith he, and go to my Father, And in another
place he saith: You shall ever have pOOT men amon ou,
but me you shall not ever have, And again he saItE, Vany
hereafter shall come and say, Look, here is Christ, or,
RROK' r‘t‘ﬁtﬁere 22 = ‘gh@:E; T mhiﬁ;dchristeﬁu
salth in the Acts, That heaven must receiv

the time that all things shall be restored. ~And St.
writIng to the colosggans, ggreiggrgeieig,a:g{ing,aSeeke
for things that be above, where st is t th
Tight hend oF the Father, And St, Paul, speaking of the
Very sacrament, saith: AS often as you shall eat this
bread and drink this oup, Show fort e Lord's death

un he come, WTill he come", saith ot, raul, signify-
Ing that he 1s not there corporally present, For what
speech were this, or who useth of him that is alrﬁadi pie—
sent to say, "Until he come"? For "Until he comathalgn -
fieth that he is not yet present, This is the ca g e:d
faith, which we learn from our youth in our t.\gmnmn.d ihe
and which Christ taught, the Apostles rolloge , an
Martyrs confirmed with their blood. (p. 311)

n nature substantially,

hrist in his huma 7
ﬁzgliifhggﬁgogally, naturally and sensibly, bg pggsegg* |
with his Father in heaven, yet sacramentally : wager E
sent and spiritually he is here present. Ford n rameits .
bread, and wine, he is present as in sisgguEBOhgggtian ’
but he is indeed spiritually in the fa gy
people, whioh according to Christts ordinag;e beliege o ’
or racéive the holy communion, oOF unfeignei Yl e
him. Thus have you heard the second prine ggd's it énd
wherein the papists vary from the truth of ]
from the catholic feith., (p. 311)

Oranmer, Vol. II, p. 309 £,

19, The Remains of Thomas ey en are Laken from
SoGent quotations in this ohap

t%%ssgggiq:g: wggg ge indicated merely by the page number,
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In which process shall be showed, that these sen-

tences of Christ, this is my bod y this is my blood,
be figurative speeches, (p. 572;

Wherefore to all them that be. any reasonable means
wlll be satisfied, these things before rehearsed

are sufficient to prove, that the eating of Christ's
flesh and drinking of nis blood, 1s not to be under-
8tood simply and plainly, as the words do properly
signify, that we do not eat and drink him with our
mouths; but it is a figurative speech spiritually
to be understood, that we must deeply print end
Trultfully believe in our hearts thet his flesh was
crucified and his blood shed, for our redemption,
And this our belief in him, is to eat his flesh and
to drink his blood, although they be not present
wilth us, but he ascended into heaven, As our fore-
fethers, before Christ's time, did likewlse eat his
flesh and drink his blood, whioh was so far from
them, that he was not yet then borm, (p. 381-382)

We have taken this doctrine as an indication of Cran-
mer's general doetrinal position., 1In 1t are most easily
seen the various elements, Oatholic, Lutheran and Reformed
which influenced Cramnmer to take his dootrinal position.

In his early youth he was probably Catholic, Fronm
the period 1538-1548,~he favored the Lutheran position on
doctrine, and after this, beginning with the influence of

Doctor Ridley, he turned to a Reformed view of the Euchar-

ist and other doctrines, He maintained this position until

his death, only briefly retracting them in the hour of
trial but at the stake returning firmly to his doctrinal

stand,




