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he pronounoed the marriage between Henry and Anne valid. 

"Anne was orownecl at l'!estminiater on Whitsunday I June 1. 

with nll due state, b~t with no appearanoe ot popular 

enthusiasm. Then another deputat19n was sent to Catherine, 

now at _tunpthill, to intorm her that she was no longer 

Queen and must henoetorth bear the name of Prinoess Dowa­

ger; but she retused to submit .to .such a degrad~t1on."4~ 

Rome passed sentence of exoommun1'oat1on ~pon Henry 

on July 11, but allowed him until the end of September to 

make amends by putting away Anne and taking back Catherine. 

Early in September Anne's ohild was born and on 

September 10, Cranmer stood godfather to her child, the 

future Queen Elizabeth. 

The Pope pronounced ·aenry•a marriage '11th Catherine 

valid in Maroh 1534, but Parliament in England passed an 

Aot of suocession·in ·tavor ot .Anne Boleyn's ohild. 

on May ll of this same year HenJ7 was able to make 

peaoe with his nephew, lames I,ot sootlan~ "rei1eved him 

tram the danger ot a papal int~rdiot being exeouted by 

means of an invasion trom. sootland ... 43. 
Thus' oeme to a suooesatul oonolus1on the divorce ot 

Henry. we have dealt with this attair quite in detail be­

cause it was the point ot departure ot oranmer into his 

42. !.2• ill•, p. 440. 

43. ~· ill•, p. 441. 
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publio lite and illuat~ates the poliiioal baokgrounda 

ot the times an4 the theologioal etand oranm.er was to 

take in the tuture.. ~ to the time ot the 41Toroe oran­

m.e:r.- stood 1n the wings ot the ,tage ot England. But 

this was his oue to take hie place on stage and under the. 

floodlights ot history to pla7 his role in the Protestan~ 

1zing ot England. 

Cranmer and Royal SUpremaoy 

The divoroe question had settled the question also 

ot the power and authority ot the pope in England. Soon 

atter the divoroe question was settled by tbe aot1ons ot 

Cranmer, a foreigner writing to the Republio ot •lorenoe 

saids "Nothing else is thought ot 1n that island every day, 
-

exoept ot arranging attairs in S'JOh a way that they do no 

longer be in want ot the Pope, neither for t1~11ng Taoan­

oies 1n the Ohuroh, nor tor any other purpose."44 

Parliament, on May 15th, 1532, issued a resolution 

oalled the submission ot the Olergy which aided the King 

in toroing his submission "Not only on the olergy ot Eng­

land, but ot the Pope, to his wishes."45 

In 1532 an Aot torbidding the pa1Jllent ot Annates was 

44. Lindsey, A y11torz !£.,!!!!.Reformation, p. 326. 

45. 21?.• .!J:!·• p. 327. 
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al.so passed, an4 on the Aot ot supremao7, 4ate4 15 1an­

uary, 1534 it was 4eolare4 that · the nns · "juatl7 and 

rightfully is and ought to be the supreme Head ot the 

Ohuroh ot Englan4".46 

This was the political and religious atmosphere in 

wbioh Thomas C;ranmer worked, aD4 he was heartily in favor 

ot it. As will be shown in the next ohapter, he was ot 

the opinion that the pope was the Antiohriat and that 

the King was the head ot the Ohuroh as well as ot the 

state. 

46. Pollard, 'l'hQll18.S oramer, p. 82. 
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OBA.PrER II ,, 

Oranmer•s Dootrinal Poe1t1on 
' • I I • 

In this ohap~er we are going to taka up the dootr1n­

al position ot Thoma~. Qranmer. The ~ohbishop was eaa1ly 

intluenoed by his assooiatea and their -intluenoe oause4 . ' . . 
him to change his position whioh in turn changed the 41-

' rection ot the. Retormat1on in England. At an early per-
. . . . 

1od 1n the Retorma~ion Cranmer ~as definitely Lutheran. 

At a later period in his lite he ohanged ~o a more Calvin­

istio approach to theology. 

The doctrine ot t~e Ruoharist, or the Lo;ci•s Supper. 

is perhaps the best dootrine we oould choose whioh would 

show his varying p9s1t1onm.ost olearly and oranmer•a view 

ot that dootrine will be 41sousae4 at length. 

The one other dootriJle wh1oh would atteot his Refor­

mation probably the most, at least as to its inception, 

was his views on the ,Papaoy. It is to this dootr1ne that 

we will t1rst direct our attention. 

oranmer' s views on the . PfipaOJ 
. 

The basis ot oranmerts polioies with regard to his 
-

Reformation lay in the root-1dea that the Ohuroh was sub-

ordinate to the state.. The ott1o1als ot the state are the 

ottioers ot the ssvereign and all revenues oolleoted are 

to be administered subJeot to the oontl'Ol ot the so.,.reign , 
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Also to this sovereign absolute obe41enoe ia due. 

"The sovereign, to Oranmer, meent the king, and by 

1m.pl1oat1on anyone aoting by royal authority; whether 

Parliament,. or a vicar-general, or an arohbishop. By 

royal assent, even papal authority could be restored; by 

the royal will it might be oast ott."l 
'• 

To Cranmer, the Pope was merely the Bishop ot Rome, 

and had no more authority 1n England than any other for­

eign secular prinoe or bishop. 

When Cranmer made r,a visitation ot his province he 

obtained signatures of the olergy to a declaration that 

"the Bishop ot Rome has no greater jurisdiction contered 

upon him by God in this kingdom ot England than any other 

foreign bisbop~.2 The Oonvooation ot Canterbury, on Maroh 

31, 1534 had given an opinion to this etteot, and a sim­

ilar judgement was given by that or York on May 5, whioh 

the archbishop oertitied on June land 2. "Declarations 

ot royal suprem.aoy, with renunciation ot papal authority, 

were likewis~ obtained trom the two universities and the 

monasteries throughout the kingdom."3 

' That this had been Cramrier'• opinion and view on the 

papaoy may oe seen even as early as his oona.eoration to 

1. Innes, oranmer ~ !!! Reformation .!:l! England, p. 87. 

2. oa1rdnel', A gistorz !! !.!!! Epglish Ohuroh, Vol. 4, 
p. 149. 

3. !E• oit., p. 149 t. 
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the ottioe ot Arohb1ehop ot oanterburJ. In his protest, 

issued before he waa oonseorated, Oramner states that be 

will not oblige himself ·to anything "oontrary to the law 

ot God, or ·oontrary to our most illustrious king ·ot Eng­

land, er the · oommonwealth ot this hla kingdom ot England, 

or to the laws or prerogatives ot the same."4 It is Tery 

plain that oramil.er intends not to make the laws and oo.m.;. 

manaa or the King the basis by whioh he aots and on whioh 

he wishes to be held responsible. He oontinues to state 

that he intends to "exeoute ~ retorm these things, whioh 

I shall think fil 12.·!!.! reformed !a !a! Church 5l! England. n5 

At the olose ot hie protest he says that he will not con­

sider binding upon him any oaths wbioh his prooter has al­

ready ta.ken io the pope in his name beoause he intends to 

take oaths whioh shall not be 1noonstant with the "oath 

by me already taken, or hereatter to be taken to our said 

illustrious king ot England",6 Thus ora~er makes it very 

olear that he does not recognize pa~al supremacy but only 

that ot his monaroh. 

Later in life he preached two .. sermons, in East Kent 

·and in his own church in Canterbury, in whioh he speaks 

against the papal aupremaoy and authority. He says ot 

these sermons: 

Todd, ~ 1,~te g! .Archbishop Cranmer, Vol. I, p. 59. 

Ibid. 

loo. oit. p. 60. --



The scope and efteot ot both my sermons stood 
in three ~hinge •. ~irst,. I deol~red that the · 
bishop ot Rome was not Ood~s vicar 1n earth 
as he has taken •. And although it 1s 10 taught 
these th~ee or tour hundred rears, . yet it 11 
done by means ot the bishop ot Rome, who com­
pelled men by oaths so to .teaoh, . to the mai.n­
:ten.anoe ot his authority, oontrary to God's 
~ord. · And here I declared by what means and 
or,rt the bishop ot Rome obtained suoh usurped 
authority •. Seoond, , beoauee ·the see ot ROme 
was called sanota sedes Romana, , and the bishop 
was called panotls~!mue R!m!., · and men•a oon­
soienoee peradventure oo~not be quiet to 
be separated from so holy a place., . and trom 
God's .most holy vicar; I showed the people• · 
that this thing ought not.bing to move them, 
tor it was but a holiness in name. · For indeed 
there was no ·euoh holiness at Rome. · And· here­
upon I took oooasion to deolare his glory and 
pomp of Rome, · the ooveousness, · th~ unchaste 
living. and the maintenanoes .ot all vioea. 
Third I spake age.inst the bishop ot Rom.e•s 
laws: whioh he oalled divinas lifle and saoros 
oanones, and makes them. equal w God's Law. 
And here I deolared, that many ot the laws were · 
very oontradiotory, and so.me ot them, whioh 
were good and laudable, yet they were not ot 
such holiness as he would make them., that is, 
to be taken as God•e Lawa, or to have remis­
~ ~ !!,a! !l' observing themT -

36 

Oranmer•s position on the doctrine ot the Papacy seems 

to be olear enough 1n his own words. There is no need to 

elaborate upon them beyond this, that he did not regard 

the Pope as the vioa~ ot Ohrisi on earth. nor did OraJlller 

consider the Pope to have the authority in temporal or 

spiritual matters that he ola1m.ed tor himself. 

Having discussed a doctrinal view ot Oranmer whioh 

had bearing on his politioal as well as hie religious ao-

7. Todd, The Lite ot .Arohbishop Cranmer, Vol. I. P• 112 t. 
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t1ons, let us turn our attention to a dootrine in whioh 

his religious viewa are expressed and whioh will also 

to some ·degree ot oertalnt7 show us the etteot ot the 

varying intluenoea ot other men upon oramn.er. 

Oranmer•s View on the Euoharist 

Ot the _£etormers Oranmer is the . only one who did not 

take a tirm and definite stand whioh he supported at all 

times and which he held until the end ot his lite. His 

enemies aoouae him, and r1ghtl7 so, ot holding three dit­

terent views in regard to the EUoharist. 

This may seem odd but it oan be explained, at least in 

part. He oooupied the thankless position ot being the med­

iator between the Roman, Lutheran and swiss theologians. 

Since he was of a receptive nature and intluenoed quite 

easily by external factors we have in Orama.er almost a hu­

man barometer which indicates the intluenoe ot the var­

ious religious views and trends as they gained the upper 

hand in England. 

EnsJ.and was a sort ot "melting pot" tor all these re-

ligious elements whioh were gradually combined to torm the 

.Angl.1oan Churoh. 

It seems that Cranmer never held a purely independent 

view on the EUoharist. Be was 1ntluenoed either by the 

Romanist, the Lutherans or the Reformed. At the end ot 

his lite he seems, however, to have hel.4 a rather det1n1te 



view~ · This view had a rather atrons Reformed flavor 

but was actually a combination ot the oatholio, Luther­

an, and Swiss theologies~ 

As early as. 15,8 Cranmer took -a definite stand against 

the Roman do.otrine ot transubstantiation~ In that year he 

wrote to Cromwell: 

AS concerning Adam De.m.pl1p ot oala1s~ he ut­
terly den1eth that ever he taught or sa:ld 
that the very body and blood ot Ohrist was 
not presently 1n the saorement of the altar, 
and oonteeseth the same to be there really; 
but he saith that the oontrovera7 between 
him and the prior was because he o.ontuted 
the opinion ot transubstantiation, ~nd there­
in I think he taught but the truth.o 

Cranmer took a definite stand against the Oatholio 

doctrine of tranaubstanti~tion in 1538 and at this same 

time he was also tar tro.m adopting the ZW1ngl1an position 

tor the year previously, 1537- he wrote to a ZWinglian by 

the name ot J. de watt: · 

Unless I see stronger evidence brought for­
ward than I have yet been able ~o see, I de­
sire neither to be the patron nor the ap­
prover ot the opinion maintained by you. 
And I a.in plainly oqnvinoed ••• that the oause 
is not a g<>od one.~ 

There oan be little doubt that at this time Oranmer 

held the Lutheran position on the Real Presenoe. This 

dootrine, he thought, was proved by "evident and manitest 

passages of soriptures and handed down to us by the lathers 

8. Pollard, Thomas Oram.er, p. 234. 

9. Ibid. 
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themselves and men ot apostolioal oharaoter trom the 

very beginning ot the Ohuroh."18 
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Many ot his biographers hold that Cranmer never 

held the Lutheran interpretations and in defense ot their 

position point to a dialogue betv-,een Oranmer and Themas 

Martin in which Martin aoouses Cranmer ot having taught 

three oontrary dootrines ot this saorament and Oran.mer 

answers that he did not hold three contrary dootrines 

but only two.11 

The Vlhole defense ot Oranmer is quite ambiguous, Al­

though he does state that he held two contrary views and 

it is possible that he did not .maintain the Lutheran view 

on the Real Presenoe tor any great length ot time, he 

does not deny that he favored the Lutheran position. He 

was identified with the Lutheran oause because ot his 

publication ot the catechism ot Justus Jona·s. In the eyes 

ot the publio, both before the Romanists and the ZWing­

lians he was considered a Lutheran. In 1547, Bullinger, 

ZWingli•s suooessor was 1ntorme4i 

This Thomas has fallen into so -heavy a SlUlll• 
ber that we entertain but a very cold hope 
that he will be aroused even by your most · 
learned letter. ,or lately he has not only 
approved the toul and saorilegious transubstan­
tiation ot· the Papists in the holy supper ot 
aur Savior, but all the dreams ot Luther seem 
to him suttioiently well-grounded, perspioious, 

, 10. Pollard, 'l'hcpas Cranmer, P• 234 
li For·a fuller aooount ot this dialogue 

8
ot, Todd, 

'l'he Lite ot ArohbishoR Ora.nm.er, Vol. II, P• 43 t. ---

/ 
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and luoid .12 

We may assume that at least tor a time between 

1538 and 154-8 Ora.maer was inolined to tavor the Lutheran 

view ot the Eucharist. Another reason whioh will strength­

en this position is hie Euoharist1o prayer written tor 

the First Book ot Camm.on Prayer 1n 1549, Although it has 
' 

a passage in it that is detinitely Reformed in oharaoter 

it is still strongly Lutheran 1n tenor.13 

Beginning with Deoember 1548, Oranmer seems to lean 

toward the position ot the swiss ~heologians. Be admitted 

later that this change had been torced upon him by Ridley. 

In 1546, Dootor H. Ridley, th~ Bishop ot London, 

brought to cranm.er•s attention a treatise ot Rabanus "in 

whioh he oombated the opihions ot Pasohasius, who tirst 

asserted, in the ninth century• the doctrine~!. change 

ot the substance ot the consecrated elements, or Transub-__ .....,;;;;..;..;......,......, 

stantiation, though that expression was not then invented,"14 

The oomm.onplaoe book ot oranmer shows that he studi~d this 

treatise quite extensively. 

Atter Ridley had removed trom Oranmer• s mind the 

Oatholio view of th, Eucharist, Cranmer began also to waver 

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

12. Pollard, Thomas oranmer, p. 210. 

13. For the text ot this prayer ot. Ye Sanota, Vol, VII, 
No, 3, pp. l}-17, . 

14. Collette, Lite g.£ craIUll8r, p. 281. 



Cranmer made some publio statementa betore Parliament 

whioh were looked ui,on as tavoring the Reformed view. 

Soon after this Trahel'On, a member ot Parliament, wrote 

that Cranmer and Ridley argued so well on behalf ot the 

Zwinglian view that "truth never obtained a more brilliant 

viotory. I peroeive that it is all over with Lutheranism, 

now that those who were considered its principal and al-

most sole supporters have altogether oom.e over to our aide,"15 

This seems to be the almost universal. opinion. The 

view was that f'rom. now on the Reformed position was to be 

the prevailing one. Peter Matyr wrote to Buoer, 

The palm rests with our friends, but especial-
ly the .JU"chbiahop ot Canterbury, whom the7 till 
now were wont to traduce as a man ignorant ot 
theology, and as being conversant only with 
matters ot govePnment; but now, believe m.e, he 
has shown himselt so mighty a theologian against 
them as they would rather ·not have proof ot, 
and they are compelled! against their inolina­
tion, to acknowledge h s learning and power and 
dexterity 1n 4ebate. Transubstantiation, I 
think, is now exploded! and the d1tf1oulty re­
speoting the presenoe a at this time the most 
prominent ,point ot dispute; but the parties en­
gaged with so muoh vehemence and energy as to 
oooasion very great doubt as to the result; tor 
the viotory h§s hitherto been tluotuating be­
tween them." lb 

on Deoem.ber 28, 1547 Traheron again wrote to Bullinger: 

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

respeoting the true dootrine ot tho Eu~arist together with 

15 • .Pollard, Tho.mas Cranmer, p. 217. 

16. loo. oit, p. 217 t. 
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the ArohbiSbop of Canterbury and other bishops who here­

tofore seemed to be Lutherana."17 

The Retor.m.ed view seemed to be 1n the ascendenoy and 
' 

it was to remain suoh tor the rest ot O:ranm.er•s lite. 

The best statement ot his dootrine ot the Euobarist 1s 

tound 1~ his "A Defence ot the True and Oatbolio Doctrine~ 

ot the Sacrament of the Body and Blood ot our Savior Ohrist". 

strype says that this book is to be valued: 

as being writ by him in his mature age, Edter . 
all his great readings and studies and most 
diligent and ser1o·us pursuals ot a:fl eoole­
siastioal v1riters; whereby ~e became thorough­
ly acquainted .with their judgements and opin­
ions in that dootrine • . And in -it are contained 
his last and ripest thoughts on that argument. 
This book di splayeth the gl'e.at weakness of th.a 1; 
distinguishing doctrine ot the ch~oh ot Rome, 
t hat asse.rts transubstantiation. lt,. 

Since this is probably his _be~ and oomplete~t statement 

of his doctrinal pos~tion on t~e Eqoharist we will quote 

several l engthy exei,pts trom it. 

But it is not the doctrine ot Ohrist, but the 
subtle invention Qt Antichrist, tirst decreed 
by Innooent the Third, and atter more at la~ge 
set forth by school authors whose study was 
ever to defend and set abroad to the world all 
suoh matters as the Bishop ot Rome had once 
decreed • .And . the Devil by his minister Anti­
christ had se ,dazzled the -eyes ot a great mul­
titude'ot Christian people 1~ these latter days, 
tbat they sought not tor their faith at the · 
olear light ot God's word, ·but at the Ro~sh 
AntiQbrist, believing whatsoever he persoribed 

17 •' loo. cit. P• ai6 t • 
1 I 567. 18., strype, .Memorials, ·VQ • , P• 
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unto them, yea though it were against tll reason all 
senses. and Ood•a most holy word alao,i~ ' 

For Obrist teaoheth, that we reoeive very bread and 
wine in the most blessed Supper ot the Lord, as saora­
m.ents to admonish us that as we be ted with bread and 
wine bodily, so we be ted with the body and blood ot our 
savior Ohrist spiritually, (p, 310) 

But the true Oatholio taith grounded upon God's most in­
talli~le word teaoheth us, that our Savior Obrist (as 
oonoerning his man's nature and bodily presence) is gone 
up into heaven, and s1tteth at the right hand ot the ra­
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 soripturea: I torsake 
the world, saith he, and .S2. to .!!!I. rather. And-in another 
plaoe he saith: 12! s1iiIJ. ever l1['m' ™ men arnon~ you, 
but me you shall not ever have. And againhe salt , Many 
lierei?ter shall come and !il• Look1 here is Christ, or, 
l.ook, th.ere he is;,>ui'"De eve-mim not. Aiid st. Peter 
iiI'th in the Ao iii, !Jiit heaven must reoei ve Ohri st until 
the time that all t~s shall liire stored. And st. Paul, 
wrltrns-tc>tne Oolossfins, agreith hereto, saying, Seek 
tor things that be above; where Obrist is sitting ar:Elie 
nght hand ol' theP'ather. And St, Paul-;-speaklng 7ff tlie 
very saoriment;-&a!th: AS often as lot shall eat this 
bread and drink this o~ show tort he Lordf"sdeath 
untli lieoome. 1"fi!l e oome", salth-si. Piui, slgnit::,­
lng that lie"'Ts not there oorporally present. ~or what 
speeoh were this, or who useth ot him that is a1read::, pre­
sent to say, "tJntil he oome"? Jor "Until he oome" signi­
tieth that he is not yet ·present. This is the catholio 
taith which we learn trom our youth in our oommon Creed 
and which Christ taught, the .Al)ostles followed, and the 
M~rtyrs eontirmed with their blood. (p. 311) 

And although Obrist in his human nature substantially, 
reall.y, corporally, naturally and sensibly, be present 
with his Father 1~ heaven, yet sacram.entally he is pre­
sent and spiritually he .is here present. 7or in water, 
bread and wine he is preaent as in signs and saoraments, 
but h; is indeeA spiritually in the taithtul Christian 
people whiOh aooording to Ohrist•a ordinanoe be baptised, 
or reo~ive the holy oommunion, or ~e.ignedly believe in 
him. Thus have you heard the seoond prinoipal article, 
wheiein the papists vary trom the truth ot God'& Word and 
t:rom the oatholio taith. _(p. 311) 

19 The Remains ot Thomas oranmer, Vol. II, P• 309 t. 
All s~bse uent quo-E"airon$ ih tli!s obapter are taken trom 
this bookqand will be indioated merely by the page number. 
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I~ whioh process shall be showed• that these sen­
tenoes ot Chl"ist. this is my bod~, ~his is my blood, 
be tigurative ,peeohes. (p. 372 
Wherefore to all them that be. any reasonable means 
will be sat1st1ed, these things before rehearsed 
are auttioient to prove! that the eating ot Christ•s 
tlesh and drinking ot h s blood, is not to be under­
stood simply and plainly, as the words do properly 
signity, that we do not eat and drink him. with our 
mouthsJ but it 1s a figurative speech spiritually 

.to be understood, that we must .deeply print and 
.truittully believe in our hearts that his tlesh .was 
oruoitied and his blood Bhedi tor our redemption. 
And this our beliet in him, 1s to eat his tlesh and 
to drink his blood, although they be ·not present 
with us, but he ascended into heaven, AS our fore­
fathers, before Christ's time! did likewise eat his 
flesh and drink his blood, wh oh was so tar from 
them, that he was not yet then born. (p. 361-382) 

We have taken this doctrine as an indioation ot Cran­

mer's general doqtrinal position, In it are most easily 

seen the various elements, Oatho,l.io, Lutheran and Re~ormed 

which intluenced CreJUller to take his dootrinal position. 

In his early youth he was probably Catholic, J'rom 
. . . 

the period 1538-1548,· he tavored the Lutheran position on 

doctrine, and after this, beginning with the 1ntluenoe of 

Doctor Ridley, he turned to a Reformed view et the Euchar­

ist and other doctrines. He maintained tbis position until 

bis death, only briefly retracting th~m in the hour ot 

trial but at the stake returni.ug tirmly to his doctrinal 

stand. 


