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Introduction

Mary I of England, the first sovereign queen of modern England, Wales and Ireland, is generally not even accorded this title. Instead she is normally referred to just as ‘Mary Tudor’. The long reigns of her father Henry VIII (1509–47) and her much younger half-sister Elizabeth I (1558–1603) have effectively submerged Mary, as well as her much younger half-brother Edward VI (1547–53). Edward and Mary’s reigns are, all too easily and frequently, glossed over or dismissed as unfortunate blips in England’s supposedly predestined progress to Protestantism, insular uniqueness and world empire. ‘Bloody Mary’ is depicted as the very opposite of the ‘Virgin Queen’ who succeeded her. While Elizabeth is ‘Gloriana’, a woman everyone thinks they know and admire, Mary is seen as a grim-faced Catholic fanatic who wore black, was wrinkled and ugly and lived in the gloomy shadows of childlessness and political and religious failure.1 In contrast, Elizabeth’s spinsterhood and status as Virgin Queen, which left dynastic and political confusion and instability when she died in 1603, seem not to be held against her, any more than her many political failures and her own, often vicious, persecution of religious opponents, both Catholics and Protestant dissidents, the Puritans.2

Until quite recently, even the most learned historians of Mary’s reign have generally, in their ill-disguised male contempt for her as a woman who presumed to govern (and wasn’t Elizabeth!), faithfully repeated the criticisms made of her by some nineteenth-century female writers. In particular, Maria Callcott, in her Little Arthur’s History of England, wrote:


Mary, the daughter of Henry VIII and of Catherine of Aragon, was so cruel that she is always called Bloody Mary.3



The mighty novelist Charles Dickens got in on the act too, writing:


As BLOODY QUEEN MARY, this woman has become famous, and as BLOODY QUEEN MARY she will ever be justly remembered with horror and detestation in Great Britain … ‘By their fruits ye shall know them’, said OUR SAVIOUR [Matthew 7:20]. The stake and the fire were the fruits of this reign, and you shall judge this Queen by nothing else.4



Dickens is referring to the death by burning, in Mary’s short reign (1553–8), at the hands of the secular authorities on behalf of the Catholic Church, of approximately 300 men and women on charges of heresy. This issue must, of course, be confronted, but not necessarily in such a manner.

In human as well as historical terms, there is also a stark contrast between Mary and her half-brother Edward. The boy king, cut down by disease, never reached adulthood, whereas Mary did. Thus she, unlike her male sibling, may be judged as a responsible ruler, if only for a short time, in comparison with the much longer reigns of her father and sister. It could be said that Mary had the worst of both worlds – full responsibility for what happened, but only a short time in which to achieve anything. Yet Mary, not Elizabeth, was the pioneer of English female sovereignty, in a society which generally regarded women’s authority over men as intrinsically unnatural, and even wicked. This was a problem that Henry and Edward by nature never faced, and one which Elizabeth too had to fight very hard to overcome. In many ways, Mary was the pioneer not only of female monarchy in England, but also of her country’s future role as a world power. It is, of course, totally impossible to study her life without knowledge of what happened afterwards, from the first Queen Elizabeth to the second, but this short Life is written with such an approach in mind. There can be no English ruler who more needs the later historical and ideological detritus to be cleared away, if she is to be understood with any kind of authenticity.

In 1524, when Mary was just eight years old, Juan Luis Vives, a distinguished Spanish Humanist who had been put in charge of her education, presented for her use a collection of Classical proverbs and sayings modelled on the famous Adages of Erasmus of Rotterdam. It was entitled Satellitum sive symbola (‘Companion or guidelines’), and it contained the phrase Veritas filia temporis, which Mary chose as her personal motto. Its literal meaning is ‘Truth is the daughter of Time’, but in her case it might be better rendered as ‘The truth will out’.
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1

Journey to the Throne

Princess Mary, who would reign over England, Wales and Ireland between July 1553 and November 1558, was born on 18 February 1516, the daughter of King Henry VIII and his first wife, Queen Catherine of Aragon. Family life can always be unstable, and nowhere more so than in the case of the European royal dynasties of the sixteenth century, whose political and medical ups and downs affected the lives of all their subjects. Among these families, those of Mary’s parents had particular reason to feel insecure. On 28 June 1491 her father was born in Greenwich Palace, east of London, as Prince Henry, the second son of King Henry VII and Queen Elizabeth of York, who had themselves achieved rule by the chance verdict of battle against Richard III, at Bosworth in August 1485. Quite unexpectedly, the young Henry had become heir to the throne when his older brother Arthur, Prince of Wales, had died of a sudden illness in Ludlow Castle, near the Anglo-Welsh border, on 2 April 1502. Just over a year later, on 25 June 1503, Prince Henry was betrothed, in the Bishop of Salisbury’s palace in Fleet Street, London, to his brother’s widow. As he was then only twelve years old, Henry had to wait two more years before he could legally consent to the match.1 Crucially, because Henry was marrying his dead brother’s wife, a papal dispensation had to be obtained, on the grounds of affinity (blood relationship), rather than any general prohibition of such marriages. Pope Julius II did not specify, in the relevant bull, whether or not Catherine was still a virgin when Arthur died, but in a brief (papal letter) to her parents, Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain, he stated that her first marriage had indeed been consummated.2 In future years this would prove to be vitally important, both for Mary and for the kingdom as a whole.

 Mary’s mother Catherine was born at Alcalá de Henares, east of Madrid, on 15 or 16 December 1485, in a palace which belonged to the Archbishops of Toledo. She was the fourth and youngest daughter of Ferdinand (Fernando) II of Aragon (V of Castile) and Isabella I of Castile, who in 1496 would be granted the title ‘Catholic Monarchs’ (Reyes Católicos). Catherine’s parents were both members of the house of Trastámara, which had gained the Castilian throne back in 1369 by means of the murder, by their dynasty’s founder, Enrique, of the legitimate King Peter (Pedro). Ferdinand and Isabella were then in the process of conquering the last part of the Iberian peninsula still ruled by Muslims, the Nasrid emirate of Granada, which would fall to them in January 1492. Having achieved this notable feat on behalf of Christendom, Catherine’s parents sought to expand Spain’s influence further, on the European scene, by means of shrewd dynastic marriages for their children. Two of their daughters, Isabel and María, married into the neighbouring crown of Portugal. Their only son, John (Juan), Prince of Asturias, heir to the crowns of Castile and Aragon, died prematurely in 1497, but by then he and his second-oldest sister, Joanna (Juana), had been married into the Habsburg dynasty, which controlled one of the two great powers of Europe, the Holy Roman Empire (the other being France). John had briefly been married to Margaret of Austria, daughter of the Emperor Maximilian, while Joanna married Maximilian’s son Philip, the future Philip I of Spain (1504–6). These developments would become significant for England when Catherine was betrothed to Prince Henry in 1503 and later produced Mary. At various times between then and 21 April 1509, when King Henry VII died, it looked as though the young Henry and Catherine’s marriage would never take place. There were unseemly wrangles over the Spanish princess’s dowry, and Ferdinand’s ceaseless political manoeuvrings, both in Spain itself and elsewhere in Europe, led him to neglect Catherine’s well-being somewhat and even, on occasions, to threaten to break the tie altogether. Everything would change, however, when her fiancé acceded to the throne of England and Wales, and the lordship of Ireland.3

 Henry VIII became king with an evident desire to make a new start after his father’s nervous and rather oppressive reign. One early sign of the change was his decision, now that he was an independent agent, to marry Catherine. Perhaps out of respect for the late Prince of Wales, the wedding took place quietly. Henry’s brother had married her splendidly, in 1501, in St Paul’s Cathedral, London, but he now chose to tie the knot at Greenwich, where a strict Observant community of Franciscan friars lived alongside the palace. Public ceremony was reserved for the joint coronation of Henry and Catherine, which took place on 24 June 1509, the Feast of the Nativity of St John the Baptist, which was customarily kept as Midsummer Day. Everything was done according to the court manual, the ‘Royal Book’, with a stay in the Tower of London and a procession along the north bank of the Thames, through the City of London to Westminster. All accounts, not least those of the king himself, indicate that the first few years of Henry and Catherine’s marriage were generally happy. There were revels, jousts and hunting, and Henry seems to have regarded himself as almost a reincarnation of his Lancastrian predecessor, Henry V, which meant being a war leader. In 1513 he personally led a very expensive expedition across the Channel, capturing the towns of Tournai and Thérouanne. Meanwhile Catherine, as regent, reverted to the role her mother had taken during the Granada war by working in London and organizing the raising of an additional army intended to support the English troops under the Earl of Surrey, which eventually defeated and killed James IV of Scotland at Flodden on 9 September 1513.

 Yet the intimate history of the King and Queen of England was less happy. On 31 January 1510 Catherine miscarried a child, apparently a daughter, though the news did not come out for a few weeks. Henry immediately announced that they would try again, and on 1 February 1511 a son was born and baptized Henry, but he died three weeks later, and the Tudor (and Trastámaran) sense of insecurity over inheritance developed rapidly. During the campaigns of 1513–14 there is no record of any further attempts to start a family, but in January 1515 the queen produced another son, this time stillborn. Thus it was at least a partial relief when Mary was born, on 18 February 1516. Henry had to attempt to conceal, from the eyes of his subjects and of his brother monarchs in Europe, his bitter disappointment at his wife’s failure to produce the vital male heir. There had been quite enough civil conflict in England over the previous century or so. It had started with the deposition of Richard II in 1399, and continued through the violence between various members of the Plantagenet dynasty and their followers in the Wars of the Roses between Lancastrians and Yorkists. It culminated in Henry VII’s usurpation of the usurper Richard III’s throne in 1485. The strains and tensions in the mind of Mary’s father concerning the security of his rule would cast a shadow over the whole of her life, and over both his and her subsequent historical reputations.

 Henry’s early military forays had begun with the Marquess of Dorset’s disastrous expedition in 1512, supposedly aimed at reconquering territory in south-west France which had formerly been English. In fact this embarrassing fiasco, with its mass drunkenness and desertion, merely opened the way to Ferdinand of Spain’s annexation of a large part of the kingdom of Navarre. Then came the Tournai and Thérouanne expedition, but after that Henry VIII more or less settled down to defending what he saw as England’s interests in the complex European politics of the day. Throughout his life, as well as his daughter Mary’s, Italy was the centre of much diplomacy, and often military conflict as well. From 1514 onwards Henry had as his chief minister Thomas Wolsey, a butcher’s son from Ipswich who would become Archbishop of York, Bishop of Winchester and a cardinal of the Roman Church. As well as achieving an extraordinary dominance over the king, Wolsey devoted himself to international politics. Unlike his royal master, he was well aware that England’s limited population and resources would never allow it to be any more than a second-rank power in relation to France and the Empire. In response, he tried to punch above his weight in European diplomacy, though not, after the debacles and the puny, temporary successes of 1512–14, on the field of battle. Much better known for his secular politics than anything religious, Wolsey was none the less fully in tune with the reformist currents of the Catholic Church in the years leading up to the irruption on to the scene of Friar Martin Luther in 1517. In accordance with current Humanist ideas on Church reform, the cardinal closed down some small convents and monasteries in order to fund new educational foundations, a college and school in Ipswich and Cardinal College, later Christ Church, in Oxford.

 From a very early age, Princess Mary became a pawn in Henry and Wolsey’s diplomatic game. Until she was about nine years old her parents still expected to have a son, and it was therefore assumed that she would be betrothed to some European prince whom she would marry once she reached the age of twelve in 1528. Her first betrothal was planned to be to a French prince, but after more political manoeuvrings a new provisional arrangement would soon be made with the Emperor Charles V, who visited England in 1520 as her father’s new anti-French ally. In June 1522 she was betrothed to Charles. Between then and 1525 Mary continued to grow up as a favoured princess, but there were already signs of future trouble. Her mother Catherine’s pregnancies continued to fail, and Henry adopted the traditional royal custom of seeking solace elsewhere. He was at times unfaithful to his wife even before Mary was born, and in 1519 one of his mistresses, Elizabeth Blount, gave birth to their son, who was named, with little subtlety, Henry Fitzroy (king’s son). In a political system in which stable power largely depended on male heredity, it was perhaps inevitable that the new young Henry should be accorded high status even though, unlike his half-sister, he was illegitimate.

 Mary would never escape the effects of her gender, any more than her father could forget the relative weakness of the Tudor claim to the throne. In the wings were various descendants of the old house of Plantagenet, and to the end of his days Henry would regard some of them as a threat, most notably the Stafford, Pole and Courtenay families. It is likely that King Henry never entirely forgot his experience, as a six-year-old, of being holed up in the Tower of London in June 1497 during the revolt of the pretender, ‘Perkin Warbeck’. Henry’s dark thoughts and fears would increasingly surface in acts of judicial violence, beginning with the arbitrary execution in 1510 of two of his father’s councillors, Richard Empson and Edmund Dudley, and continuing with the show trial and execution, for supposed treason, of Edward Stafford, 3rd Duke of Buckingham, in 1521.

 In the often bewildering European politics of the period, with ever-increasing dynastic and religious conflict, exacerbated by the growing firepower of armies, 1525 proved to be, in many respects, a difficult and ominous year. Since the last years of the fifteenth century, the Empire, Spain and France had fought for control of the rich and strategically vital Italian peninsula. Lesser powers, including England as well as the Italian states, notable among them the Papal States and Venice, endeavoured to keep afloat and involved in affairs by negotiating alliances, which often required the placing of military forces in the field. In February 1525 the Battle of Pavia, in northern Italy, between Imperial and French armies resulted in King Francis I himself becoming a prisoner of the Emperor. Generally speaking, English foreign policy was guided by the current state of Franco-Imperial relations, and 1525 was no exception. In his apparent triumph Charles abandoned his betrothed, Princess Mary, and instead in 1526 married the beautiful Princess Isabel of Portugal, with a wedding in Seville and a honeymoon in the Alhambra Palace at Granada. In reaction, English policy moved towards a new French alliance, but by this time Wolsey’s position of pre-eminence was crumbling, largely because of his failure to satisfy the king’s new desire to divorce Catherine with papal approval. In 1527, as she reached the age of eleven, Mary’s whole life was about to be thrown into upheaval.

 Trouble in Mary’s parents’ marriage seems to have started when her mother reached the age of forty, in December 1525. There is little doubt that, up to then, and despite his occasional infidelities (which were few in comparison with those of Francis I), Henry had genuinely loved Catherine, but they had no living children together apart from Mary. When exactly Anne Boleyn, second daughter of Sir Thomas Boleyn, first caught the king’s eye is not entirely clear, but she seems to have had an extraordinarily magnetic personality, as well as possessing the graces of the French court, in which she had spent seven years. King Henry was, or regarded himself as, a very religious man, and his beliefs and scruples would have a huge effect on Mary’s life and that of the kingdom as a whole. Until about 1525, he and Catherine had apparently shared a strong and quite uncomplicated Catholic faith, which was expressed in frequent attendance at Mass and the Divine Office, in private devotions with the help of Books of Hours and in more public and popular aspects of the Christianity of the day, such as pilgrimages to shrines, to Our Lady of Walsingham in particular. Both husband and wife seem to have placed their faith in that north Norfolk shrine as an aid to the birth of a son, but Henry’s emotional and practical vengeance on the traditional Church for its apparent failure in this and other respects would be terrible.

 The traditional remedy for marriage breakdown, as far as the upper classes of Catholic Europe were concerned, was to seek a declaration from the Church that the bond should be ‘annulled’: that is, treated as though it had never existed. Ordinary people referred, more practically and perhaps more honestly, to the ‘divorce’ of the former spouses, and that is how Henry and Catherine’s situation, from 1527 until the queen’s death at Kimbolton in the early hours of 7 January 1536, has been traditionally described by historians. Cardinal Wolsey, on the other hand, had to seek for his master the remedy prescribed by the canon law of the Church, which was an annulment, to be granted by the then pope, Clement VII Medici. The process started when Mary was just eleven years old.

 To begin with, Henry could quite reasonably have expected to receive his annulment, even though, in religious terms, the issue was not simple. Strict attention to Holy Scripture raised a problem, with one book of the Law of Moses (Torah) apparently contradicting another on the subject. Leviticus 20:21 promised childlessness to any man who married his dead brother’s wife, while Deuteronomy 25:9–10 said that any single brother who did not do so would be shamed. European Jews in this period habitually married their dead brothers’ wives in these circumstances, perhaps in part to help ensure survival in a time of persecution. This practice, based on Deuteronomy, was and is known as ‘levirate marriage’. Henry, on the other hand, naturally favoured the Leviticus version which, in the late 1520s, could fairly be regarded as the normal understanding of the papacy. Most relevantly, King Manuel of Portugal, who had first married Catherine’s oldest sister Isabel, had later been given a papal dispensation to marry another of her older sisters, María. Why should the same thing not happen in the case of Ferdinand and Isabel’s youngest child? The answer to this question involved the succession to the crowns of Spain. The essential fact, in Henry’s seeking of a divorce, was that the wife of whom he wanted to rid himself was an aunt of the Emperor Charles V, who was in turn the son of Catherine’s second-oldest sister Joanna and the late Philip I of Spain. With Italy torn by almost ceaseless warfare and political manoeuvring, not least by Charles, Pope Clement would in any case have had great difficulty in granting the English king’s request, but the summer of 1527 found him in a state of particular weakness after the violent ‘Sack’ and occupation of Rome by unpaid Imperial troops, some Spanish and others German (including Lutherans), in May of that year. For the next five years Princess Mary would have to spend her difficult and formative young adulthood on the sidelines of a tortuous legal process which would involve rulers, churchmen and universities all over Europe.

 The 1530s were indeed a painful decade for Mary. Between May 1531 and the death of her mother nearly five years later, her father would not allow them even to see each other. On top of that Henry famously, or notoriously, replaced Catherine with Anne Boleyn, while Wolsey went into a political and physical decline, being blamed for the failure to secure an annulment from Rome and dying in 1530 while on his way to trial in London. Anne was crowned queen on 1 June 1533, giving birth, with notable rapidity, to a daughter, Elizabeth, on 7 September of that year: there was still no son. Catherine was redesignated Dowager Princess of Wales, and her daughter was demoted from Princess to Lady Mary and declared to be illegitimate. In all these developments, religion, personal desires and politics became hopelessly confused with one another, but one thing remained clear: the whole identity of England in relation to the continent of Europe, and of its Church in relation to Rome, was now in question.

 Mary, who had of course been brought up in a traditional Catholic faith, was forced to witness the struggles of her father and his advisers, including, from 1529, Thomas Cromwell and from 1532 Thomas Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, both to secure and validate the king’s marriage to Anne Boleyn and to reform the perceived abuses of the English Church. These struggles inevitably had a huge impact on the young Mary and would affect her when she eventually reached the throne. Perhaps the most excruciating year in her whole life followed the loss of her mother, after which she was treated with particular callousness by Queen Anne, who seems to have utterly loathed Mary and everything she stood for. In addition Henry himself, and Cromwell, subjected Mary to a battery of pressure which finally brought her to admit that her parents’ marriage had not been legitimate and that she was therefore a bastard.

 Henry’s succession problem was not, of course, solved by the birth of the Princess Elizabeth, though her much older sister had to suffer the bitter humiliation of having her own household wound up and having to join that of the infant. Biographers and commentators have readily condemned the teenage Mary for her supposedly ‘temperamental’, or (that deadly pseudo-medical word) ‘hysterical’, behaviour in the mid-1530s, but this seems unduly harsh. One is sometimes advised by historians, on a rather dubious sociological basis, not to expect close emotional ties between parents and progeny in sixteenth-century Europe, but even if this were an accurate characterization, Mary’s treatment by her father, his second wife and their inner circle seems quite extraordinarily nasty by any criteria. There is no need to indulge in cod psychology to suggest that the events of these years must have made Mary a tougher, and probably an even more determined, person, as well as causing her psychological damage. Her father seems to have had some difficulty in distinguishing between his own authority and that of the God in whom he believed, and Cromwell’s correspondence with Mary, when apparently working to bring her and Henry together, suggests that at times he himself suffered from the same confusion of identity.

 An example of Mary’s language and tone, when writing to her father after receiving Thomas Cromwell’s coaching, may be found in her first letter to him after her mother’s death, dated 1 June 1536:


I beseech your Grace of your daily blessing, which is my chief desire in the world. And in the same humble ways, [ac]knowledging all the offences that I have done, … I pray your Grace, in the honour of God, and for your fatherly pity, to forgive me them for the which I am sorry as any creature living, and near unto God, I do and will submit me in all things to your goodness and pleasure to do with me whatsoever shall please your Grace.



The letter was signed ‘Your Grace’s most humble and obedient daughter and handmaid, Mary.’4 Yet it was rejected by the king, and on 10 June she went even further in her self-abasement. She told her father that she was ‘most humbly prostrate befor[e] your most noble feet, your most obedient subject and humble child’, who placed her obedience to him ‘next to Almighty God’. In her desperation she was still confiding in Cromwell, and now wrote to him again, as ‘one of my chief friends next unto his Grace and the Queen [now Jane Seymour]’, saying that she had fully complied with his previous instructions on how to make peace with her father. She wrote:


Wherefore I desire you, for the Passion which Christ suffered for you and me, and as my very trust is in you, that you will find such means through your great wisdom, that I be not moved to agree to any further entry in this matter than I have done. But if I be put to any more, I am plain with you as with my great friends, my said conscience will in no ways suffer me to consent thereunto.5



Mary must surely have known that mention of ‘conscience’, the defence both of her own mother and of Thomas More, who had been executed for treason in the previous year, would go down badly with her father. From this time onwards she had her letters to the king effectively drafted by Cromwell, but still to no good effect. Even her eventual acceptance, some weeks later, of her father’s view that his marriage to Catherine had not been legal under canon law did not produce a true reconciliation.

 From the execution of Anne Boleyn on 19 May 1536 until Henry’s death in January 1547, Mary had to deal with a further succession of stepmothers. Jane Seymour (1536–7), who produced the long-awaited son, Edward VI, generally treated her kindly, coming as she did from the Seymour branch of the religiously conservative Howard dynasty. Generally speaking, Mary also seems to have got on well with Anne of Cleves, who would eventually attend her coronation on 1 October 1553. Her closest relationship was with Catherine Parr, Henry’s last queen. Catherine Howard, on the other hand, being so close to her in age, was a more difficult proposition, but was only a short-lived problem because of her sad end as a convicted adulteress.

 Mary would have to wait a very long time to be queen. The birth of her half-brother Edward on 12 October 1537 ensured that at best she would be second in line after his descendants, if any, but the consequent demotion of Anne Boleyn’s daughter Elizabeth did not help her in this respect. Both princesses were left in legal limbo as their father never formally revoked their bastardy, though he did have parliament pass a Succession Act in 1544, which ordained that the throne should go first to Edward and any descendants of his, then to Mary and her descendants, and finally to Elizabeth and hers. Fate, of course, decreed that none of Henry’s children would have any progeny, thus producing precisely the dynastic disaster that he obsessively feared, but while the old king was still alive, he himself complicated the legal position further. The 1544 Act, which appeared to be an example of his extraordinary, and constitutionally significant, concern to involve parliament directly in vital matters of state, explicitly authorized Henry to make any changes he wished to the order of succession by means of his will. This loophole would, in the summer of 1553, allow his son Edward and his advisers to attempt to divert the succession out of the Tudor family and into the house of Dudley, through Lady Jane, née Grey.

 In some important respects, the accession of Edward VI at the end of January 1547 improved Mary’s situation. In his will, dictated in December of the previous year, Henry made generous financial provision for both his daughters. Edward’s Council, at first headed by Edward Seymour, who promoted himself from Earl of Hertford to Duke of Somerset and became the child king’s Lord Protector, duly carried out the terms of his father’s will. As a result Mary became one of the richest women in England, acquiring lands and property much of which had been confiscated by Henry VIII from the Howard family, including the dukes of Norfolk. Given the geographical location of much of this land, Mary thereby gained a power base in East Anglia, including Kenninghall in north Norfolk and Framlingham Castle, on the border between Norfolk and Suffolk, which would prove vitally important to her in the summer of 1553.

 In the meantime, both Mary and Elizabeth mostly lived away from court, but Mary came into increasing conflict with Edward and his councillors over religion. She gradually found herself in opposition to the reforms introduced by the Council and the Archbishop of Canterbury, Thomas Cranmer, which were aimed at creating a new Reformed, or Protestant, Church of England. Thus when the first Book of Common Prayer, in English, was brought into general use on Whit Sunday (Pentecost) 1549, Mary refused to use it, as she did the more radical revised Prayer Book of 1552. Her household continued to worship using the Catholic liturgy, and this became a constant source of irritation and friction between her and the king as he grew up, as well as with his lay councillors and bishops. This stalemate continued until Edward died, after a painful illness, on 6 July 1553. By then, the boy king had tried to alter the succession, by means of a legal ‘Device’ which aimed to discard Henry VIII’s will and the Act of Succession, disinheriting both Mary and Elizabeth and transferring the throne to the descendants of the late king’s sister Mary. The dying Edward used his authority and his developing personality, which increasingly resembled that of his father, to force his councillors to give written assent to the Device and Jane was proclaimed queen. In July 1553 it looked as though Catherine of Aragon’s daughter would have to fight for the throne if she wanted it, just as her grandmother had fought for hers in Castile. Isabella had been proclaimed queen in Segovia on 13 December 1474, before her husband Ferdinand had arrived from neighbouring Aragon. It was not until 1479 that they secured complete control of Castile.
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2

Becoming a Monarch

Apart from the brief and limited control which the former Empress Matilda had exercised in England in 1141 during the ‘anarchy’ under King Stephen, the territories which Mary inherited in 1553 had never before been subject to the direct rule of a female sovereign. There had been some powerful queen consorts who influenced affairs strongly, notable among them being Mary’s forbidding paternal great-grandmother, Lady Margaret Beaufort. In contrast, Spain, or at least Castile, had known female rule at various times in the Middle Ages, and Mary I of England had before her the spectacular example of her maternal grandmother, Isabella of Castile. A less inspiring example was Mary’s aunt Queen Joanna of Castile, who had, probably wrongly, been declared insane and incapable, so that her son, the Emperor Charles, governed for her up to her death in 1555.1

 As far as England is concerned, the most famous contemporary denunciation of female rule was written by a Scot, the Protestant Reformer John Knox, and published, with spectacularly poor timing, just as Elizabeth succeeded Mary in 1558. Entitled The First Blast of the Trumpet against the Monstrous Regiment [rule] of Women, this formidable polemic identified three ‘mischievous Maries’, two of whom, Mary of Guise, former Regent of Scotland, and Mary of England, were already dead, leaving the current Queen of Scotland, Mary, as the only living target. The three women were guilty of two crimes in Knox’s eyes – they were female, and they were Catholic. Discounting more recent European examples, who were in any case Catholics too, Knox was forced to admit that the Bible, in the Old Testament, offered various cases of women who had some authority over God’s Chosen People of Israel, one of them being the prophetess Deborah (Judges 4:5). To extract himself from this difficulty he affirmed, however, that they were not strictly rulers (in sixteenth-century terminology ‘princes’), but rather ‘governors’ or ‘judges’, and therefore did not count as female sovereigns.2

 Until very recently it has been customary, among historians of the Tudors, to contrast Mary unfavourably with Elizabeth, not only in their comparative success or failure as rulers but also in their intellectual ability and the quality of the education which they received. A powerful statement of the prevailing view was given by a distinguished Tudor specialist, Sir Geoffrey Elton, who asserted that Mary was ‘arrogant, assertive, bigoted, stubborn, suspicious and (not to put too fine a point on it) rather stupid’.3 According to Elton, Mary let both Renaissance Humanism and the Reformation pass her by, yet even the most cursory look at the known facts of her education clearly indicates the contrary. All Henry VIII’s children were very well taught, and Mary was no exception; but what tends to be neglected in her case is the massive influence of her mother who, as a child, had experienced the best Christian Humanistic education then available in Spain. Queen Isabella learned Latin late in life, because she thought it was necessary for a ruler, and she and King Ferdinand sought out the best tutors for all their children. In the 1520s their daughter Catherine, evidently with the full agreement and support of her husband, tried to do exactly the same for their daughter. Also, apart from the Spanish example, Mary’s parents had before them the inspiration of Sir Thomas More, who had served the king since 1518 and had provided all his children with the best Humanistic education that he could find, being a friend of the great Erasmus of Rotterdam since 1499.

 With the examples before her of her own Spanish family and that of Thomas More, as well as her husband’s anxiety to strut the European stage as an accomplished Renaissance prince, Catherine took a practical role in her daughter’s education. As Mary’s first tutor she appointed the distinguished Humanist physician Thomas Linacre, who, with his Spanish colleague Francisco de Vitoria, had founded the Royal College of Physicians in London. Given the girl’s rather frail health, Linacre may have monitored Mary’s physical, as well as her mental progress. In any case, in 1524, when she was just eight years old, he presented for her use Rudimenta grammatica (The Rudiments of Grammar), a manual of Latin grammar for school pupils which would achieve considerable popularity. He was, however, soon replaced, on grounds of age, by a Spanish Humanist, Juan Luis Vives.

 Vives was born in Valencia, probably in 1492, and studied at the city’s university before moving to Paris in 1509, to become a member of the Collège de Montaigu, where Erasmus, John Calvin and Ignatius of Loyola also studied, at different times. In 1517 he transferred to the equally distinguished University of Louvain/Leuven in the Low Countries, where he met Erasmus for the first time. Then, in May and June 1520, he came across Thomas More during Henry VIII’s meeting with Francis I of France on the Field of the Cloth of Gold. In January 1521 Vives’s father-in-law, the Valencian Bernardo Valldaura, died in Bruges, and a few weeks later came the untimely death of Vives’s patron Guillaume de Croÿ who, at Charles V’s instigation, had for a short time been Archbishop of Toledo and Inquisitor-General of Spain. In his sadness at these events, the Valencian Humanist continued working on a commentary on Augustine of Hippo’s great treatise The City of God. In July 1521 Vives sent the resulting work to Henry VIII and, as a consequence, was invited by the king and queen to replace Linacre in charge of Mary’s education, in return for a small royal pension. The Valencian accepted the offer and arrived in England in May 1523, having refused a professorial chair at the University of Alcalá de Henares. This was very probably because of his Jewish origin, which had already led to some of his relatives being tried by the Valencian Inquisition for ‘judaizing’, including his late mother whose bones had been exhumed and burned. In England he was quickly appointed, by Cardinal Wolsey at the request of the king and queen, as reader, or lecturer, in Latin, Greek and rhetoric at Corpus Christi College, Oxford. This centre of Christian Humanist learning had been founded in 1517 by Wolsey’s predecessor as Bishop of Winchester, Richard Fox. An indication of the favour in which Vives was held by the king and queen, who visited Oxford to support him, is that he spent the Christmas of 1523 with them at Windsor Castle.4

 It was at about this time that the Valencian Humanist wrote one of his major educational works, dedicated in particular to Princess Mary. This was De ratione studii puerilis (A Guide to Children’s Studies), which was produced in collaboration with a Cambridge tutor, Richard Fetherstone. In 1525 he became Mary’s chaplain when she went to Ludlow Castle to take nominal charge of the government of Wales and the Marches as effective, though not officially designated, Princess of Wales. The programme set out in this book for the young princess was rigorous, involving a great deal of reading and learning by heart, to be undertaken day and night. Although she was still of what today would be called primary school age, Mary was to study, in Latin, large sections of the Bible, including all the New Testament – the Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles – except for the Book of Revelation or Apocalypse, which sixteenth-century churchmen tended to regard as dangerously unsettling because of its lurid and violent imagery and content. A much more selective approach was adopted to the Hebrew Bible, or Old Testament, avoiding the sometimes bloodthirsty historical books such as Chronicles and Kings. Very much on the model adopted by Erasmus and More in their educational works (which were also to be read, at least in part, by Mary), Vives and Fetherstone urged their charge to study a selection of works by the Fathers of the Church. These included Cyprian and Jerome, though Augustine’s Confessions were again thought to be too unsettling for a young girl’s mind, as were the immensely popular books of chivalry such as the Arthurian tradition and the Spanish knightly exploits of Amadis of Gaul.5 Whatever may be said about Mary’s intellectual ability, which remains a disputed topic, there can be no doubt that she received the kind of education that very few women were offered in Europe in the period. It should be noted, however, in favour of those who have a more sceptical view of Mary’s knowledge and abilities, that Vives and Fetherstone did not push her in the direction of historical studies or the oratorical and rhetorical skills, which were held by the scholars of the Renaissance to be necessary to prepare men to take a full part in public life.6

 The most famous educational work of Juan Luis Vives, in his own lifetime and since, was produced for Mary in 1524 under the title De institutione feminae christianae (On the Formation of a Christian Woman). By 1600 this treatise had been translated into French, German, Dutch, Spanish, Italian and English: Richard Hyrde’s English translation was published in 1529. The De institutione clearly focuses on the dilemma faced by those brought up in a male-dominated society who had to confront the possibility of a female monarch, in a political system which potentially gave absolute power to the ruler. Like his friends More and Erasmus, Vives seems not to have believed, in his heart of hearts, that women had the same intellectual ability as men. Because of the weakness of their nature, predetermined by gender, they not only had to be protected from salacious literature, including the romances of chivalry, but, even if they were princesses, they should primarily be educated in domestic tasks and virtues, not the skills of the public square.

Even so, writing in 1524, in the midst of a political situation in which Princess Mary was the king’s only legitimate heir, despite what was being done to bolster the position of Henry Fitzroy, now Duke of Richmond, Vives was forced to face up to the possibility that Mary might indeed obtain the English crown. Yet even then his fundamental view of women as inferior to men had clearly not changed. He argued in the De institutione that women needed less instruction than men, because while husbands had to lead much of their lives in public, outside the home, their wives were largely confined to the domestic sphere. Thus he still thought that Mary, despite her apparent future prospects, should concentrate on preserving her honesty and chastity rather than acquiring oratorical or political skills. No doubt she would marry, and her husband would take care of all that. Also, while preserving the distinction in education between girls and boys, with far more being taught to the latter, Vives’s scheme was also socially and politically conservative. Idealized modern notions of Renaissance innovation certainly do not apply in the case of Mary or her siblings. For Vives there was no room even for monarchs to exercise moral choices, since ethics were determined by the Bible and by the beliefs and practices of Ancient Greece and Rome. As an author he required total acquiescence and obedience from his reader, in this case the young princess: only in this way could she emerge as an effective moral being. As he wrote (in Hyrde’s translation):


She that hath lerned in bokes to caste this and other such thinges, and hath furnished and fensed her mynde with holy counsayles, shal never fynde to do any vylany. For if she can fynd in her harte to do naughtily, hauing so many precepts of vertue to kepe her, what shulde we suppose she shulde do, hauing no knowleg of goodness at all? And truly if we wold call the old world to remembrance, and reherse their tyme, we shall fynde no lerned woman that ever was yll, where I could not brynge forth an hundred good.



While this sentiment might appear to suggest that a woman, or at least a royal woman, possessed a certain capacity for moral choice, the underlying assumption in this and other passages is that education consists, as it were, of opening the pupil’s head and pouring knowledge and values in, a notion not entirely absent from some modern teaching methods.

 When Mary came to the throne, and even more so when Elizabeth succeeded her, commentators, whether for or against female rule, rushed to their standard authorities, the Bible and the Classics, to find previous examples of women with authority. The results were variable and ambiguous, and over them all loomed the biblical archetype, from the Book of Genesis (1–3), of Adam and Eve. Vives wrote:


For Adam was the fyrste made, and after Eve, and Adame was not betrayed, the woman was betrayed into the breche of the commandement. Therfore, … a woman is a frayle thing, and of weake discretion, and may lightly be disceyued, whiche thinge our fyrste mother Eue sheweth.7



Vives’s direct influence over Mary’s education began to decline in 1525 once Henry started seeking a divorce in order to marry Anne Boleyn. In that year the Spaniard resigned from his post at Oxford, and in 1526 he returned to the Low Countries. Yet for the next two years he travelled between Bruges and London, continuing to give advice and support to Queen Catherine and teaching Latin to Princess Mary. The queen still wanted him to settle permanently in England, but as he was her supporter he was now suspect in the eyes of King Henry and Wolsey. In February 1528 the cardinal had him arrested and interrogated him. From then until 1 April of that year, both he and Charles V’s ambassador in London, Íñigo de Mendoza, were placed under house arrest. At this time Vives was, perhaps surprisingly, invited to compose a treatise on the rights and wrongs of Henry’s case for divorce. He came down firmly on Catherine’s side, remarking presciently that a new queen might be equally unable to produce a son. The treatise was suppressed but Vives, like Mendoza, was nevertheless released, for fear of reprisals from Charles V; yet it was evident that Vives’s time in England was coming to an end. Despite all this, having returned once more to Bruges after he had regained his freedom, he made a final visit to England in October 1528 in a vain attempt to save Catherine’s marriage. By that time Mary was just beginning the period of tribulation which would last until her amazing arrival on the throne in July 1553. Meanwhile Vives would die in Bruges in 1540, a broken man whose scholarly achievements were never fully recognized in his own lifetime.8

 Despite all this, any efforts to offer an appreciative and realistic assessment of Mary’s education and intellectual skills have still to confront the prevailing account of her half-sister Elizabeth’s total superiority in these respects, which was artfully constructed years later by the latter’s tutor, Roger Ascham, when the older sister was safely dead. It is this version that formed the basis of Elton’s devastating critique of Mary. Humanistic learning has become wholly associated with Protestantism, and the lazy and unfounded assumption is made that the first Tudor queen lurked in Catholic darkness, sewing and praying but missing the Renaissance as well as the Reformation. While such a tale may fit very well into the Our Island Story school of English historical study, for which success only begins with Elizabeth and her Protestant Church of England, it ignores the entire development of European Humanism from a Catholic base, first in Italy and then elsewhere. From her early years Mary was in fact, like her siblings, fully involved in this movement, receiving the very best continental tuition. This is not to say that she was a great intellectual of the sixteenth century, and there is certainly far more written evidence of Elizabeth’s accomplishments; but she was, in the end, adequately prepared to be a European Catholic ruler, in a world where government consisted to a great extent of personal contact and management skills.9

 It would, of course, be many years before Mary had the opportunity to put her education into practice as a ruler, and those who adopt a negative attitude towards her tend to stress her time spent moving between various English country houses. This argument allows that she did spend some time at court, particularly during the reign of Henry VIII’s sixth and last wife, Catherine Parr, but the overall assumption is that she rather mouldered while away from the seat of government and was thus ill-prepared for her sudden arrival on the throne in 1553. Mention has already been made of the paradoxical situation in which Mary and Elizabeth found themselves at the time of their father’s death in January 1547: both were recognized as potential heirs to Edward while they were still legally bastards. Yet the events of July 1553 would demonstrate that a large part of the English public, and probably most of the people of Wales and Ireland as well, assumed that the terms of King Henry’s will would be applied again, as they had been in 1547, thus making Mary the next ruler.

 In recent years every detail of the ‘regime changes’ in England in 1553 has been subjected to re-examination and debate. Increasingly, the general view seems to be that Edward’s own religious convictions led to the composition of the Device because he did not want his Catholic half-sister to succeed him. This dubious legal document, which appeared to contradict Henry VIII’s will without making the referral to parliament which was required by the 1544 Succession Act, may well have begun as a school exercise, written by the boy king. Its terms evidently suited the ever-large ambitions of John Dudley, Duke of Northumberland, who, as Lord President of the Council, favoured both a Reformed Church of England and, in particular, the advancement of his own family. It may well be that even King Edward’s closest advisers did not realize how ill he was until May 1553, which argues against a long-premeditated plan for a Protestant succession, but in any case Dudley arranged for his son Guildford to marry Jane, thus bringing to England the concept of a prince or king consort. Edward, meanwhile, in great pain from infirmities which cannot, at this distance, be precisely identified, bludgeoned councillors, Archbishop Cranmer and the senior judges into signing the Device. Then, when death freed the boy king from his sufferings on 6 July, the terms of the document were put into effect.10

 Jane was proclaimed queen by the heralds, amid little apparent public enthusiasm, and London took on the air of an armed camp. Northumberland continued as de facto Lord President and was known to be seeking an alliance with France in order to forestall action by Charles V on behalf of Mary, who was summoned to London, most probably to be arrested. Hindsight shows that Jane’s ‘reign’, as England’s first female sovereign, was already doomed by the time that she was proclaimed.11 Probably as the result of a tip-off, when Mary set off from Hunsdon in Hertfordshire she headed not to London but north-east into Cambridgeshire and then East Anglia. She went first to the former Howard manor house of Kenninghall, with her own household and some other committed supporters, and after a few days came south to the better-fortified castle of Framlingham, where more gentry and some nobles joined her with their military retinues. In the meantime, realizing that any plan, on his part and that of Jane’s other advisers, to trap Mary had failed, Northumberland raised an army and set out for Cambridge and then Bury St Edmunds, with the intention of arresting Mary after defeating her, if necessary on the field of battle. Research has now made it clear that she was extremely well prepared to seek the throne, even before she made her move from Hunsdon to East Anglia. She wrote immediately to what she already regarded as her Council in London demanding its obedience, and her personal resistance was quickly accompanied by uprisings on her behalf in the Thames Valley, led by local gentry who evidently responded to her call with some enthusiasm and preparedness.12

 Mary’s response to Edward’s death was the first test, both of her earlier preparation for sovereignty and of the English public’s attitude to female rule. Historians, who are inevitably attached to written evidence, have tended to focus on misogynist utterances and polemic, generally directed at Mary by Protestant authors then in exile, but it seems fairly clear that most people distrusted Northumberland and thought that the widely known terms of Henry’s will should be carried out. In the event, Lady Jane’s regime crumbled within a few days, and by the end of July Mary was able to march into London as queen. Jane was confined to the Tower of London as a prisoner with her husband, while Northumberland was arrested soon afterwards in Cambridge and brought there as well: he would revert to Catholicism before he was executed. The councillors who had, however reluctantly, signed the Device made their excuses to the new queen, and she began to shape her administration. Thus began the first of Mary’s two major experiments in government, this being the practical demonstration of the efficacy of female monarchy, while the second would be her marriage into the Habsburg dynasty, which came to pass in the following year.

 Despite the shock and horror expressed by polemicists, it is in fact surprising, given the novelty of the situation in English terms, that Mary’s government began to function so quickly and easily. Older historiography portrayed her and her initial supporters, in particular the ‘Framlingham Council’, as politically inexperienced, and there primarily out of personal loyalty or because they shared her Catholic convictions (see Chapter 4). Deeper recent research has shown that, although the initial situation was inevitably somewhat chaotic (after all, the English nightmare of a return to civil war could very easily have been realized), Mary quickly set up an administration which combined some of her closest supporters (country lords and gentleman were accustomed to exercising considerable governmental responsibilities in their counties and localities) with a core of councillors and other office holders who had served both her father and her brother. There is no serious justification for regarding her government as any more ‘amateur’ than its predecessors or successors. Nevertheless, in the summer and autumn of 1553 and the winter of 1553–4 there was continuing unease, both over Mary’s capacity as a ruler and over the policies which she planned to adopt.13
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Married to the Continent

On 3 August 1553 the new Queen Mary arrived in London in what looked like triumph. She came from the north, escorted by squads of gentlemen and ladies on horseback. Elizabeth, who was also well attended, joined her north of the City, ostensibly to give support. Yet on the previous day Elizabeth had ridden in to Somerset House, beside the Thames, to make her own impression, before going out of town again to meet her sister.1 The two women had never got on well, and things would not be any better in the future. Mary’s earliest sovereign actions included a visit to the Tower of London, where she ordered the release of some who had fallen out of favour in the previous reign and been imprisoned. Two of the released and rehabilitated captives were bishops, Edmund Bonner of London and Stephen Gardiner of Winchester, who had been deposed for objecting to the Protestant Reform of the Church of England, and in particular Edward’s Books of Common Prayer. Also released was the young Edward Courtenay, who had been imprisoned in the Tower twenty years previously when his parents, the Marquess and Marchioness of Exeter, had been implicated, together with the Poles, in supposed conspiracies with Catholic Europe against Henry VIII. Some talked of Edward Courtenay, as they did of Cardinal Reginald Pole (who could have been freed by canon law from his deacon’s vows), as a potential husband for Mary, and although she showed no enthusiasm for either man, she made the young Courtenay Earl of Devon.

It has been suggested, indeed sometimes presumed, that a new type of government appeared as soon as Mary took charge in London. Much has been made of the obvious and inevitable fact that men largely disappeared from what would be her immediate entourage, the Privy Chamber, and some have seen the squadron of gentlewomen who rode into London with her in August 1553 as almost a revolutionary manifestation. Yet the sources demonstrate that the legal and governmental system carried on as before. Crucially, her Council, which was assembled with considerable political skill, was entirely male, as were, of course, the judges, the agents of the crown in the boroughs and the shires, and the bishops, and as parliament would be when it was eventually summoned.

None the less it is true that the reality of an unmarried female sovereign did cause some practical problems, apart from any traditional male objections in principle. To start with, it should not be forgotten that the late spring and summer of 1553 was a period of doubt and turmoil, even though Mary achieved her goal without any military casualties. The ‘coup’ by Northumberland and Lady Jane’s family might well have succeeded. The great Catholic powers of Europe, France and the Habsburgs, were ready to pounce on a smaller, weaker, but strategically important kingdom, and there was simmering religious conflict in London and at least some of the shires. As far as central government was concerned, an immediate issue, raised by some of the political class, was whether Mary’s succession needed to be ratified by a new parliament before she could be crowned queen. This had been done when the first Lancastrian king, Henry Bolingbroke, overthrew Richard II in 1399 and became Henry IV. The precedent was not an attractive one from Mary’s point of view, since she regarded herself as an entirely legitimate ruler and in no sense a usurper. A mixture of her determination and political pragmatism among her councillors enabled a timetable to be set in which she would be crowned in Westminster Abbey on 1 October 1553, and parliament summoned to meet later in that month.

Mary’s new coinage raised issues of queenship and sovereignty, which were solved in a similarly pragmatic way. English queens had traditionally appeared at their coronations like virgin spouses, with their hair loose and flowing, and this image was adopted for Mary; though, of course, she was also given on the coins, in abbreviated form as today, the titles of sovereignty, including that of Defender of the Faith, which had been conferred upon her father by Pope Leo X in 1521. This image of stability and continuity was accompanied by the proclamation of female sovereignty in a miniature painting inside the initial letter of the Michaelmas Plea Roll of Queen’s Bench (as it was now designated). In its foreground, Mary is seated on a throne, under a golden canopy, in a dress and cape of cloth of gold, the latter trimmed with ermine. She wears an open crown, similar to that possessed and worn by her grandmother, Isabella of Castile, and her hands are held by angels. Their significance is suggested by the images behind the throne, the one on her right showing her being brought (perhaps out of Hunsdon) by angels, while the other appears to depict scenes from the military manoeuvres in East Anglia, which had not in fact come to battle, between her supporters and the troops of the Duke of Northumberland.2 An immediate issue was what form Queen Mary’s signature should take. Her father and brother had simply signed themselves ‘Henry’ and ‘Edward’, but Mary used the form ‘Marye the Quene’, which combined her English family’s usage with the Spanish form used by her grandmother Isabella: Yo la Reyna (I the Queen). It seems unlikely that this style suggested any sense of insecurity on her part.

An ominous development in the first few weeks of Mary’s reign was the outbreak of public disturbances concerning religion. A correct understanding of the reasons for Mary’s success in defeating the plans of Edward and Northumberland, and ending Jane’s brief period as queen, must involve a consideration of how the English public understood her attitude to Christianity. Just as it seems to have been generally assumed that she was the rightful heir to her brother, so it was understood, on the basis of her well-known opposition to Edward’s religious reforms, that she was going, as queen, to restore Catholic worship to the English Church. As a result, when she was proclaimed in London in her absence, on 19 July 1553 – apart from well-recorded outbursts of joy and celebration, which contrasted with the Londoners’ sullen reception of Jane – Catholic images and liturgical objects quickly reappeared in the capital and some priests started celebrating the Latin Mass once more, wearing the correct vestments. Such services were also held elsewhere in the country, despite the fact that the 1552 Book of Common Prayer was still the only legal form of public worship. There could be no change in this situation until parliament met, and so Mary remained as ‘Supreme Head in Earth’ of the Church of England, though it soon became clear that she loathed this title and its implications. Events in August 1553 were to show, however, that the Reformed Church of Edward and Cranmer had gained considerable support in London itself and in other parts of England, above all the South-East and East Anglia. Like a modern political party concealing most of its plans until safely elected, Mary kept her main intentions – the restoration of Catholic obedience to Rome and marriage to the Prince of Spain – secret even from her closest English advisers, until the time came to act.3

 On 18 August 1553 Mary issued, from Richmond Palace, her response to the anti-Catholic disturbances of the previous few weeks. Her proclamation appeared, in large part, to advocate some degree of toleration, if only in order to restore and keep the peace. She ordered that her subjects who had tendencies towards Reform were not to describe Catholics as ‘papists’, while those who shared her views should not refer to people who disagreed with them as ‘heretics’. Yet the Richmond proclamation had a sting in its tail. It also stated that, when the next parliament met, it would bring ‘order’ to religion in the kingdom, though the form of this was not specified. Strong hints were given, however, in that censorship, both of books and of the theatre, was announced, and there can have been little doubt that these measures would parallel what was already happening in Catholic countries on the continent, such as the Low Countries, Spain and Italy, where lists of forbidden books were already being published. The proposed direction of travel was clear. Catholicism would be restored, though it was not yet obvious, either to the English political class or to the population in general, that the country would once again be required to submit to papal authority.4

 It is hard to establish when, exactly, Mary decided to marry not the now widowed Emperor Charles, to whom she had been betrothed as a child until he jilted her for Isabel of Portugal, but his only son, Philip, Prince of Spain. Those who nearly became English monarchs but failed, either by dynastic or political chance, are often as interesting as those who actually occupied the throne, but Philip went further: he was indeed King of England between 25 July 1554 and 17 November 1558, when his wife Mary died. In order to understand how she came to make her Spanish marriage it is necessary to appreciate the role, in 1553–4, of Charles V’s ambassadors in London, and in particular the Savoyard Simon Renard. Throughout Edward VI’s reign, Charles and his regents and advisers in Brussels had closely monitored developments in England. In 1550, thanks to the more interventionist approach of Charles’s sister Mary, the regent and former Queen of Hungary, a fairly elaborate plot had been put in place to carry the Princess Mary off from New Place in Essex to the Low Countries on an Imperial ship. It is hard, on the basis of the surviving evidence, to know whether Mary ever seriously wanted to leave England or was simply seeking to make a political point, but in any case the plot failed.5 In 1553, on the other hand, news of Edward’s illness and the activities of Dudley and the Greys quickly reached the Netherlands, and a new team of ambassadors arrived in London from Brussels before the king died. It is very clear from the surviving sources that Renard and his colleagues did not expect Mary either to gain the throne or to keep it if she did, by some strange chance, manage to win it. In their pessimism, during the period from May to the end of July 1553 they held a watching brief in London, reporting regularly to Brussels but avoiding any intervention until they were sure that Mary was victorious. On the other hand, once they felt able to come out openly in her support Renard quickly became one of her closest and most influential advisers, representing as he did her cousin the Emperor, in whom she seems to have had a touching faith, not always justified.6

 In the meantime, having avoided the need to call parliament to ratify her succession to the throne, Mary was able to prepare for her coronation. Once again religious issues came to the fore. Normally the Archbishop of Canterbury would have presided over the service, but Thomas Cranmer had been imprisoned in the Tower, having been charged with treason for signing Edward’s Device and sending troops to join Northumberland’s army. He would be tried and convicted in November, but in the meantime Mary chose Bishop Gardiner of Winchester, who was now also her Lord Chancellor, to perform the ceremony. There was, however, a difficulty. Mary’s kingdom was still separated, in ecclesiastical terminology ‘in schism’, from the Roman Church, and the new English liturgy of the Prayer Book was regarded by Catholics as heretical. This meant that the Masses which were being celebrated in England, Wales and Ireland were illegal in canon law which, paradoxically, still applied there because it had not been replaced, despite efforts by Cranmer, in Edward’s reign.

The problem was solved by the intervention of one of the queen’s relatives, Cardinal Reginald Pole, who was appointed by Pope Julius III on 6 August 1553 as his legate, or representative, to restore Catholicism in England. With Julius’s authority, Pole issued a dispensation to enable Bishop Gardiner to celebrate Mass at Mary’s coronation and anoint her as a Catholic ruler. Just to make sure, the chrism (holy oil) for her anointing was imported from the Catholic Netherlands, by arrangement between Pole and Charles V’s chief minister, Bishop Antoine Perrenot de Granvelle. The coronation duly took place on 1 October and included the traditional procession from the Tower of London to Westminster Abbey, where the crowning took place. The ceremonial came once again from the Royal Book, which had last been revised under the care of Lady Margaret Beaufort. The Catholic liturgy was restored, but the coronation oath was more or less left in the revised form which Cranmer had composed for the coronation of Edward VI, which showed a Tudor respect for parliament and statute, though now in a Catholic context. Just over two weeks later, Mary’s first parliament met and began to consider religious changes as well as routine business. The members were not, however, told until the end of the month that the queen intended to marry Prince Philip.7

 The first to hear definitely was Renard, in a private meeting with the queen in her Privy Chamber on 29 October 1553, in the presence of the consecrated Eucharistic Host which she habitually kept close to her. The next problem was how to communicate the decision to her subjects, who were likely to vary, to put it mildly, in their reactions to the news. The traditional difficulties concerning the marriage of princesses were of course rendered more acute by the fact that Mary was the reigning monarch. The options were obvious to all in 1553, as they had been when her father was alive. If she were to marry an Englishman, who would have to be a nobleman, there was a risk of reviving the bloody conflicts of the Wars of the Roses, thus reawakening the acute sense of insecurity which had plagued the founder of the Tudor dynasty, Henry VII, as well as his son. To take the alternative option and marry a foreign prince obviously threatened other difficulties for the country. Mary, having been betrothed and repudiated more than once before, knew well enough what the dangers were. In the Europe of her day two major powers, Valois France and the Habsburg Empire, which included Germany, the Netherlands and parts of Italy, as well as Spain and the New World, were striving for supremacy or ‘monarchy’ as it was then called, while the lesser powers, including England, continued to use alliances in an attempt to counteract their relative lack of resources. It seemed inevitable that a foreign husband would raise both constitutional and political issues. Would he be just a consort or become king? How much control would he have over England, and would the kingdom be subordinated to the interests of his country of origin? All these issues were raised in acute form by Mary’s choice of the Habsburg heir as her husband, and they would both preoccupy those who made arrangements for what became known as the ‘Spanish marriage’ and also strongly influence the rest of the queen’s reign.

 Eventually, little by little, news of Mary’s plan leaked out, first in London and Westminster and then to the public at large, and this method of managing the news did not produce a positive reaction from most. To begin with, parliament was reduced to sending a delegation to meet the queen and ask what she planned to do. When the question was asked she put on a fiery display of Tudor and Trastámaran anger, declaring that she had as much right as any other woman in England to choose her own husband, and even reducing the hard-bitten Lord Chancellor, Stephen Gardiner, to tears. Her Council, who effectively formed the government, had been told only just before about Philip, and although there were some supporters of the marriage among them, notably Sir William, later Lord, Paget, the general reaction seems to have been either resigned or hostile. At this point the traditional analysis states that endemic English xenophobia broke out in hatred of all things and people Spanish, but the whole phenomenon of Philip I of England and II of Spain has always needed, and is now at last receiving, new examination.

 In the autumn of 1553 and the winter of 1553–4 there were two conflicting responses to the proposed marriage. Mary’s Council set to work at once to negotiate a treaty. Bishop Gardiner led the English team, while the Habsburg negotiators were appointed by the Emperor Charles. The twenty-six-year-old Philip and his advisers in Spain were kept informed but took no active part in the making of the treaty. In parliament, on the other hand, some members of the Commons and the Lords began to meet privately to plot opposition that might not only prevent the marriage taking place but even depose Mary and replace her with Elizabeth. The leader of the conspirators was Sir Thomas Wyatt, son of the diplomat and poet of the same name, who had once been associated with Queen Anne Boleyn. As the plot stood, by Christmas and New Year 1553–4 several rebellions threatened the capital. There were meant to be attacks from the South-West, from the Welsh Marches, from the Midlands and from Kent, but only the last of these uprisings actually took place, at the end of January 1554.

 In the meantime, on 27 December 1553, Charles’s negotiators, who were all Netherlandish aristocrats, some of whom would later be involved in the Dutch revolt against Philip, came to London to discuss a draft of the treaty with Gardiner and the English councillors. The house of Habsburg had, over two centuries, made its way from minor noble status in southern and western Germany to rule over Austria, and to succeed to the crowns of Spain and its expanding worldwide territories. In 1519 Charles was elected Holy Roman Emperor. In America, and later in East Asia, the Spanish employed military conquest, as they had done in the former Muslim emirate of Granada between 1482 and 1492, but in Europe the Habsburgs had generally acquired territory by means of strategic marriages, and England would be no exception. Like the Tudors, the Habsburgs were dynastically insecure. After Charles V lost his wife, Isabel of Portugal, in 1539 he never married again, instead falling into bouts of depression which sometimes prevented him from undertaking the duties of government for weeks on end. He had lavished much care on their only son, named Philip after Charles’s father, and two of the great Valois dukes of Burgundy. Philip’s first wife, Maria of Portugal, had died having produced one son, known ever after as Don Carlos, who suffered severe mental problems. By 1553, with the Emperor planning, in an unprecedented fashion, to divest himself of all his titles and territories, as he eventually did, it seemed vital that his son should marry again, and indeed in that year Philip began negotiations, from his position as Regent of Spain, to marry another Portuguese princess, also called Maria, who was more then twenty years younger than Queen Mary.

 The Netherlandish ambassadors were not universally popular when they reached London in January 1554. City apprentices who, as Cardinal Pole would later observe, were often agents of their employers, threw snowballs at them, thus feeding continental notions of English xenophobia. At court, on the other hand, things were businesslike and fairly cordial, though Gardiner and his team drove a hard bargain. Philip was not yet a king in Spain and, although he would be given that title in England, he was firmly put in his place as a consort. There was doubtless full awareness that, over twenty years earlier, his own father had set off a major rebellion in Spain by initially importing large numbers of Netherlanders and giving them important Castilian offices. Such a thing was to be avoided in the case of England, where Philip would have no powers of patronage at all and his wife would not be allowed to leave her kingdom without parliament’s consent. Any children of the marriage would have to be slotted into the Habsburg scheme of things. In 1548 Charles V had legally separated the formerly Imperial territories in the Netherlands from the Empire, and the 1554 marriage treaty between Mary and Philip appears to have envisaged a link-up between England and the Netherlands in the next generation, while Don Carlos would inherit Spain and its overseas territories. Spanish documents indicate not only that Philip was fully consulted about the treaty arrangements, but also that he fairly rapidly abandoned his own negotiations with the Portuguese and indeed was keen to go to England as soon as possible, even before the end of 1553. This was despite any misgivings he may have had about the eleven-year age difference between himself and Mary, whom he once inadvertently described in a letter to Charles as his aunt (mi tía). His plans changed, however, when news reached Spain of Sir Thomas Wyatt’s rebellion.

 After the end of the Wars of the Roses in 1485, a series of plots and uprisings had threatened successive Tudor rulers. Most relevant to Mary’s reign were two serious outbreaks which had taken place under Edward VI. Both happened in 1549, when Edward Seymour, Duke of Somerset, was Lord Protector. The so-called ‘Prayer Book Rebellion’ in Devon and Cornwall was ostensibly, and largely in reality, a protest against the compulsory introduction, on Whit Sunday (Pentecost) in that year, of the new English service book. It was suppressed with great violence, mainly by an army under the command of John Russell, Earl of Bedford, which was urged on by ferocious tirades from Reformist bishops, including Cranmer. The East Anglian revolt of the same year, commonly known as Kett’s Rebellion after its leader, seems to have been more social in character, protesting against the current trend of landlords enclosing fields for grazing and driving the rural population out into destitution. It may be that the repression of this uprising, with its camp at Mousehold Heath near Norwich, helped create a basis of resentment against the government in London which would in due course bolster support for Mary when her time of need came in July 1553. Because it collapsed after a few days Wyatt’s 1554 rebellion is generally regarded as insignificant, but that is not how it appeared at the time. There has been much debate concerning the motives of Wyatt himself and his allies, who continued with their action even though the other prospective rebels failed to move, or else dispersed quietly. Anti-government propaganda in southern England stressed two related points: the harm which would follow if Roman Catholicism were to be restored, as the queen clearly intended, and the added danger of Spanish oppression if Philip and his entourage were to establish themselves in England. What later become known as the Black Legend of Spanish cruelty, which had begun in Italy in the late Middle Ages, was faithfully relayed to the English public by Wyatt and his spokesmen. People were told that, judging by the current experience of Spanish government in Milan, Naples and the Netherlands, they could expect violence and cruelty, perhaps even including the Spanish Inquisition.

 The government’s efforts to quell the Kentish uprising were initially unsuccessful. The trained bands of London sent to stop Wyatt on the River Medway at Rochester mostly deserted, and it was only an inspiring speech by the queen at the London Guildhall on 1 February 1554, in which she declared herself to be married to the kingdom, that stemmed the tide. Even so, Wyatt reached London a few days later with his army largely intact and faced the City from across the river in Southwark, where the library of Winchester House, residence of the English architect of the Spanish marriage, Bishop Gardiner, was burned. The rebels’ fortunes began to change, however, when the mayor and citizens refused to open the gates of London Bridge to them. Wyatt was forced to march westwards to Kingston upon Thames, where his now fatigued forces crossed the river on a bridge of boats, being constrained to leave their artillery behind. Even so they reached the west of London, threatened the queen in St James’s Palace and were beaten back only when they had reached the very gates of the City. It was not until the leading rebels, including Wyatt, had been executed that Philip could contemplate coming to England. Two other casualties of the rebellion were Jane and Guildford Dudley, who had initially survived Mary’s triumph but were now executed. Elizabeth, who almost certainly knew about the rebellion and would have become queen if it had been successful, escaped to fight another day, a decision of Mary’s that Renard thought extremely unwise.

 At last, in May 1554, Philip of Spain began his preparations to sail to England. In the northern Castilian town of Valladolid, which was the main seat of Spanish government, he assembled courtiers and churchmen who were initially to accompany him to England and then, in most cases, continue to the Netherlands to reinforce the Habsburg government and military forces against the threat posed by Henry II of France. After various delays Philip’s fleet set sail, arriving off the Isle of Wight, with an English naval escort, on 17–18 July. After an official reception in Southampton and a weekend spent there, he and his immediate entourage rode, in the pouring rain, to Winchester, arriving in time for solemn vespers in the cathedral on the 24th.

From the moment of his disembarkation Philip received a series of gifts from the queen, including the insignia of the Order of the Garter and new suits of clothes. He had been firmly instructed by his father to be charming and tactful while in England, and all the evidence indicates that he did his very best to obey. His fleet carried about 6,000 Spanish troops destined for the Netherlands, and he insisted that they stay on their ships offshore so that the English would not see them as an invasion force. He met the queen for the first time on the evening of the 24th, and the next day, which was the feast day of St James the Great, patron saint of Spain, Bishop Gardiner married them in the cathedral, again using a dispensation from Pope Julius III sent via Pole. During the service, of which numerous accounts were written and distributed throughout Europe, Philip was announced as the new King of Naples. This was a wedding present from his father and made him equal in rank to his new wife. A new experiment in dual monarchy in England was about to begin, something with as little precedent as a female as sole ruler.
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Bride of Christ

One of the aspects of history in which hindsight can be most misleading, and even harmful, is that of religion. Study of the past, in this case the sixteenth century, is full of what translators from one language to another call ‘false friends’, that is, words which look similar in the two languages but in fact mean quite different things. The vocabulary of religion is full of such traps, not the least of which being the word ‘religion’ itself. In Mary’s day it generally had quite a specific meaning in the Catholic Church of the West. Someone who adopted ‘religion’, and hence became a ‘religious’, took vows and joined a religious order, whether they were male or female, ordained or not. Thus ‘religion’ meant something quite different from what it does now, whether to academic scholars or to the general public, who commonly talk of belief in theological propositions, often lumped together with ritual, dietary rules and public worship as ‘faith’. Even more crucial among the false friends for students of the sixteenth century are the terms ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’. When Mary was born in February 1516, just before Martin Luther placed his famous ninety-five theses on the door of the Castle Church in Wittenberg, the words ‘Catholic’ and ‘Christian’ were virtually synonymous, in the West at least. By the time she died in November 1558, ‘Catholic’ was becoming effectively a denominational label, contrasted with the various terms used for those who had broken away from the Church centred on Rome and who might be known as ‘Evangelicals’, ‘Lutherans’ or ‘Anabaptists’ and, increasingly, ‘Protestants’. In her Richmond proclamation of 1553 Mary had already recognized this. Mary’s personal religion (using the term in the wide, modern sense) developed in these complex and ever-changing circumstances, and thus needs to be approached with more subtlety than is usually employed to deal with it. Terms like ‘Catholic’ need further definition, and pejoratives such as ‘Bloody Mary’ simply do not cover the case.

 Until Mary reached her twenties, little is said in the sources about her personal faith and beliefs. It seems likely that this is because she was conventional in her views and observance. Even so it is clear that, while her mother had a devotion to traditional practices such as pilgrimages to shrines, her daughter was taught by prominent, spiritually minded, Christian Humanists who were strongly influenced by developments in Renaissance scholarship and disliked such ‘popular’ manifestations.1 Although the lives of both mother and daughter would be thrown into turmoil by King Henry’s liaison and marriage with Anne Boleyn, and historians talk, with hindsight, of the supposedly inexorable progress of England to Protestantism from then onwards up to 1549, the Mass continued to be the main act of public worship in the kingdom’s churches. In Edward’s short reign, on the other hand, the English Reformation, which had begun under Henry with the closure of monasteries and the removal of most religious images from churches, showed signs of becoming much more radical.2 At this point, whether keeping faith with Catholicism or just with her father, Mary drew the line. Having been hardened by the efforts of Thomas Cromwell, the Duke of Norfolk and others in the 1530s to browbeat her into submission, she now refused to have the English Prayer Books used in her household. Again envoys came to order her to submit but they were ineffective, even though this meant a breakdown of her relations with her half-brother, who was becoming a convinced Reformer.3 These developments provided the context for Mary’s religious policies at the beginning of her reign, and they suggest that the English public was entitled to anticipate that she would simply restore the Church to what it had been when her father died, that is to say traditional in doctrine but still separated from the See of Peter in Rome. Such people had, however, reckoned without Mary’s cousin, Cardinal Pole.

The Plantagenet and Yorkist origins of the cardinal’s family had been causing ructions with the house of Tudor ever since Henry VII’s victory at Bosworth in 1485. Despite this, Reginald had initially been much favoured by Henry VIII, who sent him with scholarships first to Magdalen College, Oxford in about 1512 and then, in 1521, to the University of Padua. Pole showed every sign of becoming a cleric in the royal service, and his mother Margaret was made Countess of Salisbury in her own right, and governess to Princess Mary. Up to 1530 Reginald even seems to have supported Henry’s divorce of Catherine and acted for him in attempts, with bribery, to persuade the Faculty of Theology in Paris to vote in favour of it, in which he was opposed by agents of the Emperor Charles V. About that time, with Cardinal Wolsey dead and stalemate between Henry and Pope Clement VII, Pole seems to have changed his mind. By the late 1530s he had definitively left England, settled in Italy and become the new Pope Paul III’s English legate, with a commission to ‘reduce’ the kingdom once more to the Roman obedience, if necessary with military aid from Catholic princes, in particular Francis I of France or the Emperor Charles.4 As has already been noted, Rome, now under Pope Julius III, reacted rapidly to Mary’s arrival on the throne in July 1553, and the pope was quickly presented by Pole with a complete programme, based on intimate knowledge and a fair amount of rancour, for the ‘reduction’ of England. Julius appointed him at once to manage this enterprise and despatched him from Rome, but it would not be until Philip was established as King of England that the cardinal would be allowed to return to his native land.5

 In the meantime, as we have seen, Mary, mainly with the advice of Bishop Gardiner and also by means of correspondence with Pole while he was making his slow progress through northern Italy, Germany and the Netherlands, planned the Catholic restoration. Not only did Pole issue papal dispensations for her coronation and, later, her marriage, but he advised on the appointment of bishops to replace those, such as Thomas Cranmer, Nicholas Ridley, Hugh Latimer and John Hooper, who had supported religious reform. In most of these cases, apart from that of Hooper, who had recognized Mary’s claim, treason charges, which carried the death penalty, could be brought, but the queen wanted these bishops tried for heresy, and that could not be done until Roman ecclesiastical jurisdiction was restored. In the meantime, despite the remaining legal problems, the English Catholic Church did gradually reappear, ironically under Mary’s authority as Supreme Head and through the Acts of Parliament in which, by Christmas 1553, Edward’s religious reforms had largely been repealed and the 1552 Prayer Book made illegal.

 These moves did, however, cause tensions between the queen and Cardinal Pole, who rejected the idea that parliament could have any say in religious matters and also insisted that all the property that had been confiscated from the Church in the two previous reigns should be taken from its lay possessors, including the crown itself, and returned. Mary stuck firmly to the line that, as her father and brother had made all their religious reforms through parliament, these measures would have to be reversed in the same manner. This would not be the last time that she adopted an independent, English approach to religious issues. Nevertheless, Pole tried to control events in England from afar during his long wait to be readmitted. This return depended on the repeal of the Act of Attainder against him which had resulted from Henry VIII’s action against his family in the 1530s, taken on the grounds of supposed and probably actual conspiracy. Under the terms of the Act, it would have been the duty of any subject to arrest Pole if he set foot on English soil. In the meantime the cardinal virtually became the queen’s spiritual director, revealing in the process his own bitterness at his treatment by her father. When she referred to Henry, in letters, as ‘of blessed memory’, he rebuked her, but she would not give way on this point.6

 Mary did, however, implement, as far as she could, the programme for restoring the Catholic Church in England which Pole had presented to Pope Julius III at the beginning of August 1553. By the time Pole arrived in his homeland, Catholic worship had been restored in English churches, sympathetic bishops were in place in most dioceses and some notable clergy of the Reformed persuasion were in prison. Yet nothing had been done about the property that was formerly in the hands of the Church, and no convents or monasteries had been restored. The damage to Church fabric ordered by Edward VI’s commissioners had generally not been repaired, religious images had not been returned or replaced, and parishes were struggling to find the vestments and vessels necessary for the celebration of the High Mass in all churches on Sundays and major holy days, which had been ordered by the queen. There would be a new impetus to renewal and restoration when Philip became King of England.

 His wedding to Mary, including a nuptial Mass celebrated by Bishop Stephen Gardiner, took place in his cathedral church at Winchester, which still showed signs of the activities of Henry and Edward. The images on Bishop William Waynflete’s screen, behind the high altar, were no longer there, and St Swithun’s shrine was desecrated and destroyed. All this was entirely visible to Philip, his Spanish courtiers and the European diplomatic corps (excluding the French) which attended the ceremony. After the wedding Philip and Mary paid a formal visit to Winchester College, distributing money to the boys and receiving in return a book of Latin poems, of varying length and quality, written by the scholars.7 Philip was showered with apparently sincere good wishes by all and sundry, with high hopes for a fruitful alliance based on centuries of tradition between England and Spain. He also went with a Spanish party to Winchester Castle to see the supposed Round Table of King Arthur, which had been restored in 1522, on Henry VIII’s orders, to welcome Philip’s father, Charles V.8 The Spaniards seem to have been convinced that, when they came to England, they were entering the real land of their hero from chivalric romance Amadis of Gaul, whose exploits Mary had not been allowed to read as a child. As Philip’s courtier and chronicler, Andrés Muñoz, wrote to his patron, the Duke of Alburquerque:


He who invented and composed the books of Amadís, and other books of chivalry (caballerías) of this kind, imagining those flowery fields, houses of pleasure and enchantments, before he could describe them, doubtless had to see first the uses and extraordinary customs which are customary in this kingdom.



Muñoz was particularly impressed by the riding skills of English women, no doubt including the queen, and concluded this passage by telling the duke:


And thus Your Grace may very well believe that there is more to see in England than there is written in these books of chivalry, because the houses of pleasure that are in the fields, the peaks, the mountains, the forests, and the delightful meadows, the strong and very beautiful castles, and at each step such fresh fountains, in all of which this kingdom is very abundant, is certainly something much to be seen, particularly in the most delicious summer.9



The writer seems to have forgotten that Philip’s first ten days or so in England were spent in pouring rain, but he was no doubt referring to sights seen on the royal progress to London via Basing House, the former Reading Abbey and Windsor Castle between 31 July and mid-August.10

 The dual monarchy, which it really became, despite the restrictions imposed by the marriage treaty, began to function as soon as Philip and Mary reached London in August 1554, only just over a year after the defeat of Lady Jane. On 24 July, the day before the wedding, Philip had sat in the Winchester Cathedral Deanery, transacting diplomatic business which affected most of Europe and a large part of the Americas. Although he was not allowed to make appointments to English offices, he soon began to pay pensions to some of Mary’s courtiers, which he would even continue to do at the beginning of Elizabeth’s reign.11 Also, despite the fact that he would never be crowned King of England, as he and his father both expected, he took an active part in government, both while he was in England, where he chose to stay until September 1555, in defiance of Charles’s wishes, and when he eventually went to the Netherlands. The new joint rule was symbolized by coinage, showing the heads of Mary and Philip facing each other, which followed the precedents set by their ancestors in Spain, first by Ferdinand and Isabella and then by Philip I and Juana. The new English king was not only interested in state government, but also had a vital role to play in matters of religion.12

Philip had arrived, as Prince of Spain, with a team containing some of that country’s best ecclesiastical brains. He had married Mary with two expectations in mind. Firstly, the couple were to produce an heir, preferably male, who was equally vital for the Habsburgs and the Tudors. Secondly, he was to oversee the return of England, Wales and Ireland to the Catholic fold, which would allow these kingdoms to play a full part, once again, in the politics of a Europe which faced internal threats from the Protestant Reformation, as it was now coming to be called, and the menace of the Ottoman Turkish Empire in Central and Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean. Thus the English Catholic restoration which had already begun on a national basis would now be fully integrated, by the work of Spanish friars and the legate, Cardinal Pole, into the programme for the reform of the entire Catholic Church which would eventually, in 1563, be ratified in the final sessions of the Council of Trent. This General Council had been summoned by Pope Paul III to that northern Italian town in 1545. At the time of Mary’s accession the Council was suspended, but Pole and the Spanish churchmen knew what had already been agreed and where its further deliberations were heading, even though it would not reconvene and conclude until after both Pole and Mary had died.13

 Many members of Philip’s entourage, when he sailed to England in July 1554, soon left for home or went on with the army to the Netherlands, but some important Spanish and Portuguese figures remained with him to serve the ‘Catholic Monarchs’ of England. Thus he had with him some of his closest lay confidants, and in particular the Portuguese Ruy Gómez de Silva, later Prince of Éboli, and Gómez Suárez de Figueroa, Count of Feria. On the ecclesiastical side his most effective advisers proved to be two Franciscan friars, Alfonso de Castro and Bernardo de Fresneda, and some Dominicans – Bartolomé Carranza de Miranda, Juan de Villagarcía and later, on the recommendation of Reginald Pole, Pedro de Soto, whom the cardinal had met in Germany. Inevitably, these men came to England with their own agendas and would try to fulfil them, but they had to work in the existing situation there.14

 In addition to Pole’s programme for restoration, which had been agreed with Pope Julius in August 1553, Carranza had his own instructions from the General of his Order to restore and renew the Dominican provinces in England, Wales and Ireland. Although, as has been noted, by the autumn of 1554 considerable progress had been made in legislating for the abandonment and reversal of Henry and Edward’s religious reforms, completion of the programme would not be possible until Roman jurisdiction had been restored. This necessitated the formal absolution of a whole population which had been in schism since the 1530s. In the event, Pole was kept on the continent in part by obstruction from the Emperor and his government in Brussels, who continued to receive pessimistic reports of the religious situation from its embassy in London. Pole was able to direct affairs, to some extent, from the continent, as he travelled by fits and starts through northern Italy and Germany to the Low Countries. The hardest nut to crack was still the question of ecclesiastical property, including lands, rents and former religious houses which had arrived in lay hands as the result of the Henrician and Edwardian reforms. The main beneficiaries of this transfer had been nobles and gentlemen who showed little or no inclination to surrender their gains, whatever their personal religious persuasion. Pole himself had a very strong theology of Church, which meant that he was horrified by the major role which had been played by laymen such as royal councillors and parliament in the whole dissolution and confiscation process. Before Philip’s arrival in England the cardinal had become involved in sometimes acrimonious correspondence with Mary on this matter and it helped to delay his return.15

 When Pole absolved the nation, in parliament, on the last day of November, the Feast of the Apostle Andrew, thereafter to be known as Reconciliation Day, two major issues remained outstanding between Philip’s and Mary’s kingdoms and Rome. No sooner was the parliamentary ceremony over than tough negotiations over former ecclesiastical property began between the cardinal legate and members of the Privy Council. Much to Pole’s disgust, the English side held firm and the pope eventually gave way, with the result that the former ecclesiastical property, including revenues as well as buildings, remained in lay hands, apart from some transfers made by Mary to the Church from the residual resources which were still in the crown’s possession. The second major issue outstanding was the fate of those who rejected the Catholic Church and retained their belief in some form of Reformed Christianity, including that represented by the now imprisoned bishops. Numerous individuals had been arrested as a result of the activities of Bishops Bonner and Gardiner, as well as other clerics and lay officials, and the restoration of Roman legal jurisdiction in theory opened the way to inquisitorial trials for heresy. There were complications, however. Although Mary had fairly quickly secured from parliament recognition of her own legitimacy and the repeal of Acts which had enforced the 1552 Book of Common Prayer and allowed clerical marriage, the reintroduction of the old heresy laws, which had been repealed in the previous reign, proved to be much more difficult. In the event, these laws, which had first been introduced by Henry IV in 1401 and subsequently added to by Henry V, were not re-enacted until the end of January 1555.16 Only then could trials and executions begin.

 The revived heresy laws did not constitute a full ‘Inquisition’ in the technical form then current on the continent, but represented the procedure which was normal when there were no permanent, specialized tribunals. The differences between these two systems should not, however, be exaggerated. Before the first formal Inquisitions were founded by Pope Gregory IX in the 1230s, responsibility for ensuring the religious orthodoxy of the Christian people was in the hands of diocesan bishops. They might investigate heresy themselves, as in the case of Bishop Jacques Fournier of Pamiers, in southern France, in the early fourteenth century, but more commonly the investigations were devolved to diocesan officials. In England, between January 1555 and November 1558 over 300 men and women were burned alive as ‘relapsed’ heretics, meaning that they had recanted their ‘heretical’ errors but subsequently returned to them. The vast majority of these cases, and no doubt others, now lost, which did not lead to death but rather penances or imprisonment, were conducted by bishops, and the trials were very unevenly distributed across the country. By far the greatest concentration was in Edmund Bonner’s diocese of London, which then included the county of Essex. Here the bishop took personal charge of the trials, and it is interesting to compare his techniques with those of the Inquisition in Spain at that time. English heresy investigations took place under parliamentary statute law rather than Roman canon law, but there were significant similarities. The Church in England, unlike that in Spain, did not have its own officials to arrest suspects, depending instead on the crown’s constables and other borough or county officials; but once someone was arrested the investigation and sentencing were done by churchmen, according to canon law. The burnings were then conducted by the ‘secular arm’, as in Spain and elsewhere on the continent, many of them taking place at Smithfield in London. Bishops Thomas Cranmer, Nicholas Ridley and Hugh Latimer died at the stake in Oxford, while Bishop John Hooper was burned in Gloucester.17

 A major question which lingers is where the responsibility lay for the violent onslaught against opponents of Catholicism, many of them humble people from the lower classes, which took place in Mary’s reign. To understand what happened it is necessary to be aware that ideas of religion in the period, at least at the official level of clergy and rulers, involved the basic assumption that failure to believe what, in the Christian case, the Church taught was not only a danger to the immortal soul of the dissident but also a threat to the very fabric of society. No doubt Mary shared this belief with her father, with Thomas Cranmer and the other Reformers who had advised her brother Edward, and also with her contemporaries as rulers, including her own husband Philip. Some of his Spanish ecclesiastical advisers had considerable experience of dealing with heresy. Bartolomé Carranza had worked for the Spanish Inquisition tribunal in Valladolid, and Alfonso de Castro had published, in 1547, a definitive handbook for inquisitors, entitled De iusta haereticorum punitione (On the Just Punishment of Heretics). This might have provided useful, up-to-date advice to Bonner and others involved in the punishment of English Protestants, but it seems that it was Carranza who gave practical help to the Bishop of London in particular. The evidence for Carranza’s deep involvement in Mary and Pole’s Catholic restoration programme comes, ironically, from his own later trial, by the Spanish and Roman Inquisitions, for supposed Lutheranism, which lasted from 1559 until 1576 and took place while he was Archbishop of Toledo. One of Pole’s major moves to reform the Church in England, according to the latest thinking among Catholic reformers such as himself, was the calling, in November 1555, under the authority of Philip and Mary, of a Church synod which met in Westminster between then and the beginning of Lent 1556. By his own account, which was partially corroborated by some of the witnesses whom he later summoned to defend him before the Inquisition, Carranza seems to have been Pole’s eyes and ears at the synod, and drafted the final version of its decrees, which would be published in Rome in 1562, as a model for the Fathers discussing doctrine and Church reform at Trent. In addition, Carranza was commissioned by the English synod to produce a catechism which was intended to guide the Catholic restoration. In the event, Carranza rushed it out in Spanish and it was used by his enemies in Spain to justify heresy charges against him, even though much of it was later included in the catechism agreed at Trent. In any case, Carranza’s work provides a good way to begin to assess Mary and Pole’s efforts, with Philip’s support, to restore and renew the English Church before their untimely deaths on 17 November 1558.18

 In just five years, Mary and her supporters managed to restore the basic framework of the English Church as Catholic. The clergy were, in most cases, reconciled with Rome and allowed to resume their liturgical duties as Catholics, though the married men were forced to renounce their wives if they wished to continue as clergy. Others fled abroad to avoid arrest, and some were imprisoned or, in the cases of Cranmer, Latimer and Ridley, for example, burned as heretics. The Roman sacramental system, including penitential discipline, was restored and widely enforced, though some Protestant groups continued to hold clandestine meetings. The synod ordered a general visitation of all dioceses, as well as the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, to re-establish and affirm Catholic discipline and root out heretical books.19 In addition, Catholic liturgical texts, many of them imported from France, were distributed, and a considerable number of theological works, sermons and polemics were published in support of the traditional faith.20 All this leaves the question of Mary’s personal faith, and here the earlier discussion of terminological problems comes into play. The queen, like her husband, would always have affirmed, with absolute conviction, that she was a Catholic Christian, and she made every effort, in the short time available, to shape the religion of her kingdoms accordingly. It remains to be seen how much she actually achieved, in this and other respects.21
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Last Days and Legacy

With the hindsight from which Mary’s historical reputation has suffered so much, it may be argued that the peak of her achievement was either when she actually gained the throne, against the odds, in July 1553, or when she married her Spanish prince in Winchester Cathedral on 25 July the following year. The arrival of Philip and his entourage appeared to signal England’s re-entry into Catholic Europe, as a strategically important part of the Habsburg political and economic system. At that time, whatever the doubts in England about having a foreign prince, hopes were high for a new Anglo-Habsburg dynasty, which would restore the traditional friendship between England and Spain and strengthen long-standing ties with the Netherlands. All were aware that Mary was thirty-seven years old, and therefore likely to have difficulty in producing an heir, but it was hoped by most that God would grant a son to their queen and her new husband. Although Philip is not normally counted in the list of English monarchs, despite the fact that he bore the title of king in law and on the coinage, it is clear that he took quite readily to kingship, having been no more than a regent in Spain until his wedding to Mary. By November 1554 it was being proclaimed that the queen was pregnant, so Pole’s greeting to her when they met at Westminster – ‘Hail Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with thee: blessed art thou among women and blessed is the fruit of thy womb’ – took on a meaning which was more immediate than its origin in Luke’s Gospel and its customary use in the devotion known as the Angelus, combining the Angel Gabriel’s ‘annunciation’ to the Blessed Virgin Mary that she would bear Jesus (Luke 1:26–8) with Elizabeth’s blessing of the child in Mary’s womb (Luke 1:42). Yet it was all to end in bitter disappointment.

 In the summer of 1555, Mary lay in ‘confinement’ in Hampton Court Palace until eventually, in mid-August, it had to be publicly admitted that there was no child. Since her youth the queen had suffered from poor health, and her ‘phantom’ pregnancy may have been due as much to physical problems as to her desperate desire for a child. In any case, once this lack was admitted Philip left England for the Netherlands, and although he continued to show solicitude towards his wife by means of correspondence and through the reports of councillors and courtiers, he would only spend a few more weeks with her, in the summer of 1557, before she died. After this second visit there were further rumours of a pregnancy, but they seem to have received little credence. England’s dynastic future would have to be elsewhere, and the next monarch, according to Henry’s will and the Act of Succession, would be Elizabeth. It could be said that the comparison between them, as rulers actual or potential, was already being made even before Mary was in her tomb. She lies below her sister Elizabeth on the north side of King Henry VII’s Chapel, at the east end of Westminster Abbey, in a monumental tomb erected on the orders of King James VI and I.1

 The prospect of Elizabeth’s succession put the stability of Mary and Pole’s religious settlement into question. It might not have been easy, in the last years of Henry VIII’s reign, to distinguish between the half-sisters in their respective approaches to religion, when both appeared to be adopting the attitudes and vocabulary of Catholic reform rather than schismatic Protestantism.2 After she became queen, however, those who rejected Mary’s religious changes tended to focus their hopes on Elizabeth, and, thanks to reports from his advisers in England, Philip was well aware of this, at least by 1557. Elizabeth managed to wriggle out of involvement in the Wyatt rebellion of 1554, unlike Lady Jane and Guildford Dudley. Mary rejected advice to take the opportunity, which the failed rebellion provided, to rid herself of a troublesome sibling, perhaps because of a wheedling letter written on 17 March 1554. In it, Elizabeth protested her innocence of conspiracy, ‘kneeling with humbleness of my heart because I am not suffered to bow the knees of my body’, and in particular denying any knowledge of Wyatt’s activities. She wrote this despite the interception by the government of a letter to her from the French ambassador, François de Noailles, which requested her assistance.3 Rather than suffering the ultimate penalty, she was first imprisoned in the Tower of London and then confined for some months in Woodstock Palace, where her graffiti from that time were recorded later by foreign visitors:


Oh Fortune, thy wresting, wavering state

Hath fraught with cares my troubled wit,

Whose witness this present prison late

Could bear, where once was joy flown quite,

Thou causedst the guilty to be loosed.4



Elizabeth continued to flirt with religious and political dissidents, at home and abroad, until Mary’s death. After her release from Woodstock in 1555 she may or may not have been involved in conspiracies by other members of the Dudley family in 1556, but was probably not implicated in the French-sponsored attack on Scarborough in April 1557 led by Thomas Stafford.5 Meanwhile, Mary’s marriage into the Habsburg dynasty had caused serious problems for England.

Increasingly these difficulties concerned religion, and here some background is necessary. As well as being regarded as a traitor by Henry VIII after he wrote, in 1536, a lengthy denunciation of the divorce and the English split with Rome entitled Defensio unitatis christianae (The Defence of Christian Unity), Reginald Pole had begun, by the 1540s, to be suspected by Catholic traditionalists of ‘Lutheran’ tendencies.6 The ferment in the life of the Church over the need for reform had begun years before Luther started his public campaign in 1517. Many individuals and groups worked to purify the spiritual life and to tackle institutional corruption. Several new religious orders were formed, including the Barnabites, the Theatines and the Society of Jesus, while some Catholics were influenced by the Lutheran side of the new theological controversy over how souls are saved from eternal damnation or, in theological terminology, ‘justified’. Soon after he was made a cardinal by Pope Paul III in 1536, Pole was appointed to a reform commission which also included one of the founders of the Theatine Order, Giovanni Pietro Carafa. With the aim of preventing further losses to the Protestant side, the committee recommended radical reform, beginning at the top with the Papal Curia. Paul III intended to call a General Council at Mantua in 1537, but various political and ecclesiastical difficulties led to its eventually assembling at Trent in December 1545.7 At that time Pole still remained in favour with the pope, was appointed governor of some papal territories, his main base being in Viterbo, and then became one of the three papal legates who presided over the opening sessions of the Council of Trent.

By then, however, he had himself come under suspicion of being a crypto-Lutheran.8 In 1542 Cardinal Carafa had been put in charge of a revived and reorganized Roman Inquisition, and by the time of Henry VIII’s death in 1547 had fallen out with many of his old Reformist allies, including Pole. The English cardinal’s circle at Viterbo included a number of Catholic reformers such as Vittoria Colonna and Marcantonio Flaminio, who would remain in the Church, and others, such as Piero Martire Vermigli and Bernardino Ochino, who eventually joined the Protestants. Carafa’s suspicion of Pole would fester, and eventually it materially affected Queen Mary’s attempt to restore Catholicism in England when Carafa was elected pope, as Paul IV, in May 1555. He was convinced that Pole was a Lutheran heretic, and pursued him and his friends by means of the Roman Inquisition.

 Another important factor in the deteriorating relations between Paul IV and Mary in the last years of her reign was the former’s patriotic hatred of the Spanish in general, and the Emperor and his son Philip in particular. Since the thirteenth century the kingdom of Naples, which covered much of southern Italy, had been fought over by French and Spanish rulers. By the time of his death in 1516, Mary’s grandfather, Ferdinand of Spain, had established Naples, along with Sicily, as Spanish-ruled territory, but many of the Neapolitan aristocracy, including the Carafa family, still hankered after independence and were prepared to favour France in an effort to achieve this. During the last two years of Mary and Philip’s reign England was in constant danger of being sucked into continental conflict, as the Habsburgs faced the militant Henry II of France and a pro-French pope. France engaged in war on two fronts: on its northern border with Flanders and in the south, to protect its remaining possessions in Italy. In the course of the latter conflict Philip, who took over from his father as King of Spain in 1556, the following year felt constrained to send his forces into the Papal States under the command of the Duke of Alba, though another Sack of Rome was avoided. It was in the context of the war in Flanders that Philip briefly returned to England and the second rumour of pregnancy briefly surfaced in the early summer of 1557.

Very reluctantly, Mary, who had pined for him emotionally ever since his previous departure nearly two years before, agreed, along with her Council, that England should become involved in the war. Naval and land contingents were duly sent, but English forces played only a limited role in the subsequent action, for example the great Habsburg victory over the French at Saint Quentin in August 1557. During his absences from the country Philip had closely monitored, and sometimes intervened in, English government by means of minutes from his Select Council, a committee of the Privy Council, with Archbishop Pole added, so he was familiar with the situation there and had both influence and support in English political circles. Famously, just after Christmas 1557 the ill-defended garrison of Calais and its surrounding territory, or Pale, was overcome by French troops, attacking across frozen rivers and dykes. Later legend would have it that Mary died, later that year, with the word ‘Calais’ engraved on her heart, but at the time both the Lieutenant of Calais, Thomas, Lord Wentworth, and King Philip were blamed for the loss of England’s last continental possession, without mention of the queen’s gender or Catholic religion. Spanish archives show that in fact Philip made considerable efforts to send reinforcements to Calais and was extremely puzzled when, after Mary’s death, his and her successor Elizabeth made no effort to regain the town and its surroundings.9

 During the joint reign of Philip and Mary, the issue naturally arose of England’s relationship with other Habsburg territories, and in particular with the New World. Almost as soon as the marriage was agreed Mary’s government requested a loan from Spain, which was granted, out of the revenues of the latest fleet of galleons to arrive in Seville. This financial help proved not to be the harbinger of an opening-up of trade with the Indies to English merchants, as had been hoped in the City of London and in other ports such as Bristol, Plymouth and Southampton. Although it was still significant in 1554, Anglo-Spanish trade had suffered as a result of Henry VIII’s divorce and the religious split from Rome, and things did not improve much during Philip and Mary’s brief reign. At that time Philip and his government in Spain, and in particular the Council of the Indies, were engaged in a bitter debate over the behaviour of Spanish colonists in New World territories. Some discussions on this subject took place while the king was in London, though Mary and her government were, at least formally, excluded from those concerning American trade. The result was negative, and this experience may well have influenced Elizabeth’s thinking as she constantly observed court affairs from her country house exile, just as her sister had done in Edward’s reign. She would go on to refuse Philip’s offer of marriage and after 1570 turned against Spain.

 Above all, Philip was a realist, in life and in politics. The desperate need of the Habsburgs for a secure inheritance has been noted here more than once, and the evidence suggests that, after Mary’s second supposed pregnancy proved to be illusory, he had already turned his gaze to her younger sister. In the queen’s last year, England was forced back into some of the insular policies of her father. In this process the main agent was Pope Paul IV, whose crusades – against her husband and the rest of the Habsburg family and separately against the Archbishop of Canterbury, Reginald Pole – led Mary and her councillors to raise the island drawbridge once again. In those same months, Pope Paul IV made moves to summon Pole to Rome. His friends in the Curia, some of whom were already being investigated by the inquisitors as crypto-Lutherans, rightly warned him (the relevant documents survive) that he too would be arrested on such charges. Mary, who had been constantly visited and advised by Pole during the king’s absence and on his orders, was clearly aware of the situation. First she tried to hide papal letters from Pole, and after that she and her councillors persuaded him to overcome his instinctive obedience and refuse Pope Paul’s summons. Ironically, Catholic pressure on Mary and her husband forced England back into a position quite similar to that in which it had been when Henry VIII died, as a semi-isolated kingdom with Catholic worship in its churches but, in practice, defiant of Rome.

 In Mary’s last year on earth England, Wales and Ireland were assailed by internal and external difficulties. It is easy to see how the belief took hold that she was a failure as ruler. She remained childless and was effectively abandoned by her husband, emotionally though not politically, at least from his point of view. Having devoted her reign to restoring her kingdom to Catholic orthodoxy she was being treated almost as a heretic. Her husband and his father Charles V, who in 1556 retired to the monastery of Yuste in Spain, were threatened with excommunication, and her royal cousin Cardinal Pole was accused of Lutheran heresy by the same Roman Inquisition which had authorized the trials of hundreds of English Protestants in 1555–8. Even the weather had been exceptionally bad for much of Mary’s reign, seriously affecting harvests and hence economic activity, and both she and Pole eventually succumbed to an influenza virus which had also severely afflicted the country on several occasions. Mary’s nemesis, Elizabeth, was waiting in the wings.

 In 1557–8, as he continued the historic conflict between his family and France, Philip remained alert to the situation of his wife and his English domain. Cardinal Pole gave him regular reports, based on his constant involvement with government despite holding no formal secular post, and on his regular tête-à-tête dinners with Mary in Whitehall and occasionally Lambeth Palace. The message was clear: Mary was in a bad mental state which could only be improved by the presence of her husband. By the autumn of 1558 courtiers and foreign ambassadors were aware of the queen’s ill health, though, as with her brother Edward’s sickness five years earlier, it was still by no means clear that she was in danger of death. Yet by the latter part of October the news from London had become bad enough for Philip to act. Although he rejected all entreaties, from his wife and the cardinal, to come to England himself, pleading the need to defend the Low Countries against France, he decided to send over one of his closest friends and confidants, Gómez Suárez de Figueroa, Count of Feria. The count was perhaps the only one of Philip’s entourage to have learned to speak English fluently, and was soon to marry one of Mary’s ladies-in-waiting, Lady Jane Dormer. Thus he was well equipped, when he arrived in London in mid-November 1558, to size up the political situation. His orders were to do his best to reassure Mary and her councillors of Spanish support and try to persuade them to send further men and military resources to the continent. Crucially, he was also instructed to sound out Elizabeth who, if the rumours were correct, would soon be queen. Gómez went to see the princess at Hatfield House, where they had a long conversation. As a result of this he reported back to his friend and master that, although an Elizabethan England would have friendly intentions towards Spain, there would be rapid changes in the running of the Church, in a Protestant direction.10

 Soon afterwards, early on 17 November, Mary died, having received the rites of the Catholic Church. Parliament was in session so the new queen could be proclaimed at once, without the delay and uncertainty which had affected the beginning of the two previous reigns. On the same day Cardinal Reginald Pole also died, having taken part in the evening devotions. At Hatfield House Elizabeth was evidently as well prepared for government as the Count of Feria had suggested. Her secretary, William Cecil, the future Lord Burghley, who had kept aloof from government under Mary, at once put his carefully prepared plans into operation. He and his friends, many from Cambridge days, took a hard-headed look at foreign policy on the basis that England would no longer be a part of the Habsburg sphere of influence. In that sense, England’s ‘island story’ does indeed begin here, rather than in Henry VIII’s reign.

 The Spanish count was also right about Elizabeth’s views on religion. Although her personal faith was, and still remains, a mystery, it was clear that the deaths of Queen Mary and her archbishop had brought to an end the country’s ties with Rome. Immediately after her accession Elizabeth sent her commissioners to inventory the late cardinal’s possessions in Lambeth and his other archiepiscopal palaces, though they did not find the vast wealth which his enemies had assumed to be there and hoped to discover. By New Year’s Day 1559 steps were also being taken to establish what is still the basic structure and character of the Church of England (commonly known, in modern days, as Anglican). By the summer, all the remaining Catholic bishops – of whom there were few because of Pope Paul IV’s displeasure with Philip, Mary and Pole – had been deposed and had either fled or been arrested. The 1552 Book of Common Prayer had been restored with minor modifications, and Matthew Parker, formerly Master of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge and a committed Reformer, was the new Archbishop of Canterbury.

The battle for the historical reputation of both Mary and Pole was soon under way, and continues to the present day. Parker and his allies devoted themselves to reaffirming an idea which had been much developed and proclaimed during Henry VIII’s battle with Rome over the divorce of Catherine. They argued that England’s Church (and by implication the Celtic Church of the British Isles in the late Roman and Anglo-Saxon periods) had never been under papal jurisdiction, this being merely a ‘medieval’ novelty which could, and should, be removed.11 Thus all the work of Pole and his friends and allies, many of them Italian or Spanish, was to be obliterated. Within Elizabeth’s kingdoms this largely happened, though as soon as the cardinal died an alternative, Catholic historiographical tradition developed among his former servants and the new exiles from the ‘Supreme Governor’s’ Church of England. As far as the reputation of Queen Mary herself is concerned, the picture is more complex. Her successor’s desire to remove all traces of her activity and achievement was limited by the unavoidable fact that she, too, was a female ruler, with all the emotional baggage attached to that, and was still unmarried. Thus, although the martyrologist John Foxe would relentlessly catalogue and criticize the heresy trials of Mary’s reign, it would not be until the following century that the concept of her as ‘Bloody Mary’ would begin to develop.12 Mary evidently believed that the truth would come out, and in that sense she was and is the ‘Daughter of Time’.
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1. Princess Mary, 1525. This medallion shows a serious-looking child at about the age of nine, when she was already being offered on the dynastic marriage market of Europe.
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2. Henry VIII, c.1525. Mary’s father still appears here as a dashing young ruler, though ageing and illness would soon set in.
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3. Catherine of Aragon, c.1525. Mary’s mother, showing signs of age, would bear no more children and was about to face divorce.
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4. Charles V, c.1516. The future Holy Roman Emperor here displays some of the flamboyance of youth, and was at this time a potential husband for Mary.
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5. Elizabeth, c.1546. This portrait shows Mary’s half-sister when they were both legally bastards, although still in the line of succession if Edward had no children.
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6. Framlingham Castle, Mary’s political and military headquarters in July 1553 when she made her successful bid for the throne.
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7. In this initial capital of Mary’s Plea Roll of Queen’s Bench for Michaelmas term 1553, the military skirmishes of the previous July appear in the background, and the presence of angels suggests divine approval of the queen’s accession to the throne.
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8. Mary, 1554, by Antonius Mor. Apparently painted to show Prince Philip of Spain his future bride, this portrait emphasizes both Mary’s monarchical status and her identification with the Habsburg family.
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9. Simon Renard, the most influential of the Emperor’s ambassadors in London, was a shrewd observer of the English.
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10. Cardinal Pole, portrayed with an acute and slightly nervous gaze, as befitted the difficulties he would face in England in 1554–8.
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11. Pre- and post-marriage coinage. A gold ryal of Mary, 1553 (left), shows minters struggling with the novelty of a female sovereign, mixing traditional queenly images with those of monarchy; Philip’s arrival as King of England set the minters the new problem of portraying the heads of two monarchs. This silver sixpence, 1554 (right), imitates the coinage of the couple’s ancestors, Ferdinand and Isabel of Spain.
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12. Hans Eworth’s portrait of 1558 shows Philip with his much-admired legs, and his queen in dignified repose. The couple’s monarchical dignity is combined with the domestic detail of a pair of lapdogs.
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13. February 1557, during the visitation of the University of Cambridge. The bones of two Protestant reformers, Martin Bucer and Paul Fagius, are burned, along with copies of their books. The Blessed Sacrament is carried back to the reconsecrated Great St Mary’s and St Michael’s churches.
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14. Mary’s effigy was carried in full regalia to her funeral in Westminster Abbey. Stripped of its finery, it conveys her steadfast purpose, in life and death.
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15. James I had Mary reburied under Elizabeth. In 1983 Westminster Abbey added a plaque expressing ecumenical hope for the future, after the conflicts of the Reformation.
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For many years, David Loades’s Mary Tudor. A Life (Oxford: Blackwell, 1989) was rightly held to be the standard biography of Mary. More recently, Loades has produced another, shorter biography, Mary Tudor. The Tragical History of the First Queen of England (Kew: The National Archives, 2006), and a more comprehensive work, Mary Tudor (Stroud: Amberley Publishing, 2011). Always thoroughly researched and full of strong argument and fascinating detail, Loades’s books largely adhere to the notion, traditional in English historiography, that the country’s history can be understood almost entirely from internal sources. In this way of thinking, Spanish involvement (limited and unsuccessful), and Catholicism in general (outmoded, and inevitably replaced by Protestantism), are of limited relevance. Thus Mary appears to have been a failure, whose occupation of the throne was an unfortunate anomaly, to be fully remedied by the glories of the Elizabethan Age. An effort to revise this interpretation originally arose out of concerns with the hallowed notion that England (with Wales and Ireland presumably tagging along) was naturally Protestant. Thus it is mainly the reassessment of the religious aspects of Mary’s reign that has led to new investigation of the whole period.

In fact, the first revisionist biography of Mary was first published much earlier, in 1940. H. F. M. Prescott’s Mary Tudor. The Spanish Tudor (reprinted London: Phoenix, 2003) may now seem somewhat dated in its approach, since this female writer appears to be oddly sceptical about the ability of a woman to reign as queen. It nevertheless made a serious and scholarly attempt, despite the difficulty, or impossibility, of research in Spain during the Spanish Civil War (1936–39), to emphasize the European dimension, and especially the importance of Mary’s Trastámaran ancestry, as well as King Philip’s contribution during their marriage. It would be a long time before this approach to Philip and Mary’s reign would be further developed. Then three lively biographies appeared in a rush: Linda Porter, Mary Tudor. The First Queen (London: Portrait, 2007), Judith M. Richards, Mary Tudor (London: Routledge, 2008) and Anna Whitelock, Mary Tudor. England’s First Queen (London: Bloomsbury, 2009), all of which provide sensitive and scholarly accounts of Mary’s life and reign. Each pays particular attention to the problems of a female ruler in sixteenth-century Europe in general, and England in particular. John Edwards, in Mary I. England’s Catholic Queen (New Haven, Conn. and London: Yale University Press, 2011), returns to the task of placing Mary in her European and Catholic context, using Spanish material and stressing the important role of her relative, Cardinal Reginald Pole. Since then, Sarah Duncan, in her Mary I. Gender, Power and Ceremony in the Reign of England’s First Queen (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), has also given due emphasis to the problems involved in female sovereignty in the period, including its ceremonial aspects and the implications of Mary’s marriage to Philip of Spain. Spanish interest in the reign of Mary and Philip has traditionally been extremely limited. This period in the life of ‘Felipe Segundo’ (Philip II) is barely mentioned by his modern biographers, presumably because it is regarded as a blemish on the Spanish ‘Golden Age’ (Siglo de Oro), but Mary herself receives sympathetic treatment in the scholarly biography of her by María Jesús Pérez Martín, María Tudor. La gran reina desconocida [‘unknown’!] (Madrid: RIALP, 2008). As a specialist in the language, the late Professor Pérez handled English sources extensively and provided the original texts, for example from the British Library, as well as Spanish translations. The best article on Philip’s role in the government of England is by Glyn Redworth, ‘ “Matters Impertinent to Women”: Male and Female Monarchy under Philip and Mary’, English Historical Review, 112 (1997), pp. 597–613. The points raised by Redworth have been further discussed in more recent works, mentioned in this review.

Despite all the subsequent work by others, David Loades’s The Reign of Mary Tudor (2nd edition, London: Longman, 1991) is still a valuable guide to the general history of the reign, including its political, social and economic aspects. Also full of useful insights is Jennifer Loach’s Parliament and the Crown in the Reign of Mary Tudor (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), which demonstrates the significance of Mary, as well as the other Tudor monarchs, in the development of the constitutional importance of the English parliament. In Mary’s case this was a matter of policy, and not just a sign of weakness. In recent years, many of the advances in research and understanding of Mary I and her reign have appeared as chapters in collective volumes. A particularly valuable example of the genre is Mary Tudor. Old and New Perspectives, edited by Susan Doran and Thomas S. Freeman (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011). As the title indicates, these specialist essays survey and analyse traditional views of the queen and her reign, as well as offering new research, in particular on her education and her religious beliefs and policies. In the same format, valuable and fruitful comparisons between Mary and her successor, as rulers, are offered by the essays in Tudor Queenship. The Reigns of Mary and Elizabeth (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), edited by Alice Hunt and Anna Whitelock.

Most of the cutting-edge research on Mary and her reign rightly focuses on religion – hers and that of her kingdom. The life of Mary’s most prominent ecclesiastical victim, Archbishop Thomas Cranmer, has been recounted and examined, in masterly fashion, by Diarmaid MacCulloch in Thomas Cranmer. A Life (New Haven, Conn. and London: Yale University Press, 1996). The Reformed English Church, which Mary inherited from Edward, is wittily and powerfully described in Diarmaid MacCulloch, Tudor Church Militant. Edward VI and the Protestant Reformation (London: Allen Lane. The Penguin Press, 1999), which was also published as The Boy King. A Protestant Revolution (Berkeley and Los Angeles, Cal.: University of California Press, 1999). The development, in recent decades, of greater knowledge and a fuller understanding of the complex nature of sixteenth-century Catholicism has inevitably had an effect on writing about her brief reign. A good start is Eamon Duffy’s The Stripping of the Altars. Traditional Religion in England, 1400–1580 (2nd edition, New Haven, Conn. and London: Yale University Press, 2005), which contains a valuable, pioneering chapter on Mary’s reign. Also by Duffy, and full of useful insights, is Fires of Faith. Catholic England under Mary Tudor (New Haven, Conn. and London: Yale University Press, 2009), which recognizes the influence of reforming Catholicism in England at that time, though perhaps it exaggerates the success of the repression of Protestantism under Mary. All the major aspects of Mary’s Church, spiritual, political and economic, are effectively analysed in The Church of Mary Tudor, edited by Eamon Duffy and David Loades (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006). The brilliant monograph by William Wizeman, SJ, The Theology and Spirituality of Mary Tudor’s Church (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006) is a scholarly and absorbing survey of Catholic writing under Mary, which effectively refutes the old notion that only Protestants knew how to use the printing press.

More specifically, Cardinal Pole has received two recent biographies. Thomas F. Mayer’s Reginald Pole: Prince and Prophet (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000) meticulously surveys Pole’s Italian life and connections, while John Edwards, Archbishop Pole (Farnham: Ashgate, 2014) concentrates particularly on the cardinal’s time in England and his involvement with Spaniards, and especially his position as adviser to Mary, as papal legate and as Archbishop of Canterbury. Also valuable for an understanding of Pole’s complex personality is Thomas F. Mayer’s collection of studies, Cardinal Pole in European Context. A Via Media in the Reformation (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum, 2000). Pole’s correspondence is calendared by Mayer in The Correspondence of Reginald Pole, 4 vols (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002–8). The first detailed examination, in English, of a Spanish churchman’s involvement in the Catholic restoration under Mary is to be found in Reforming Catholicism in the England of Mary Tudor. The Achievement of Fray Bartolomé Carranza, edited by John Edwards and Ronald Truman (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005).




Picture Credits


	Lucas Horenbout (attr.), portrait of Mary I when a princess, c.1525 (© National Portrait Gallery, London)

	Lucas Horenbout, portrait of Henry VIII, c.1525–7 (Fitzwilliam Museum, University of Cambridge/Bridgeman Images)

	Lucas Horenbout (attr.), portrait of Catherine of Aragon, c.1525 (© National Portrait Gallery, London)

	Flemish school, portrait of Charles V, c.1516 (Fitzwilliam Museum, University of Cambridge/Bridgeman Images)

	Guillaume Scrots (attr.), portrait of Elizabeth I when a princess, c.1546 (Royal Collection Trust © Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, 2016/Bridgeman Images)

	Framlingham Castle, Suffolk (© Historic England)

	Portrait of Mary I enthroned, initial letter from her Plea Roll of Queen’s Bench for Michaelmas term, 1553 (National Archives, Kew, KB 27/1168)

	Antonius Mor, portrait of Mary I, 1554 (Prado, Madrid/Bridgeman Images)

	Antonius Mor, portrait of Simon Renard, 1553 (Musée du Temps, Besançon/Bridgeman Images)

	Italian school, portrait of Cardinal Reginald Pole, sixteenth century (Lambeth Palace, London/Bridgeman Images)

	(Left) gold ryal of Mary I, 1553 (© Trustees of the British Museum, BM GHB.476); (right) silver coin of Philip II and Mary I, 1554 (Private Collection/Bridgeman Images)

	Hans Eworth, portrait of Philip II and Mary I, 1558 (Trustees of the Bedford Estate, Woburn Abbey/Bridgeman Images)

	Burning of bones and books of Martin Bucer and Paul Fagius in 1557, detail of an illustration from John Foxe, Actes and Monuments, 1570 (By permission of the Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge, C.17.25)

	Mary I, funeral effigy, 1558, Westminster Abbey, London (© Dean and Chapter of Westminster)

	Tomb of Mary I and Elizabeth I, Westminster Abbey, London (© Dean and Chapter of Westminster)







[image: Penguin Books]


THE BEGINNING

Let the conversation begin …

Follow the Penguin Twitter.com@penguinUKbooks

Keep up-to-date with all our stories YouTube.com/penguinbooks

Pin ‘Penguin Books’ to your Pinterest

Like ‘Penguin Books’ on Facebook.com/penguinbooks

Listen to Penguin at SoundCloud.com/penguin-books

Find out more about the author and
discover more stories like this at Penguin.co.uk




ALLEN LANE

UK | USA | Canada | Ireland | Australia

India | New Zealand | South Africa

Penguin Books is part of the Penguin Random House group of companies whose addresses can be found at global.penguinrandomhouse.com

[image: Penguin Random House UK]

First published 2016

Copyright © John Edwards, 2016

The moral right of the author has been asserted

Cover design by Pentagram

Jacket art by Montse Bernal

ISBN: 978-0-241-18411-0


OPS/images/PCHI_1.gif





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_012_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_015_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_020_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_006_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_009_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_014_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_007_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_011_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_003_IMGX.png
HENRY VII = Elizabeth of York

b. 1457
d. 1509
(1485-1509)

| [ | |
Arthur, Margaret = JAMES IV Elizabeth Mary Edmund Katherine

Prince of Wales d. 1541  of Scotland d. 1495 d. 1533 d. 1500 d. 1503
d. 1502
(1) Catherine of Aragon = HENRY VIII = (2) Anne Boleyn d. 1536 = (3) Jane Seymour d. 1537
d. 1536 b. 1491
d. 1547
(r509-47)
ELIZABETH EDWARD VI
(1558-1603) (1547-53)

7 MARY I = PHILIP I of England (1554-8)
b. 1516 IT of Spain (1556-98)
d. 1558

(1553-8)






OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_018_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/prhuklogo.jpg
Penguin
Random Houge
UK





OPS/images/penguinLogo_large.gif





OPS/nav.xhtml


Contents





		Cover



		Title Page



		Penguin Monarchs



		Genealogical Table



		Introduction



		1: Journey to the Throne



		2: Becoming a Monarch



		3: Married to the Continent



		4: Bride of Christ



		5: Last Days and Legacy



		Illustrations



		Notes



		Further Reading



		Picture Credits



		Follow Penguin



		Copyright Page













		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vii



		viii



		ix



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		91



		92











		Cover



		Table of Contents



		Begin Reading









OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_002_IMGX.png
WMZQ ?’7@ 7mm





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_008_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_019_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_017_IMGX.jpg
e o+t






OPS/images/penguinLogo_small.gif





OPS/images/cover.jpg
John Edwards

MARY I

T he Daughter of Time






OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_016_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_010_IMGX.jpg





OPS/images/9780241184103_MaryI_013_IMGX.jpg





