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THE HISTORY

OF THE

VARIATIONS OF THE PROTESTANT CHURCHES.

BOOK X.

[From the year 1538 to 1570.]

A brief Summary.—Queen Elizabeth’s Reformation.-—That of Edward cor-
rected, and the Real Presence, which had been condemmned under that
Prince, held for indifferent:—The Church of England still persists in
this sentiment.—Other Variations of this Church in thut Queen’s reign.
-~Her ecclesiastical Supremacy moderated in_ appearance, in reality
left in the same state as under Henry and Edward, notwithstanding
the scruples of Elizabeth,—Policy bears the sway throughout this
whole Reformation.—The Faith, the Sacraments, and the whole ccele-
siastical authority delivered up into the hands of Kings and Iar
liaments.—The same doune in 8cotland.—The Calvinists of France
disapprove this doctrine, nevertheless let it pass.—England's doe-
trine upon Justification.—Queen Elizabeth favors the French Prot-
estants.—They rebel as soon as they have it in their power.—
The conspiracy of Amboise, in Francis the Second’s reign.—The civil wars
under Charles 1X.-—This conspiracy and these wars appertain to Religion,
and were entered into by the authonty of the doctors and ministers 0? the
party, and grounded on the new doctrine teaching the lawfulness of making
war against their prince, for the sake of Relizion.—This doctrine expressly
warranted by their national Synods.—The fallacy of Protestant wnters,
and of Mr. Burnet amongst the rest, who pretend that the tumuit of Am
boise and the civil wars were state affairs.—Religion was at the bottom of
Francis, Duke of Guise’s murder.—Beza’s and the Admiral’s testimony.—
A new Confession of Faith in Switzerland.

t.—Queen Elicadeth ts pursuaded nothing can secure fo her the Crown, but the
Protestant religion.— Four points she was unessy about.

ENGLAND having soon returised, after Queen Mary’s death, to
Edward the Sixth’s Reformation, set about fixing her Faith and
putting the finishing stroke to her religion by the new Queen’s
authority. Elizabeth, daughter of Henry VIII and Anne Boleyn,
was advanced to the throne, and governed her kingdom with as
orofound a poli:y as the most able kings. The step she had
taken with regard to Rome, immediately upon her coming to
fhe crown, countenanced what otherwise had been published of
shis prircess, that she would not have departed from the Cath-
olic rehigion, had she found the Pope more disposed to her -
terests.  Paul IV, who then sat in the Apostolic Chair, gave no
favorable reception to the civilities she had caused to be ten-
dered him as to another prince, without further declaration of
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her mind, by the resident of the late queen her sister.®*  Mr.
Burnet tells us, he treated her as illegitimate ; was surprised at
her great boldness in assuming the crown, a fief of the Holy
See, without his consent; and gave her no hopes of receiving
any favor at his hands, unless she renounced her pretensions,
and submitted to the See of Rome. Such usage, if true, was
not at all likely to reclaim a queen. After such a repulse,
Klizabeth rcadily withdrew from a2 See, by whose decrees he:
birth had also been condemned, and engaged in the new Ref-
ormation: yet she did not approve that of Edward in all its
parts. 'There were four points which caused her uneasiness,}
that of Ceremonies, that of Images, that of the Real Presence
and that of the regal Supremacy; and what was done, in her
time, with reference to these four points, we are now to relate

2.—First Point : Ceremonies.
As for ceremonies, * her first impressions,” says Mr. Burne ,
“ were in favor of such old rites as her father had still retaine 4,
and in her own nature loving state and some magnificence in
Religion, she thought her brother’s ministers had stripped it too
much of external ornaments, and left religion too bare and naked.
Yet 1 do not find she did any thing considerable in that regard.”}

3.—Second Poinl: Images.—Pious sentiments of the Queen,

As for Images, ¢ That matter stuck long with her; for she
inclined to keep up Images in churches, and it was with great
difficulty she was prevailed upon, persuaded as she was that the
use of Images in churches might be a means to stir up devotion,
and that at least it would draw all people to frequent them the
more.”§ Herein her sentiments agreed in the main with those
of the C'atholics. If they stir up devotion towards God, they
might well excite also the external tokens of it; this is the whole
of that worship which we pay them. To be inclined to, and
have favorable impressions of them in this sensr, like Queen
Elizabeth, was not so gross a notion as is at pres :nt imputed to
our belief; and I much question whether Mr. Burnet would
venture to charge a queen, who, according to him, was the
foundress of religion in England, with entertaining idolatrous
sentiments. But the Iconoclast party had gained their point;
the queen, unable to resist them, was wrought up by them to
such extremes, that not content with commanding Images to be
cast out of all churches, she forbade all her subjects to keep
them in their houses ;|| nothing but the Crucifix escaped,T and
that no where but in the Royal Chapel, whence the queen could
not be persuaded to remove it.

* Burn. 1. ili, p. 374, { Ibid, p. 376. { Tbid.
§ Ibid. pp. 397, and 376. | Ibid. 398. ¥ Thuan, . xxi. An. 1566,
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4,—Thcey persuade her with reasons ertdently bad.

It may not be improper to consider what the Protestants al-
leged in order to induce her to this injunction against Images,
in order that the excess or vanity uf the thing may be discovered.
The chief foundation of their reasons is, * that the second com-
mandment forbids the making of any Images, as a resemblance
of God,”* which evidently proves nothing either against the
Images of Jesus Christ as man, or those of the saints, or, in
general, against such, with respect to which we publicly declare
(as does the Catholic Church) that by them we in nowise pre-
tend to represent the Deity. The rest is too extravagant to
bear repeating : for either it concludes just nothing, or it con-
cludes for the absolute prohibition of the use of painting and
sculpture,—a weakness now-a-days so universally exploded by
all Christians, as only to find place in the gross superstition of
Mahometans and Jews,

5.—Manifest Variation wilh respect to the Real Fresence.—Policy regulales
Religion.

The queen showed more resolution on the subject of the Eu-
charist. It is of main importance well 10 comprehend her sen-
timents, such as Mr. Burnet delivers them: She thought that
in her brother’s reign they made their doctrine too narrow in
some points ; therefore she intended to have some things ex-

lained in more general terms, that so all parties might be com-
prehended by them.”t These were her sentiments in general.
In applying them to the Eucharist, & Her intention was to have
the manner of Christ’s presence in the Sacrament be left in
some general words. She very much disliked that those who
believed the corporal presence had been driven away from the
Church by too nice an explanation of it.” And again, it was
proposed to have the communion-book so contrived, that it
might not exclude the belief of the corporal presence; for the
chief design of the Queen’s council was to unite the nation in
one faith.”}

One might be apt to think, perchance, that the queen judged
it needless to make any express declarations against the real
presence, her subjects of themselves being sufficiently inclined
to reject it : but, on the contrary, « the greatest part of the na-
tion continued to believe such a presence. Therefore, it was
recommended to the divines to see that there should be no ex-
press definition made against it; that so it might lie as a spec-
ulative opinion, not determined, in which every man was left tq
the freedom of his own mind.”§

* Burn. ). ifi. p. 397. 1 Ibid. p. 378
{ Ybid. p. 392. § Ibids
YOL. II. | L
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6. —The Faith of the pretended Martyrs chang.

Ilere was a sange variation 1n one of the main tundameuntal
points of the English Reformation. In the Confession of Faith
set forth in 1551, under F.dward, the doctrine of the Real Pres-
ence was excluded in so strong a manner, that it was declared
nnpossible and contrary to our Lord’s ascension. When Cran-
mer was condemned for a heretic in Queen Mary’s time, he
owned the capital subject of his condemnation was, his not con-
fessing a corporal presence of our Saviour on the altar. Ridley,
Latimer, and others, the pretended martyrs of the English Ref-
ormation, mentioned by Mr. Burnet, all suffered for the same
cause. Calvin says as much of the French martyrs, whose au-
thority he opposes against the Lutherans.”* This article was
esteemed of that high importance even in 1549, and during the
whole reign of Ldward, ¢ that when the reformation was to be
carried on to the establishment of a form of doctrine,” says Mr.
Burnet, ¢ which should contain the chief points of religion, in-
quiry was chiefly made concerning the presence of Christ in the
sacrament.” It was, therefore, at that t'me, not only one of
the fundamental points, but also a capital one amongst these
fundamentals.  As it was of such concern, and the principal
cause for which these boasted martyrs shed their blood, it could
not be explained in terms too distinct.  After so clearan expo-
sition of it as that which had been made under Edward, to re-
turn, as did Elizabeth, to general terms, which left the thing
undetermined, that all parties might be comprehended in them,
and every man left to the freedom of his own mind, was betray-
ing truth, and putting error on the level with it. In a word,
these general terms in a confession of {aith, were nothing but a
fallacy in the most serious of all concerns, and wherein the ut-
most sincerity is required. This is what the English Reformers
ought to have represented to Elizabeth.  But policy outbalanced
religion, nor was it now to their purpose so greatly to condemn
the Real Presence. Wherefore, the twenty-ninth article of
Edward’s confession, wherein it was condemned, waa very much
thanged, and a great deal left out ;T all that showed the Real
Presence was impossible and contradictory to the residence of
Chrnist’s body in heaven. ¢ All this was suppressed,” says Mr.
Burnet, ¢ and that expressed definition dashed over with mini-
um.” The historian takes care to tell us it is still legible ; but
that even is a testimony against the expunged doctrine. They
would have it still legible, to the end a proof might be extant,
that this was the very point which they had concluded to reverse,
They had remonstrated to Queen Elizabeth concerning images,

* Calv. dilucid, explic. opusc. p. 861, p. ii L 1. p. 104
f Ibid. |. ii. pp. 405, 406.
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w that it would cast a great reflection on the first reforiners,
should they again set up in churches what these so zcalous mar-
tyrs of the evangelical purity had so carefully removed.”* It
was of no l: ss a criminal nature, to rescind from the Confession
of Faith of these pretended martyrs, what they had placed in it,
in opposition to the Real Presence, and to annul that doctrine,
in testimony whereof they had given up their lives. Instead of
their plain and express definitions, they were content to say,
conformably to Queen Elizabeth’s design, “in general terms,
that the body of Christ is given and received after a spiritual
manner ; and the means by which it is received, is Faith.”t The
first part of the article is very true, taking spiritual manner for
a manner that 12 above our senses and nature, as the Catholics
ind Lutherans understand it; nor is the second part less cer-
tain, taking the reception for a profitable reception, and in the
sense St. John meant, when he said of Jesus Christ, ¢ that his
own received him not,”] although he were in the world in per-
son in the midst of them ; that is to say, they neither received
his doctrine nor his grace. Furthermore, what was added in
Edward’s Confession, with reference to the communion of the
wicked who receive nothing but the symbols, was cut off in like
manner, and care was taken that nothing but what the Catholics
and Lutherans might approve, should be retained with respect
to the Real Presence.
7.—Substantial Changes in Edward’s Liturgy.

For the same reason, whatever condemned the corporal pres-
ence, was now changed in Edward’s liturgy : for instance, the
rubrick there explained the reason for kneeling at the sacrament,
“that thereby no adoration is intended to any corporal presence of
Christ’s natural flesh and blood, because that is only in heaven.”§
But, under Elizabeth, these words were lopped off, and the
full liberty of adoring the flesh and blood of Jesus Christ was
allowed as present in the Eucharist. What the pretended mar-
tyrs and founders of the English Reformaticn had held for gross
idolatry, became an innocent action in the reig:. of Queen Eliz-
abeth. In Edward’s second liturgy, these words, which had
been lef. standing in the first, were taken away: viz , % the
body or the blood of Jesus Christ preserve thy body and thy
soul to everlasting life ;” but these words, which Edward had
left out because they seemed too much to favor the belief of the
corpora: presence, were replaced by Queen Llizabeth.| The
will of kings hecame the rule of faith, and what we now see
removed by this Queen, was zgain inserted in the con ‘non-
rrayer book by King Charles II.

* Caly. dilucyd. explic. opusc. . iit. p. 397. 1 P. 405, } John i 10, 1L
§ P. it p. 392. I Ibid. L i. p. 170.



8 THE HISTORY OF [BoOOR

8.—dn imposition of Mr. Burnet; who has the assurance to say, that the Doe
{rine astublished by Edward was not changed.

Notwithstanding all these changes in such essential matters,
Mr. Burnet would make us believe there was no variation in
the doctrine of the Lnglish Refonination. ¢ The doctrine of the
Church,” says he, “ was at that time contrary to the belief of a
real or corporal presence in the sacrament, in like manner as at
present : only, it was not thought necessury or expedient to
publish it in too distinct a manner ;” * as if one could speak too
distinctly in matters of faith. But this is not all. It is a man-
tfest variation in doctrine, not only to embrace what is contrary
to it, but to leave undecided what was decided formerly. If the
ancient Catholics, after deciding in express terms the Son of
God’s equahty with his Father, had suppressed what they had
pronounced at Nice, contenting themselves with barely calling
him God in genecal terms, and in the sense the Arians could not
deny it, insomuch that what had been decided so expressly should
have become undecided and indifferent, would they not have
altered the Church's taith, and stepped backwards? Now, this
is what was done undaer Elizabeth by the Church of England ;
and none can acknowledge it more clearly than Mr. Burnet has
done in the words above cited, where it stands confessed in ex-
press terms, that it was neither by chance, nor forgetfulness, but
from a premeditaied design, that they omitted the words used in
Edward’s time, and that “ no express definition was made against
the corporal presence ;’’T on the contrary, it was let lie as a
speculative opinion, not aetermined, in which every man was
left to the freedom of his own mind to reject or embrace it: in
this manner, either sincerely ur politically, the faith of the re-
formers was forsaken, and the dogma of the corporal presence
left for indifferent, against which they had combated even unto
blood.

9.— England indifferent us to the Real Presence,

This if we believe Mr. Burnet, is yet the present state of the
Unurch of England. It was on these grounds that the Bishop
William Bedell, whose life he has written, believed that a great
company of Lutherans who had fled to Dublin for refuge, might
without difficulty commuricate with the Church of England,}
“ which in reality,” says Mr. Burnet, ¢ hath so great a moderi.-
tion in that matter (the Real Presence) that no positive defini-
tion of the manner of the presence being made, men of different
sentiments may agree in the same acts of worship, without heing
obliged to declare their opinion, or being understood to do any
thing contrary to their several persuasions.” ‘T'hus hath the

* Burn. L iii. p. 406. t P. 392. } Life of B, Bedell, pp. 137, 138.
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Church of England corrected her teachers, and raformed hes
firat reformers.

10.—Nither the word substance nor miracles, which Calvin places in the Eu-
eharist, are admitted by them.

Moreover, the Enghsh Reformation neither under Edward
nor Elizabeth, ever employed, in the explanation of the Eucha-
rist, the substance of the body, nor those incomprehensible ope-
rations which Calvin so much exaits. These expressions too
much favored a real presence, and it was for this reason they
were not made use of either in Edward’s reign, when that was
designedly excluded, or in Elizabeth’s, when the thing was to
be left undetermined ; and England was very sensible that these
words of Calvin, little suitable to the doctrine of the figurative
sense, could not be introduced into it otherwise, than by forcing
too visibly their natural sense.

il.—The Queen’s Supremacy in spirituals is established in spite of oll her
scruples.

The article of Supremacy now remamns to be considered.
True it is, Elizabeth opposed it, and this title, of Head of the
Church, in her judgment too great for kings, seemed to her still
more insupportable in a queen, not to say ridiculous. A
famous preacher among those of the reformation,” says Mr.
Burnet, ¢ put this scruple about it in her head ;¥ that is, some
remains of shame were still to be met with in the English
Church ; nor was it withont some little remorse that she gave
up her authority to the secular power ; but policy got the better
even in this point. As much ashamed as the queen was in her
heart of this title of the Church's supreme head, she accepted
of it, and exercised it under another name. By an act which
passed in 1559, ¢ The supremacy was again annexed to the
crown, and declared that the authority of visiting, correcting,
and reforming all things in the Church is for ever annexed to
the regal dignity, and whosoever should refuse to swear and ac-
knowledge the queen to be the supreme governor in all causes,
as well ecclesiastical as temporal, within her dominions, was to
forfeit any office he had either in Church or State ; and to be
thenceforth disabled to hold any employment during life.”{ This
is what the queen’s scruple ended in; and all she did to mod-
erate the laws of Henry VI1I, with regard to the king’s suprem-
acy, was, that whereas, denying the supremacy in King Henry’s
time, cost men their lives, in Klizabeth’s it cost them but a for-
feiture of their goods. ]

12.—Resolution of the Catholic Bishops.

The Catholic bishops on this occusion were not forgetful of
their duty, and being inflexibly attached to the Catholic Church

* Burnet, L iii. p. 386. 1 Ibid. L pp. ifi. 385, 396 § Ibid. L iii, 386,
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and lHoly See, were deposed for baving constantly refused to
subscribe the queen’s supremucy, no less than the other articles
of the Reformation. But Parker, the Protestant Archbishop of
Canterbury, was of all the most zealous in submitting to the
yoke. It was to him complaints were uddressed of the queen’s
scruples respecting her title of Supreme head ; to him was ren-
dercd an account of what was done to engage the Catholics to
acknowledge it, and finally the English Reformation could no
longer be compatible with the liberty and authority which Jesus
Christ had given to his Church. What had been resolved on
in the Parliament in 1559, in favor of the queen’s supremacy,
was received in the synod of London by the common consent
of all the clergy, of the first as well as of the second order.

13.—Declaration of the Clergy regarding the Supremacy of Elizabeth,

There the supremacy was inserted among the articles of faith
in these terms :— The royal majesty has sovereign power in
this kingdom of England, and in her other dominions, and the
sovereign government of all her subjects, lay and ecclesiastical,
belongs to her in all matters, without being subjected to any
foreign power.”* By these last words they intended to exclude
the Pope; but as the other words, “in all matters,”} put in
without restriction, as had been done in the act of parliament,
imported a full sovereignty, even in ecclesiastical causes, with-
out excepting those of faith, they were ashamed of proceeding
to such great excess, and introduced the following modification.
 Whereus we attribute to the royal majesty this sovereign gov-
ernment, at which we learn that many ill-disposed individuals
are displeased, we do not grant to our kings the administration
of the word and of the sacram nts, as is clearly shown by the
ordinances of our Queen Klizabeth ; but we merely give to her
the prerogative, which the Scripture attributes to pious princes,
of being able to keep to their duty all orders, whether lay or
ecclesiastical, and to check the stubborn by the sword of the
civil power.

14.—This served but as @ clumsy pallialion for a great evil.

This explanation is conformable to a declaration which the
queen had published, where she said at first « that she was far
from wishing to administer holy things.” The Protestants, ready
to afford satisluction on the subjeet of ecclesiastical authority,
thought thereby to be sheltered from whatever evil its supremacy
was attended with, but all in vain; for the question was not
whether the English invested royalty with the administration of
whe word and of the sacraments. Yho has ever accused them,
of wishing that their kings shonld ascend the pulpit, or admin

* Syn Lond. art. 7. t Syn. gen. p. i. pag. 107.
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istcr ccaimunion and baptism? And what is there so ux om-
mo:, in this declaration, wherein Queen Elizabeth avows that
this ministry appertains not toher? The question was to know,
whether in such matters the royal majesty has a mere direction
and an external execution, or whether it influences fundamen-
‘ally th”™ validity of ecclesiastical acts. But whilst it was ap-
parently reduced in this article to the mere execution, the con-
*rary appeared but too manifest in practice. Permission to preach
svas granted by letters patent and under the great seal. The
lueen made bishops with the same authority as the king her
*ather and the king her brother, and for alimited time if she
pleased. The commission for their consecration emanated from
the royal power. Excommunications were decreed by the sarnu
uithority. The queen regulated by her edicts not only the ex-
terior worship, but also faith and the dogma, or caused them to
be regulated by her parliament, whose acts received their valid-
ity from her; and there is nothing more unheard of in the
Christian Church, than what was done at that time.

15.—The Parliament continues to assume the decision in points of faith.

The parliament pronounced directly on heresy. It regulated
the conditions on which a doctrine should pass for heretical, and
where these conditions were not found in this doctrine, it pro-
hibited its condemnation, ** and reserved to itself the cognizance
of it." The question is not to know whether the rule which
parliament prescribed is good or bad; but whether the parlia-
ment, a secular body, whose acts received their validity from
the prince, can decide on matters of faith, and reserve to itself
the cognizance of them ; that is, whether they may challenge
it to themselves, and take away the exercise of it from the
bishops, on whom Christ had bestowed it; for the parliament's
saying they would judge with the assent of the clergy in then
convocation,* was nothing but an illusion; since, in the en*.,
this was still reserving to the parliament the supreme authority,
and hearing the pastors rather as counsellors whose lights they
borrowed, than as natural judges, to whom only the decision
appertained of divine right. | cannot think a christian heart
can hear of such an invasion of the pastoral authority and the
sights of the sanctuary without a sigh.

16.—On what is grounded the Validity q'the English Ordinations.

But lest it should be imagined, tha. all these attempts of the
secular authority on the rights of the sanctuary were nothing
but usurpations of the laity, the clergy not consenting to them,
and this under pretext of the above explanation given by the said
clergy to the Queen's supremacy in the thirty-seventh article

* Syn. gen. pag. L 107



