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			 PREFACE

		

		HAD there not been compelling reasons of sentiment for the dedication of this book to Archbishop Grindal’s college and mine I should have made it an opportunity to commemorate two fellow historians of the Elizabethan Church, my near contemporaries, both cut off prematurely and on the brink of major achievements: Gareth Owen and James Cargill Thompson. Gareth Owen’s contribution to this biography was to provide an oppositional element. At the time of his death he was engaged on a definitive study of John Aylmer, bishop of London from 1576 until 1590. It will be evident from my own work that I find Aylmer an unattractive figure, although I agree with Grindal that ‘the bishop of London is always to be pitied.’ But such was Dr Owen’s admiration for Aylmer’s undoubted administrative talents that he took a conventionally poor view of Grindal’s competence as a bishop. He once told me that Grindal would have made an excellent curate of St Giles Cripplegate. I think that his judgment in this respect was faulty, but he forced me to examine my own bland assumptions. Chapter 9, on Grindal’s handling of the original puritan crisis in the London of the 1560s, owes much to Gareth’s important study of the Elizabethan London clergy. The major work which James Cargill Thompson had on the stocks concerned Martin Luther and his politics. But he was also learned on many aspects of the post-Reformation English Church and very interested in Grindal’s first biographer, John Strype. Not long before his death he asked me whether I was sure that Sears Jayne in Library Catalogues of the English Renaissance was correct in reporting that the books which Grindal bequeathed to the Queen’s College Oxford were no longer to be found on the shelves of the college library. An enquiry was made which met with a helpful response from Miss Helen Powell, the Assistant Librarian. The result was the discovery not only of a large portion of Grindal’s library but of precious and revealing annotations to works by St Ambrose and Martin Bucer which tend to confirm what I had already suspected about his intellectual and moral formation. This experience may explain why it is easier to bring a work of this kind to fruition in England than in Australia where Grindal, if not his biographer, spent some fallow years between 1969 and 1976.

		From James Cargill Thompson one’s mind moves naturally to Clifford Dugmore, his predecessor in the chair of Ecclesiastical History in the University of London and my colleague at King’s College from 1961 to 1969. It was Professor Dugmore who first suggested that I should write Grindal’s biography and signed me up for a volume in the series of which he was General Editor, ‘Leaders of Religion’. I owe him an apology since in the event a life as virginal as Grindal’s, from the point of view of the biographer, refused to fit the somewhat slender format of that series. I am grateful to Charles Black, whose house published the ‘Leaders of Religion’, for releasing myself and Grindal from our contractual obligations, and to Graham Greene of Jonathan Cape for interest shown at a time when the undertaking might have been laid aside altogether, and which has been sustained through subsequent negotiations. The very last favour I received from my old teacher Sir John Neale was encouragement in my own conviction that it would be a tragedy if a modern biography of a figure of Grindal’s importance should not be published. I have once again received the most expert guidance in editorial matters from my publishers and specifically from Deborah Shepherd.

		Several colleagues and friends have been kind enough to read parts of this study and to make helpful comments and criticisms. Cecile Zinberg, an authority on Strype, took a look at the Introduction. Mr John Todd of St Bees read the first chapter with the eye of an expert local historian and antiquary. Professor Gordon Rupp advised me on the theological judgments ventured in Chapters 2 and 4, and corrected some details. Dr Bill Sheils of the Borthwick Institute of Historical Research of the University of York offered helpful comments on the York chapters, and helped me to get the footnote references to materials in his care into the correct and current forms. Professor A. G. Dickens read the same chapters and pronounced his nihil obstat. Dr Willie Lamont of the University of Sussex read Chapter 13 and commented on the ideological implications of Grindal’s famous letter to Queen Elizabeth. And my colleague Dr Peter Roberts brought his intimate knowledge of mid-Elizabethan courtly politics to a reading of Chapter 14. Finally Professor Joel Hurstfield read the entire typescript and made many helpful suggestions.

		The footnotes contain references to no less than eighteen unpublished theses, in addition to my own doctoral thesis, which have some relevance for the study of Grindal. Of these sixteen have been consulted: the Cambridge theses by G. L. Blackman, V. C.

		 Greer, N. L. Jones and P. Lake; the Durham thesis by Jane E. A. Dawson; the Oxford theses by J. F. Davis, I. P. Ellis and N. R. N. Tyacke; and the London theses by J. I. Daeley, P. J. Laven, E. L. C. Mullins, M. Rosemary O’Day, H. G. Owen, W. J. Sheils, Susan Storer and F. X. Walker. The majority of these dissertations have been cited in connection with matters of detail but I gladly confess the formative influence on my own thinking of ideas and arguments in two recent Cambridge doctoral theses: Dr Norman Jones’s ‘Faith by Statute: the Politics of Religion in the Parliament of I559’> 1977J and Dr Peter Lake’s ‘Laurence Chaderton and the Cambridge Moderate Puritan Tradition, 1570-1604’, 1978. My conversations with Norman Jones and Peter Lake have proved very helpful. My debt to Dr Gareth Owen’s London thesis, ‘The London Parish Clergy in the Reign of Elizabeth I’, 1957, has already been acknowledged. I owe no less to the M.A. thesis by Mr E. L. C. Mullins which covers somewhat earlier ground, ‘The Effect of the Marian and Elizabethan Religious Settlements upon the Clergy of London, 1553-1564’. As for more intangible influences, it is now well over a quarter of a century since I first discussed the technicalities of Elizabethan ecclesiastical affairs with Mr Mullins and we still talk about such matters from time to time. More recently I have learned much from the younger scholars who meet in a biennial Colloquium for Local Reformation Studies, and whose company I shared in Reading in 1974, in London in 1976, and in York in 1978, listening to papers for the most part still unpublished.

		I must thank the librarians and custodians of archives for permission and facilities to consult and cite manuscripts in the following locations: Bodleian Library, Borthwick Institute of the University of York, British Library, Cambridge University Library, Cathedral Archives and Library Canterbury, Corporation of London Record Office, Corpus Christi College Cambridge, Dr Williams’s Library, Gonville and Caius College Cambridge, Greater London Record Office, Guildhall Library London, Inner Temple Library, Lambeth Palace Library, Northamptonshire Record Office, Public Records Office and York Minster Library. Dr Bill Sheils of the Borthwick, Miss Anne Oakley of the Cathedral Archives and Library Canterbury, Mr Geoffrey Bill of Lambeth Palace Library and Miss Helen Powell of the Library of the Queen’s College Oxford rendered assistance far beyond the ordinary line of duty. It is partly owing to Geoffrey Bill’s pertinacity in pursuing and bidding in sale rooms for the Laud-Selden- Fairhurst MSS. (so-called), now in his safe keeping at Lambeth, that a full account of Grindal’s troubles can now be written.

		 For their assistance in locating and supplying illustrations, and for permission to reproduce them, I thank the following: for plate i, Mr John Todd and St Bees Parish Church; for plate 2, Mr W. S. Hutton, President of Pembroke College Cambridge, and W. Eaden Lilley; for plates 3 and 8, the National Portrait Gallery London; for plate 4, the Mary Evans Picture Library; for plate 5, His Grace the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, copyright reserved to the Church Commissioners for England; for plate 6, Peter Newark’s Historical Picture Service; for plate 7, the Dean of Canterbury and Mrs de Waal; for plate 9, Mr A. O. Meakin, Chief Librarian of the Central Library Croydon; for plate 10, Dr Bill Sheils, reproduced by kind permission of His Grace the Lord Archbishop of York and the Church Commissioners, copyright reserved to the Church Commissioners; for figure 1, the Provost, Fellows and Scholars of the Queen’s College in the University of Oxford; for figure 2 and the endpapers, the British Library; for figure 4, His Grace the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury and the Trustees of Lambeth Palace Library; figure 3, transcript of Crowncopyright records in the Public Record Office (SP. 12/40/1), appears by permission of the Controller of H.M. Stationery Office.

		All but finally I am in duty bound to thank the University of Sydney which in 1974 granted me a period of study leave, much of which was spent in research for this biography.

		But the last thanks must go to the many friends, students and colleagues who have been constrained to suffer my strange enthusiasm for an Elizabethan archbishop who was perhaps a rather dull man, and to discuss his career both informally and in seminars and after lectures given in Brighton, Canterbury, London, Manchester, Melbourne, Oxford, Sydney and York. It is time for me to drop the subject, or at least to let it rest between these covers.

		Spelling, punctuation and capitalization have been modernized in all quotations, but not in the titles of early printed books. Dates are given in New Style.

		Keynes College,

		University of Kent at Canterbury

		1979	P.C.

	
		
			 INTRODUCTION

		

		THIS biography of the second Elizabethan archbishop of

		Canterbury, the first to have been published since the early eighteenth century, was originally intended for a series known as ‘Leaders of Religion’. The accolade of leader would have surprised some historians of the past, for whom the primacy of Edmund Grindal was not so much a significant chapter in the annals of the English Church as a curiosity, inviting investigation only in order to explain how such an incongruous appointment could ever have been made. Far from discovering in Grindal any quality of leadership, Creighton found him a weak man, ‘infirm of purpose’. According to W. H. Frere, like Creighton himself a bishop, the trouble was a ‘natural incapacity for government’, a phrase echoed by W. P. M. Kennedy as ‘a constitutional incapacity for administration’, Grindal’s ‘outstanding weakness’. But in the view of these authors Grindal’s administrative incompetence was evidently not so much ‘constitutional’ as incidental to a culpable sympathy for an alien Puritanism which in itself disqualified him from responsible leadership of a church committed to the Elizabethan via media. In Sir Sidney Lee’s phrase, Grindal ‘feebly temporised with dissent’. H. M. Gwatkin attributed the elevation of such an unsuitable archbishop to ‘some passing turn of policy’, while a modern writer has called it ‘a mistake’.1

		Evidently Queen Elizabeth herself came to the early conclusion that a mistake had been made with Grindal. Within a year of his appointment, at Christmas 1575, the archbishop incurred her profound displeasure and slipped into a kind of limbo where he rested for the remaining six years of his life. It is consequently scarcely surprising that his primacy should have been marked, in Frere’s words, by ‘ineffectiveness’. Grindal was neither the first nor the last primate of all England to outlive the conditions which favoured his promotion, but none was overtaken by so immediate and irrevocable a disaster.

		The circumstances are familiar, but not lacking in elements of obscurity. The queen had been provoked by complaints concerning the public expositions of the Bible known as ‘exercises of prophesying’, an increasingly popular institution of the Elizabethan Church which many bishops were prepared to endorse. Grindal was summoned into the royal presence and commanded to convey to his suffragans an order for the ‘utter suppression’ of all such ‘learned exercises and conferences’ and, less specifically, for the ‘abridging’ of the number of preachers in the Church. Denied any opportunity for verbal expostulation, the archbishop made his response in a lengthy epistle which gained notoriety as his ‘book to the queen’. In this letter Grindal refused to assent to the suppression of the prophesyings and declined to transmit a mandate for the purpose. More than that, he called in question the governing principles as well as the style of the queen’s ecclesiastical government, pleaded with her to avoid a peremptory and dictatorial conduct of religious affairs, defined the limits of his own obedience and reminded Elizabeth of where she stood as a mortal being in the sight of God: ‘a particular piece of characteristically puritan crankiness’, if we would agree with Bishop Frere, but for John Strype, his first biographer, the signature of a truly apostolic bishop.2

		The grave offence of the letter was compounded by subsequent refusals to surrender any of the ground which it had defended, or to make a formal submission before the Council in the requisite terms. But for grave legal objections to such a procedure and the discreet machinations of powerful friends, the queen would have insisted on Grindal’s deprivation. Instead, the archbishop was sequestered and deprived of some personal liberty. This was done with considerable informality, so that to establish the precise nature and degree of Grindal’s incapacity through the next six years would demand, and might well defeat, a keen mind for constitutional niceties. Yet the suspension ab officio was never entirely lifted, and only the archbishop’s death in July 1583 forestalled the resignation which had commended itself as the only decent way of escape from a scandalous impasse.

		From the seventeenth century onwards, as the latent tensions in the English Church and in society led to revolution, civil war and a legacy of religious and political bitterness, Grindal’s celebrated protest and his consequent disgrace cast a long shadow which obscured his reputation and excluded an informed and detached appraisal of his qualities. Grindal had been deeply respected by his contemporaries, not only for moderation and pastoral excellence but for learning, judgment, and even that very capacity for resolute government which later observers found wanting. Nothing could be more impressive than the sustained solidarity in his defence of courtiers, privy councillors and bishops. Grindal’s troubles  differed from those of Archbishop Abbot or of Archbishop Wake in later generations in that almost nobody sought to take advantage of them. For his immediate posterity he was ‘a right famous and worthy prelate’, affectionately made the victim of a pun in Holinshed’s obituary notice as the ‘Grindall’ who ‘ground himself even to his grave by mortification’ and hard study; ‘this good man’ whose learning and virtue would be rewarded by ‘the good name which he hath left behind him as a monument perpetual’. ‘This bishop’, wrote Sir John Hayward, the annalist of Elizabeth’s early years, ‘was a man famous, whilst he lived, for his deep judgment, both in learning and affairs of the world; famous, also, both for his industry and gift in preaching; but chiefly he was famous for his magnanimous courage, in that it was no less easy to divert the sun from his proper course than to pervert him to indirect actions.’3 If these testimonials seem conventional, the unique profile of a career which took Grindal from the bishopric of London through York to Canterbury speaks for itself.

		A generation later, the figure of Grindal had become twodimensional, more of a symbol than flesh and blood. For puritans smarting under the ecclesiastical régime of Archbishop Laud he provided a standard of moderation and protestant integrity by which to judge the extravagance of a resurgent prelacy. And when moderation was blown away, in 1641, Grindal remained almost exempt from the general onslaught on his order. Even for Milton, who rejected the suggestion that Truth to make its way must ‘bring a ticket from Cranmer, Latimer and Ridley’, and who dismissed the Elizabethan bishops as Laodiceans, neither hot nor cold, Grindal was ‘the best of them’; while the pamphleteer William Prynne, in an exhaustive attack on the whole race of bishops which marked his emergence as a radical, honoured this one bishop as ‘a grave and pious man’, in contrast to his denunciation of the other Elizabethan archbishops of Canterbury, the ‘over pontifical and princely’ Parker, and Whitgift, that ‘stately pontifical bishop’. With the departure of the dissenters from the established Church, in the years beyond 1662, nonconformist annalists carried the stereotype with them, so that for Daniel Neal Grindal was to be ‘the good old archbishop’, ‘of a mild and moderate temper, easy of access and affable even in his highest exaltation’; in short, ‘upon the whole … one of the best of Queen Elizabeth’s bishops’.4

		Compromised by friends of this complexion Grindal came under fire from the opposite side of the widening schism in religious and political life. Even the charitable Thomas Fuller, who found Grindal in some respects admirable, thought it apt to dub him ‘our English Eli’. Like the high priest of old he died blind and broken hearted and he tolerated the ‘factious disturbers’ of the Church as Eli had indulged his wicked sons.5  And so the otherwise forgotten archbishop became a posthumous victim of the inflamed politics of post-revolutionary England.

		It was on 5 November 1709 that Grindal was rudely dragged from the grave by the high flyer Dr Henry Sacheverell in a notorious political sermon, designed to provoke an ailing whig administration to suicidal counter-measures, and published as The perils of false brethren, both in Church and State. Among Sacheverell’s targets were Archbishop Tenison and other leading whig divines, ‘men of character and stations’, who had proved ‘false brethren’ by their betrayal of the Church in maintaining the Act of Toleration of 1689 and Liberty of Conscience. But the doctor chose to veil his real intentions by directing the attack against ‘that false son of the Church, Bishop Grindall’, ‘a perfidious prelate’ by whom Queen Elizabeth had been deluded into granting a toleration for the ‘Genevian Discipline’, from which ensued ‘the first plantation of dissenters’. ‘The application is plain and home’, as Bishop Wake observed in his speech at Sacheverell’s impeachment. For Grindal read Tenison and his episcopal colleagues. For Elizabeth read Anne. ‘And if this be not plainly to speak out what he would have done with the Act of Indulgence, I must despair of ever being able to know any man’s meaning by his expressions.’6  The whigs accepted Sacheverell’s devious weapons, and among other more ponderous retorts to his seditious sermon took steps to defend the reputation of an archbishop who had been dead for 125 years. In consequence Grindal was alternately lauded and lampooned in an exchange of sixpenny pamphlets, including Strange News from the Dead, a letter supposedly written by the archbishop himself from the security of the Elysian Fields, in which his vindicators were assured of the warm congratulations of John Calvin ‘and the representative ghosts of seven pious presbyters of the present age’.7 

		Among these curious ephemera was a tract written by the vicar of the Essex parish of Low Leyton, the Reverend John Strype; a pure encomium for ‘this holy prelate’, ‘this apostolical bishop’, and also a puff for the full-scale History of the Life and Acts of Edmund Grindal which was published hard on the heels of the Sacheverell trial, in June 1710. Strype described himself as ‘no party man… a good Catholic Christian… a sincere son of the Church of England’. His Life of Grindal is an implicit apology for the ‘moderation’ so suspect to the tories of his own time, ‘the good temper and spirit of the true Church of England’. Like all his works, it is not so much a biography as a valuable collection of materials for a biography,  which a hostile reviewer (perhaps Sacheverell himself) had some cause to call ‘a compendious trifle’, written by ‘our modern appendix-monger’.8 

		As a business proposition the publication of Strype’s compilations was not without its hazards and the enterprise was made viable only by the loyal efforts of fellow-antiquaries who scoured the country for advance subscriptions. At this time support was building up for Strype’s projected life of Archbishop Parker but there was no immediate prospect of Grindal seeing the light of day, although it was three years since the author had written of the book as ‘ready finished, lying by me’. The Sacheverell affair transformed these prospects and hastened the publication of the Life of Grindal under the immediate patronage of the managers of the impeachment and with a dedication addressed to Tenison. Even in these extraordinary circumstances Strype’s publisher feared that the book would produce ‘bustle and noise’ rather than ‘an encouraging recompense’. But when the lavish folio volume appeared it was, as Strype himself reports, ‘mightily bought up’, and the 306 subscribers included eight bishops, as well as prominent members of both houses of Parliament. A year later Strype was rewarded with Archbishop Tenison’s patronage. The vindictive William Cole was to write that ‘Mr Strype ought to bless the memory of Dr Sacheverell who fairly got him this sinecure from the zealous Tenison.’ Many of Strype’s old supporters, church and king men in the parishes and universities, felt as Cole was to write, and withdrew their support, if only temporarily. It remained to Ralph Thoresby of Leeds, with true antiquarian disinterest, to reassure his friend that The ‘hasting’ of his life of Grindal was ‘the best effect that Dr Sacheverell’s heat has produced’.9 

		Since Strype’s day Grindal has aroused little interest outside those limited ecclesiastical circles for whom he continued to be a controversial figure. No new biographers have been attracted, apart from Dean Hook, who was bound to include him in the Lives of the Archbishops of Canterbury. There was also Richard Hone, vicar of Halesowen, who in 1843 found room for Grindal in his series of ‘Lives of Eminent Christians’, a work of hagiography in which Grindal becomes a mirror-image of the earnest evangelical, notable for ‘the steadiness of his desire to promote vital godliness in the land’.10  In the absence of a critical biography,11  an image of Grindal persists which is polemical in its conception and perversely at variance with the truth. A man known to his own age for consistency is represented as weak and indecisive. A bishop whom Alexander Nowell, dean of St Paul’s, characterized as ‘of the greatest wisdom and ability to govern’ is dismissed as adminis tratively incompetent. A reformer who deeply deplored the divisive consequences of puritanism is thought to have been complacent about puritan schism, indeed a puritan himself. There can be few figures in our history who have suffered so total a misrepresentation.

		Either to admire or to despise Grindal as an archbishop who was soft on puritanism and less than loyal to Anglicanism is to fall into anachronism and to exercise judgment in the terms of a dichotomy which in Grindal’s lifetime had yet to establish itself. Nor is it sound to place the emphasis, as the defensive Strype does, on Grindal’s irreproachable and, as we might say, central Anglicanism, for this is to minimize the real differences which stood between his churchmanship and that of his predecessor, Matthew Parker, or of his successor, John Whitgift. The Anglicanism of Grindal was without a direct succession, either in the established Church or outside it, and it is only to be understood through reconstituting the circumstances of the years to which it belonged. His life deserves attention, not simply because it has never been ‘done’, nor even on the grounds that a man of integrity and some greatness has been sadly misused, but because Grindal was an exemplary figure of the English Reformation in what was arguably its most creative phase.

		Grindal may be taken to represent those early Elizabethan bishops who came to maturity in the hopeful reign of Edward VI and were, so to speak, ‘finished’ by the experience of continental exile in the ensuing Marian reaction. First in the English universities and later in the Swiss and South German centres of reform, they came into close and appreciative contact with the seminal minds of reformed protestantism: with Martin Bucer, Peter Martyr and John Calvin himself. The consequence was that they brought to the administration of their English dioceses a conception of the Church and a standard of pastoral care which were authentically protestant and a corrective to the doctrine, so strongly entrenched in England, of the jus reformandi of the godly Christian prince. The ideal was not easily applicable to the only partially reformed institutions of the Church of England, or to the strictly limited powers and attributes of the episcopate under Queen Elizabeth. But with Grindal the pastoral aspirations of the Reformation constantly obtruded, to the extent that his episcopal career seems to demonstrate the most determined attempt made in the sixteenth century to marry Reformation on the South German and Swiss model to the traditional structures and institutions of Ecclesia Anglicana.

		In this there was promise not only of a reform which would extend far beyond the minimal adherence and passive conformity of society in the royal settlement of religion, but also of harnessing the spontaneous and potentially explosive energies of the English protestant (or puritan) movement in the bringing about of such a reform. What kind of Church this manner of episcopal leadership, given its head, would have created, and whether it could have been saved from the fragmentation of the protestant tradition in the schism of Anglicanism and puritanism, church and chapel, is for the reader to judge, taking account of the treacherous political shoals around which the action was fought, and to which Grindal himself fell victim. It is a question which this book will explore but which it cannot hope to close.

	
		
			  PART ONE

			FIRST THINGS

		

	
		
			  I

			THAT LITTLE ANGLE

		

		THE village of St Bees on the Cumbrian coast can lay claim A to a curious distinction. For seven years of the reign of Elizabeth I this obscure community in what a Tudor official described as ‘an outward and extreme part of the realm’ furnished the Church of England with both of her archbishops: Edmund Grindal of Canterbury and Edwin Sandys of York. As Sandys recalled, the two had lived ‘familiarly’ and ‘as brothers’ from an early age and were only separated between Sandys’s thirteenth and eighteenth years. Sandys kept one pace behind the companion of his youth, succeeding him first as bishop of London and then as archbishop of York.

		According to the dates most often proposed, Grindal was born in 1519 or 1520. The inscription on his funerary monument in Croydon parish church declares that he was aged sixty-three at the time of his death in 1583. Sandys is thought to have been his senior by three or four years. But as in many modern non-European societies, people were often uncertain of their age and before 1538 births were not registered. In 1588 Tobie Matthew, later bishop of Durham and archbishop of York, thought that Grindal had died at the age of sixty-six, and added: ‘If Archbishop Sandys be now by his own account but sixty-six and by his own brother’s reckoning but seventy at the most, his age was little or nothing above forty when [in 1559] he was bestowed at Worcester.’1  According to these computations, Grindal was born in 1517 and Sandys either in the same year or in 1521. These also happen to have been the two acknowledged birthdays of the Protestant Reformation: Martin Luther posted the Ninety-Five Theses in 1517 and stood before the Imperial Diet at Worms in 1521.

		To the satisfaction of Strype, both archbishops were ‘sprung from St Bees’, but the statement cannot pass without comment. For one thing the parish of St Bees was historically far more extensive that the township of that name, embracing much of the region known as Copeland, including the country to the south as far as Egremont, to the north what is now Whitehaven, and to the east the Ennerdale and Eskdale fells. Sandys was not born in Copeland but at Graythwaite Hall, on the shores of Windermere, where the name of Sandys has persisted until our own time. At nearby Hawkshead he later erected a monument to his parents in the parish church, an extraordinary work of ostentation and mannered antiquarianism, and in the same village he founded the grammar school which William Wordsworth would attend, two centuries later. Yet in 1563 the heralds knew his family as ‘of St Bees in the county of Cumberland’, and the parish registers of St Bees are found to be full of his kindred. The senior stock lived at Rottington Hall, a manor to the north of the village which included within its boundaries the massive ‘bergh’ of St Bees Head, the nesting-place of a famous race of peregrine falcons which the family was entitled to take, by grant of the abbots of St Mary’s York, the mother house of St Bees Priory. That Sandys was brought up at Rottington is very likely in view of his boyhood friendship with Grindal.

		The Grindals were also numerous in the district in the sixteenth century, although their inferior social status makes the tracing of their connections an uncertain business. Evidently the archbishop was not the first of his family to be attracted to learning and a clerical career. William Grindal, Roger Ascham’s pupil who preceded Ascham as Princess Elizabeth’s tutor, was no doubt a relative, and a certain James Grindal was both curate of St Bees as early as 1539 and later a prebendary of St Paul’s in his kinsman’s time as bishop of London. When this man died in 1574 he was succeeded at St Bees by a curate whose mother was a Grindal. As for the archbishop himself, it was assumed in the seventeenth century that he was a native of ‘St Bees town’. But when the Leeds antiquary Ralph Thoresby found himself in these parts in 1694 he was assured by one William Gilpin, agent to the lord of the manor of St Bees, that the birthplace was a farm a mile to the south of Hensingham, a hamlet three or four miles to the north-east and now a suburb of Whitehaven. Thoresby passed this information on to Strype and it has rarely been questioned since.2  Indeed the tradition is still kept alive in Hensingham that this was Grindal’s native heath, specifically Overend Farm within the township. It has been thought significant that the initials ‘W.G.’ and ‘W.R.G.’ appear on a slab in the wall of this house, and that in 15 59 a William Grindal, son of William Grindal, was baptized at St Bees.3  Another farm, Chapel House, is sometimes claimed as the birthplace.4 

		Nevertheless the local antiquarian William Jackson found sufficient evidence to convince him of the truth of the older tradition that the archbishop’s family home was in the village of St Bees itself. The parish registers of the 1550s and 1560s contain many references to Robert Grindal: or rather, as it would appear, to two Robert Grindals, since Anna, daughter of Robert Grindal, was baptized on 11 September 1551 and Helena, also daughter of Robert Grindal, on 25 March 1552. It is certain that one of these Roberts was the archbishop’s brother who, as we shall see, died in 1568, a month after his wife, and who styled himself in his will as ‘of St Bees’. The other was presumably the ‘Robert Grindal of Hensingham’, the first of the name to be so distinguished in the registers, who was buried in 1587. This Robert Grindal was included among the original governors of the archbishop’s grammar school at its foundation in 1583 but declined to serve. He left a widow who remarried and a son and heir, ‘John Grindal of Hensingham’. (To complicate matters, the registers earlier record the baptisms and burials of two John Grindals, each the son of Robert Grindal, one baptized in 1550 and the other in 1560, the first buried in 1550, the second in 1564.) From these details it seems likely that the archbishop and his elder brother Robert were not ‘of Hensingham’, but cousins of the Hensingham Grindals.5

		St Bees today retains the proportions of the smaller towns of Tudor England, with houses backing on to pastures and three farms accommodated in the main street. The most substantial buildings are still the reconstructed remains of the great priory church, dedicated in the dim and distant past to the mysterious cult of St Begha, and, facing it across the road, Archbishop Grindal’s Grammar School, each a distinctive monument to its own cultural epoch. Away from the industrial belt to the north, the biographer of Grindal who goes in search of his origins may suppose that he has understood them, as he surveys the pastoral landscape. Today this is a country of substantial, stone-built farms, faintly reminiscent of some Alpine valley, with the cattle kept in the byre until late in the spring and the hay stored in lofts above. The farms interconnect by tracks running between hedges and, to the south, drystone walls, making up a patchwork of ‘closes’ and ‘garths’. The environment seems to resemble the native Toggenburg of the great Swiss reformer, Huldreich Zwingli, and the imaginative historian may be tempted to dwell upon the strength of character bred in such surroundings.

		Yet the immemorial appearance of this countryside is an illusion. In the sixteenth century most of the coastal plain lay in open fields: the ‘infield’, given over to regular arable farming and at St Bees manured with seaweed from the shore, and the more occasionally cultivated ‘outfield’. Oats and barley, with ‘bere’ or ‘bigg’, a poorer, hardy variety of barley, were the standard grains,  grown for bread, brewing and stock feed. The grazing of cattle and sheep over the extensive ‘wastes’ which lay beyond the arable limits was the mainstay of existence. In the summer the livestock migrated to upland pastures in the fells, part of the community going with the animals, as in the Alps today. Some of the ‘store’ cattle and sheep, fattened on additional fodder, found their way to the markets of the West Riding of Yorkshire and even to Smithfield. The economy was further diversified by quarrying and fishing, and by the coal which was already extracted within the bounds of the parish. (In 1597 two St Bees men were buried who had been ‘slain in a coalpit’.)6 Yet commercial traffic with the outside world was on a small scale. For almost all classes of the community a bare living standard was precariously maintained. And in the bad years local resources were insufficient to prevent the catastrophe of famine.

		The Cumbrian farmers of the period, traditionally known as ‘statesmen’, enjoyed the customary tenure of their land called tenant-right, which was often tantamount to a freehold, but which offered no ultimate security at a time of mounting economic pressures. Their farmsteads incorporated byre, barn and dwellinghouse within a single modest structure, furnished with the barest of necessities. As with the patriarchs, the outward symbols of prosperity were heads of livestock rather than domestic embellishments and comforts. Even gentlemen lived as yeomen might live in the midlands or the south, inhabiting houses which comprised little more than a hall, parlour and single bedchamber. The ‘great rebuilding’ which transformed the conditions of domestic life over much of England in the course of the sixteenth century hardly affected the north-western counties before the reign of Charles II. It was only then that a vernacular stone architecture began to replace the older constructions of clay and wood built on stone footings. As for the cottages of the poorer labouring classes, these were little more than shanties which could be erected in three or four hours, their contents worth a few shillings. Three out of every four Cumberland farmers rented less than an acre of land, and only one in twenty was fortunate enough to work the statutory four acres. Although the potato was not present to lend its deceptive security, the economy and society must have resembled nineteenth-century Ireland more than twentieth-century Lakeland. The isolation of the region, on which the county historian could still comment more than two centuries later,7 must have been considerable, the harshness of existence in what Grindal called ‘my lawless country’ extreme, by any scale of values familiar to modern Europeans. Kinship, clanship and mutual fidelity imparted  much resilience to the fabric of society. But as the sixteenth century advanced, and more especially after the climacteric of the Northern Rebellion of 1569, the realization grew that these were diminishing values, not easily adaptable to a changing world.8

		The future archbishop had ample experience of these hard conditions. Edwin Sandys was the son of a gentleman and a justice of the peace, a veteran of Henry VIII’s wars who was represented on his tomb in medieval armour, a lion at his feet. As a bishop Sandys was given to boasting of the excellence of his pedigree and was devoted to the social advancement of his sons. But Grindal’s father was a poor tenant farmer. In 1570 the family inheritance, including a house which the father and his eldest son Robert had built at their own charges, was worth less than a pound a year in rent.

		As a lifelong bachelor, Grindal adhered to the traditional values of his native society in looking after the interests of his kindred, who included connections by marriage among the Woodhalls, another numerous St Bees family. His brother Robert’s son and one of his sister Elizabeth Woodhall’s sons were both christened Edmund. Both were doubtless godsons. All the surviving children from these two families were remembered in their uncle’s will. Grindal was particularly solicitous of the interests of his nephew William Woodhall. As bishop of London he set him up with a lease of ‘certain grounds pertaining to a prebend in Paul’s’, and as archbishop of York found him further leases in Yorkshire. Finally, at the time of his death, he appointed Woodhall a governor of his newly founded grammar school at St Bees and bestowed on him many tangible remembrances, including a favourite horse and sundry items of bed linen, and forgave him various debts. An unmarried niece, Isabelle Woodhall, was another recipient of a York lease, at a time when she was described as living in St Martin le Grand, London. The Woodhalls had evidently risen modestly in the world in the shadow of their distinguished relative, William being described as ‘William Woodhall of Walden, Essex, gentleman’. The husband of another niece, a certain Mr Wilson, was one of the archbishop’s chaplains at the time of his death, the father of John Wilson, an early minister of Boston, Massachusetts. Having acquired the rectory of St Bees, Grindal appointed relations to the curacy. And he found room in his household at Lambeth for ‘my servant William Grindal’, yet another kinsman.9

		There is no need to assume that in the closely-knit society of West Cumberland the Grindals were estranged from the local gentry. On the contrary they had freely intermarried with them.10 But as bishop of London Grindal would inform Cecil with marked bitterness of the problems of ‘that little angle’ of Copeland in the county of Cumberland where he was born, ‘the ignorantest part in religion, and most oppressed of covetous landlords, of any one part of this realm’. His report finds an echo in the draft of a parliamentary bill of 1571 which represented the tenantry of Cumberland and Westmorland as threatened by the loss of their ancient tenantrights and oppressed by excessive entry fines.11

		At St Bees the lands of the dissolved priory passed in 1553 into the hands of the distinguished diplomatist, Sir Thomas Challoner. Seven years later Challoner, or his local agent, followed current practice in attempting to replace the estates of inheritance of ninety of his tenants (who included Grindal’s brother) with fifty-year leases, granted against the payment of enhanced fines. The innovation was at first resisted by the statesmen and eventually accepted only after some of the accustomed services had been relinquished, and on condition that the new leases should not infringe traditional tenant-right. It was Grindal, by now bishop of London, who found the ready money to purchase the lease of the family farm. Contrary to what might be expected, he was on good terms with this arriviste landlord, and it has even been suggested that it was through their acquaintance at the court of Edward VI that Challoner settled at St Bees.12 Certainly Grindal was able to make further and substantial provision for his family by the purchase from Challoner of the impropriated tithes of the parish. When Challoner was sent on an embassy to Spain, in 1563, Grindal wrote to congratulate him on the appointment, to thank him ‘for your favours towards my poor friends in my country’, and to renew a request for six or seven hundred loads of St Bees stone for the repair of St Paul’s, after the recent fire.13 Whether or not this ‘old begging suit’ was successful, Chailoner’s son would later contribute one-and-a-half acres of land and forty loads of coal from his mine at St Bees towards Grindal’s foundation of a free grammar school for the town.

		If all had gone smoothly for the Grindals this would have been about the sum of our knowledge of the archbishop’s family circumstances. But in 1568 and 1569 they were victims of a multiple calamity. Grindal’s brother Robert, his brother’s wife and Edmund, their only son, aged six, all died within the space of five weeks, and at the time of harvest. Presumably the cause was an epidemic, perhaps of plague which is known to have come into the Borders from Scotland at that time. The second of four surviving daughters, Anne, was made sole executrix of her father’s will, with the provision that she should be directed in all things by her uncle. Yet within six months, and in defiance of the bishop’s wishes,  Anne Grindal married William Dacre of Acton near Carlisle, a member of a famous northern family. A dispensation had been obtained from the archbishop of Canterbury’s Court of Faculties for the marriage to take place without the calling of banns.14

		In the following winter of 1569-70 Dacre became involved with his cousin Leonard Dacre in that aspect of the disorders of the time known as Dacre’s Raid. This episode was no more than the carrying into armed insurgency of a private quarrel with the Howards for the possession of the Dacre baronies and other estates. But like the rising of the earls of Westmorland and Northumberland three months earlier, the Dacre Raid was sustained on the agrarian grievances of the tenantry. After their defeat at Naworth in the most considerable engagement of the Northern Rebellion, the Dacres fled over the Border and eventually to Flanders, where Leonard was to die in poverty three years later. With the threat of attainder hanging over the leases and tithes in which Grindal’s remaining nieces all had an interest, the bishop wrote to Cecil to beg the first option of buying them back, either from Sir Thomas Chailoner’s executors, who included Cecil, or from the Crown. Five days later a royal proclamation offered a free pardon to all persons who had attended or assisted Leonard Dacre, although it excluded Leonard himself and his brothers. But it was not until late December 1570, after his translation to York, that Grindal was successful in purchasing, for a fine of £40, the Crown’s interest in ‘all leases and chattels’ which were said to be in the hands of the Crown by reason of William Dacre’s indictment for treason and by his flight, outlawry and attainder. As for William Dacre himself, he was pardoned after his cousin’s death and in 1574 returned to live quietly at St Bees, where six children were born within the next eight years. Grindal was eventually so far reconciled to his niece’s husband as to appoint him a governor of his grammar school. But misfortune was to pursue the affairs of this family to the end. Before the grant of Letters Patent for the foundation of the school Dacre died, in April 1583. A fortnight later a posthumous daughter was born, only to be buried within a matter of days. Three years later Anne Grindal remarried and took the little estate with her. In the end it became a drop in the ocean of the great holdings of the Lowthers, successors to the Chailoners and the creators of modern Whitehaven.15

		These details of family history illuminate the formation of Grindal’s mind on matters of religious and social policy. As an Elizabethan bishop he regarded poverty, the oppression of landlords, ignorance, irréligion, disobedience and lawlessness as related symptoms of a general disease in the body politic, for which the only remedy was preaching and education. What, he would ask the queen in his famous letter, had bred the troubles of 1569?

		Was it not papistry, and ignorance of God’s word through want of often preaching? And in the time of that rebellion, were not all men, of all states, that made profession of the gospel most ready to offer their lives for your defence?

		As archbishop of Canterbury no amount of personal embarrassment or political pressure could alter his conviction that the ordinary ministry of the Church should be a preaching ministry. The same response to the needs of society was implied in his last public action, the foundation of the grammar school in his native country. And when the leases of the St Bees tenants expired in 1610, those statesmen whose rents formed part of the endowment of the school alleged that in purchasing their tenements it was Grindal’s intention to give them, ‘his countrymen, amongst whom he was born’, some security against eviction or hard dealing, ‘thereby doing the tenants as much good as by founding the school, conferring thus a double and equal benefit on both school and tenants’.16 Grindal’s views on such matters were conventional, drawn from the common stock of the ‘commonwealth’s men’ of midTudor England, by the end of the century virtually ‘a national conviction’.17 But Grindal had better cause than most holders of high office to be so convinced. There are many indications in his correspondence of instinctive sympathy for the plight of the poor. For example, as archbishop of York he made representations on behalf of the ‘poor inhabitants’ of one Yorkshire village, whose dependence on a piece of ‘thorny ground’ for hedging materials and firewood was threatened by enclosure.18

		Grindal was only one of as many as fifteen bishops of northwestern origin whose benefactions, from the late fifteenth to the seventeenth centuries, gave priority to the educational advancement of their native communities. In the neighbouring county of Lancashire we find what the historian of English philanthropy in this period has called an ‘almost fanatical preoccupation… with the founding of schools’, ‘a Lancastrian obsession regarding the virtue of education’, based on the conviction that poverty, ignorance and want of opportunity could be best cured by making the coming generations literate and self-sufficient. There was a correspondingly low interest in the direct alleviation of poverty.” In Lancashire the purposeful direction of such charity was a force contributing to the extensive social and cultural changes which were preparative of the vast developments of the industrial age. It cannot be claimed that the character of Cumbrian society was transformed by the efforts of Archbishop Grindal and other likeminded benefactors. As late as 1895 a Royal Commission on Agriculture found that the statesmen of the region were generally impecunious, and inefficient as farmers; while a modern sociological study of Cumberland village life describes a persistently insular culture and relates the very low level of religious practice, no recent phenomenon, to a long-standing tradition of clerical absenteeism and neglect.20

		To a modern eye, and to a mind capable, as Grindal’s was not, of comprehending ‘society’ and its mechanisms, it will appear that his diagnosis of the ills of his native country was less than profound. Surely the backwardness of the economy, rather than ignorance, was basic to its problems. Even irréligion had economic roots, for the poverty of the region was reflected in the dilapidated finances of the sprawling Cumberland parishes, and in the inadequacy of the dependent chapelries into which they were divided. That Grindal’s mind was incapable of a radical or even rational analysis of existing social arrangements is suggested by his willingness to provide for his own family with the impropriated tithes of his native parish. But poverty was not the only obstacle to change. There were also problems of mentality and communication, and of a culture profoundly unfriendly to novel and exotic influences. At the end of the eighteenth century the county historian would record of the inhabitants of one West Cumberland village (the simplicity of whose life he tended otherwise to idolize) that their speech consisted ‘much of antiquated words and phrases’, and that their opinions were too frequently governed by superstition.21 When an Elizabethan bishop of Carlisle had complained of the woeful ignorance of ‘the poorer sort’ in his diocese he found ‘the chief spring’ in the insufficiency of clergy who were not only unlearned but ‘unable to read English truly and distinctly’.22 Yet a parson who was articulate in the civil speech of the south would at once put himself beyond communication with his people. It is worth recalling that regeneration beyond anything dreamed of by Grindal came about in rural Wales in the eighteenth century, largely through a breakthrough in the communication of religious ideas in the vernacular. But to Grindal the robust culture of the northern fells was so much ignorance, lawlessness and barbarity.

		This alienation he owed to his own schooling. Northerners who regarded education as the most effective of social and moral escalators were paying tribute to their own beginnings. Grindal’s friend Alexander Nowell, the dean of St Paul’s, a Lancastrian, together with his affluent brother Robert, took steps to refound on the basis of secure endowments the school at Middleton ‘where we were brought up in our youth’.23 By opening the path to advancement in the south (a path taken by both the Nowells as well as by Grindal and Sandys) the northern schools drained away the native talent of the region which never returned to refresh its place of origin.

		We do not know where Grindal went to school, although Jackson assumed that it must have been in St Bees itself. We know from John Foxe that the Marian martyr John Bland who was burned at Canterbury in 1555 had been Sandys’s schoolmaster.24 Then he was presumably Grindal’s schoolmaster as well, and perhaps the cause of his conversion to protestantism, although it is odd that Foxe, who was closer to Grindal than to Sandys, does not mention him in the same connection. Bland was a native of Sedbergh who is sometimes reported to have taught in a school maintained by the great abbey of Furness. But this is not documented and it is equally possible that Bland’s employment was at St Bees: unless the absence of any reference to a previous school in Grindal’s endowment of his grammar school implies that there were no local educational facilities of which he could have taken advantage in his youth.25 In that event we must picture him travelling down the coast and across the sands of the Duddon to school in Furness; or in the opposite direction, to Carlisle.

		In place of documented fact, all that survives of Grindal’s boyhood are two edifying little stories. He is said to have preserved his father from certain death by snatching him back from an old rotten bridge moments before it collapsed into a flooded beck. On another occasion, when the young Edmund was walking in the fields, an arrow fell and, striking close to the heart, would have killed him if it had not lodged in a book (according to one version a copy of Terence or Plautus) which the studious youth was carrying in his breast.26 This tale is told by Conrad Hubert of Strasbourg, a close personal friend, who may well have had it at first hand. Although there is no reason to doubt their authenticity it is fair to say that no life lived in a spirit of piety in the sixteenth century seems to have been bereft of such instructive and reassuring ‘providences’.

		Note. After this chapter was written an undated letter was discovered (PRO, S.P. 12/129/20) written by James Grindal clerk, presumably the curate of St Bees. From the letter it can be inferred that James Grindal was Sir Thomas Challoner’s agent and wrote during his master’s absence overseas. It contains much information about the economy of St Bees, including coal-mining and salt production, rents and tithes. It was carried to Challoner’s associates in London by Robert Grindal.
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			THE GLORY OF PEMBROKE HALL

		

		THE contribution of Cambridge University to the English Reformation is a matter of such familiar knowledge that even to state the case is to labour it. There is no need in these pages to trace yet again the annals of those who made a ‘Little Germany’ of the White Horse Inn, of the translators, the twenty-five Cambridge martyrs and the ninety Marian exiles from Cambridge who almost monopolize the history of the early protestant tradition in this country. But the strength and distinctive quality of that tradition in one of the smaller colleges, Pembroke Hall, is not as notorious as it deserves to be. It was no secret later in the sixteenth century, when Gabriel Harvey recalled ‘those singular men’ of an earlier generation, ‘Bishop Ridley, Bishop Grindal, Mr Bradford’ and others, whom he called ‘the late ornaments of Cambridge and the glory of Pembroke Hall’. This was to echo the congratulations of the college sent to Grindal on his advancement to the archbishopric of Canterbury, an event ‘ad sempiternam Pembroch- ianam gloriam’. At that time, or so Harvey claimed, it had passed ‘for a good consequent, he is a Pembroke Hall man, ergo, a good scholar.’ And a century later Bishop Matthew Wren’s biographer would extol the college which had bred not only Grindal and Wren but John Whitgift and Lancelot Andrewes as ‘that fruitful soil of bishops’.1 

		Grindal joined this distinguished little society at some point in the later 1530s, after an earlier removal to Christ’s from Magdalene (or Buckingham College as it was then still known), where he had first entered the university. As Strype plausibly suggests, these migrations indicate an impoverished student in search of ‘some encouragement and exhibition’. We know nothing of Grindal’s life as a student, or subsequently as a scholar, but we are told how some equally penniless undergraduates acquired some erudition in the Classics, the Fathers and Scripture of the kind which he would later command. Thomas Lever speaks of the ‘poor, godly, diligent students’ who toiled throughout an eighteen- hour day which began at four in the morning. They were in chapel from five until six, and at lectures or private study from six until ten. For dinner, eaten at ten, a penny piece of beef might be shared amongst four, ‘having a few porage made of the broth of the same beef, with salt and oatmeal and nothing else’. They would then study or teach until five, when they would eat a poor supper. ‘Immediately after the which they go either to reasoning in problems or unto some other study until it be nine or ten of the clock.’ The long day was then over, but with no heating in their chambers the students were ‘fain to walk or run up and down half an hour to get a heat on their feet when they go to bed’. Highly coloured this account may be, but it is consistent with what Holinshed’s Chronicle recorded of Grindal after his death: that he was ‘so studious that his book was his bride and his study his bridechamber, whereupon he spent both his eyesight, his strength and his health’. In this way qualities of mind were acquired and exercised which were solid rather than meteoric, reliable rather than brilliant.2 

		The strengths and the limitations of such an intellect are reflected in the large collection of books which Grindal would bestow on the Queen’s College Oxford at the end of his life, many of which are still there.3  This was not the entirety of his library, excluding as it did books in Greek and German which he is known to have possessed,4  as well as the ephemeral and polemical works which he must have owned in some profusion. But we may regard the bequest as a fair sample of the more learned works which he had acquired in the course of his career and which he considered to be of abiding value. If so, then Grindal was well read in the Fathers: Athanasius, Basil, Ambrose, Gregory of Nazianzus and many others. He was familiar with much modern theology and especially with the great systematic ‘Common Places’ and biblical commentaries of Musculus, Peter Martyr, Brentz and Bullinger. He had a representative collection of modern scholarly editions of the Bible, or of portions of the Bible. He was also a collector of chronicles, which suggests a serious interest in the events of the recent past, and of his own time. But if this collection of some one hundred authors is representative, Grindal had few eclectic interests, and little abiding interest in literature for its own sake, in the sense of classical ‘good letters’: a narrow, applied and practical mind.

		In 1538 Grindal proceeded Bachelor of Arts and was admitted to a college fellowship. In 1540 he took his Master’s degree and became junior treasurer. Four years later he received a title to be made deacon by John Bird, bishop of the newly constituted diocese of Chester, which included Grindal’s native St Bees at its most remote frontier. No record seems to have survived of the date and other circumstances of his ordination to the priesthood. In 1549 he proceeded to the Bachelor’s degree in Divinity, and in the same year he became president (or vice-master) of the college and primarily responsible for its affairs in the permanent absence of the master, Bishop Ridley. According to Bishop Wren he was by this time called upon to assist the vice-chancellor ‘in judiciis’, which suggests that the talent for practicality and the instinctive sense of legality which marked his episcopal career (and which posterity has so perversely overlooked) had already been noticed. There is evidence in Archbishop Parker’s papers in Corpus Christi College of his involvement in the financial affairs of the university. But although Dean Hook gathered from Wren’s statement that Grindal must at some point have studied law, such an episode cannot be reconciled with the known chronology of his career. As a bishop and a commissioner for causes ecclesiastical he was careful to take professional advice from the trained civilians on his staff.5 

		Grindal was to remain deeply attached to his college and much involved in its affairs. He retained the presidency throughout Edward’s reign and in 1559, after the deprivation of the Marian master, the college offered to elect him as its head, in spite of his nomination to a bishopric. Apparently the fellows preferred the patronage of an absentee with court influence to the care of a resident master, and eventually they had their way. But it was not an arrangement to which Grindal was easily reconciled and he relinquished the mastership within three years. This was far from marking the end of his friendship, or of those good offices for which the fellows had angled. In the choice of the next three masters, Matthew Hutton, John Whitgift and John Young (two future archbishops and a bishop!), his seems to have been the decisive voice, and he proved a generous benefactor at his death.

		Although he served as senior proctor in 1548-9, and as Lady Margaret preacher in 1550, Grindal did not proceed immediately to a higher degree and never held high university office. The progress of Edwin Sandys’s career makes an instructive contrast. While Grindal was president of Pembroke Hall, Sandys was already master of St Catherine’s Hall and a Doctor of Divinity. In 1552 he was vice-chancellor, a dignity not attained by Grindal, alone among the three Elizabethan archbishops of Canterbury. By that time Sandys had secured the extraneous means of support which traditionally sustained the higher reaches of academic life: a Buckinghamshire living and prebends at both Peterborough and Carlisle. His position was secure but peripheral, and in the normal course of events it would not necessarily or immediately have led to higher things. Grindal, on the other hand, was drawn away from the university midway along the academic cursus honorum and brought to London, and to Court. At the end of Edward VI’s reign, when aged no more than thirty-four, he was already nominated for the bishopric of London. Such rapid advancement is not to be explained without reference to patronage, and there is no doubt who Grindal’s patrons were: as we shall see, he was promoted by Bishop Ridley and Sir William Cecil. But whereas the uncovering of a patron will sometimes provide sufficient explanation in itself for a career, in dealing with someone as innocent of careerism as Grindal, and with patrons of the calibre of Ridley and Cecil, it can only increase our interest in the personal qualities of the man and the circumstances in which they first attracted attention. This leads us back to Pembroke Hall and to the progress of protestant doctrine in the university.

		When Grindal’s association with Pembroke began, the college already had a name for biblical learning of a more or less protestant tendency. In his famous farewell exhortation, written from Oxford in 1555, Nicholas Ridley included a characterization of the college:

		Thou wast ever named since I knew thee, which is now a thirty years ago, to be studious, well learned, and a great setter-forth of Christ’s gospel, and of God’s true word. So I found thee, and blessed be God! so I left thee indeed.

		Ridley’s words, which gloss over the cautious evolution of his own opinions over three decades, seem to refer to the notable lectures on the Epistles and Gospels, delivered in the 1520s by George Stafford, a fellow of Pembroke Hall since 1513 and university reader in divinity. It was Stafford’s novel exegesis rather than the specific content of his discourse which aroused interest, for he strove to master the original sense of the text and to set forth St Paul ‘in his native colours’. In this respect he was no more (and no less) of an innovator and heretic than John Colet in late-fifteenth- century Oxford. Yet in a loose sense Stafford must be reckoned among the very first of Cambridge protestants, earlier than Hugh Latimer who, before his conversion by Thomas Bilney to a fervently experiential but theologically somewhat inchoate piety, ‘could in no case abide in those days good Master Stafford’. Later it would be a common saying, placed on record by Thomas Becon, that ‘when Master Stafford read and Master Latimer preached, then was Cambridge blessed.’ Stafford died of the plague in 1529, leaving a succession in Ridley, a fellow since 1524 and already a learned scholar in ‘good letters’ as well as in philosophy and theology, and with experience of the great continental universities of the Sorbonne and Louvain. As yet, and even after he became master in 1540, Ridley was not known as a reformer, but he would later recall that it was in Pembroke orchard that he learned ‘without book’ almost all the canonical Epistles, and that there were others in the college ‘that did the like’; A contemporary, John Clerk, was among the younger dons chosen to stock Cardinal Wolsey’s grandiose collegiate foundation at Oxford. John Foxe has it that after a heresy charge Clerk and his companions were incarcerated in the cellars of Cardinal College where they died, succumbing either to an exclusive diet of the salt fish stored there or to ‘the filthy stench thereof’, which would make this Pembroke man in a sense one of the first of the protestant martyrs.6  John Rogers, the biblical translator and true ‘protomartyr’ of Mary’s reign, was a student at Pembroke Hall in the time of Stafford and Clerk and proceeded B.A. in 1526.

		Those who were fellows of the college in Grindal’s time included Latimer’s nephew by marriage, Thomas Sampson, a sour puritan critic of Grindal in the days of his elevation, and one of the most arresting figures in the history of the English Reformation, John Bradford, the army paymaster and lawyer turned scholar, to whose conversion at the inns of court Sampson contributed, perhaps by taking him to hear one of his uncle’s electrifying sermons. This was in 1547, when Bradford was thirty-seven years of age. In the following year he went up to Cambridge and to St Catherine’s Hall, took his Master’s degree by a special grace, and in 1549 transferred to a fellowship at Pembroke Hall, to the disappointment of Sandys who had hoped to retain him in St Catherine’s. His ‘godly companion’, Thomas Horton, became a fellow at the same time, and Sampson had gained his fellowship a year earlier. Not long afterwards both Bradford and Sampson were made deacons by Ridley, with rare deference shown to that puritan scrupulosity which Sampson would later visit on the Elizabethan Church.

		Another militant puritan publicist of the future and a fellow from 1530 was William Turner, Ridley’s pupil, Latimer’s disciple, and later physician to the duke of Somerset. Like a sixteenthcentury Charles Kingsley, Turner attacked popery and ‘monkery’ with the aggressive common sense of a naturalist, for Turner was the founder in England of scientific botanical studies.7  Much of the knowledge which stocked his Herbal vras acquired empirically, in the field, and from 1540, when he retired abroad in the face of Henry VIII’s reactionary policies in religion, his observations took in much of the continent, from Venice through Switzerland to the Rhone, and north to Friesland. These journeys, in which the tradition of English natural history was born, had their startingpoint in the Cambridge orchard where Ridley memorized St Paul and, as Turner tells us, joined his pupil in archery and tennis. Of the herb myrrhis Turner wrote: T never saw greater plenty of it than I have seen in the hortyard of Pembroke Hall in Cambridge, where I was some time a poor fellow.’ Grindal, a lifelong valetudinarian, shared Turner’s interest in botany, or at least in its practical application. He would later introduce to his gardens at Fulham the first specimens seen in England of tamarisk, a plant esteemed by physicians and common around Strasbourg and elsewhere in Germany.8  In his description of English fishes communicated to the great Zürich naturalist Conrad Gesner and subsequently included in Gesner’s Historia animalium, Turner noted that in Cumberland the little boys caught a small fish called a ‘grundlin’ under the stones on the sea-shore.9  It is hard to resist the thought that Turner owed this information on the fish now known as a sea scorpion (and in Scotland as a ‘snotchie’) to that native of the Cumbrian coast, Edmund Grindal. Many of this generation of Pembroke men were northerners. Ridley, the third successive Northumbrian master, was a native of Tynedale, wilder country even than Grindal’s Copeland. Turner too came from Northumberland and Bradford, who was born in the parish of Manchester, was to return to the north in the reign of Edward VI to preach extensively in Lancashire and Cheshire.

		Needless to say, Pembroke Hall, a little company of less than fifty scholars and students all told, was not united in religion in the thirteen years of Grindal’s residence. That it remained a divided house in 1559 appears from the letters of the fellows to Grindal inviting him to accept the mastership which were warm in their commendation of the late master, John Young, the leading conservative in the university and regius professor under Mary. Nor is it always possible to say where individuals stood with respect to controversial theological issues, particularly in the period of fluctuation and confusion in doctrine as officially sanctioned, in the later years of Henry VIII.

		Up to 1535 the protestant cause depended upon wholly private initiatives. But in that year Bishop Fisher was replaced as chancellor by Thomas Cromwell, who as vice-gerent also exercised the visitatorial powers now vested in the Crown. Through Cromwell the university received a body of royal injunctions which J. Bass Mullinger described as ‘the line that in university history divides the medieval from the modern age’. That was an extravagant judgment, but there can be no doubt that the injunctions of 1535 were more than half a sanction for the adoption of protestant doctrine. Degrees and lectures in canon law were abolished. Stafford’s method of expounding the Bible ‘according to the true  sense’ was officially endorsed and the scholastic commentaries, including Peter Lombard, the standard theological text of past ages, swept away. Daily lectures in Greek as well as Latin were instituted in every college, and undergraduates were encouraged in private Bible-reading. It would take more than this to convert the university, and when the Strasbourg reformer Martin Bucer arrived fourteen years later it seemed to him that a majority of its senior members were either ‘most bitter papists’ or ‘profligate epicureans’, an expression which presumably categorized ‘neutrals’ like Andrew Perne of Peterhouse, later as proverbial as the vicar of Bray for his many prompt responses to the winds of change.

		Nevertheless, by 1547 the fundamental protestant assertion on the matter of man’s standing before God was becoming distinctly less controversial. In Thomas Cranmer’s ‘Homily of Salvation’, official doctrine within a year of Henry VIII’s death, Luther’s affirmation received one of its classic English expressions. The grace of God has no room for human justice, ‘that is to say, the justice of our works, as to be merits of deserving our justification’. Consequently St Paul declares nothing necessary for justification but only ‘a true and lively faith’, which in itself is not a human achievement but a divine gift. Faith is far from excluding re- pentence, hope, love and fear, ‘but it excludeth them from the office of justifying’. Good works are to be done ‘afterwards’ and ‘necessarily’, but not ‘to this intent, to be made good by doing them’. Or as Richard Hooker would state the case forty years later: ‘Christ hath merited righteousness for as many as are found in him. In him God findeth us, if we be faithful; for by faith we are incorporated into him.’ In John Davenant’s neat formula, good works are ‘not the cause of our justification, but the appendage’. This, it can be assumed, was at the heart of Grindal’s theology and the mainspring of his religious experience, as early as his opinions became significant. It is also clear from explicit pronouncements and implicit attitudes that he fully accepted the logical consequences of salvation by unmerited grace in the doctrines of election and predestination which, if by no means peculiar to John Calvin, became so indelibly associated with Geneva as to be tantamount to ‘Calvinism’ and its identifying feature. But these were convictions which came to Grindal in maturity. Unlike several of his contemporaries he was ordained under the old dispensation and in Elizabeth’s reign he would express public regret for having said mass.10 

		By the time Grindal became president of his college, in 1549, the focal point of dissension was not so much the article of justification  as the sacrament of the altar, and especially the question of the real presence, although to the theologically competent the connection between these two poles of controversy was sufficiently clear. It is true that in Cambridge in 1550 Martin Bucer’s opponents chose to challenge him on the doctrine of salvation. But more indicative of the times were the elaborate disputations on the eucharist in which Grindal took part, both in Cambridge and later in London. On the occasion of the royal visitation of the university in June 1549 the subject for debate was: ‘Whether transubstantiation could be proved by plain and manifest words of Scripture?’ and ‘Whether it might be collected and confirmed by the consent of Fathers for a thousand years after Christ?’ In London two years later the subject for two days of private conference was: ‘What the true and genuine sense of those words of Christ was: “This is my body”; and whether they were to be understood in the letter, or in the figure?’11 This was indeed the sixty-four thousand dollar question of the age.

		The eucharist in the sixteenth century served a function analogous to that of christology in the early Church. It was in relation to this doctrine that a man’s ‘religion’ was defined, and on that basis that the major alignments within protestantism occurred. ‘But perhaps ye think’, wrote the Italian reformer, Peter Martyr, probably the most learned protestant writer on the subject, ‘that the controversy about the eucharist is a certain small dissent: which is not so, seeing in it there is strife about the principal points of religion.’12  Followers of Luther, Zwingli, Bucer, Martyr and Calvin all rejected the traditional doctrines of transubstantiation and the propitiatory sacrifice of the mass, but otherwise suffered from mutual incomprehension and suspicion of their respective intentions. As for the English reformers, the alignment of their eucharistie opinions and doctrines in relation to the major schools of continental thought involves problems of notorious delicacy which remain controversial.13 

		Taking the crudest view of the matter, there were only two positions with respect to the real presence: either to hold it, or to reject it. Luther understood the words ‘Hoc est corpus meum’ to mean what they said, so that if a single line were to be drawn it would find the Lutherans on one side with the Roman Church and those who adopted the Zwinglian doctrine on the other, with the South German reformer Bucer and later Calvin striving with limited success to straddle the divide. When Cranmer at his trial corrected Dr Thomas Martin and insisted that he had held in turn not three but two contrary doctrines of the sacrament, he may have had this basic distinction in mind. We know that no later than 1538 he had abandoned what he called ‘the opinion of the transubstantiation’ , which implies that for him it was less than a doctrine, and it was perhaps only when he relinquished faith in the real presence itself that he was conscious of changing his ‘religion’. This alteration can only be located in the period between 1546 and 1548, when by Cranmer’s own testimony, reinforced and even dated by Sir John Cheke, Ridley ‘drew him from his opinion’, after Ridley had been prompted to review his position by reading a modern edition of the ninth-century treatise by Ratramn of Corbie, De corpore et sanguine domini. Cranmer’s position before 1546 owed something to the theological method of Luther in that, like Luther, he took care to affirm the real presence in scriptural terms, and to eschew philosophical explanations. In this unspecific sense the late Henrician doctrinal formularies had affinities to Lutheranism.

		The intellectual renversement which occurred for Ridley and Cranmer was not unconnected with the change of régime which followed the death of the old king, and involved a new appraisal both of continental theology and of the ancient Christian texts which by common consent provided an authoritative commentary upon Scripture. The continental debate was now to invade England, with the arrival of some of the leading contenders, Bucer, Martyr and the Pole John à Lasco, to name only the most learned and articulate, but not including any ranking Lutheran theologian. The question of how far Cranmer can be said to have been converted at this juncture to the views of the Swiss theologians and to have impressed that doctrine on the English Prayer Book, in the recension of 1552, has often been awkwardly put. For the problem to be placed in perspective it has to be understood that the negative assertion of a ‘real absence’ of the body of Christ from the eucharist, which some Anglican apologists of the nineteenth century supposed to be of the essence of ‘Zwinglianism’, which is inadequate as an account of Zwingli’s own sacramental outlook, in no way corresponds to what reformed theologians were saying by the mid-sixteenth century. Indeed it fails to do justice to the considerable resources of Zwingli’s own sacramental theology. Differences of emphasis persisted and, as between Bucer on one side and some of the ‘Zürichers’ on the other, could still be made to seem fundamental. But by 1549, the year of the Consensus Tigu- rinus uniting the Swiss churches, there were encouraging signs of a convergence on what has been identified as ‘the true gravitational centre of the Reformation’,14  what Dr Peter Brooks, following Cranmer himself, has chosen to call the ‘true presence’ doctrine.

		When Christ said, ‘This is my body,’ he did so ‘in a figurative speech’, and to speak of eating his body and drinking his blood was to use the language of symbolism, signifying the exercise of a true faith. Far from being locally confined to the sacrament, such feeding upon Christ was possible at any time. But by feeding corporally on the sacramental bread, ‘spiritual feeding is increased.’ At the communion, eating occurs at two levels: ‘The earthly is eaten with our mouths and carnally feedeth our bodies; the heavenly is eaten with our inward man and spiritually feedeth the same.’ Consequently, ‘Almighty God worketh effectually with his sacraments’, kindling faith by the power of the Holy Spirit, although it could neither be said that Christ was in the sacrament in the sense of a real and bodily presence, nor that grace was conferred by virtue of the sacrament. The bodily presence of Christ in Heaven, at God’s right hand, no more precluded his power to sustain his people as they participated in the sacrament than the distance of the sun could prevent the warmth of its rays from penetrating our bodies. But the emphasis was less on asserting the presence of Christ on the altar or in the action than on rising to the heavenly places by faith, there to contemplate and feed upon him. As Paul had advised the Colossians, seek those things that are above, not things which are on the earth. Although Cranmer, unlike so many of his English co-religionists, remained distant and unfriendly towards Zürich, his understanding of these matters cannot be easily distinguished from the mature Swiss doctrine, represented, for example, by Peter Martyr in his later years.

		Grindal’s account of the conversion of his own mind on this question, although brief, provides evidence as precise as any that we have for the crucial theological reorientation which occurred for so many, and in a sense for the whole Church as a public body, with the reign of Edward VI. Writing in February 1567 to the leading pastor of Zürich and Zwingli’s son-in-law, Heinrich Bullinger, whom he had never met, Grindal acknowledged that it was Bullinger’s early tract De origine erroris (a work rich in patristic citations) which about twenty years before had led him to embrace a true opinion concerning the Lord’s supper, whereas before that time he was given to the Lutheran opinion.15  This letter had the happy effect of prompting the author to send a copy of the latest edition of this work, published in Zürich in 1568. The book survives, inscribed by Grindal: ‘Ex dono authoris, 1568. Edm. London’.16  Grindal’s indebtedness to Zürich provides a gloss on his recorded utterances concerning the eucharist. The most substantial of these was the only work of controversial divinity to which he ever publicly committed himself, ‘A fruitful dialogue between Custom and Verity declaring these words of Christ, “This is my Body”’, written shortly after his return from exile in 1559 and included by John Foxe in his Acts and Monuments.11 

		 Since Grindal was concerned on this and other occasions to demolish the Roman doctrine it is not easy to assess the positive side of what was for him, after about 1547, the ‘True opinion’. But one observes a marked emphasis on the local presence of Christ’s body in heaven, ‘wherefore they are far deceived which, leaving Heaven, will grope for Christ’s body upon the earth’; a clear explanation of the difference between bodily and spiritual feeding, ‘for as ye receive sustenance for your body by your bodily mouth, so the food of your soul must be received by faith, which is the mouth of the soul’; and the insistence that to receive the body of Christ ‘with the instrument of faith appointed thereunto’ meant not to pluck Christ down from Heaven ‘and put him in your faith, as in a visible place’, but with faith to ‘rise and spring up to him, and, leaving this world, dwell above in heaven’. Such ‘heavenly’ language matches the twenty-ninth of the Forty-Two Articles of Religion of 1552, and if this was Grindal’s consistent position from 1547 it places him to the left of centre in the sophisticated niceties of the eucharistie debate. At the time when Archbishop Parker followed the lead of Bishop Guest in moderating the wording of this article as it appeared in the revised Thirty-Nine Articles of 1562, Grindal is reported to have represented in his sermons the Zwinglian wing of the episcopate.18 

		But Grindal brought no rancour into theological debate, not even in respect of this most divisive of topics which engaged his liveliest interest. In 1561 he would have occasion to write to the Lutheran magistrates of Frankfurt and to comment on the differences between those of their religion and other protestants. Would that the matter had rested where it had been left at the Colloquy of Marburg in 1529 when it had been agreed that each side should cultivate peace until the Lord should reveal otherwise to each! Two years later he would entertain under his roof a distinguished German Lutheran, express the keenest pleasure in his company, and spend the evening in good-natured discussion of their theological differences: ‘We were contented one to hear another’s reasons, and each to suffer the other to abound in his own sense.’ But Grindal remained a firmly committed adherent of one side. In 1565, as a much harassed and overworked bishop, he studied a book written against the Lutheran Brentz by Theodore Beza of Geneva as soon as it appeared and wrote to congratulate the author.19 

		We have dwelt on this matter at some length, with the purpose of defining Grindal’s ‘religion’ according to the principal shibboleth of the time. But since no one will pretend that Grindal was a theologian of any stature, or that he had original arguments to offer in the eucharistie debate, it was the manner rather than the matter of his contribution which was significant for his reputation and his career. As a disputant Grindal showed himself to be schooled in the Fathers, although many of the places which he cited were already well-worn weapons in the controversies of the time, and were handled in a manner which was more polemical than scholarly, in any modern sense. His method of argumentation was donnish and conservative, even in the ‘fruitful dialogue’ which was presumably intended for popular consumption. But his performance in debate was frugal of words and entirely lacking in the dialectical conventions of verbal violence. This quality of reserve is very familiar to a modern student of Grindal’s correspondence, but it may well have been in disputation that it was first noticed by his future patrons, together with his erudition and transparent sincerity. Of all the intellectual and moral attributes these were the most admired by the generation in which the Reformation came to its maturity: reserve, self-restraint, even a certain reticence (except in the pulpit!) — the marks of a ‘grave and reverend divine’.

		The Cambridge disputation of June 1549 was an ‘extraordinary act’, laid on for the benefit of the king’s visitors, and these included those young government servants and intellectual pace-setters of the Cambridge of their day, Sir Thomas Smith and Sir John Cheke, as well as Bishop Ridley, whose formal determination concluded the three-day ‘exercise’. Ridley must already have known Grindal intimately, but his decision to employ him in the diocese of London may have been influenced by what he saw of his potentialities on this occasion. The private conferences on the eucharist held in London two years later once more served to expose Grindal to the appraisal of men who counted. The first of these was held in the house of William Cecil, and Cecil was to become both a close friend and the principal source of all Grindal’s high preferments.20 
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