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    Preface 
 
      
 
    This volume comprises a speculative exploration of what might have happened in the cases of different regimes being in power in Late Tudor and Early Stuart England. All of these involved different outcomes to crucial political (and in some cases military) crises or surprise dynastic occurrences that shifted power dramatically in a turbulent era – and all stood a substantial chance of happening. The investigation of these scenarios is thus a reminder of how narrow the ‘window of opportunity’ was for what actually occurred in real life, with one crucial event having long-term impacts on how British politics and society (and in some cases European history) developed. There was a demonstrable ‘butterfly effect’ that could occur – or indeed would have probably occurred – had one event turned out differently. A large-scale and long-lasting chain reaction to one event thus develops. For instance, if Mary Tudor had not died at the age of forty-two in November 1558 and Elizabeth come to the throne, would the ‘Catholic restoration’ of 1553 have continued and England (still a majority Catholic country in terms of numbers of worshippers) have stayed Catholic, with the Protestants marginalised? What if Elizabeth had died of the smallpox in October 1562 after a short reign, and her role in English history thus been ephemeral? If James VI and I had been succeeded by his competent, aggressive, and determinedly Protestant elder son Prince Henry, not by Charles (I), would England have entered the European Thirty Years’ War and/or avoided civil war? And could Charles have retrieved his position after the end of the Civil War by signing up to a settlement with one or other Parliamentarian faction, or fled overseas and not been executed?  
 
      
 
    


 
   





 
 
    1. Possibilities for 1547-53: what if either of Edward VI’s Seymour uncles had not been executed? 
 
      
 
    The intensity and viciousness of struggles for power did not abate with Henry VII’s death in January 1547; rather, they now transferred to the control of his nine-year-old son’s regency. The first five years of Edward’s reign saw the political disgrace and execution of both of his maternal uncles, with an armed confrontation bringing down the Duke of Somerset’s Protectorship in October 1549 as a majority of the regency Council turned on him – after he had already sidelined then executed his younger brother, ‘Lord Admiral’ Thomas Seymour. This was despite the efforts Somerset had taken to secure his own position by arranging for the legal status of his Protectorship to be enhanced – from ‘first among equals’ to an unchallengeable primacy – when Henry died on 28 January 1547, along with the exclusion of his main conservative rival Bishop Stephen Gardiner from the Council (which latter decision was apparently confirmed by the bedridden Henry a month before his death, on the grounds of the Bishop’s quarrelsome nature inhibiting decision-making).[1] But the King’s will was apparently set aside on the crucial matter of the way that decisions were to be made between the sixteen-man regency council, which would arguably have major effects on the next reign’s politics and on Somerset’s life (and the timing and nature of its ending) as well as his political role. Given that Somerset’s main non-military actions in 1547-9 centred on a major innovation in religion – the move from a still basically Catholic State religion to a ‘reformed’ Prayer Book of Protestant orientation – that contradicted Henry’s policies of 1540-7, this concentration of decision-making in him alone was crucial to its success. 
 
      
 
    The late King’s will stated that any councillor – him included – could only act ‘if the most part of the whole number of their co-executors do consent and agree by writing to the same’. But at a Council meeting on 31 January (three days after Henry died), this was replaced as Somerset was elected by the Council as both ‘Governor’ of the new King’s person (the normal name for an under-age sovereign’s closest male kin and legal personal guardian, as had been Earl Henry of Lancaster to Edward III in 1327) and the ‘Lord Protector’(as political head of the regency with semi-royal powers).[2] This was then confirmed on 4 February. A ‘Protector’ could be just a ‘primus inter pares’ who had to seek majority Council approval for all decisions, as had been the case for Duke Humphrey of Gloucester regarding Henry VI in England in 1422. The case of Duke Richard of Gloucester (soon to be Richard III) as Protector for Edward V in 1483 was more unclear, as the late King Edward IV’s will was never publicised – so the extent of Richard’s powers was open to question. 
 
      
 
     Somerset could thus have been just nominal chief of the Privy Council as senior regent like Humphrey, and this would have been more in keeping with tradition. Also, no previous regency had seen such major shifts in policy (especially in religion). Indeed, legally speaking ‘feudal law’ (a generalised term covering traditional medieval practice, not a precise code) required a guardian of an under-age landowner to hand over his charge’s inheritance intact at his majority – and using this argument, the regency for Henry VI in 1422-37 had argued that they could not abandon Henry’s claim to the throne of France in any Anglo-French treaty. 
 
      
 
    So was Somerset’s drastic policy-change on religion ‘legal’? Somerset received semi-royal powers, including being able to make decisions and appoint new members without requiring Council permission. This was unusual for normal English regency procedures, whether or not it was genuinely Henry’s wish as opposed to a blatant ‘power-grab’ by Somerset. In twelve-year-old Edward V’s regency in 1483 all sorts of trouble had resulted from ambiguity over how far ‘Protector’ Duke Richard of Gloucester’s powers were meant to extend under Edward IV’s will, and had ended in a coup by Richard. Possibly Somerset’s aim, accepted by his colleagues, was to avoid any queries over and challenges to decisions – and possibly even a political deadlock in case of factionalism – by making it clear that one man had full powers, but it looked suspicious as it contradicted King Henry’s intentions. There was also the question of whether the will had been stamped with the King’s signature (by the ‘dry stamp’ which was used when he was unable to use a pen) on the date when it was drawn up in late December, as stated by the ‘official’ date, or as late as 26/7 January, just before he died – and if he had been aware of and approved the signature. If the latter date was correct, he could have already been unconscious and the will been ‘signed’ without his approval by the stamp’s custodian, senior councillor and Somerset ally Sir Anthony Denny. So were all the alleged grants of new titles and lands in the will really Henry’s wishes, or a shameless bribe to the rest of the Council by Somerset to accept his planned ‘power-grab’? And did giving Somerset – not of royal blood, unlike Dukes Humphrey and Richard, but the new King’s maternal uncle and from the Wiltshire gentry – full power make policy decisions easier at the time but enable him to rush headlong into disaster and precipitate his fall in autumn 1549? If the regency leadership had been more equal, would a more cautious religious policy in moving from Henry’s ‘semi-reformed’ Catholicism of 1540-7 to Protestantism have avoided the Cornish rebellion of 1549?  
 
      
 
    With Gardiner and the attainted Duke of Norfolk (both strong Catholics) removed from power, the Council was dominated by men sympathetic towards further religious reform in 1547-9, leaving the remaining Anglo-Catholic leader Thomas Wriothesley (protégé then rival of the late minister Thomas Cromwell) stranded without Gardiner to support him. Crucially, Archbishop Cranmer was already moving towards further reform in his theological views in 1546-7, as analysed by his biographer Diarmaid MacCulloch, so this had ecclesiastical backing from a formidable scholar able to find appropriate Biblical authority. Wriothesley had tried to persuade the conservative and still basically Catholic King Henry to arrest Cranmer for heresy in 1546 and had nearly succeeded, so Cranmer was already ‘suspect’ in Henry’s lifetime. When Henry had been alive, Somerset had been free from suspicion of Protestant associations in the years of ‘reaction’ in 1540-7, but he may have been keeping his real views hidden to avoid the King’s anger; the date of his ‘conversion’ is unclear. But his personal feud with Norfolk’s arrogant and hot-tempered son Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey, a noted poet but also a rampant well-born ‘snob’ of Royal descent who had not wanted the ‘low-born’ Somerset as the regent for Henry’s son, was probably a factor in his gravitating to the Protestant cause as being useful to him – he had nothing to gain by standing by the Howard-led conservatives. 
 
      
 
    Without a ‘Somerset vs Howards’ feud over control of the regency, and the resulting surprise trial and execution of Surrey in winter 1546-7, would Somerset have been as staunch a foe of their religious conservatives through 1547-9? Thus, would he still have pursued so innovatory and ‘heretical’ Prayer Book that he touched off a conservative religious revolt in Cornwall in 1549? Or was his belief in radical religious reform more to do with honest idealism than factional politics, and so bound to lead him into controversy once he had power? Certainly, he showed no support for controversial religious innovation under Henry VIII, and neither did Archbishop Cranmer – though this was arguably necessary to save them from being denounced by conservative enemies to the suspicious and conservative King. 1560s Protestant martyrologist John Foxe famously described an unsuccessful attempt by Gardiner to have Cranmer charged with heresy by the King c. 1543; Somerset may have hidden his real views for his own safety, and so bamboozled other Councillors over his intentions.  
 
      
 
    The elevation of Somerset – previously Earl of Hertford and born into the Wiltshire gentry, not a peerage – to be full Protector, and the somewhat shameless resultant share-out of peerages and offices among Somerset’s allies in February 1547, show the new Duke’s ruthlessness and greed for power and money. It was also pragmatism in buying support by throwing rewards at men who might otherwise have opposed him such as John Dudley, Lord Lisle (now made Earl of Warwick), who was another ex-gentry ‘new man’ and ruthless power-broker as well as sharing Somerset’s religious opinions. Hertford/Somerset and Lisle were not natural allies, as the latter[1] had been sacked as Lord Admiral by Henry VIII in favour of the less ‘showy’ and more cautious Lisle. There was also a practical reason – to avoid conflict among the Council such as had marred the regency councils for Henry VI in the 1420s and for Edward V in 1483; the ruling group both had an accepted leader with full legal powers and were ‘singing from the same hymn-sheet’ on further religious reform (still a contentious issue and far from settled, with King Henry having been theologically still Catholic on most issues). Giving the regent full power aided religious reform, by preventing the more cautious Councillors blocking his plans by majority vote. Also, Henry VIII had helped his plans by banning his foe Wriothesley, then Lord Chancellor, from the regency council as too contentious – the evidence of the date of this shows that this was genuinely Henry’s coherent wish in his final weeks, even if the main evidence for it is from the partisan reformist writer John Foxe, memorialist of the subsequent Protestant martyrs of 1555-8 and so a harsh critic of Gardiner. Somerset’s position as the full Protector, exercising royal powers instead of merely being the titular head of a Council of balanced factions, was however somewhat dubious as secrecy had surrounded Henry VIII’s last weeks at Whitehall in January 1547, and what exactly Henry’s wishes had been regarding the regency was unclear – only the Councillors sympathetic to Somerset (then the Earl of Hertford) had been present at Whitehall Palace as the King was dying. Somerset had pretty certainly been behind the recent disgrace of his conservative Howard rivals, even though the principal charge against the Duke of Norfolk’s heir – the armorial offence of using a Royal coat-of-arms without permission – would have alarmed the paranoid King. In fact, Surrey did have the heraldic right to use the arms of his Royal ancestor, Edward I’s younger son Thomas of Brotherton (d. 1338), and it is far from clear that it was either illegal or treasonable for him to use those of King Edward the Confessor, though the claim that the said King had given this right to his ancestors was mythical and his claim rested on shaky grounds. His actions were vain and boastful but certainly not ill-intentioned towards the King, and it it is clear that the Council bent the truth in their interpretation of ‘crime’ and left various inconvenient facts out of the trial. Somerset led a posse to the Duke of Norfolk’s cell in the Tower the day before his son Surrey’s trial to persuade him to sign a ‘confession’ that his own use of Thomas of Brotherton’s heraldic arms was treasonable, and when Surrey was tried he was (in keeping with the usual procedure for Tudor treason-trials) not allowed to query the names of the jurors – who were not allowed food or drink as they made up their minds, so they had to come quickly to the desired decision. The King may have been mentally incapable by this point, but it can be presumed that, in the decision to arrest the two Howards – if not their death-sentences – he was at least Somerset’s willing accomplice.[3] Possibly the real reason for Henry’s fury was his recorded boasts that only blue-blooded nobles such as himself should run the regency council, and Somerset persuaded the King that if Surrey was left alive he would raise a revolt – he was known for his hot-headed resort to violence, though usually only in drunken brawls. Norfolk luckily escaped the block by hours as Henry died first, but the family were attainted and with all their estates seized they no longer posed a political threat to the majority on the Council. The destruction of the Howards and removal of their ally Bishop Gardiner from the Council left the ‘reformist’ faction triumphant. The great men of the new regime shamelessly awarded themselves extra rank in the nobility, and the new Duke of Somerset moved into a grand new Thames-side mansion (the original Somerset House) which was large and impressive enough to become the principal residence of current or former Queens until Catherine of Braganza’s widowhood in the 1680s. 
 
      
 
    The resulting move at the start of Edward’s reign to abolish the system of chantries, established by the kin and friends of deceased persons to fund priests to pray for their souls and speed them out of Purgatory into Heaven, was partly a ‘reformist’ (and pro-Protestant) move to abolish an ‘outdated’ and ‘Papist’ left-over from ‘superstitious’ medieval Catholicism, and partly a ‘swoop’ on chantry lands and buildings to confiscate these for the government and its supporters, and this was followed by a wave of explicitly Protestant iconoclasm to smash up ‘images’ and whitewash paintings in religious buildings as ‘superstitious’. Defacing and wrecking the visual imagery of medieval Catholic belief was duly seen as a ‘revolutionary’ move, creating a bold break with the past, and this and the explicitly Protestant theology of the new 1549 Prayer Book were much resisted in conservative circles, including the outer provinces where traditional beliefs and practices held sway. In modern terms, the overturning of centuries of ideological practice and the physical destruction of ‘images’, religious statues and pictures alike, as blasphemous (including the famous St Paul’s Cross in London) must have produced a similar impact on horrified and alienated observers to the ‘Cultural Revolution’ in China or the rampages of the ‘Taliban’ in Afghanistan; there was certainly a similar air of zealous self-righteousness among the iconoclasts, as with the attacks on religious shrines in the late 1530s.  
 
      
 
    This time the ‘vandalism’ began with a new ecclesiastical ‘visitation’ of bishops’ sees in summer 1547 to sniff out and crush ‘superstitious’ practices – now extended from an attack on religious images as banned by Henry in 1538 to any form of ‘devotion’ to such articles as stained-glass pictures in churches (which were smashed) or the use of candles in front of churches’ ‘rood screens’. These had been allowed to continue to be used unmolested under Henry, and had not been attacked in his definitive delineation of his new orthodoxy, the ‘King’s Book’ of 1543 – and Bishop Gardiner (who would have pointed this out and denounced the pretence that this was merely continuing Henry’s attack on superstition) was put in prison first. The rood screens themselves, a centrepiece of medieval church worship placed across chancels and adorned with statues of the crucified Christ attended by the Virgin Mary and St John, were then pulled down as objects of devotion – firstly in less conservative areas where this would cause less protests, led by London, but duly ‘rolled out’ across the country. A self-righteous sermon by reformist Bishop Barlow of London at Paul’s Cross, next to St Paul’s Cathedral, denouncing superstitious devotion marked the beginning of a campaign of systematic destruction, with groups of excited boys encouraged to smash up ‘idolatrous’ artefacts like 1960s Chinese ‘Red Guards’. In the provinces, the commissioners staged rallies to burn bonfires piled high with ‘superstitious’ objects, following Thomas Cromwell’s bonfires of saints’ images in 1538 but going far further, and provocatively upsetting to the conservative majority of the country. The next Parliament in winter 1547-8 then approved the theological concept of ‘justification by faith alone’ (as opposed to justification by good works) as the requirement for obtaining salvation, moving beyond Henrician ‘Anglo-Catholic’ theology to line up with that of Martin Luther, confirmed the destruction of the annual calendar of public devotion (eg processions) for saints’ days that had been central to medieval religion, and repealed the heresy legislation under which Henry had burnt reformers. The new 1549 Prayer Book replaced the Mass with the new Communion service, thus moving even beyond Luther, while retaining enough ceremony to scandalise radical reformists and not making any decisive and thus potentially objectionable theological statements about the nature of the Eucharist yet – which not even Luther’s heirs and their rival radical Zwingli could agree on.[4] 
 
      
 
    Any idea of a reaction was discounted, rather naively. The Cornish ‘Prayer Book’ rebellion of 1549 duly broke out in one of the most strongly conservative and isolated regions of England, a second armed protest against ‘impious’ innovation by a ‘heretic’ government to follow the ‘Pilgrimage of Grace’ of 1536 in Northern England, and other economic grievances in an age of widespread enclosures of common land then led to a wave of revolts by the impoverished and embittered ‘lower orders’ of some of the worst affected regions.  
 
      
 
    The fact that Somerset had expressed some sympathy with the rising tide of economic misery as protests were earlier made in Parliament, promised redress in rambling and non-specific proclamations, and sent commissioners round the country to examine some of the worst enclosure ‘offences’ meant that he raised hopes of redress without fully meeting them – and some of the alarmed nobility and gentry who had been enclosing land and now faced ‘mob rule’ to tear down their new walls and hedges regarded him as having responsibility for encouraging the discontent that led to the revolts. Nor did he act firmly to repress the first disorders, which was seen by fellow-Councillors as encouraging them to spread. But instability was also exacerbated by problems within the Seymour family, which was far from united. Somerset’s younger brother, ‘Lord Admiral’ Thomas Seymour, probably driven by a mixture of jealousy and ambition, sought to undermine his brother in a distinctly clumsy and transparent manner, and interfered in the Royal Family to bring himself closer to the throne in two manoeuvres seen as a threat by Somerset. He surprisingly married Henry’s widow Catherine Parr, his previous inamorata and possibly ex-fiancee who he had had to relinquish to the King in 1543, within weeks of the King’s death. This went against Somerset’s wishes, was done in secret to prevent his interference, and was grudgingly accepted, but the Protector refused to hand over some of the late King’s jewels which were due to Catherine under his will and did nothing to stop his own infuriated wife (who was of remote Royal descent and snobbishly made the most of it) refusing to accept the ex-Queen as her superior in rank and so pushing her way in front of her in official processions. Then Catherine died in childbirth at Sudeley Castle the following year, and the ambitious widower pursued a potential match to Princess Elizabeth (then just 15), with whom he had already been flirting during Catherine’s pregnancy – including notoriously ‘playfully’ chasing her round her bedchamber half-dressed and slashing her dress in the gardens at Catherine’s dower residence, Chelsea manor-house. The Council showed a detailed interest in what exactly had gone on between them, and later questioned Elizabeth and her attendants closely, although no more than injudicious romping – in Catherine’s presence – was clearly proved.[5] 
 
      
 
    Popular rumour had it that Elizabeth’s resulting seclusion under guard in the Home Counties and ‘illness’ (for months at Hatfield, then a royal palace) was not due solely to political disgrace, and that she had been pregnant by Seymour (it is possible that the Council at least feared that, and wanted to wait until they were sure she was not pregnant before releasing her). The Admiral endeavoured to win Council support for reducing his brother’s head of the regency council to a grant by the King’s pleasure – i.e. terminable at King Edward’s whim, not at his coming-of-age – but failed. Finally, in January 1549 the Admiral’s nerve snapped as his reputed aiming at a coup was under investigation, and he attempted to gain access to King Edward’s bedchamber at Whitehall without permission. He may only have been intending to put his case to the King and request his support, having done his best to win his goodwill throughout the regency and plied him with money for his private spending (in contrast to the tight-fisted Protector). If he had been intending to kidnap him as a bargaining counter he would have come with some of the armed affinity he was supposed to be building up (ironically, it was Somerset who did ‘kidnap’ Edward, taking him off to Windsor Castle during the next dispute among the Council in autumn 1549). When the King’s pet dog started barking at him as he was unlocking the bedchamber door Seymour shot it, and the returning guards arrested him; the worst interpretation was put on what he had been doing with a pistol in the Royal bedchamber, and after due investigation of his plans for a coup he was beheaded. He was supposed to have been using his position as Lord Admiral to employ pirates (based on the Scilly Isles) and then take a ‘cut’ of their proceeds to buy arms and hire men, aided by friends and allies such as Thomas Sharington of Lacock Abbey (Wilts), and to have used the latter’s Bristol Mint to acquire illegal coin-supplies. He was condemned to death and executed in March 1549, with the King notably not making any move to save him – though this may have been due to the ultra-serious Edward’s scrupulous sense of legality rather than callousness.[6] 
 
      
 
    Later that year it was the turn of Somerset to face political ruin. The regime was far from united, and Somerset’s autocratic style of government and lack of seeking consensus from his colleagues raised resentment while his feud with his brother undermined family unity. His reluctance to accept advice and angry reaction to any criticism were the subject of a friendly but blunt warning from his Council ally William Paget in spring 1549, telling him that a King who discouraged frank advice imperilled the realm but a great subject who did so imperilled himself too.[7] Paget also warned that, although the ostensible reason for the current economic unrest across the country was the dramatic increase in recent decades of enclosures of common land by ‘greedy’ landlords who wanted to replace labourers’ smallholdings with large sheep-farms, the enclosure phenomenon had been a problem for sixty years. What was new was the government’s institution of a major roving commission to investigate and promise redress, the ‘Hale Commission’, plus other vague promises in proclamations and Parliament to take action. None had been followed up yet by action, and those hopeful of redress were growing impatient – in the terms of historians’ examination of modern popular explosions such as the French Revolution, it was a ‘revolution of rising expectations’. At the same time, the drastic banning of long-established and popular religious customs (eg processions in which the public had participated, and the old ceremonial of church services) was causing deep unease. Paget accordingly advised Somerset to slow down his pace of economic and religious reform and say and do nothing for a year or two to give the popular mood time to calm down – and was ignored.  
 
      
 
    Also, Somerset’s attempt to intimidate the Scots into handing over four-year-old Queen Mary Stuart to marry Edward VI for a union of crowns brought initial military victory at Pinkie in summer 1547 – and yet another bloody sack of Edinburgh – but neither possession of the Queen (who was hidden away and later sent off to France) nor submission of her lords. The occupation of parts of Lothian was expensive and only led to a draining guerrilla war, with the French sending troops to back up the Scots and besiege English positions, and the war flared up again on the Continent with attacks on Henry VIII’s equally expensive conquest of Boulogne. 
 
      
 
    In 1549 a conservative and ‘regionalist’ Catholic revolt in Cornwall against the religious reforms coincided with primarily economic riots against the hardship caused by Enclosures across the South and Midlands, with militant bands of small proprietors who had been evicted from the traditional ‘open fields’ by their landlords in favour of enclosed farmland breaking down hedges and filling in ditches. The phenomenon was not restricted to this outbreak, but the numbers involved – and the geographic spread of it across the land – was unprecedented and caused alarm among their social superiors. Worse, as Paget had warned, the vague but sympathetic proclamations by Somerset’s government that something would be done about such injustices, backed up by the large-scale investigations across the country in 1548 by the Hale Commission on enclosures, encouraged rumours that destroying the enclosures was in line with Government policy, and some of the rioters (e.g. in East Anglia) proclaimed themselves the King’s agents.[8] By this logic, the rioters convinced themselves that a few evil landlords were holding up the King’s desires for justice and should be dealt with accordingly – and indeed Hale himself, in his capacity as a government official, had complained publicly about the greed of a small number of great landholders causing distress. The idea of the boy-King really favouring his oppressed subjects and being forced to acquiesce in misrule by his greedy ministers, who should thus be removed by popular action, was similar to the attitudes of many of the personnel involved in the ‘Peasants’ Revolt’ in 1381 – and indeed as late as Russia in the 1900s it was a norm of peasant behaviour to regard the sovereign as ‘good’ and above criticism but being misled by his ‘evil advisers’ who the people should overthrow.  
 
      
 
    Unusually large and co-ordinated and led by some determined men with a flair for military leadership like Robert Kett, ‘King of the Commons’, the 1549 mass-movements were alarming to Councillors and local leaders of society alike. At times the rising in Norfolk assumed the tones of a ‘class war’, with Kett drawing up his men in military fashion in an armed camp, exacting his own justice by kangaroo court, and using captured members of the gentry as ‘human shields’ when the Government’s troops attacked him. The long lists of grievances that the massed ‘armies’ of angry labourers submitted to the government seem to have been treated with noticeable sympathy by Somerset, whose earlier rhetoric about promising justice and reform could be linked to the rising hopes that had encouraged unilateral action by the commons. Accordingly, once the risings had been put down the isolated Protector could be expected to take the blame for the crisis from his fellow-Councillors. By contrast John Dudley, Lord Lisle/Earl of Warwick, the other Councillor with valuable military experience as a leading captain in Henry’s 1540s French war, was the hero of the hour for leading the army that had finally put down Kett’s revolt and massacred his followers outside Norwich at the end of August. There has been a heated debate for centuries over the domestic ‘reformist’ aims of the allegedly populist ‘Good Duke’ (as John Ponet called him in 1556), and if his statements in favour of redressing the multitude of contemporary social and economic grievances were sincere expressions of intent or merely a cynical appeal for popular support at a time of crisis. His promises to listen to the demands of the rebel ‘commons’ in 1549 could be compared to Henry VIII’s tactical temporising when faced with a massive popular outbreak in the North in 1536. Despite Somerset’s undoubted resort to negotiation and promises to redress grievances in 1549, this was politically necessary as the riots spread across many counties and the Government had not enough troops to put them down; it had to gain time, and promising to accept the rebels’ suggestions if laid before the autumn’s Parliament led to most gatherings of protesters dispersing. Nor could Somerset be sure that troops raised by conservative peers to put rebels down would not be used on him next, given the contentious nature of his political/economic and religious aims. The worst outbreak, in East Anglia, ended in a bloodbath once the Government had had time to collect an adequate army under John Dudley (then the Earl of Warwick) – though arguably this was only because of the incompetence and defeat of the first force sent to tackle Kett, under Catherine Parr’s brother the Marquis of Northampton. Noticeably, both Northampton and Dudley/Warwick were religiously reformist allies of Somerset – he could only trust his friends with the troops needed to deal with the most serious muster of rebels. 
 
      
 
    The chaos and loss of control of the countryside was blamed on Somerset’s policies, and in a confrontation with the majority of the Council that autumn the latter accused him of foolishly or maliciously appeasing the rioters and encouraging further outbreaks by his promises of redress – which were continuing once the rebels had lost the military ability to coerce the Government. The Duke had promised a sympathetic hearing at the forthcoming Parliament, assured that there would be no reprisals, and encouraged people to send in petitions for consideration. It was also notable that he appealed to the commons for support in the confrontation that October, summoning the ordinary citizenry to rally to him and the King at Windsor against the majority of the Council, who had their base in London – though this might have been necessary, as he could not count on great nobles’ armed retinues to come to his aid. It used to be assumed that the Council’s complaint that he sought to appeal to the populace (and use the latter against them) was a political move to isolate him and win over nobles and gentry who had been alarmed at the extent of social disaffection that summer. The major study of Edward‘s reign by W.K. Jordan, however, explored the links between Somerset’s government in 1547-9 and calls for social reform (the resolution of the grievances over Enclosures in particular) by the contemporary ‘Commonwealthsmen’ writers, and also the intentions of Somerset’s commissions into enclosures – particularly that which followed the 1549 risings. Jordan concluded that the ‘Good Duke’ of later legend was sincere in his intentions and wanted to carry out social reform, in contrast to most of his colleagues.[9] That was challenged by major study of Somerset’s government in 1975 by M.L. Bush, who argued in favour of its ruthless pragmatism and concentration on raising money to pay for an aggressive foreign policy (particularly against Scotland). The greed with which Somerset acquired wealth and honours in 1547, his brutality towards the Scots and military cruelties as far back as the 1544 expedition, and his ruthless destruction of political rivals (possibly including forging the terms of Henry’s will concerning the regency) all argue against Jordan’s picture of a semi-saintly and socially concerned idealist at odds with his rapacious colleagues.[10] But, in contrast, a more recent study of the events of summer 1549 by Diarmaid MacCulloch argues that the generous terms of pardons and requests for petitions to the forthcoming Parliament – which was brought forward to deal with matters quicker, but then forestalled by the Council revolt – argue for Somerset genuinely wanting to redress grievances and end the social and economic crises by affirmative action. His Council secretariat’s letters to the rebels also not only offered pardons on a greater scale than King Henry had done to the 1536 rebels (possibly excusable on terms of his weaker military position) but spoke of the rebels’ grievances as mostly justified and even being in line with his own reformist efforts. He or his allies also sent ‘reformist’ government clerics to preach sympathetically to them. His tone towards the public was consistently populist and encouraging the report of grievances, so logically the Council revolt was as much a move to protect their own interests (especially their own enclosed lands) and fear that he was naively stirring up anarchy as anger at his arrogance, monopolisation of power, or expensive foreign policy.[11] In that case, it can be argued that if Henry VIII’s will had been followed more scrupulously Somerset would not have had the power to act so rashly and disaster would have been less likely in 1549 – and it is noticeable that, whereas the young Henry had been willing to let his first wife Catherine of Aragon act as regent in his absence (abroad) in 1513, the old Henry not only kept his intellectually acute (but too reformist?) sixth wife Catherine Parr out of any political role in 1546-7 but sent her away from Court in his final weeks. 
 
      
 
    Whatever the causes, Somerset had alienated a majority of the Council in autumn 1549, and was militarily outnumbered as a popular assembly in his cause failed to materialise. He was forced to negotiate the terms of his surrender, and lost control of the Council and guardianship of the young King, though after a period of arrest he was set at liberty and even allowed to attend the Council. Political predominance fell to his rival Dudley (soon to be the Duke of Northumberland), though the latter made more of an effort to govern by consensus and did not take the title of Protector. The King, now twelve, was soon encouraged to take an interest in decision-making, and relations between him and Dudley seem to have been easier than those between him and Somerset. The new government has been just as controversial to historians as was Somerset’s, with the ‘Black Legend’ of the Dudleys’ ruthless ambition adding to the problem with the early sources, and it is uncertain whether or not Somerset’s arrest for allegedly plotting a coup against Northumberland in 1551 was a cynical attempt by the latter to rid himself permanently of his rival. In fact, it is not clear that the overthrow of Somerset’s regency inevitably doomed him; the factions on the Council were not limited to the irrevocably alienated adherents of the two men. In the struggle to remove Somerset Northumberland had been forced to recall and rely on the arch-conservative Wriothesley, who was restored to the Council but was opposed to the religious reforms which both rivals backed, and who appears to have hoped to use the crisis to return to power himself. He was as hostile to Northumberland as to Somerset, and the latter’s release and return to the Council provided the Dudleys with an ally against the conservatives (Wriothesley and the Earl of Arundel). Even after Wriothesley’s second eclipse in 1550, Northumberland – as evaluated by historians of his administration, a far more ‘collegiate’ head of the Council than Somerset had been – was content to see Somerset stand in for him as chairman of that body in his absence. The impetus towards a final breach between them may have come from Somerset rather than his supplanter, commencing with a plan to recall Parliament early in mid-1550 so that the populist Duke could appeal to its members to return him to power. The supposed reconciliation arranged by means of Northumberland’s eldest son John marrying his rival’s daughter Anne proved as hopeless as Henry VI’s ‘love-day’ service between Lancaster and York in 1458, and all sorts of rumours spread during 1551 about Somerset’s plans for a coup. Finally, in October Northumberland had his rival arrested on a charge of a hair-brained ‘plot’ to invite him and Northampton to dinner and murder them, which was almost certainly pure invention. Dudley hirelings gave evidence at one of the grand Tudor ‘show-trials’,and in January 1552 Somerset was beheaded without the King raising a finger to save him. The crowds at the execution were, however, mutinous; the Duke had been used by the Council to meet and calm down angry popular gatherings against enclosures in summer 1550 and 1551 – both arguably evidence that he was still seen as the commons’ champion and hence that the conservative Councillors feared this whether or not the cunning Dudley used this for his own benefit. The laconic entry in Edward’s journal has been taken as evidence that he was not greatly concerned at this second execution of his close kin as a result of a power-struggle at Court,[12] but his sense of decorum and duty would make it likely anyway that he would not have refused a request by his Council to execute the Duke after ‘due legal process’.  
 
      
 
    The mixture of ineptitude, autocracy, and avoidable populist propaganda of Somerset’s regime made his fall from power probable once the risings of summer 1549 had occurred and alarmed Councillors chose to regard him as responsible. The question of his motives and idealism remains unclear, but at the least he was a man of many contradictions – a rack-renter and encloser, greedy accumulator of lands and honours, and perpetrator of brutal razzias in Scotland, who claimed to be the people’s champion. He was probably responsible for misrepresenting Henry VIII’s intentions for the regency government for his own benefit, though he would doubtless have argued that it was necessary to concentrate power – and the ability to do God’s work in the Reformation – in safe hands (i.e. his). He was the leading figure in destroying the talented poet Earl of Surrey, though he was not the only person to believe that arrogant, impulsive, and sporadically violent young noble a threat to the peace. Once the most dangerous Henrician conservative veteran Wriothesley was dead Northumberland did not need Somerset’s support on the Council, and the mutual dislike of the two former close colleagues escalated into a bloody ‘end-game’ which left both men dead by execution within a little over eighteen months. The crisis that finished off the Protectorship in 1549 was not entirely due to Somerset’s greed, arrogance, and inability to work with his colleagues – the socio-economic grievances that touched off the anti-enclosure riots were developing as a result of long-term changes in the mid-Tudor economy, and could have occurred anyway – but their timing seems linked to the fact that Somerset (unlike King Henry) had been promising redress and causing hopes to rise by sending out commissioners to investigate. Impatient victims of these problems then broke out into action, some opportunists (would they have dared revolt against an adult King rather than a sympathetic regent?) and others naively assuming that the ‘Good Duke’ would back them against the local enclosers. Somerset could have minimised or even avoided the riots by proceeding more cautiously and seeking local gentry approval of more minor redress of grievances, as he could have avoided the Cornish rebellion by not imposing religious change so quickly and uncompromisingly – but that sort of caution seems to have been foreign to his nature, and the literary depiction of him by his sympathiser John Ponet in 1556 duly treated the ‘Good Duke’ as an idealistic hero. His fondness for ’strong-arm tactics’ was also on view in Scotland, where the nobility were expected to be intimidated into an English alliance by his brutal invasion of summer 1547, where sacking Edinburgh and setting up garrisons rather than seeking out allies was the order of the day after his victory at Pinkie Cleugh. This stirred up resentment, as did his religious policy – though arguably he was only following the lead set by his former employer and brother-in-law Henry VIII, a master of terror tactics. Arguably, in both economic and religious reform Somerset was sincere and idealistic, but lacked political skill or the emollient qualities that would have reduced Council resentment and thus avoided the resultant plot to depose him in autumn 1549.  
 
      
 
    It is possible that, despite his repeated arrogance and boastfulness, Somerset might have been content with second place in the Council for longer in 1551-3 and not been seen as a threat that had to be neutralised permanently by Northumberland; or Edward might have refused to execute him in 1552, so that he was still alive in the Tower in July 1553. Somerset had not pressed ahead with his ruined rival Norfolk’s execution in 1547 once Henry VIII was dead; Northumberland could likewise have been content with his political destruction and seizure of his lands. In neither case would Somerset have been in a position to exert influence on the events of 1553, as Edward died but bequeathed the throne to his safely Protestant cousin Lady Jane Grey and her heirs – not his own Catholic half-sister Mary (the heir under Henry VIII’s will). It was Northumberland who stood the most to gain from having Jane, recently hurriedly married to his younger son Guildford Dudley, on the throne, and he duly ‘stuck his neck out’ to deny Mary’s succession by force – though it is possible that he was not the power-crazed ‘mastermind’ of Jane’s succession as his foes alleged, and that it was mainly Edward’s idea. The timetable of Edward’s decline suggests that the speed of it took Northumberland by surprise, and he was not ready to stage a coup when Edward died – as he showed by failing to secure the person of Princess Mary in London and enabling her to escape from the Home Counties to Norfolk to rally support and challenge him.[13] 
 
      
 
    In any case, the attempt to cut Mary out of the succession was decided on at Edward’s sickbed in Greenwich Palace in May-July 1553 – whether or not Edward ‘sprung’ it on the Council by surprise – and was implemented there by the Council once Edward was dead on 6 July.[14] The crucial marriage of Jane Grey, not yet the heir, to Northumberland’s younger son Guildford Dudley in May preceded this, so it was not a case of a cunning ‘Dudley coup’ anticipating Jane soon replacing Edward as King and thus making her father-in-law Northumberland the ‘queenmaker’ – and the latter’s challenger Somerset would not have been able to use unease at this to aid a counter-coup had he been alive. He would have had no access to Greenwich had he been alive unless he was still a Councillor, and even if Northumberland had let him stay as a Councillor if there had been no ‘plot’ by either of them in 1551 the latter is unlikely to have trusted his ex-rival enough to allow him access to power in the rising crisis of early summer 1553. Thus he would not have been in a position to realise the immanency of the reclusive King’s demise and act to counter the Jane Gey succession. Some of the more conservative Councillors, e.g. the Earls of Arundel and Pembroke, were uneasy at the attempt to put Jane on the throne; as soon as Northumberland left London to deal with Mary’s armed resistance they decided to give up the fight and forced the relieved Jane to abdicate in Mary’s favour.[15] Northumberland would hardly have given this equivocating faction a potential leader by allowing Somerset any access to them in July 1553, even if he was still technically a Councillor; if he had still held this rank he would probably have been dismissed (and arrested?) once it was clear that Edward was dying and that there would probably be a struggle to deal with Mary. As a leading proponent of religious reform, Somerset would have had no reason to risk his religious achievements of 1547-9 by allying to the staunchly Catholic Mary, who had been refusing to give up holding illegal Masses in her residences for years and could be expected to return the nation to the official, Catholic religion of 1540-7 if not necessarily to seek reunion with the Papacy. Luckily Somerset had taken no part in the marginalisation and humiliation of Mary by Thomas Cromwell and the Boleyns in 1531-6, and his sister Queen Jane had welcomed her back to Court and treated her kindly; he could hope for reciprocal toleration from Mary as Queen.  
 
      
 
    But once Mary was on the throne Somerset’s old rival Norfolk – released and restored to favour – would have been seeking vengeance for the death of his son Surrey in 1547. Somerset had spoken up for Princess Mary’s right to freedom of worship in private in 1550-1 despite his radical religious reforms, and Mary might have returned the favour by releasing him or returning him to the Council, but full restoration of his lands would have been unlikely until Elizabeth was Queen. At that point the relationship between his son Edward, the new Earl of Hertford, and Catherine Grey (Jane’s next sister and the Protestant claimant to be Elizabeth’s heiress) in 1560-1 would have put him in a difficult position, with his supplanter’s son Robert Dudley high in Elizabeth’s favour and probable accusations that Somerset wanted to put his daughter-in-law on the throne. The justifiably paranoid Elizabeth threw Edward Seymour and his ‘wife’ Catherine – who had legally married in secret, though this was still regarded as unclear at the time – into the Tower,[16] and had Somerset been alive he could well have followed them for supposedly organising it.  
 
      
 
    The idea of Somerset still being Protector in July 1553 is thus unlikely, not least as even where a previous King had been under-age it was not clear how long he should remain in tutelage. Technically Edward III had been an adult at 14 in 1327, though with his nearest male kin (the Earl of Lancaster) as his guardian/‘governor’ and Queen Isabella – which meant her lover Roger Mortimer – in charge of the King’s seal and government. Henry VI had not had a Protector at all at his accession aged eight months, but had not assumed political power until he was 16; Edward V had had a Protector in dubious circumstances aged 12; Henry VIII had had an unofficial regent for a few weeks until his 18th birthday. It can be assumed that Somerset would have been more reluctant to involve Edward in government or hand over power in his early teens than Northumberland was, given his more autocratic – and politically short-sighted – conduct of affairs. 
 
      
 
    Once the Protectorship ended, at the latest when Edward was 17 or 18, Somerset would have been called to account by his many enemies; an earlier resignation would have been extorted by force as happened in reality. Given the economic and religious forces unleashed by his own and Henry VIII’s regimes since 1531, some form of violent outbreak in the more conservative provinces in the mould of the ‘Pilgrimage of Grace’ was probable even had he been less hasty to impose a new Prayer Book – although, had he shown religious caution, an anti-enclosure outbreak alone was more probable. The amenable ‘Good Duke’’s perceived (by his social peers) encouragement for protests by a ‘lax’ approach to complaints in Parliament then fed into fears that he had, wittingly or not, stoked up the problem – and so provided alarmed gentry and noble allies for the plotting Northumberland to use against him that autumn. Had he been more cautious politically and not ‘broken ranks’ with the rest of the Council on the matter of social reform, the plot might well have been delayed, as Northumberland was a cautious man and would have judged the risks of revolt to be higher – in the event, most of the Council abandoned the Seymour cause and Somerset was reduced to using the young King as a virtual hostage at Windsor Castle as he negotiated his surrender. Had Somerset not held the status of ‘full’ regent who could initiate policy on his own, a more limited reform programme and so less of a backlash was more likely – but this scenario would have depended on Henry VIII taking a stronger line on the terms of the Protectorship in January 1547 and not handing control of affairs to Somerset. As Henry abhorred chaos or faction, this choice would have required a strong and coherent ‘moderate reformer’ bloc of Councillors being available and visibly united in January 1547 – most logically led by Archbishop Cranmer, who Henry trusted, aided by Lord Lisle (i.e. the future Northumberland) and the Earls of Pembroke and Arundel. It would also depend on Somerset being prepared to work with them as ‘first among equals’ in the regency, rather than asserting his right to sole power as in real life – and the nature of the competitive faction-feuding at the paranoid Henry’s court in the 1540s argues that it would be unusual for all these men to be prepared to work together as equals. Possibly they would have done this temporarily to secure a majority ‘bloc’ in Council votes had the Council also contained their mutual foes Wriothesley and Norfolk – but a paralysed and faction-prone council feuding among themselves is more likely. But with only minor religious reform, no religious revolt in Cornwall, or (less likely) no anti-enclosure revolt in East Anglia, the Councillors would have been less likely to panic in summer-autumn 1549 that Somerset was leading them to disaster and had to be removed. He might then have survived at the head of affairs into the early 1550s. 
 
      
 
    Had a surviving and swashbucklingly belligerent Thomas Seymour been alive, in office, and on good terms with Somerset in autumn 1549, his readiness to confront plotters in the field and his private sources of money to hire troops (illegal or not) might have deterred them from a revolt – but equally he might have had a violent quarrel with a perceived ‘plotter’ colleague (Northumberland himself?) and threatened them with execution or a duel, driving them to act to remove both brothers. Thomas was never known for his cool judgement, and was duly spoken of after his execution by his presumed intended wife Princess Elizabeth as ‘a man of much wit and very little judgement’. Thomas might thus have precipitated a Council coup by his angry rivals even without a recent outbreak of popular unrest; the minorities of kings were notorious for unstable regimes if the ‘regent’ was not popular or shrewd, though Somerset had spread the rewards of office and peerages around broadly in spring 1547 to maximise his own support. 
 
      
 
    In the event that Somerset had survived as Protector until July 1553, he was as probable as Northumberland not to have wanted a Catholic monarch on the throne in case his religious reforms were invalidated, and so to have endeavoured to halt Mary’s accession – possibly by marrying his favourite son (his eldest by his second marriage) and heir, Edward (born 1539), to Jane Grey. But unless he had abandoned his consistently anti-French policy of 1544-9 – he had fought them in Artois as governor of Boulogne for Henry VIII, and later in Scotland too – he would have been on better terms with Charles V than the Dudley regime was. Having been responsible for a ‘forward policy’ against Henri II in Boulogne and Scotland, he was less likely to turn to Henri for help in a coup in July 1553 even had finance impelled the end of his earlier French war. He was more likely to have backed Elizabeth as a Protestant Queen than Jane Grey, unless he had done what Northumberland did in marrying his son off to the potential claimant – with the ‘caveat’ that he might have feared her revenge for executing her admirer Thomas Seymour and so preferred Jane Grey as safer for him personally.  
 
      
 
    Alternatively, it remains possible that if his wife Queen Catherine Parr had not died in 1548 Thomas Seymour would have avoided entanglement in the fatal scheme against his brother which led to his execution. One key element of the latter was his alleged plan to marry King Edward’s half-sister Elizabeth, who was around twenty years his junior and only fifteen – but although this was possible, as he was a widower, his estrangement from Somerset had preceded his wife’s death; so a plot by him was still possible. It is uncertain if he commenced collecting arms and building up a secret fund out of the profits of piracy before Catherine died in childbirth at Sudeley Castle in early autumn 1548, and he was rash and unstable enough to have quarrelled jealously with Somerset anyway (his wife had a dispute over precedence with Somerset’s upwardly-mobile wife, a pretentious Bourchier descendant of Edward III). Thomas could easily have been used by Dudley/Northumberland as part of the conspiracy to remove his brother in autumn 1549 with vague promises of the Protectorship, then been abandoned once his ally had no further use for him; he was, as Elizabeth said of him after his execution, a man of very poor judgement. He as well as Somerset might then have ended up on the block for conspiracy in 1551-2 if he had then turned on Northumberland, alleging that he had more right to head the Council as the King’s uncle. He was no match for the calculating Dudley family. But had he still been alive in July 1553, possibly still married to Queen Catherine if she had survived giving birth (to their daughter, who possibly survived in real life), he would have had a role in events surrounding the Dudley/Grey coup against the accession of Mary Tudor. He might even have favoured his old protégée (if not more) Elizabeth, with whom he had romped flirtatiously in her bedchamber in Catherine Parr’s lifetime, as a more useful sovereign to a rakish noble like himself than the devout and learned – and married – Jane Grey. Seymour was brave but politically rash, and would have been unlikely to have taken the prudent line of most Councillors in going along with Northumberland as long as he seemed to be winning and then changing sides quickly. He and the determinedly Protestant Catherine Parr might have been valuable supporters for a move to make Elizabeth Queen, and could have influenced Edward VI to that end unless Northumberland had been already ‘set’ on having Jane as heir and so kept them from the sick King’s bedside at Greenwich. Catherine Parr was likelier to have favoured keeping to her late husband the King’s will in letting a daughter succeed Edward (albeit in this amendation of the will Elizabeth, not Henry’s named ‘reserve heir’ Mary) than to have backed Jane. Had the Grey coup gone ahead but failed, Seymour was a prime candidate for joining in the Wyatt revolt in February 1554 in an attempt to put his former protégée Elizabeth on the throne. Logically, he was a swashbuckling enough commander to have led the (real-life) rebel attack on Mary’s guards at Charing Cross and then charged on down Whitehall to attack the Palace – the crucial moment when in real life Mary rallied her men to fight the rebels off. Led by the experienced if rash commander Seymour, they might have driven the panicking guards back, stormed the Palace (which had no high walls, and at least two gates onto Whitehall) to be seized, and captured Queen Mary (the narrative of the day’s events has her stationed somewhere where she could speak to a sizeable grouping of troops, possibly in the Great Hall or the adjacent courtyard East of the later Banqueting Hall site). Alternatively, Mary would have been hustled to safety via a boat at Whitehall Stairs, crossing the Thames to Lambeth as the rebels seized her palace – but she would have lost control of London. A civil war might then have followed, with Mary forced to appeal to her cousin Emperor Charles V for help while Seymour and Wyatt installed Elizabeth as Queen in her place. In the actual outcome, real-life leader Wyatt headed on along the Strand into the City to be stopped there.  
 
      
 
    


 
   



 
    2. What if Mary’s reign had been longer and the Marian Catholic revival had lasted?  
 
    Or could her policies have been less contentious?  
 
      
 
    The widely perceived failure of Mary’s short reign in 1553-8 was symbolised not only by her lack of the hoped-for heir by her husband King Philip of Spain (which in practical terms meant that she did not have a successor regime willing to continue her policies), but by the public humiliation of her loss of Calais, last bastion of the medieval English ‘empire’ on the Continent, to France in January 1558. Not only had her close political and personal alliance with one of the two rival power-blocs dominating Europe, the Habsburg monarchy, tied England into an unwanted war with the other (France) in which England had no real stake, but it had lost England its commercial entrepot into Continental trade. Calais was the major trading-port, and the best harbour, in Flanders; the place which Edward III had taken for the country by a major siege in 1347, and which his descendants had held onto when all the rest of their French dominions had been reconquered by 1453. It had been a ‘consolation prize’ for a humiliated England when England had lost even its possessions in Aquitaine, held since the future Henry II’s marriage to its Duchess Eleanor in 1152 – though it had not been part of the English monarchy’s hereditary lands in Normandy and Anjou (both of whose ruling dynasts had been the monarchs’ direct ancestors) and had only been held by right of conquest. Calais might be expensive to maintain, with its large walls and garrison, but it was not just a strategic leftover from the Hundred Years’ War; England had used it as a ‘sally-port’ into useful and prestigious warfare on the Continent to bolster its kings’ power (and egos) under Henry VII and VIII, and the latter had been expanding the ‘Pale of Calais’ by annexing Boulogne as late as 1544. Its fall thus symbolised Mary’s failure as a ruler – though in fact its conqueror King Henri II of France had been offered Calais by the desperate regime of ‘Queen’ Jane Grey in return for help to stave off Mary’s accession in July 1553 – so if this had gone through, England would have lost it earlier – to an equally ‘weak’ but French-allied, not Habsburg-allied regime – and the ‘blame’ would have been focused differently. 
 
      
 
    Mary’s death, childless and deserted by her husband for his Continental priorities, the following November at a time of poor harvests, famine and epidemics (which could be interpreted by the hostile and superstitious as signs of Divine displeasure) seemed to sum up the bad luck and political/religious futility of her reign, and the abandonment of her fiercely Catholic, pro-Papal policies by her half-sister and successor Elizabeth then reversed her most cherished policies too. The Protestant Reformation of their half-brother Edward VI’s reign resumed, ties with Rome were cut again in yet another reversal of English religious policy, most of Mary’s bishops were replaced after publicly refusing to crown Elizabeth as a ‘bastard’, and the brutal purge of Protestants involving an unprecedented rash of mass-executions in 1555-8 could be safely attacked as not only a futile and doomed ‘blind alley’ of attempted reconversion of England to Catholicism but ‘typical’ Catholic tyranny and mass-murder. The returning Marian Protestant exiles, many embittered by their sufferings and some ‘radicalised’ (in modern parlance) by their sojourns in ultra-Protestant enclaves such as Calvin’s Geneva, could lead the subsequent written propaganda campaign condemning ‘satanic’ Catholic tyranny under Mary with her cast as the villain, in which campaign the public relations genius of John Foxe played the major role as he carefully detailed the history of the persecution in a manner that linked it to the sufferings of the righteous Israelites in the Bible. His ‘Acts and Monuments’, popularly known as the ‘Book of Martyrs’, fixed the persecutions as a central act in the evolution of English Protestantism and added to extant public indignation at the unprecedented numbers of killings, and in the next few decades the breach of relations between England and the ultra-Catholic, still-persecuting ‘superpower’ of Spain (still led by Mary’s widower Philip) added to the development of an iconic and long-lasting public image of Protestant England and Catholic Spain as inevitable foes. The ‘Black Legend’ of Spanish persecution and atrocities was fixed in the public memory by the epic struggle of 1588 – when England faced invasion, a probable bloodbath, and forcible reconversion by Philip and his ‘Invincible Armada’ – followed by a long war with Spain until 1604 and then decades of ‘proxy’ struggle between England (or her allies) and Spain on the Continent and in Spanish America, with manly English Protestant heroism symbolised by figures such as the swashbuckling privateer (or pirate) Sir Francis Drake. In this long-lasting myth, Mary – the ‘Spanish Tudor’ who had married the (future) national enemy, sought to reconvert England to his religion by mass-executions, and tied England to Spanish policy – was a natural villainess, now known as ‘Bloody Mary’, and she had no natural defenders to protect her reputation with her half-sister and successor having been marginalised, suspected of treason, imprisoned, and nearly executed (or at least disinherited) under her reign. As the legend of ‘Gloriana’ as the ultimate heroic ‘success story’ among British monarchs persisted, Mary was written off as a failure whose short reign had been an unfortunate and unnecessarily bloody interlude between the two parts of the triumphant Protestant Reformation. The trend to demonize Mary was given extra impetus by the major ‘scare’ over the alleged threat of the next Catholic ruler, James II and VII, launching another persecution – firstly in the attempt to prevent his accession in 1679-81, the ‘Exclusion Crisis’, and then during and after his deposition in 1688. Mary’s ‘tyranny’ was a useful tool for Protestant propagandists as a warning of what Catholic rule ‘inevitably’ led to, and she was used ruthlessly as a politico-religious ‘bogey’ as late as the 1850s (when the recreation of a Catholic clerical hierarchy for the UK caused another panic). History is written by the winners, and Mary was the ultimate ‘loser’ – though in modern times serious analyses of her reign and policies have pointed out that they were not all misguided or failures and some were remarkably similar to Elizabeth’s (the fact that many of her ministers went on to serve Elizabeth successfully without a qualm or being sacked was also ignored). But what if things had been different – if Mary had had better luck and, as she was only forty-two when she died, had had more time to build up a stable regime? 
 
      
 
    The events of Mary’s accession in July 1553 certainly showed no sign of a popular public mood in favour of the ‘Edwardian Reformation’ – which she as a resolute Catholic was likely to halt if she became Queen, as she was well-known for having refused to obey the new Edwardian laws and give up holding Mass at her residences. Nor was there much support for Edward’s attempt to keep her off the throne by nominating a rival, Protestant heir; indeed, the evidence would indicate that even the plan’s alleged ‘mastermind’, the Duke of Northumberland, was seeking to be on good terms with Mary as late as spring 1553, when Edward’s health was deteriorating (i.e. he had not yet ruled out her becoming Queen and thus him needing to win her goodwill). The extent of firm Protestantisation in 1550s England was in any case dubious; this was a ‘top-down’ change of religion, not a locally-supported one, and it had been forced through by the Council and a small group of allied bishops plus ‘outside’ support (some of the latter from overseas reformers resident in London). The new religion was probably popular in London (which had been open to influence from ‘advanced’ religious ideas and the overseas Protestant congregations there) and parts of the South-East, which areas provided most of the victims for the Marian executions in 1555-8; the three main centres of burnings were to be London, Canterbury and Colchester. In London, indeed, the threat of riots at executions made even the hard-line Bishop Bonner wary, though the city was the largest centre of population in England, a haven for ambitious and so possibly unconventional provincials, and overseas Protestants and their books which implied a higher level of anger and co-ordinated protests than in isolated rural towns. All three centres of trouble were close to the Continent and open to easy overseas settlement – especially by Protestant Flemish, Dutch and Germans in the flourishing cloth trade. 
 
      
 
    Targeting of these areas by the new regime also reflected the facts that Mary had been based in and had extensive local gentry support in 1553 – thus providing her with an eager pro-Catholic elite who duly took over the local judicial and administrative offices and could lead the arrests – and Kent had been the base of the Wyatt revolt in February 1554, so was seen as a threat. One centre of persecution thus had an especially co-operative elite, and another had to prove its loyalty to her – and the arrests were led not only by established Catholic conservative figures but by ex-Edwardian Protestants who needed to reassure their new Queen, e.g. the notorious ‘time-server’ Lord Rich, who had in the past served Mary’s ex-foe Thomas Cromwell, betrayed (St) Thomas More, and acted as Henry VIII’s Solicitor-General and Edward’s Lord Chancellor. Protestants in Kent were also under the disadvantage of being close to the centre of power of the English Church in Canterbury, its judicial machinery now returned to Catholic ‘enforcers’; the effectiveness of persecution relied on both enthusiastic officials who would track down ‘heresy’ (the most notable of whom was Archdeacon Harpsfield, whose papers survive) plus denunciation of private and minor infractions (e.g. insulting the Mass or the saints) by offenders’ neighbours and local vigilantes. He was also a personal confidante of (and ‘propagandist’ theological writer for) Cardinal Reginald Pole in 1556-8, composing lucid doctrinal justifications and explanations for the Catholics’ triumph. All these advantages for thorough and successful repression were present in Marian SE England, even if the low-level denunciations of ‘deviants’ by government well-wishers reflected personal feuds and spite as well as a principled campaign by Catholics who thought they were pleasing God by cracking down on blasphemy. The level of repression indeed led to a degree of unusually heightened tension among the rival groupings – ‘hard-line’ Catholics, moderates who opposed harsh repression, and Protestants engaged in various levels of defiance – in places such as Colchester, only to be repeated in the English Civil War period. The longer the repression went on, the greater the fracturing of civil unity. It is a moot point whether the minimal number of executions in the other regions of England (mostly only one or two per diocese, and none in Durham) reflected a lack of offenders or a lack of zeal and greater moderation by the operators of Church administrative machinery. Even in the South-East, some of the officials involved, JPs or Church authorities, had a tendency to avoid proceeding to extremes and were duly reprimanded by their superiors – and it is unclear how much the ‘chasing up’ of infringements of the law reflected religious zeal or a desire to be on the right side of people keen on punishment like the Queen and Bonner.  
 
      
 
    But there was not a widespread and well-established Protestant ‘resistance’ across England which an allegedly vicious and tyrannical regime attacked, despite later Protestant myth as played up by propagandists, led by the hugely influential martyrologist John Foxe. The latter was a literary genius at presenting a (not that inaccurate) emotive picture of humble and devoted Protestants being hunted down by their foes, and his ‘Acts and Monuments’ became the standard version of Marian ‘tyranny’ for centuries; but the killings he detailed were localised, not national. The more remote, rural regions had been staunchly Catholic in Edward’s reign (the Cornish
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