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SIR THOMAS MORE
AND THE OPPOSITION TO HENRY VIII

In considering Thomas More, few historians seem able to
forget the end of the story, That More died a victim of
Henry VIII, a martyr to his conscience, and a defender of
the papal supremacy is, of course, perfectly true, but it
is exceedingly rash to suppose that his whole life, or even
the last few years of it, was simply a preparation for the
tragic outcome. From about the middle of 1532 More certain-
1y lived in a retirement in which he meant to prepare him-
self for his death, though not. necessarily for one by vio-
lence ; and from April 1534 he was in the Tower and knew
what the end must be. But before that he had spent two and
a half years of his life as lord chancellor, the King's
highest officer and a leading menber of the royal Council,
at a time when Henry was manifestly striving for purposes
that More detested. How could he justify holding office at
all ? What line did he take over the politics of those
years ? This part of his life occupies amazingly little
space in the standard accounts.

More's acceptance of the chancellorship has been a
stumbling block to his biographers. On Wolsey's fall it was
clear to all men in high places that the King's infatuation
for Anne Boleyn was about to unleash drastic events, full
of danger for the Church and likely to produce bitter clashes
between the xegnum and the sacerdotium (1), More had already
made it plain that he thought the Aragon marriage valid and
would not be able to support Henry's endeavours to have it
annulled. Yet he took office. Bridgett supposed that he did
not do so until be had made sure of respect for his scruples
of conscience (2), and even Chambers suggested that he ob-
tained some sort of promise before the appointment (3).
However, according to More himself, the King did not ex-
plicitly grant him liberty to dissent on the issue of the
Divorce until after he had made him chancellor (k), and
this is also what Roper understood to be the truth (5).
There is no evidence at all that More had such a promise in
his pocket when he became chancellor ; as far as we know,
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he entered office aware that he i
€ f 3 would
to 1¥X2%v:hh1mse}f_1n the burning questiéilgfbihgaé;;? “pon
likely Hae dgnglon to accept was not an easy one seems
luctanée torgskleld, from whom the tradition of More's re-
Tadtance to. ake the great seal derives, offers no evidence
an Morg's ﬁ1ves no hint of it (6). Since Roper was liviné
carey pore ou§e£old at the time, his silence should perhaps
SATIY et r:glg t than William Rastell's later recollection
D more T -used! made the King angry, and then was much
o babie b it Sflll, the story may be true, being not im-
ful of Rastellfg g;aégggggr;ngozhould;n : lﬁttle "have been
f es than scholars h
é;iéh ﬁ:o?o¥3r§ himself we have only the short 1§¥:e?e§2
2 possinlelhs tra}slmus what had happened ; this does contain
2 Possiple ;n that he was submitting to pressure (8).But
e raciihall ii, other phrases in the letter are more in:
rera deag.ofad'fﬁgew that the succession to Wolsey caused a
B e oot 1f iculty ; 1long discussions in Council turned
o oic _2 a layman, and in the end More was appoint-
hardly.necessl there were difficulties it is too simple and
Sare ) nece tary ;o suppose that they were caused by More's
to pe e o refuse, If the great seal was on no account
o B0 b0 8 glrlt?al man, as Hall heard, More was the obvi-
utation and wide experionce of affaire, chaseernscr®oy Th
Duchy and for several years one ofa:;:. Chats mess intimets
. King's most inti
:ggnﬁ;%égrﬁ. Erasmus understood that even %olsey,zh;n;;zgzg
and hat theorgz_.regarded him as the only man in the kingdom
it for the o1 ice (10). Yet to appoint at this juncture a
man who ha ﬁ ready declared his opposition to the Divorce
mus obviouzlyazsa§;¥§2dﬂggzy pausiand troubled the Council.
least suitable, whether he w::ieg igepgllt}cally %or et
: : ointment o .
deciégdtﬁg eng,.the King decided to takgpthe risk, :ngoﬁore
docided min3u7m1t to the royal pressure. What had either of
gested, Henry.hozggytélggizér:s e oemen eqough Pveny ook
ful ally ; the King had a hi h opinion of his pewsre os
y gh opinion of his po

ggrzﬁgziogeasgsasi;gtﬁgggogfpgople's conzciences, 2 :ﬁgiegf
rians have produced various coﬁ':ggﬁizé .s e Moreghiste-
could be useful to the causes %e valued'(ll?e; tﬁ:ug?;e ?:

j at the prospect of serious

on a wave of Erasmian rejoicin
v g
reform in the Church (12§ ; he meant to confine himself to

the professional judicial duti
. ies of a lord chancell ;
ggrS?geno §h01ce because, once he had entered thgr ié;;i
sprvice, i: xg: 2:32d tgraccgpt whatever was offered (1k),
t H om Erasmus and Mor i -
¥:;g, gongemporarlgs clearly supposed that etﬁéﬂ;ﬁlfaggzgl
sal might be difficult it was not impossible, The third

- remembering that Chapuys' first reaction to t
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nding of what the pro-
g officer and council~
presiding in Chancery,
prominent at the Coun-

explanation reveals some misundersta
fessional duties 6f the King's leadin
lor were ; no Tudor lord chancellor,

Star Chamber and House of Lords, and
cil Table, could have thought of confining himself to the
hearing of pleas. Incidentally, jt is worth notice that ex-
cept for a few anecdotes of Roper's nothing is so far known
about More's much-praised work in the Chancery. .

That leaves the first two explanations. Mr McConica
rather overstates his case for an "Erasmian" domination of
Henry VIII's policy in the years after Wolsey's fall; writ-
ings are not the same thing as actions, and the things done
rather than dreamed of reflect a popular anticlericalism
diplomatically exploited by the King's policy much more
than they embody a humanist reform programme. But that
Erasmus himself was pleased to see his friend in the place
of power is true enough, and it would indeed have been odd
if More had not expected the office to enable him to exer-
cise some influence on the course of events. It is worth

he news of the
appointment was to rejoice because this "upright and learn-
ed man" was also reckoned "a good servant of the Queen"
(Catherine) (15). And what did More tell Erasmus ? That he
would energetically endeavour to fulfil the excessive hopes
entertained by the King of his unworthy self, with all the
faith and readiness at his disposal (16). Common form per-
haps, or else a hint essentially ironic,in the More manner,
in its implications : the King was not the only man to en-
tertain hopes of More.

If More's part in the years 1529-1532 is to be under-
stood, two particular problems need to be investigated: his
attitude to heresy and his relations with the Reformation
Parliament. Between them, they illumine More's own view of
the political circumstances of the day - the action these
demanded and the way in which they could be exploited.

It is necessary to be very clear about More's reaction
to the changes in religion which he saw all around him. No
doubt, the more scurrilous stories of his personal ill-
treatment of accused heretics have been properly buried an,
but that is not to make him into a tolerant liberal. Tole-
rance he would have abominated as treason to God ; it was
one of his objections to Wolsey that the cardinal had ig-
nored the dangers to the faith (18). All the evidence goes
to show that More hated heresy with a real, even an excep-
tional, passion, "Odit ille," wrote Erasmus in 1532, ex-
plaining More to one who did not know him, "seditiosa dog-
mata" ; of that he had never made any secret (19).To Hall's
parenthetical disgust, he "leaned much to the spiritual
men's part in all causes’ (20). Even the letter in which
More told Erasmus of his resignation goes out of its way to
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lament the spread of the new sects (21), Rastell recalled,
perhaps correctly, that the more energetic pursuit of he-
retical teaching after 1531 resulted from representations
made by More and the bishops (22). While Mr McConica' s
Erasmian humanists were busy bringing out works calling for
reforn in the Church, More got ever more deeply into his
controversy with Tyndale in which he increasingly defended
a total orthodoxy. The More of the early 1530's can hardly
any longer be called an Erasmian, and Mr McConica cannot in
fact link him with the activities of the "party" he has
tried to document. The More of the Confutation may still be
able to see, as the author of Utopia so clearly did,. that
not all is well with the old Church, but he is desperately
certain that, as things are, reform can lead only to de-
struction and must be resisted, The only humanist in high
places disappointed not only the King's hopes but also those
of the Christian humanists,

It would surely have been strange if a man so aware of
the pressing dangers of heresy had not used his high office
to prevent disaster. Of course, he could not himself try
heretics, a matter for the courts Christian ; Chambers's
argument that no heretics were burned in the diocese of
London while More had influence appears to me irrelevant to
an assessment of More's actions, and Erasmus was even more
off the beam when he praised More for not condemning anyone
to death for religion (23). No lord chancellor has ever had
the opportunity of pronouncing the death sentence on any-
one (2h). However, he could arrest men, investigate their
opinions, and hold them for trial by the spiritual arm ;
and this he seems to have done, even by his own admission,
to a degree quite unknown among the King's lay councillors
before or after, Perhaps a little more credence should be
given than has of late been fashionable to the reports which
reached Erasmus that More's successor was releasing numbers
of "Lutherans'" imprisoned by his predecessor (25)., The num-
bers varied - forty perhaps, or only twenty - and rumours
are not evidence, Yet there is evidence of More's determined
persecution of heretics which has been too lightly written
off, Thus a London merchant, Thomas Palmer, was in 1531 im-
prisoned by the bishop of London, and when his servant,John
Stanton, tried to raise the matter in Parliament, More (he
claimed) intervened to attack him with false accusations as
a favourer of heresy (26). Palmer, no doubt, was no victim
of More's ; Stanton did not assert anything like that, and
if Audley released imprisoned heretics in 1532 Palmer would
not appear to have been among them (27). What matters is
that More automatically sprang to the defence of the bishop's
action and assumed the petitioner to be a tainted heretic,

There is also the case of John Field whose petition to
Audley and the Council was first unearthed and wused by
Froude {(28), Field claimed to have been detained by More at

289

i his
ea for eighteen days from 7 January 1530, securilng
SZié:se only a%ter he had bound himself to appeﬁrt in e;?s
Star Chamber on Candlemas next. The outcome_of t 3'tgpgs I
ance was more than two years in the Fleet, in czn ; lﬁe o
special hardship, without trial or knowledgﬁ od W yur e
held. On Palm Sunday (24 March) 1532 he was' En er o L sa
sovereign's commandment and Sir Thomas More's htrgms erred
to the Marshalsea, the officers of thg Fleet baV}ng flrst
robbed him of his money - as they said, to o talpckness"
fees. In the Marshalsea he'fell sick of the house ?; S
and on Whit Monday (20 May) was "carried out on 9there
men's backs" with more loss of money to the l'ceeperS All
However, he recovered, which fact came to Mor; s ﬁa;céllor-
though More "went out of his said offlce.of the cfa Lo
ship about the time your bedeman was carr}ed out oh pE' on ;
he made it his business through the services of the ﬁs go
of Winchester and London ("as your be@eman heard say ) o)
persuade the duke of Norfolk to have Field put back 3n %zr ;
He was again released in October, on sureties, an 2
year had been giving attendance every day of every terg,the
his bond demanded., Now he asked for his dlschargefan he
restoration of his lost property. As happens so o ;enthis
the records of this time, nothing else 1s known ob s
case (30)., But the ease with which it has been t;z hed
aside will hardly do. The circgmstantlal detalli ¢ 2
sence of any explicit animus against More (a fal ?n meSi -
ter and easy target), the accurate dating of More ;'Zh tﬁe
nation, and the care taken to qualify one detail whi the

petitioner could know only by hearsay, all carry a g
nviction. .
dealAgii;:t this, it has been urged that More himself ag;
swered all such charges when he spoke, in thg.Ap?Zogy, ol
accusers who had been investigated by the' King sb ounﬁ !
and found to be liars (31). But should More's word e}éalea
without question on points like these ? lHowever trut i .
man he may have been, he could surely have been mlztatﬁai
Unfortunately there is no evidence except his wog . that
charges of t%is kind were after his fall dismissed in th
manner related by him, and what he_hlmself has to szy é:
less straightforward than his apologists have suppgseh.t He

mentions one accuser by name, Thomas Phillips, and w i'

offers in his own defence is surely a trifle pecu }1larc.1
Phillips, he says, had strongly reminded him ofh R;Ca::d
Hunne (some sixteen years earlier), and because ﬁ e ed
another suicide in the bishop's prison with all t ef co 3
sequences that he remembered from 1514 he had trans ;rre-
him to the Tower, not the proper place for suspected derﬁ_
tics (32). At its best, such action was irregular ag :he
wise, But, More claims, the King had 1nve§t1gat§‘11‘ e
charge and absolved his late chancellor, telling Philllp
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he had been lucky to get away with so little. If this is
true, it is a case of hard words breaking no bones : Phil-
lips did well for himself thereafter and is found in 1538
as a gaoler in the Tower who converted Sir Nicholas Carew
on the eve of his execution by introducing him to the Bible
in English (33). Clearly he was a heretic 3 clearly he was
troubled by More's personal intervention ; clearly he was
liberated after More's departure from the scene. As for
Field, the supposition that More had dealt with his accusa-
tion, too, will not do, More does not mention him by name,
and what he has to say about unnamed accusers does not fit
the case. The investigations of this clamour which, he
Says, resulted in sharp rebukes for the accusers dealt (ac-
cording to More's explicit assertion) with complaints against
the bishops and not against himself, But Field said nothing
of bishops and confined his attack to the late lord chan-
cellor. John Foxe may have collected too many exaggerated
stories of More's doings, but he was right enough in his
assessment of the chancellor's share in the seeking out of
heresy.

Indeed, it would be quite wrong to "acquit" More of ac-
tion against heresy : he thought it his duty to use his
place in the defence of the true religion, If Field may be
trusted - and the weight of probability is in his favour -
More went a very long way in his pursuit of suspects., i1l
this agrees well with his known beliefs and his frequent
bitter words. There is every reason to think that among the
purposes he hoped to fulfil when he accepted office he put
high the protection of the Church against its heretical en-
emies,

In this, however, he was not at all out of step with
the official policy of those years. At the time, in fact,
both King and Commons repeatedly demonstrated their ortho-
doxy in order to rebut the charge that their actions against
clergy and pope were equal to heresy (34). More was more
zealous and almost certainly more sincere than most, but as
an enemy of heresy he had, during his years as chancellor,
nothing to apprehend from King or Council. . Matters stood
differently when it came to the defence of the Church
against political attack, to the cause of the Divorce and
the powers of the papacy. On all these, we know, Thomas
More entirely disliked the progress of Henry's policy ; but
did he confine his disagreement to the privacy of his own
mind or even to mere expressions of views ?

More's recorded official actions in the Parliament,where
events took place, are both few and unexceptionable : not
so few as to hide his standing in the government, but suf-
ficiently unexceptionable to have troubled the hagiographers.

notorious attack on Wolsey, and whether one thinks (improb-
ably) that he was here "preaching to Henry VIII" (35?, or
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Te
(as is much more likely) "that he sgcke fqi .glilzgg :ﬁat
sympathetic with the need for reform _(;6),1_ i Aeanciiny
hZ Bas crossing official t's, not official llﬁgz. Attac aos
Wolsey in November 1529 would come well to F Iyttt
who had long regarded the cardinal as a Egéff i e ﬁim-
would be agreeable to the King who wanted éuand ) roant
self his rejection of a faithful old frien nd servant s
and it would delight most of the lords 'asgegliament o
the speech., More's next known appearance 1ns 3ecided L
sents greater difficulties. 1In 1531 it ga S entizg 1o
lence rumour and press the King's views ¥ pur of Hobry's
both Houses of Parliament the opinions in gvorSities Y.S
case that had been gathered from various Unive nsibie The
day chosen was 30 March, and the man made {esgo arlain
the lord chancellor (37). He sta;ted in thek.or ;is Xplain-
ing how untrue it was that the King was seeflng i pbe:
for the love of some woman and not out o 4 :he ruple of
conscience ; then he asked the clerk to ;eik 'ntergened -
Catherine's partisans protested, and Norfo lfor vemed oo
the effect that the King had sent the papers gor Inforna-
tion, not debate. Nevertheless, someone managilor 2l egediy
uhat he himself thought o which the chancellor sllesedly
i e ha
rggi;ed ﬁgliheﬁhi:d a deputation of peers to gbe Cg?mgﬁz
xﬁere.he repeated the performance. After the reading
oPlnﬁggsygﬁ aggedtﬁis Common House may reggrt whi; g:ﬁczgzz
and then all men sha open r
ii:: iﬁg Eiﬁgdﬁath not attempted this matterlof ggiltﬁz
leasure, as some strangers report, but only o ion
gischarge of his conscience and surety of the sﬁggher on
of his realm. This is the cause of our repair
nd now we will depart. .
Chapz;:’hzard that the bishops of London apd t;zcgi:g'gbgzg
well known as conservatives) also spoke 1§_ ;King s de-
fence, and that the Commons regelved everyt 1ngd}d silence.
Raper must be right in saying that More ; i khis
"at the King's request'", but how true 1s_1£? % g) e "was
not showing of what mindhhimseigtgaiazgereﬁz éid3not As Ieo
is words were chosen wi . ; T
ﬁ?izzg% 2;sthe justice of the King's cause ; tge ozignthégg
he himself supported was the King's claim tg ;aa havg for
serious reasons of conscience gnd policy. 3 ity ye De-
lieved this, as indeed Henry himself believe .

could have used his remarks against him, But his omissions

must surely have been noted : not a word from him to sug-

ini re in fact the
he opinions to be read out we
%:i:hth%zt ;s fag as the less subtle w§ret§on§§;2?g,p2§i2;d
. . 3 3 -t e 1 ,
onably associated himself wi p
Zﬁgue3§§1e hzs careful abstention from any expression of
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personal views may have reassured his friends (and alerted
his enemies) it cannot have satisfied More himself. He was
in an impossible position, and it is no wonder that rumours
about his intention to resign had circulated at the begin-
ning of the session (39)., While he held the highest office
in the state he was bound to come into contact with great
affairs, in Council and publicly in Parliament, and no gra-
cious concession, sincere or not (40), to his conscience
could insulate him against the contagion. By 1531 he could
not really both serve Henry as 1lord chancellor and also
maintain his conscience clear ; and this carefully staged
business of 30 March proved it, Thomas More, Catherine's
and Chapuys' hope and a determined opponent of the Divorce,
had had to take the lead in presenting to the nation the
alleged evidence that the Divorce was just. How did he
feel : determined to resign ? No doubt, but he stayed
another year.

On only one more occasion did More address the Commons,
in April 1532 when he urged them to make a grant for the
defence of the northern border (41).It is possible that the
occasion was not so politically innocent as it appears. We
know that about this time Thomas Temse, burgess for West-
bury (Wilts.),moved for a petition to the King to take back
his wife ; and James Gairdner linked this motion with the
lord chancellor's request for money (42).Cértainly, Temse's
move was answered by Henry with yet another explanation of
the justice of his case, this time to a Commons' deputation
summoned to meet him. However, Hall, who supplies the only
evidence (43),and who ascribed both events to the prorogued
session that began on 10 April 1532, put More's visit into
the end of 23 Henry VIII and Temse's speech in the begin-
ning of 24 Henry VIII, the dividing date being 21 April.
There is no evidence for Gairdner's allegation that Temse
touched on Scotland ; the troubles he wished to prevent
were, according to Hall, the bastardisation of Princess
Mary "and diverse other inconveniences",Nevertheless Gaird-
ner may have been right in linking the two events ; as we
shall see, the possibility of pre-arrangement even cannot
be excluded. It is just possible that More provided the
setting for Temse's motion. However, it is more certain
that at this time the manoeuvres were going forward which
resulted in the Submission of the Clergy and that in these
More played no public part. Whether the King had ever again
tried to involve him publicly in the defence of his pro-
ceedings we do not know ; at any rate, More had not allowed
himself to be so trapped again., At the end of this session
he did resign, but the circumstances of that resignation
and the evidence for his 1less public activities in his
years of office need to be entirely reassessed.

After More's execution, Thomas Cromwell wrote a long
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i 835 to
ter to Gregory da Casale, the man used until 1 .
;zgntain a tenugusycontact with Rome (hy).Inix he ;xpla1ﬁ:g
the treasons for which, he allgged, Fisher agd orz S
died. This, of course, was a plece of propagaﬁ a, an eveg-
lomatic propaganda intended for the pope at that Py ﬁ ver-
theless, the letter does not deserve the neglect w }2 More
scholars have bestowed upon it (45).0One passage 1n 1t,g ch
refers to a nameless opposition group, must be quote
lengzgd.when the public council of the realm, which we cali
Parliament, was called to meet at stated times tohs:e
to the good order of the realm, ?hgy began everywtier
to enquire secretly with Dbusy dll%gence what l@a :
should be in hand and what shguld in that Par 1aT:£
fall to be done for the benefit of the commonwea %
And whatever they managed to gather, by the repors g
others, from their experience of past usage, an l_cy
conjecture, that they at once ?on31dered in their pof;oi
meetings, arriving at conclusions very dlffe?ens
what the peace and interest gf'the realm required. od
Having devised such contrary policies, they then.butt;eziew
them with much skill of argument, producing a pomtAgd Leu
which could easily have deceived the.rude people. g e
after a bit they realised that the King was get§1ng anihiir
at this organising of opposition, they steppe ug thelr
campaign by arranging for select speakers and pre?c esti to
spread the arguments that had been worked out. gveF'sﬁer
tions initiated by tge ging showed ythat More an i
at the heart of this conspiracy. o
stoo%f Cromwell was telling the truth, he was qescr1bi9§
methods of unexpected political maturity, According tgus;d
story, the summoning of the Reformation Parllax}z:ent1 c ed
the opponents of the Divorce and defenders of the c ergyter
form a kind of defence committee which set out to coun et
everything said and done in Parliament by reasonedhgrﬁumggce
designed to meet the exact steps taken,steps of which,s1 ¢
proceedings were secret, they should have been 1gr;orag1i
What Cromwell called a conspiracy we may more progir { c i1
an organised opposition outside Parliament but ah e to oto
tain information from within it, sufficiently co eregt 8
prepare counter-efforts to the King's proQaganda, .ant ath:
to arrange for its members to speak publicly agains he
King's proceedings. The sermons of Peto, for instance,

" of Forest might well have resulted from such a concerted

ramme (47). ] ey s :
progEven if Cromwell was telling the truth, it is still

i i i i More's dis-
ossible that he was unfairly involving More.
Eretion was and is notorious. In the spring of 1531 he ege?
refused to receive a friendly letter from the Emperorh ;
cause such contacts might arouse suspicion, even though he
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felt that the proofs he had given of his loyalty should
have assured his freedom from any such hostility (k8). But
what matters is whether this discretion hid inaction or
some deeper activity, and even More could not keep the rec-
ord entirely clear of hints of the true position. In the
same breath as he refused Charles V's letter he also told
Chapuys that if he were suspected of any contact with the
imperial cause he would lose his freedom to speak as frank-
ly in Council as he had hitherto done on all that touched
the Emperor and his aunt, Chapuys, who had earlier identi-
fied both More and the earl of Shrewsbury as friends to
Catherine, also thought that the chancellor had gone out of
his way to show favour to the Emperor and his servants (k9).
More stood at any rate close enough to the Aragon faction
to open his mouth on occasion, as when he reassured one of
the ambassador's men that the Emperor's preoccupation with
the Turkish danger would not enable the English to take any
action : "there is no order nor power." (50)

Thus it seems that More not only made no secret of his
views but maintained some contact with the centre of in-
trigue, the Emperor's ambassador, and contributed frank
opinions in policy debates with King and Council. This is
not quite the aloof More of tradition,but such action falls
well short of what Cromwell later alleged against him. How-
ever, there is further evidence which seems to bear Crom-
well out in essentials, and in particulars too.

Sir George Throckmorton, a man who in 1536-37 repeated~
ly ran into political trouble, used one of his confessional
statements to tell a fascinating story which again has been
quite unjustly neglected (51). In 1529 Throckmorton had
been elected knight for the shire of Warwick and, according
to his own account, acted in the House as a frequent and
persistent opponent of the King's policy. Now, in 1537, he
wished to explain to Henry his "proud, lewd and undiscreet
handling of myself to you ward... since the beginning of
your Parliament anno vicesimo Primo or thereabouts", A lit-
tle before the Parliament opened, Throckmorton was sent for
to Lambeth by Friar Peto, the best known of Catherine's un-
swerving supporters. Peto told him what he had allegedly
already told the King, both in sermons and in private audi-
ence, that since Prince Arthur's marriage was never consum-
mated (concerning which point he insisted on believing
Catherine's sworn statement) the Queen's marriage with Henry
could be dissolved only by death., There could in any case
be no marriage with Anne Boleyn since Henry had "meddled"
with both mother and daughter. Having thus defined the line
of argument, Peto went on to advise Sir George "if I were
in the Parliament House, to stick to that matte as I would
have my soul saved", Throckmorton took this advice and
spoke against all the important acts - Annat 3, Appeals,
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Supremacy. He had many conversations with Fisher about t e
prgposedylegislation and thg question of the-pope's aut%ﬁ:r
ity, and Fisher referred him to N1chqlas Wilson, ago het
very active supporter of Catherine, with whom also he il
several talks. He went to be confessed by yet another weh
known opponent, Father Reynolds, who influenced him in the
same direction : if he did not stick to his opinions f
would surely be damned, "and also if I did speak or do agy
thing in the Parliament House contrary to my consc1enced or
fear of any earthly power or punlshment% I should stand in
a very hard case at the day of judgment", Reynolds was evei
more uncompromising than the others, telling blm.to §p§a
out even if he was certain that he could not win ; Fis Er
and Wilson had conceded that if he were sure that his spea a
ing "could do no good, that then I might hold my peace an
not offend", Reynolds argued that no one could know wba;
comfort I should be to many men in the House to see me Stlﬁ
in the right way, which should cause many more _to do ﬁ 3
same", Blinded by their pressure and by long habit, he ha
ignored many warnings from Cromwell against their influence,
till now of late he had come to see the error of his ways,

Here, then, is proof of an organised opposition %ro§p
which not only attempted to counteract the doings of the
Reformation Parliament but succeeded in attracting at least
one member of the House to itself, instructed him in par-
liamentary tactics and the arguments to be used,and used hﬁs
freedom of speech in the Commons to gain a hearing for the
opposition point of view. This is what Cromwell told Casale
had existed since November 1529, and his letter was written
some two years before Throckmorton's confession. His man-
agement of the House included endeavours to talk the oppo-
sition round and break their dependence on this non-parlia-
mentary policy committee, as Throckmorton's reference to
the warnings received clearly proves. Though we know for
certain of no other members who took their orders from the
Peto group, it is, of course, possible that Throckmorton
was not the only one, Speeches in favour of Queen Catherine
were reported on several occasions : they must now all be
suspect as somewhat less than spontaneous (52). .

Yet what of More ? Throckmorton tied him, too, into the
story. Shortly after the open@ng of the Parliament (and
apparently soon after Peto's _first approach) (53) More,
still chancellor, sent for Sir George to meet him in the
Parliament Chamber, The scene is described in detail : More
awaited his caller in a little room off the Chamber which
had an altar or something like it in it on which the chan-
cellor leant throughout the interview, Throckmorton thought
he remembered that the bishop of Bath was talking to More
when he arrived, but More disengaged himself to speak to

Sir George words of great comfort :
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I am very glad to have the good report that goeth of
you and that you be so good a catholic man as ye bej if
ye do continue in the same way that you began and be
not afraid to say your conscience, ye shall deserve
great reward of God and thanks of the King's grace at
length, and much worship to yourself - or words much
like to these.
More's kindness and encouragement sent Throckmorton into
ecstasies and greatly encouraged him to seek out the other
counsellors already mentioned, There is really no reason to
doubt that More spoke to the effect remembered by Throck-
morton, but if he did so he must be considered one of the
organised group. Peto had picked the right man in a politi-
cal innocent like Throckmorton who could be threatened with
hellfire first and flattered by a kind word from the lord
chancellor after, to such good purpose that he maintained
opposition in the House for at least five of the Parlia-
ment's seven sessions,

Admittedly, More once again practised that care and
discretion which distinguish his handling of himself in the
tricky situation that his acceptance of the chancellorship
had forced upon him, It might be argued that he had just
happened to hear about Throckmorton's useful attitude and
quite independently wished to offer his commendations ; un-
like Peto, Fisher, Wilson and Reynolds he held no long in-
doctrination sessions with Sir George., But the first 1is a
good deal harder to credit than that More knew of Peto's
schemes and helped them along ; and as for the second,there
was neither reason nor occasion why the lord chancellor
should converse at length or frequently with a knight for
Warwickshire, What really matters is the remark that sup-

port of the catholic cause would in the end earn favour }

from the King., This shows More well aware that for the
present the King's attitude to Throckmorton was likely to
be very different, that the present policy was hostile to
the catholic cause, and that he himself was involved in
trying to change that policy. Throckmorton's testimony sup-
ports Cromwell's allegations, and between them they place
More firmly with one of the political groups of the time,
that organised to oppose the King's Great Matter and to sup-
port the cause of Catherine and Rome. There is no doubt
that the King and others were well enough aware of More's
opinions and heard them expressed ; it is another question
whether at this early date they knew of his share in the
"conspiracy"., As More told Chapuys in 1531, he wished to
retain his usefulness as a proponent of the organisation's
policy by avoiding all suspicion of contact with the group.
Until 1532 he succeeded sufficiently in retaining the King's
trust to make his continued stay in office, however dis-
tasteful, worth while,
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tion, had throughout stood forth as the champion of cleri-
cal liberties., But why More, unless he too had resisted
more strenuously than the rest? The Submission was extorted
after much public and private struggling in Convocation and
Council ; if Dr Kelly is right in thinking that it was "an
unexpected and precipitate development" of May 1532 (60),
there is no need to doubt that More, with the bishops,would
right to the end have supposed the issue insufficiently set-
tled and could justly have continued argument and opposition
for as long as a shadow of hope remained.On the other hand,
in the light of the evidence assembled in all the articles
cited, it looks as though the anticlericals on the Council,
guided by Cromwell, had all along intended to obtain dras-
tic concessions by means of the Supplication. The Submission
may have come as a sudden and unwelcome development to More,
but that is not to say that his opponents were not looking
for something like it from the first.

. Thus More resigned, after a last battle in which he had
finally jeopardised what remained of the King's favour. The
first chapter of Magna Carta was wiped off the book ; the
liberties of the English Church were destroyed. Surely the
whole of More's career as chancellor now hangs together. He
had taken office when Wolsey's removal opened some prospect
of rational reform, but also at a time when the King's de-
termination to get rid of Catherine showed to all thinking
men that Church and clergy were likely to be in much dan-
ger. He dreaded heresy with a hatred that in so reasonable
and balanced a man strikes one as a trifle abnormal (61).
Thus he hoped to use his office, as best he might, to stand
guard over the things in which he believed : the orthodox
faith and the liberties of the Church., In so far as he op-
posed the Divorce, he did so because he thought the King's
legal case bad and because he dreaded the larger conse~
quences ; it is not easy to see simply a defender of Queen
Catherine in the man who '"would not deny to swear to the
succession" of Anne Boleyn's issue but could not take the
oath tendered in April 1534 because it implied denial of
the pope's supremacy (62). So he employed himself in the
detection of heresy, and he lent his aid and authority to
that group of dissentients who hoped to organise opposition
and seem to have had some success in the House of Commons.
At the same time, of course, he tried to apply the brake in
the Council and may have been partly responsible for the ab-
sence of any clear-cut policy in those years (63). But he
was never either a reckless man or a really subtle politi~
cian, and the role he had chosen did not suit him too well,
From early in 1531 at the latest, bywhich time Thomas Crom-
well was increasing his influence at court, More realised
that he was losing the battle, Nevertheless he stayed at
his post ; the cause of the Church demanded one last effort
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