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John Hooper and the Origins

of Puritanism
(Continued)

'HE journey from Ziirich to London took the Hoopers and
their party seven weeks. Their way lay through Basle and
then down the Rhine to the sea. The party was joined at Basle
by Martin Micron,®? a Flemish physician, in exile on account of
his Protestant beliefs and now bound for England. At Strasbhourg
Hooper found that Bucer was about to leave for an unknown
destination—a refugee in the face of the Interim which the
Emperor Charles V was forcing upon his empire. Although Hooper
did not at that time know of Bucer’s destination he soon dis-
covered it, for Bucer®® too was on his way to England. In Cologne
the party came across Jan Utenhove who, like-Micron, was an
exile from Ghent on account of his faith. It was on this occasion
that Hooper wrote to Bullinger commending Utenhove to him that
he may “observe the mode of administering the Lord’s Supper,
which, as it is most simple among you, so is it most pure.”® We
shall meet Utenhove again in England.

As Hooper neared England the rumours of what was going
on there reached him and the news did not please him. Peter
Martyr® and Bernadino Ochino® were there, neither of whom it
seemed were in line with the Ziirich teaching to which Hooper
hoped to convert England, although they were certainly not
Lutherans as Hooper suggested.’” Further news reached him that
Bucer had now arrived in England but that John A’Lasco®® was no
longer there. This was a double blow, for Hooper had already been
in conflict with Bucer about the doctrine of the Eucharist, whilst
A’Lasco, who was at that time a Zwinglian, would have been a
strong supporter. The prospect for Hooper in England was un-
certain and as he neared his destination letters went to Bullinger
and to Pellican® asking for copies of their writings and sermons.
This request occurs in almost every letter that Hooper wrote to
Ziirich. He was concerned that if he was to fire the artillery in
England the ammunition should'be made in Ziirich. It was a
determined, if somewhat apprehensive, Hooper that landed in
London on May 16th, 1549. The exile had come home and lost no
time in setting about his mission.
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V. Hoorer IN LoNDON

His first experiences were scarcely encouraging. He carried a
letter from Bullinger to Cranmer and delivered it to the Arch-
bishop. The reception was cold. “He did not vouchsafe a single
word either respecting yourself or your most godly church,”®
wrote Hooper to Bullinger on May 31st. It was not to be wondered
at, for Bucer had just arrived in England and was already at Cran-
mer’s elbow. In addition Hooper had already become involved in a
controversy over his claim that equal liberty of divorce should be
allowed both to the man and woman on the occasion of adultery.’®*

The situation he found in English church practice did not
help matters. Things were far indeed from Hooper's ideal. It is
true that England under the leadership of the Duke of Somerset
had moved a considerable way towards the institution of Protestant
doctrine and practice in the years since the death of Henry VIII,
but nothing like far enough for the Ziirich sympathisers. On June
4th, 1549, Richard Hilles, the merchant, now in England wrote :
“We have an uniform celebration of the Eucharist throughout the
whole kingdom, but after the manner of the Nurenberg churches
and some of those in Saxony, for they do not yet feel inclined to
adopt your rites respecting the administration of the sacraments.”®
The 1549 Prayer Book had recently been published in which the
eucharistic service carried the title “ The Supper of the Lord, and
the Holy Communion, commonly called the Mass ” and the instruc-
tion concerning the celebrating priest was ‘“ The priest that shall
execute the Holy Ministry shall put upon him the vesture appoin-
ted for that ministration; that is to say, a white alb plain with a
vestment or cope . . . In addition, the Prayer Book instructed the
priest to stand “ afore the midst of the altar.” The retention of the
word ‘mass,” the vestments, and the assumption of the existence
of an altar would not be pleasing to the Ziirich supporters. Hooper
discovered also that the liberty of preaching was limited by the
bishops, of whom by no means all were favourable towards the idea
of reform in doctrine and practice and very few, if any, were in-
clined towards the more radical reforms desired by Hooper. But
Hooper was not daunted. Before long he had got himself attached
as a chaplain to the household of no less a person than the Duke
of Somerset and if he could not preach, why then he would lecture.
This is what he did, probably at St. Paul’s Cross, and he did it with
enthusiasm and success. He told Bullinger : “I myself too, as my
slender abilities will allow me, having compassion upon the ignor-
ance of my brethren, read a public lecture twice in the day to so
numerous an audience that the church cannot contain them,”19

It is clear that Hooper lectured on various books of the Bible
and that his concern was that the people should hear the gospel—
yet hear it “ Ziirich fashion.” Martin Micron, who was of course a
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strong supporter of Hooper, gives a picture of the English situation
as seen from the point of view of the Ziirich party.1®* The evan-
gelical gospel is no more than an ember, the bishops are asleep, the
nobility fight and the common people are corrupt. The Lord must
send out faithful labourers into His vineyard. But John Hooper is
there and seems to be fanning the ember of true doctrine into a
blaze by his teaching. Writing to Pellican in Ziirich, Micron said
of Hooper’s lectures : “ But good God, what a concourse of people,
how many lives have been changed . . ., many enemies of the gospel
return to discretion: If the Lord God, in His great goodness, mn-
creases His Spirit in Hooper, I do not doubt but that he will be the
future Zwingli of England.” Hooper's mission had begun in earnest.

It is not surprising that he became involved in controversy. He
was involved almost inevitably, in a clash with the Bishop of Lon-
don, Edmund Bonner,% in whose diocese he was lecturing, and
who viewed with horror the spread of reformed doctrine and
practice in England. But the clash does not appear to have been
instigated so much by Hooper’s preaching as by Bonner’s. The
Greyfriars’ Chronicle records that on Sept. lst, 1549, Edmund
Bonner preached at Paul’s Cross and afterwards was accused before
the Council by two people, a minister named William Latimer and
John Hooper himself.2%® Martin Micron makes plain the basis of
the accusation in a letter to Bullinger. “ The Bishop of London
preached on the 1st September at St. Paul’s to a most numerous
congregation, and maintained with all his might the corporal pres-
ence in the Lord’s Supper, which Hooper had strenuously opposed
in that day’s lecture. The same bishop was ordered in his sermon
to inform the people, that the king is no less to be obeyed as a boy,
than if he were an old man, and that his decrees possessed the same
authority. The bishop omitted to do this.”1%7 It appears that some
of those in opposition to the Reformation during Edward VDP’s
reign adopted the position that laws made during the minority of
a king were invalid.1% It is easy to imagine Hooper, knowing that
Bonner was supposed to make this declaration, seizing the oppor-
tunity of its omission to gain influence with the authorities by
calling attention to the fact. There can be little doubt that the
majority of the Council welcomed the opportunity of silencing
Bonner, and according to the Greyfriars’ Chronicle, Cranmer was
responsible for putting Hooper up to preach at St. Paul’s Cross
where “he spoke much against the Bishop of London.”'% By the
end of September, 1549, Bonner was in prison and it is perhaps not
surprising to find Micron recording that the Archbishop of Canter-
bury had become somewhat more favourably disposed towards
Hooper.''® The latter might clearly be a useful instrument in
certain circumstances.

Hooper did not clash only with the Romanist sympathisers.
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He complained that his lectures were disturbed by the Anabaptists
who attended in large numbers. It is clear that these Anabaptists
had a defective Christology which became known as Hoffmann-
ite'? Hooper indicated that they denied altogether that Christ
was born of the Virgin Mary according to the flesh, and said also
that they believed that a man who is reconciled to God: is without
sin, It is interesting to note that Hooper seems to have been very
successful in dealing with these Anabaptists, for not only did he
write a pamphlet against them but he also was sent down to Kent
and Essex to deal with strong groups of Anabaptists there.*2 It is
certain that Hooper’s lectures were anything but orderly and quiet
and it is recorded that one, Edward Underhill, became known as
* Hooper’s champion » on account of his defence of Hooper against
“raylynge billis cast into the pulpitt.”*

In the late autumn of 1549 Hooper’s progress and safety be-
came endangered by the fall from power of his patron the Duke of
Somerset, who joined Bonner in prison. The man behind this
change was the unscrupulous Earl of Warwick, later created Duke
of Northumberland. For a brief period Hooper was uncertain
‘which way this new Protector would jump. If it had been towards
a reaction in favour of Romanist doctrine and men like Bonner
were set free, then Hooper had no illusions as to what would hap-
pen. If Bonner is restored to his bishopric then, says Hooper, “I
shall, I doubt not, be restored to my country and my father which
is in heaven.”'* But although all lecturing and preaching was
stopped temporarily, permission to continue was soon restored, and
it became plain that Warwick was going to look with favour on the
Protestant -party and notably on extreme Protestants like Hooper.

By the end of the year 1549, seven months after his arrival
from Ziirich, Hooper’s influence in high places had increased
greatly. He can claim that Cranmer “is now very friendly to-
‘wards myself ” and that there are now * more favourers of God’s
word in his majesty’s Council who with activity and courage defend
the cause of Christ.”"11® It is interesting to discover Hooper report-
ing that Cranmer now had some articles of religion to which he
required all preachers and lecturers in divinity to subscribe.
Whether these articles were a first draft of the 42 articles which
were to appear three years later is a matter of conjecture. They
may well have been, especially as we shall see, when Hooper pro-
-duced some articles for his diocese in Gloucester in 1550 he antici-
pated several of the 42. The article which dealt with the Lord’s
‘Supper was reckoned by Hooper to be satisfactory. As far as
Cranmer’s personal opinion is concerned Hooper can go so far as
to say ‘that “now as I hope, Master Bullinger and Canterbury
entertain the same opinions.”18 Whether Hooper was right or not
is very difficult to say, for even today, four hundred years later, the
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question as to Cranmer’s doctrine of the Eucharist is still being
actively argued. In addition to Cranmer, Hooper has by personal
contacts discovered that there are six or seven other bishops who
“ comprehend the doctrine of Christ as far as it relates to the Lord’s
Supper, with as much clearness and piety as one could desire.”*"”
So far so good. But Hooper has his eyes on no less a figure than the
young king, Edward VI. The time was ripe for influence to be
brought to bear directly on the king and how better than by the
dedication of a book to him b Y Bullinger. This suggestion Hooper
passed on to his Ziirich friend.™®

THE SERMONS ON JoNAH

On the afternoon of February 5th, 1550, as Hooper was writ-
ing a letter to Bullinger, a summons came for him from the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury. When Hooper returned after the interview
and took up his pen to continue his letter it was with great excite-
ment that he told his friend that he had been ordered by Cranmer,
in the name of the king and Council, to preach before the ]king
once a week during Lent.’® It was the practice to have a sermon
preached at court each Wednesday and Friday during Lent.
Hooper had been chosen to preach on Wednesdays and Ponet on
Fridays. Here was the opportunity for which Hooper must have
been waiting, and it was one which he seized with both hands to
further his mission. He took for his subject the book of Jonah
because, he told Bullinger, “it will enable me freely to touch upon
the duties of individuals.”*2® These sermons on Jonah,'?* although
trying the patience of the reader with their numerous digressions,
deserve to be studied. They contain in summary form Hooper’s
manifesto for the reformation of England according to the Ziirich
practices. As Latimer had done before him, so Hooper attacked
the social and economic evils of his age, but his chief concern was
to’ present to his influential congregation his ideal of the reformed
church in England. There can be little doubt but that the seven
sermons preached before the king contain the heart of Hooper’s
beliefs and that what he preached to the king and his court was the
same message that he had preached to the crowds of London
citizens at Paul's Cross. It is not possible here to quote extensively
from his sermons, but it is worth recalling and ilustrating once
again how faithfully Hooper had learnt the theological lessons of
Ziirich.

The authority for doctrine and practice is the Bible.

“And this note, Christian reader, that the prophet calleth false and
vain religion vamty So judge thou of every religion that is not con-
tained within the Word of God, to be nothing else than vanity, from
whencesoever it cometh.”
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“For Christ was and is wisdom of the father, and the apostles had
received the Holy Ghost that brought them into all truth : therefore it
must needs follow, their doings and ministration to be most perfect,,
holy and religious.””122

The task of the Christian man is to keep his side of the
covenant.

“But what thing, after the right judgment of the Scripture, chiefly
pleaseth God? Obedience: that is to say, when every man in his

state and his vocation doth the thing he is commanded to do; as it is
written 1 Samuel 13 ‘I desire obedience, and not sacrifice >.”123

As for the comments of the sermons on the Lord’s Supper—
they are legion. Hooper must have strained the patience of his
hearers. by his interminable discussions on the phrase “ this is my
body.” It was in these sermons that Hooper made his demand for
a simple form of administration of the Lord’s Supper with the
congregation sitting around the simple table.

These points we have noted in detail earlier, but certainly the
" pronouncement in these sermons which caused most stir and had
the most immediate and far-reaching consequences was his attack
on an oath and on vestments. These had been prescribed in the
Ordinal published in 1549 by the authority of the bishops. Hooper
said : ;

“ I happened to see of late a certain book for the making of deacons,
priests and bishops, wherein is required an oath by saints; whereat ¥
did not a little wonder. . . . I am led to think it to be the fault of
the corrector in the printing, for two causes: one is, because in the
oath for the bishop is no mention made of any saints; the other cause
is, that in the same book the minister must confess, at the receiving of
his vocaion, that the book of God, the Holy Scripture, to be perfect
and sufficient for the salvation of man, yet do I much marvel that in
the .same book it is appointed, that he that will be admitted to the
ministry of God’s word or his sacraments, must come in white vest-
ments; which seemeth to repugn plainly with the former doctrine that
confessed the only Word of God to be sufficient. And sure I am, they
have not in the Word of God, that thus a minister should be apparel-
led, nor yet in the primitive and best church.”124

The immediate result of this sermon was a summons to Hooper
to appear before the Council. Cranmer reprimanded him severely
for his censure of the oath. It was not in fact a printer’s error, but
may quite possibly have been an oversight on the part of the com-
pilers. Nevertheless the Ordinal was issued with the authority of
the bishops and any challenge to any part of the book constituted a
challenge to their authority. There was a long argument between
Hooper and the bishops. This was but a prelude of things to come.
It was an indication of the different points of view taken by Hooper
and by the bishops. Hooper’s idea of reformation was uncomprom-
ising and absolute—only the doctrine and practice recorded in the
Word of God were permissible.
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OTHER INFLUENCES SUPPORTING HOOPER

(a) Henry Bullinger. Although Bullinger never visited Eng-
land—indeed it seems he scarcely left Ziirich during his whole
lifetime—he carried on a considerable correspondence with
Englishmen and with foreigners in England from the early 1540s
until his death in 1575. During the reign of Edward VI Bullinger
was in close touch with Peter Martyr, the Regius Professor at
Oxford and with a group of Swiss students studying in that univer-
sity and acting as his “ personal representatives ” in England. He also
corresponded with Richard Cox, tutor to the king and Chancellor
of Oxford University. Bullinger’s contact with the ill-fated Lady
Jane Grey is well known and her letters to him, written in perfect
handwriting, may still be seen in the Ziirich Library. He also knew
her father, the Marquis of Dorset, later Duke of Suffolk, and
dedicated his fifth Decade of sermons to him.

We have already noted Hooper’s request that Bullinger should
dedicate a book to Edward VI. Bullinger obeyed with a dedication
of his third and fourth Decades of sermons to the king. When the
young king came to read the dedication at the beginning of the
third series of Decades he would find that the theme of the dedica-
tion was familiar and was one which he had certainly heard many
times before from Hooper and others.

“1 dare boldly avow, that those kings shall flourish and be in happy
case which wholly give and submit themselves and their kingdom to
Jesus Christ . . . acknowledging him to be the mightiest prince and
monarch of all, and themselves his vassals, subjects and servants;
which, finally, do not follow in all their affairs their own mind and
judgment, the laws of men that are contrary to God's commandments

. but do both themselves follow the very laws of the mightiest king
and eternal monarch, and also cause them to be followed throughout
all their kingdom reformmg both themselves and all theirs by the rule
of God’s holy word.”125-

The king received this book favourably and another of Bullinger’s
correspondents, Bartholomew Traheron, informed him that the
king “both loves you and acknowledges the religion of Christ to be
exceedingly well established among you.”*?¢ Before the year 1550
was out these sermons had been translated into English.’?

Encouraged by this favourable reception, Bullinger followed
up with a still more explicit statement in the dedication of the
fourth Decade of his sermons to Edward. He wrote :

‘“ neither are they worthy to be heard, who think that the canonical
scriptures are not plain enough, full enough, or sufficient enough, to
minister a perfect platform of reformation. . . . Proceed, therefore,
proceed, most holy king to imitate the most godly princes and the .
infallible rule of the holy scripture. Proceed, I say, without staying
for man’s authority, by the most true and absolute instrument of
truth, the book of God’s most holy word, to reform the Church of
Christ in England.”128
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Thus was the weight of Bullinger’s personal influence thrown into
the scale in the support of Hooper and his mission.

(b) The Strangers’ Church. The second influence was a group-
of foreign exiles in London. The leader, and the most influential
of this group, was John A’Lasco who returned to England in the
summer of 1550 and who is known to have had “a high regard
for Ziirich.® With A’Lasco were Martin Micron, Jan Utenhove
and Richard Vauville. The members of this group were all strong
and consistent supporters of Hooper and in return sought his help.
A’Lasco’s desire was to be able to establish a foreigner’s church in
London. A letter is preserved from A’Lasco to Utenhove asking
him to arrange for a meeting with Hooper, seemingly to discuss
matters connected with the founding of such a church.”®® There is
a postscript from Hooper added to the original letter accepting the
invitation to this meeting. That Hooper would help them if he could
_was to be expected. His connections with the would-be leaders of
the Strangers’ Church were closer than is sometimes realised.
Martin Micron was very friendly with the Hoopers and lived with
them in London from the time of their arrival together in May,
1549 until the autumn of 1550. Jan Utenhove had also lived for a
time with the Hooper family and Richard Vauville had married
Anne Hooper’s maid Joanna. Hooper was of course known to John
A’Lasco and although there is no evidence of close personal friend-
ship before this meeting in London, it is clear that they found each
other kindred spirits. Then again, apart from his personal connec-
tions with these leaders who desired to gain a charter for the
Strangers’ Church, Hooper would, of course, also find a theological
kinship. These men all were sympathetic towards the teaching and
the practice of Hooper’s beloved Ziirich church, and no doubt
Hooper saw that if a church could be set up in London which
showed in practice the ideas which he had been preaching so vigor-
ously for the last year, then the authorities could scarcely fail to be
impressed. Hooper saw in the Strangers’ Church and its ministers
a very real ally in his mission, :

When this application for a charter came to the Council in
July, 1550, Hooper’s influence on the Council was fairly strong
and, as Cranmer also seems to have favoured the project, the charter
for the church was issued on July 24th.*3' This charter gave per-
mission to them to institute a pure ministry of the Word and sacra-
ments according to the apostolic form—and more remarkable still,
-this Strangers’ Church was to be exempt from all jurisdiction of the
bishops. It is not surprising that some of the bishops, notably
Ridley, Bishop of London, in whose diocese the church lay, objected
to the plan. Ridley himself tended towards extremes in reform.
When he had been Bishop of Rochester he had made a name for
himself as one who replaced altars by tables. On his translation
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to London in April, 1550, to replace the imprisoned Bonner he
continued this work. Hooper had welcomed him as an ally although
claiming that the replacement of altars in London had begun
before Ridley’s arrival.’3 But now this same Ridley was objecting
to two challenges to his episcopal authority. Both these challenges
were connected with Hooper. One was this charter for the Strang-
gers’ Church with Hooper in the background. The other was. the
vestment controversy in which Hooper played the leading réle. It
was not until Ridley could see success in his resistance to the chal-
lenge of the latter that the difficulties in the way of A’Lasco’s
Strangers’ Church were finally removed.

TrHE VESTMENT CONTROVERSY

No essay on Hooper can be complete without some treatment
of the Vestment Controversy. It was in this controversy that the
ultimate logic of Hooper’s principles was first clearly seen, and we,
looking back, can discern that it was clearly a portent of things to
come in English church history.

It is not our purpose to write a full history of the controversy,
which dragged on for nearly a year. We are concerned simply to
give an outline of the events and to indicate Hooper’s principles in
acting as he did. The first move which led to this controversy came
as a direct result of the sermons preached by Hooper before the
king in Lent. At the end of these sermons, at Easter, the Council,
acting on behalf of the king, offered the bishopric of Gloucester. to
Hooper. Hooper refused this office ““ on many accounts * but chiefly
on account of the “ impious oath > which the bishop was compelled
to take at his installation, and of the “ Aaronic vestments* which
the bishops had to wear not only when administering the sacra-
ments, but also at public worship.1%3

The oath to which Hooper objected was that of the king’s
supremacy—not that he objected to the oath of supremacy as such
—but his objection was that the oath ended “so help me God, all
gaints and the holy evangelist.”**¢ This oath, prescribed by the
Ordinal of 1549, which was issued by the episcopal authority, had
already involved Hooper in a clash with Cranmer as we have seen.
Hooper now flatly refused to swear by saints.

Hooper, in addition, objected to wearing all forms of clerical
vestment. The vestments to which he objected were those then in
use in England.’35 These were, for the priest.or deacon officiating
at services other than mass, a loose white gown or surplice. When
officiating at mass, however, they replaced the surplice by a tighter
fitting alb and over this they put a gown with a cross embroidered
on the back. For wear outside the church the priest or deacon
usually wore a black gown and a four-cornered hat. Bishops wore
‘a, scarlet overgown called a Chimere with white linen sleeves and
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underneath it, instead of the surplice, a white garment called a
rochet. :

These two objections of Hooper’s reached the ears of the
king and on May 15th, 1550, Hooper was called before the Council
to state why he should refuse this call to a bishopric. The ensuing
discussion in the Council centred on vestments. There was a long
and stormy debate on the matter in which Hooper was strongly
supported by the Duke of Somerset, lately released from custody.
Eventually it was agreed that the matter of vestments was one of
indifference and the inference seems to have been that it was up
to each individual to decide whether they should be worn or not.*3
This point of view was carried in the Council chiefly, it seems, by
the Duke of Somerset’s influence and against the wishes of almost
a]l the bishops.’3” Nevertheless, it was carried, Hooper’s point was
made and he was to be “freed from all defilement of supersti-
tion,” 38 as' he himself puts it, in his acceptance of the bishopric.
The Council book records simply “ at Grenewiche the XVth Maye
1550. Mr. Hoper was constituted busshop of Gloucester.”?*® Thus
Hooper was now a bishop, at least on paper. There was natural
rejoicing among his supporters and the news was passed to Bullin-
ger in Ziirich, who noted the fact of Hooper’s appointment in his
diary™® and passed on the good news to his friends. On July 11th,
for example, Bullinger ‘wrote to his friend Matthew Erbius that
Hooper had been made Bishop of Gloucester and that “ great things
are expected from him.”41

On July 3rd the patent for the bishopric was issued recording
“grant to John Hoper, professor of theology, of the bishopric of
Gloucester.”*2 Hooper appeared before the king and Council on
July 20th for confirmation of the grant, and the question of the
oath of supremacy rose again. It is reported that the king seeing
that the oath required the recipient to swear by saints, “became
much excited” and said, “what wickedness is here, Hooper? *
Hooper re-emphasised his arguments that a man should swear by
God alone and ‘convinced the king, who struck out the offending
clause with his own pen.® King Edward’s own personal journal
records for July 20th “ Houper was made bishop of Gloucestre.”44
Once again it seemed that Hooper’s problems were settled, but he
was still a. bishop on paper only. The secular authorities had
allowed his objections, but the bishops had by no means accepted
the matter as settled.

The Earl of Warwick wrote to Cranmer on July 23rd on behalf
of the king and Council. In this letter Warwick indicated that
Hooper should be consecrated without the use of the oath.8
Hooper himself took this letter to Cranmer. Cranmer presumably
accepted the matter of the oath but on the question of vestments
he referred Hooper to Ridley who would be responsible for the
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actual consecration. Ridley refused to use any other form of conse-
cration than that which had been prescribed by Parliament, i.e.
that in the Ordinal of 1549, which stated that the elected bishop
should wear a surplice and cope. In other words he refused to
allow the authority of a ceremony put out by the bishops to be
overruled by the objections of one man. Hooper therefore returned
to the Council with this news and on July 30th obtained definite
permission from them to be consecrated “without any supersti-
tion.”148 A letter was therefore sent on August 5th to Cranmer and
the bishops giving them permission to omit certain of the cere-
monies of the consecration which were against Hooper’s con-
seience.’*” Once again Ridley refused. He did more than refuse,
he went himself to the Council and said that it was true that
vestments were matters indifferent, but added therefore they could
be retained and demanded by the Church without any harm to any-
body. This was a different interpretation of the conception of
“things indifferent” than had earlier been agreed upon by the
Council. It would appear that they decided on May 15th that if
a thing was “ indifferent ” it could be left to each individual’s con-
science to decide whether to use it or not. Ridley’s arguments
turned the Council against Hooper who, when he came to the
Council shortly afterwards, found that they would not listen to his
arguments. He therefore requested to be allowed to put his argu-
ments in writing. This request was granted.

During the month of September the point of ‘view of the
bishops became clear.  They refused to. depart in the slightest from:
the form of consecration prescribed. They were in an awkward
position, for as Peter Martyr pointed out when he wrote to Bullinger
later, it was very difficult for the bishops to have the prescribed use
of vestments, put forward by their authority and by that of Parlia-
ment and which had been used for more than a year, now described
as ungodly.1*® The bishops reiterated that vestments were things
indifferent and that therefore it rests with the authorities to decide
whether such things should be used in the church or not.

The bishops were trying to force Hooper to submit to their
ceremonies and such an attitude brought out Hooper’s opposition.
He referred everything to apostolic ceremonies. He denied that
vestments were matters of indifference, for they obscured the
.dignity of Christ’s priesthood and nurtured superstition.*®* Hooper
wrote during September to Warwick to this effect but Warwick by
now had gone over to the bishops’ side and replied that the king
must be obeyed in matters of indifference. Warwick added that
one must avoid placing a stumbling block in the way of the weak,
just as Paul did when he made a vow and was shorn, and when he
circumcised Timothy.1%0 -

The issue was thus clear. The bishops said that vestments were
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things indifferent and on such matters the authorities must decide.
Nominally these were the king and magistrates, but actually they
merely enforced the decisions of the ecclesiastical, i.e. episcopal
authority. Hooper now dented that vestments were things indiffer-
ent and took his stand firmly on the principle that only the practices
of the primitive church as reflected in the Bible should be followed.

In this fixed frame of mind, and at the height of the contro-
versy, Hooper submitted to the Council a statement on October
3rd. This statement has recently come to light.’®* The manuscript
which has been found is not complete but there is enough to show
Hooper’s main emphases. It must, however, be said immediately
that from the point of view of logic the document is very poor.
Ridley, who was told to answer it, had no difficulty at all in point-
ing out the errors of logic and even contradictions, which appear.
Undoubtedly Hooper wrote in the heat of the controversy and when
tempers are aroused logic tends to get lost.

The manuscript bears the heading “ from the book of Hooper
to the king’s counsellors, produced by him, 3rd October, 1550,
against the use of vestments which the Anglican church uses in the
sacred ministry.”'? Then comes Hooper’s main thesis which is as
follows :

“ There is nothing to be had in use in the church which has not either
its authority from the expressed Word of God, or else is of itself, a
thing indifferent, which thing when used, profits nothing and when
omitted does no harm.

“The particular vestments in the ministry do not have the Word of
God unless they are ordained, nor are they, of themselves, things
indifferent. Therefore they ought not to be in use.”153

This absolute appeal to Scripture is what we should expect of
Hooper. From the point of view of a strict appeal to Scripture he
is quite right, that vestments are not ordained in the Word of God.
Hooper’s difficulties, however, began when he tried to define what.
he meant by “things indifferent.” He continues his argument :

“The first part of the argument is so clearly true that it needs mo
proof. Concerning the second part, I would point out that by nature
. . . all things indifferent ought, of necessity, to have these four com-
ditions and properties, otherwise they are not indifferent.”’154

In laying down the four conditions for * things indifferent,” Hooper
clearly had in mind that he was going on to show that vestments
could not comply with these conditions. What Hooper however
succeeded in doing was to produce four conditions which were not
consistent with each other and which made it just about impossible
for any practice to fall into the category of a “ thing indifferent.”
Nevertheless, in spite of the fact that.his four conditions, taken
together are valueless as a definition of a “ thing indifferent,” when
: 3
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taken separately they provide further interesting and clear evidence
of the direction in which Hooper’s teaching was leading him. After
he had stated his four conditions, Hooper then added further ex-
pansion to each point, relatirig these points to the question of vest-
ments in particular. For the sake of clarity, however, as the original
document is confused in the extreme, we will mention each point in
turn together with Hooper’s expanded explanation of it. The
contradictory nature of the conditions, both among themselves and
also for the main thesis given above, will be self-evident and need
not again be remarked upon.

{@) The First Condition.

“ Things indifferent ought to have their origins and foundation in the
Word of God for what cannot be proved from the Word of God is
not from faith, for faith is from the hearing of the Word of God
(Romans 10). Indeed what is not from faith cannot be something
indifferent, but, as the Scripture says, truly is sin (Romans 14).’165

In this condition Hooper strikes once again at the roots of any idea
of practices being allowed in the church which are not vouched
for in the Word. Traditional usage which has grown up in the
church through the years cannot be allowed of itself to sanction
any practice in the church. There must be a complete break with
all tradition which had grown up in medieval times, even in things
indifferent, and an unconditional return to the apostolic practice.

In his application of this condition to vestments Hooper
suggests that the only mention of vestments in the Word is confined
to the Aaronic priesthood, the ceremonies and practices of which
are shown in the apostolic writings to be only types and shadowy
figures. Hooper returns to this point in his second condition.'58

Hooper further tells the Council that people who claim vest-
ments as ¢ things indifferent

_“ought to show us from these books (i.e. the apostolic writings) why
and when some . . . particular vestments ought to be employed in
the ministry, for the adornment of the minister himself or the preserva-
tion of dignity or for some distinction whereby the minister should be
separated from the people, just as formerly it waz ordered by the Lord
in the ministry of the Aaronic priests. But the statutes, books, and
decrees of the apostles and evangelists make no mention of this fact.”157

This application provides evidence, which may be confirmed from
the rest of Hooper’s writings,'5® of Hooper’s view of the ministry.
The minister does not belong to a “ priestly caste” and therefore
he should not wear vestments as if he were a priest. Further, the
task of the minister is to serve the people in the preaching of the
Word and administration of the Sacraments, thus it is not right
that the minister should dress himself up in special vestments in
an attempt to make his office one of superiority. The Aaronic
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priesthood was separated from the people by its priestly office, and
thus priests wore special clothes to indicate this separation. A
Christian minister, however, Hooper implies, should not be thus
separated from the people, he is one of them, his task is a functional
one. When a man becomes a minister there is no question of his
being transferred to a different class in the church, he is simply a
believer who is performing the function of a minister.

Therefore, Hooper concludes, as the writings of the apostles
and evangelists make no mention of the use of vestments in the
gpostohc church, vestments lack the first condition of a thing
indifferent ” and cannot be reckoned as such.

. At the end of his statement on this first condition Hooper sup-
ports his case with quotations from church history.'® Two quota-
tions are taken from Polydore Vergil’s De Inventoribus Librum.
Speaking concerning vestments Polydore says, “ From whencesoever
these things may have originated they altogether refer to Hebrew
rather than apostolic institutions.””1%® Hooper returns to this quota-
tion later. The second quotation is: “At the beginning of the
rising church the priests, when about to conduct divine worship,
were not accustomed to put on any additional garment.”*$! Con-
cerning this appeal to the practice of the early church, Ridley, in
his reply to Hooper, denied the validity of the principle that “it
is not lawful, because they (the early church) did it not.”*62 Ridley
suggested that this doctrine was “ the very mother and wellspring
of many both old and new schisms,”?®® because the result of such
teaching was a failure to consider * the diversity of times concerning
the external ecclesiastical polity, or the true liberty of the Christian
religion in external rites and ceremonies.”?6* Ridley saw the situa-
tion clearly. It was exactly this difference of principle which separ-
ated him from Hooper, and which, in the reign of Elizabeth I
caused some of the Puritans to refuse to conform to the English
church. Ridley and the other bishops could not possibly come to
agreement with Hooper for the two parties started from different
pre-suppositions. Hooper’s pre-supposition was the authority of the
Bible only, Ridley’s was the authority of the Bible together with the
freedom of the Church to institute external rites and ceremonies as
the * diversity of the times “demanded.

(b) The Second Condition. The second condition that Hooper
demands of a “ thing indifferent * is that it should not be compul-
sory but “ that it may be left free for us to use or not to use accord-
ing as.it will seem expedient or inexpedient to the conscience of
the user.”'®® Having said this, Hooper returns to his favourite
theme and defines what is compulsory saying, “ those things which
are commanded by God are of a necessity always to be obeyed and
those things which are prohibited must always of necessity be
avoided and shunned.’®® He then adds a note concerning exegesis :
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“But not only what is ordered or prohibited by the spoken Word of

God, but even all knowledge of the divine will which can necessarily

be deduced and assembled from the collation and comparison of the

scriptures amongst themselves, has power and nature of the divine

will, whether as a command or as a prohibition, provided it agrees

with the nature and symmetry of the faith and Scripture.’167
It is of interest to note that as an example of this Hooper cites
infant baptism which is commanded * not indeed by spoken words
but by the collation of the Scriptures among themselves.”*%®
Obviously this condition and the first, which stated that * things
indifferent ” must have their origin in Scripture, can scarcely stand
together. If all in the Scripture is bound to be followed as God’s
will, there can be no room at all for the category of a * thing
indifferent.”

In the application of the second condition to vestments Hooper
says “vestments lack the second mark and condition of ‘things
indifferent.’” What is prohibited by God can in no way be indiffer-
ent as we pointed out above.”6® He refers to Galatians ii. 18, “ For
if I build up again those things which I destroyed, I proved myself
a transgressor.” On the basis of this text Hooper suggests that-
whoever tries to reinstitute things fulfilled in Christ transgresses the
will of the Lord. He goes on to say that the priesthood of Aaron is
clearly abolished in the priesthood of Christ (Hebrews vii,-10). The
rites, vestments, etc. of the Aaronic priesthood were abrogated.
This priesthood pointed to Christ yet to come. Now Christ had
come and “ those shadows of the Aaronic priesthood cannot consist
together with the priesthood of Christ.”*"® Hence the quotation
from Polydore, to which Hooper refers back, that vestments refer to
Hebrew rather than apostolic institution. If the Aaronic priesthood
cannot consist with the priesthood of Christ “ much less (can) that
Popish priesthood which even by the testimony of their own books
has been derived either from Aaron or from the Gentiles.”*™

(¢) The Third Condition. The third requirement for * things
indifferent *’ is that they ‘““ought to have a manifest and open utility
known in the church, lest they seem to be received in vain or thrust
in by fraud and craft into the church.”’*™ Hooper takes the oppor-
tunity to warn civil magistrates and ministers of the church against
bringing into the church anything which will not contribute to the
building up of that church. Unfortunately, Hooper’s expansion
of this third condition is missing in the manuscript, but it is possible
from Ridley’s reply to gather something of what Hooper wrote.

Hooper apparently suggested that vestments were not “ things
indifferent ” as they had no definite use in the church. He then -
reiterated the suggestion that anyway each person should be
allowed to judge on the matter. Ridley’s reply says * the church
hath received these vestments by lawful authority, and with an
agreeable consent, for causes to them seem to be godly. . . . If every

&
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subject shall be a judge, what profiteth or not profiteth, what order
then shall follow?”'™ Hooper next seems to have gone on and
objected again to ministers wearing vestments on thé grounds that
it separated him from the people. A minister should not be known
by his outer garments and Hooper apparently went so far as to
protest against the distinction implied in the words “ clergy ** and
“laity.” In support of this Hooper probably quoted 1 Peter ii. 9,
“But ye are . . . a royal priesthood,” and explicitly stated his belief
in the literal priesthood of all believers. Ridley’s reply is as follows :

“I do ... count it no more an inconvenience that some be called,
men of the clergy, and some, men of the laity, than in the university,
that some be called ‘scholars’ and some ‘ men of the town’ although
indeed they both dwell within one town. But St. Peter calleth all
men priests. What then, I pray you, will you thereof gather, that all
men must have priests apparel, or one kind of apparel?”17¢

This reply of Ridley’s at this point evaded the issue. Hooper had
.claimed that all believers were priests and that therefore those
believers who were called to exercise the function of the ministry
should not be distinguished from their fellow believers by outward
vestments. Hooper’s point was that the practice should be that
ministers should wear their normal clothing in their ministry. To
suggest, as Ridley does, that the implication of Hooper’s argument
was that all men should wear the same clothes was to miss the
point. The remainder of Hooper’s expansion is too obscure to be
reconstructed with any certainty from Ridley’s reply.

(d) The Fourth Condition. The fourth and last condition
which Hooper stated for a “ thing indifferent * is that it “ ought to
be instituted in the church with a kind of apostolic and evangelical
lenity and freedom, not by a kind of violent tyranny.”*™ Anything
that has been tyrannically enforced and abused ceases to be a
“ thing indifferent.” Once again the expansion of this condition in
which Hooper applies it to vestments in particular is still missing,
but Ridley’s reply can give some idea of what Hooper said. The
logical application of this condition obviously is that the appointed
vestments in use in the English church were not instituted by apo-
stolic lenity but by tyranny; therefore they were not “things in-
different.” This would have been a frontal attack upon the whole
system of ecclesiastical and civil authority in the English church.
Apparently Hooper did not, in fact, draw this logical conclusion
from his fourth condition. But if he did not explicitly draw this
conclusion, Ridley rightly felt that this attack was implicit -in
Hooper's fourth condition. Ridley replied :

“] pray you, who hath appointed now and instituted our vestments

in the church of England; and who have established them? Hath

not the Archbishop with his company of .learned men thereunto

" appointed by the king, his highness, and his majesty’s Council appoin-

ted them? Hath not the king, his majesty, and whole Parliament
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established them? If then this fourth note had been followed as it
was proposed, what would have followed after, the wise may perceive.
And though it follow not in words, yet it is evident what followeth in
meaning.”176

It was clear to Ridley that in Hooper’s challenge to the authority
of the church on the question of vestments there lay the seeds of a
far greater challenge. Ridley and the English bishops fiercely and
successfully resisted Hooper’s challenge but it inevitably came again
in Elizabeth I’s reign with greater force, and then it could not be
beaten off.

The expansion of the fourth condition which Hooper, in fact,
made, as Ridley said, little agreed with the fourth condition. To his
statement concerning the tyrannical imposition of “ things indiffer-

* Hooper merely added: “I dare as well defend the altar
stones, holy bread and holy water, yea and images too, with as good
authority as they defend vestments.”*”” To this statement Rldley
simply rephed ‘ This man putteth no difference between °adia-
phora vera’ and ¢ pseudo diaphora’ as all other men do that write
upon the matter.”’*78

In addition to the four conditions and their expansions Hooper
added three further dangerous points addressed chiefly to the
magistrates. The first point was probably the most dangerous.
Hooper said,

“that (authority) which pertains to the civil state our controversy
does not touch. And so I would not willingly wish the state of this
our controversy to be turned from the ecclesiastical state to the civil
by anyone, which our opponents for the most part do; every one of
them does not willingly suffer the cause to be examined and decided
in their own ecclesiastical council, but power and aid are begged from
the civil authority and from magistrates.”’179

Hooper was daring to infer in a statement to the King’s Council
that the jurisdiction of the civil magistrate did not extend to auth~
ority in the church. This must have savoured very much of Ana-
baptism and no doubt helped to strengthen opposition against
hun 180 Tt was dangerous talk indeed in the England of 1550.

The second point Hooper made was to warn the magistrates
against those who were venturing to persuade them of the value of
vestments. As Ridley said in his reply, this was an attack on all
those ministers “that do allow and approve the order of the Book
of Common Prayer.”81 Hooper did not mince his words but called
them dreamers who wished to retain “the shows of vestments in
the church . . . for the purpose of preserving utility, decorum and
rank in the ministry »182 He warns the magistrates that the result
will be “ an ensuing scorn of the magistrates and the greatest lessen-
ing of their authority in civil administration and government.”#*
Hooper continues the attack on the support of the vestments,
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** O children of this world wiser in your generations than the children
of light (St. Luke 16: 8), you who can persuade the magistrates so
easily that adversaries are friends, and friends adversaries, and (persu-
ade them) . . . to protect, to sustain, to embellish and defend your
superstitious and blind church . . . more than the perfect and enlight-
ened church of the apostles.”184

Such an attack can hardly have helped Hooper’s cause, but it
represents an impassioned plea to the Council for a more thorough
reformation and a return to the simplicity and perfection of the
apostolic church,

Hooper’s third point is that he will maintain his position unto
death. He challenges his opponents to take up their cause and to
uphold it in the sacred volume of the Bible, because, he says, © the
book is both yours and mine, your judge and mine.””'#® He goes on
to say that he will be willing to be punished by death,

“if I do not prove my cause to be good and your cause to be bad,
either according to the example of the church of the apostles, or the
church of anyone else which, in this our age, is administered according
to the Word of God.”

Hooper no doubt had in mind to point to the Ziirich church as an
example of the latter.'#8

These then are the main points of the document which Hooper
submitted to the Council on October 3rd, 1550. That it is -confused,
illogical, repetitive and contradictory when considered as a whole
is undeniable. Nevertheless, in its individual clauses which argue
for the absolute authority of the Bible in all matters, a return to the
simplicity of the apostolic church, the freedom of judgment for the
individual, the literal interpretation of the priesthood of all be-
lievers, and even for the freedom of the church from magisterial
control, added evidence is provided that in the Vestment Contro-
versy between Hooper and the English episcopal bench there can
be seen many of the seeds of English Puritanism.

As a result of Hooper’s document to the Council, Ridley was
gent for by the Council on October 6th, and sharply told this
controversy had gone far enough and should cease. Ridley asked
permission to put in writing his point of view in answer to Hooper’s
document. This permission was granted’®” and Ridley went away
to reply to Hooper.

In the meantime Hooper was attempting to rally support to
his cause. A’Lasco and the Strangers’ Church were on his side.
That he knew. In fact A’Lasco wrote a letter, probably about this
time,. to Cranmer mentioning two points.’®® The first point con-
tained an argument for the abolition of kneeling at the Lord’s
Supper, the second point argued for the abolition of vestments.
Hooper sought also the support of Peter Martyr and Martin Bucer.
On October 17th he wrote to both these men and sent the letter by
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a messenger first to Martyr in Oxford and then to Bucer in Cam-
bridge. In his letter to Bucer Hooper said : “ You will understand
from this dispatch the cause which has involved me in strife. 1
entreat you to be good enough to give it a single perusal and if
you find anything amiss, I pray you to point it out to mie by
letter”'8® Hooper waited anxiously in London for their replies.

On October 19th Ridley came to the Council with his reply
to Hooper’s submission of October 3rd. Hooper was also present
and there was a violent scene between the two men. Hooper was
refused a copy of Ridley's reply. But he remained stedfast in his
opposition to “ all relics of popery.”®®

About a month later Hooper received the replies from Martyr
and Bucer.®® Neither of these two would take his side. Both
agreed that it would be a good thing if the church was restored to
the apostolic simplicity but they also both agreed that vestments
were not a matter worth disputing about, for as Martyr wrote : “ If
we would first suffer the gospel to be spread abroad and to take
deep root, perhaps men would better and more easily be persuaded
to take away these outward garments.”’®> From these replies it is
clear that Hooper had used very much the same basic arguments in
his dispatch to Martyr and Bucer as he had in his submission to the
Council of October 3rd. So by the end of November Hooper found
himself opposed by everyone of note except A’Lasco. But he re-
mained firm.

Soon Hooper’s troubles increased, for the Council, by now no
doubt thoroughly convinced by Ridley that Hooper was in the
wrong, commanded him * to keep his house, unless it were to go to
the bishop of Canterbury, Ely, London or Lincoln, for counsel or
satisfaction of his conscience . . . and neither to preach nor read
{i.e. expound the scripture) till he had further licence from the
Council.”? The date of this command is not known but it was
probably about the beginning of December. Soon after this Hooper
wrote a brief and pathetic letter to Bullinger indicating the danger
he was in and remarking that only A’Lasco stood by him.'®* Hooper
further increased the danger of the situation by writing and publish-
ing A4 Godly Confession and Protestacion of the Christian Faith
made and set furth by Jhon Hooper.® In this confession there is
a lengthy statement of his views on magistrates and repudiation of
the views of the Anabaptists. This was no doubt a result of
accusations made against him on account of the extreme views he
-gave in his submission of October 3rd. ‘The dedication of the con-
fession was to the king and is dated December 20th. It is perhaps
some indication of the interest which the controversy had aroused
that two editions of his confession were published in the last ten
days of 1550.

Hooper had asked for trouble by this act of publication, and
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he got it. The entry for January 13th, 1551, in the Acts of the
Privy Council records,® * This day Mr. Hooper, bishop-elect of
Gloucester, appeared before the Council touching his old matter of
denial to wear such apparel as other bishops.” As Hooper had
failed to keep his house as ordered, and as he had published his
Godly Confession and as he was stedfast in the matter of not wear-
ing the bishop’s vestments “ he was now committed to the bishop.
of Canterbury’s custody, either there to be reformed or further to
be punished as the obstinacy of his case requireth.”

In spite of attempts by Peter Martyr to dissuade him Hooper
remained firm in his stand. The Council were thus faced with the
question what to do next. Cranmer reported to them that Hooper
was immovable. They therefore decided upon drastic action. The.
entry for January 27th, 1551 records,’®? “ Upon a letter from the
Archbishop of Canterbury, that Mr. Hooper cannot be brought to
any conformity and coveteth to prescribe orders and necessary laws
of his head, it was agreed he should be committed to the Fleet.”
On the same day a letter was sent from the Council to the warden
of the Fleet Prison to receive the said Mr. Hooper and to keep him
from conference of any person saving the ministers of that house,”1%8"

So at the end of January, 1551 Hooper found himself in prison.
His imprisonment only lasted just over a fortnight. On February
15th he wrote a letter of surrender to Cranmer. It was a complete
and sudden capitulation. The possibility of the arrival of letters
from Switzerland influencing this decision suddenly to abandon
his position cannot be ruled out.’®® To this must be added another
influence, and one which has been almost entirely ignored by writers
on the Vestment Controversy. This influence lies in the fact that
the next step the authorities probably intended to take was to put
Hooper to death. Evidence for this is found in John Foxe’s Acts
and Monuments. It is, however, only to be found in the Latin
edition of his work published in Basle in 1559 and did not come
through into the more accessible English translation of Foxe’s book.
In the 1559 edition Foxe wrote of Hooper's capitulation, ‘

“ Thus ended this theological quarrel in the victory of the bishops,

Hooper being forced to recant; or, to say the least, being constrained

to appear once in public attired after the manner of the other bishops;

"which, unless he had done, there are those who think the bishops

would have endeavoured to take away his life; for his servant told me

the Duke of Suffolk sent word to Hooper, who was not ignorant of
what they were doing.’’200
This was written only some eight years after the events, and, as
the context indicates, Foxe’s informant was Hooper's own servant.
There seems thus no reason to doubt the authenticity of the report.
In his letter to Cranmer Hooper wrote,

“T now acknowledge the liberty of the sons of God in all external
things: which I affirm and believe, neither that they are impious in
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themselves, nor that any use of them is impious in itself, only the
abuse, which can be pernicious to all of those who use them super-
stitiously or otherwise evilly . . . together with Dr. Bucer, Dr. Martyr
and all godly and learned men.'20:

Hooper adds that his motive for this surrender is not “ dissimula-
tion, or fear, or any other motive, than for the church.”202 This was
indeed a change of heart. Hooper now agreed that vestments were
not in themselves impious and that therefore they could be used in
the church. Only when they were used in connection with false
and superstitious doctrines were vestments evil. '

Hooper was faced wiih the choice of spending his life in prison
—perhaps even of being put to death—or of capitulating and being
allowed to continue his work for the kingdom:of God. As Foxe
says, “ What was Hooper to do? The matter itself was not really
worthy of death.”?®® Hooper gave in, and was received back into
the friendship of the bishops and authorities. He was consecrated
Bishop of Gloucester on March 8th. It was, however, conceded to
him that he should wear the prescribed vestments only at his conse-
cration, or when preaching before the king, or in his cathedral, or
in any other public place. On all other occasions he should dress
as he wished.?%¢ ‘ ’

Hooper’s protest against vestments was not just the whim of a
stubborn man; it was far more than that. It called for a more
thorough reformation according to the Word of God, a clearer
break with the medieval Roman traditions and a practical recogni-
tion of the theory of the priesthood of all believers, It was a con-
scious effort on Hooper’s part to fulfil his mission and bring the
English church into line with the Swiss church he had come to love.
In this connection it should not be forgotten that this same Swiss
church was, as Knappen says, “The one continental protestant
group which gave signs of rising above national limitations to
something of the power . . . of its medieval predecessor.” Hooper’s
challenge “ was an appeal from the narrowing Erastianism of Eng-
land to something better.”2%% Hooper did not succeed and that was
the end of the Vestment Controversy—for the moment. The
bishops and their authority had apparently won a resounding
victory. But this same challenge, first presented to the. English
episcopal authority by Hooper, was taken up by others in the reign
of Elizabeth I, and then it had far reaching and lasting results in
English Puritanism.

(To be concluded)
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175 I.T.S., p. 197, lines 28-30. .

178 Bradford, Vol. 11, pp. 387-8, It is interesting to note the seventeenth
century historian Fuller on the Vestment Controversy. He writes: “In a
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between England and Spain, Vol. 10, pp. 261, 254, 591, and 593.

181 Bradford, Vol. I1, p. 379.
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‘the date of this letter. It is only mentioned in a letter from Calvin to
‘Bullinger dated March 4th, 1551. We cannot be certain that this letter
‘which Calvin tells Bullinger he has written “recently” to Hooper reached
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74, and G. C. Gorham, op cit, p. 241. It is definite that Bullinger wrote to
Hooper in the middle of January, 1551. This letter passed -through Stras-
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Knappen, op cit, p. 84.
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Sing With The Understanding, by G. R. Balleine. (Independent

Press, 10s. 6d.)

To the stream of books on hymns now flowing from the presses
this publication adds one which may warmly be commended to
members of congregations and those who conduct worship. The
author takes forty-one well-known hymns, tells their stories and
expounds their meaning. One of the tasks he has set himself is to
unravel obscurities—such as “ Each sweet Ebenezer,” the “sons’
‘which are borne away by time’s “ everlasting stream,” the “ anoint-
ing Spirit,” the “sevenfold gifts ”—which must puzzle the majority
-of worshippers. In this, Mr. Balleine has rendered a valuable
service. Indeed the whole book, which is based on thorough know-
ledge and most interesting to read successfully fulfils the author’s
purpose and, if used rightly and w1dely, will contribute to more
mntelhgent and worshipful congregational singing.

Granam W. HucHes.





