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Economic Problems of the Church: 
Why the Reformation Failed in Ireland

by STEVEN G. ELLIS

T he present paper is intended as a contribution to the recent debate 
on the failure of the Irish Reformation. It commences with a 
critical surnmarv of the modern historiography of the subject, 

which serves alsoTo hignTignTa^potrntially significant imbalance between 
the early and later Reformation periods in the identification and 
exploitation of relevant source material by historians. Arguably, the 
nature of the evidence hitherto deployed goes far towards explaining the 
dimensions of the present controversy. The paper addresses this 
controversy mainly in two ways. First, it aims to draw attention to, and 
analyse, a neglected source compilation which is of central importance in 
assessing the reasons for the failure of the Irish Reformation. Second, and 
partly in order to establish the full significance of this evidence, it seeks to 
develop a wider perspective from which to assess the potential for, and

1 »*_,. -v .- .v - --1- - . - -1     < >r,X - -  - ... ^IIBM^ i-5w«a;»**x-.

chronology of, religious change in Ireland.
. . ,. - - ..<?/. -'a .--P.. -..- : «*>-, __ O -1- -  -. .- . .

I

The past twenty years have witnessed something of a renaissance in. the 
history of Tudor Ireland. A glance through bibliographies on the subject 
discloses that, since 1968, at least _a dozen major books - monographs, 
surveys and collections of essays   and over^ forty pajnphlets and 
substantial articles have been published which deal primarily with aspects 
of the subject. For a small research field, this is a major achievement. Two 
prominent and novel features of this revival have been the attention

' '

IMS = Irish Historical Studies ; Arch. Hib . = Archivium Hibernicum ; Anal. Hib . = Analecta
Hibernica;TCD = Trinity College, Dublin; CSPI = Calendar of State Papers, Ireland, 1603-6;
LP = Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry 17//; PROI = Public Record Office of
Ireland
I wish to thank Mr Vincent Carey, Dr Brendan Bradshaw and Professor Karl
Bottigheimer for their comments and criticisms of an earlier version of this paper.
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devoted to the fate of the Tudor Reformation there and the important role 
of formal debate among historians in advancing our understanding of 
developments.

It is, of course, understandable that sixty years ago, in the aftermath of 
political partition and civil war and at a time when religious differences 
were a significant source of civil unrest, professional historians should 
have been reluctant to embroil themselves in debates about the potential 
for religious reform in sixteenth-century Ireland and the reasons for, or 
advisability of, the policies pursued by the Tudor government. This 
reluctance was reinforced by the growth in the 19308 of the so-called new, 
scientific history with its emphasis on the disinterested pursuit of the facts. 1 
In consequence, for over thirty years Irish Reformation studies advanced 
little beyond the investigation of what happened, about which the facts 
had been assembled in convenient and scholarly form by R. D. Edwards. 2 
Beyond this, the confessional historians of the day felt able to agree only 
on the unsuitability of Irish conditions to the Tudor Reformation and the 
unremitting local opposition to its imposition there. 3 The utter failure of 
the Reformation to take root in Ireland was thus neatly contrasted jfljjjh 
the situation in England, for which an equally determinist argument 
posited a rapid Protestant breakthrough. 4

It is a truism that each generation rewrites its own history; and by 1968 
there were arrowing indications.of dissatisfaction with an interpretation

-t^~ ' ' '• *->• • " - -....-... —^rfcarfv.— ."Mj»*- ^.-..- . -M-'--»"!-- -r-J- — • - - i-

which refused even to consider the possibility of Protestant success and
r*L ' ' ' - ' ""-*- 4j . -«• ^y . - ,_ ,A ,. »*- ' * -**"* - ri „, ---.-_--.-•- Sfc.

which dismissed partial conformity as mere time-serving. Over the next
,__——«í* --.-_ -T - - .«..*. i»w - =f j£*r ' .- -^- ... -... . .- -J-J

ten years, Brendan Bradshaw almost single-handedly demolished the 
previous interpretation. He demonstrated, instead, that in^English Ireland 
the impact of the Henrician Reformation was not altogether different 
from that in outlying parts of England. Crucially, in explaining .th^s 

"partial success, he established trie existence of ̂ native reform movement 
among the Englishry of Ireland. Historiographically, the heart of this 
reinterpretation was Bradshaw's magisterial account of The Dissolution of 
the Religious Orders in Ireland under Henry VIII. 5 By exploiting both the 
surviving records of the Dublin administration relating to the dissolution 
-jury presentments, inquisitions and surveys, financial accounts and 
patent rolls - as well as documents emanating from ecclesiastical sources 
and the ubiquitous state papers, he provided j_roundecL picture, ojLthe 
state_ of the pre-Reformation religious orders and the .impact of the 
dissolution^on both^Church and^ society, Bradshaw's second book also

1 I owe these points to conversations with Professor David Quinn about his recollections 
of the academic environment of Irish historians in the 19305.

2 Church and State in Tudor Ireland: a history of the penal laws against Irish Catholics, 
1534-1603, Dublin 1935.

3 Ibid. Cf. G. V. Jourdan, in W. A. Phillips (ed.), History of the Church of Ireland, 3 vols, 
London 1933-4.

4 See now Christopher Haigh, 'The recent historiography of the English Reformation', 
repr. in idem (ed.), The English Reformation Revised, Cambridge 1987, 21-6.

5 Cambridge 1974.
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focused on the Henrician period. It attempted, inter alia, to set the local 
response to the Tudor Reformation iri_th£_wid£r_jQQjitexLof the Irish 
intellectual environment of the period .rAlong withbsome related specialist 
articles, 7 these works collectively provided a major^ re-evaluation of 
Jienrician policy towards Irelanc}.

Much of this work also had profound implications for the later Tudor 
period and beyond; and, as a kind of postscript, Bradshaw mounted a 
series of historical skirmishes forward in time, 8 in which he elaborated on 
ideas and remarks made elsewhere. The_reigns of Edw.ard, vi and Mary 
were characterised^as a transitional phase in Tudor policy towards 
Ireland. The gradual introductiorrunder'Edward vi of an unambiguously 
Protestant religious settlement elicited *ari increasinffly*equivbVaI response

^^*""1 • - - > wH a »C9W * *£**" •' '" ' ' -T»"*-*- **iW, * !*• P r F** f T^Jr-** jj^^* • . , -A n'i»r

from the local community. And Bradshaw linked Lord 'Deputy St Leerer's
~" - "* •"  " - * " <".,..,' .:-- --. I i J jg^ -. . O

final .recall in i^^6 r and the drift towards a more coercive political
!V*» *C- I --r ,--,<-*••#*. PI»

strategy, with the^restoration gf Catholicism under Mary, and the 
opportunity thereby provided for the establishment of the..Counter- 
Reformation. He argued that in Ireland the official reform campaign was 
greatly hindered when latent tensions in the movement developed into a 
deep division between advocates of persuasion and coercion. This

' ~ '''""i TrB"rwi jrTjujiLJ icff, w&írJ&' >* ft* <- • •- sr*iv- - • ••--.-=;- - - "' is I, >;•* ^9^ Kiti'""^ •- •***-'-- ^*£v>x*

ultimately proved Jatal, he suggested, when the_spj|t between ̂ advocates of 
rival reform strategies became associated with another political division
**--. •;"••****"-"»—i"-"'>«iw --..-,.,.. W..^. ,. ._ -.»»*«»• »• . .«x:. •---,-..sj . -.MMprt^aga.^-.^y»^) J a «. * ^* •«

which promoted an increasing polarisation in government between Old
——^^——^jl^- ———i-t-;-.--~ — - « ,*-i-«- - í^- • flS««f SfK«S ^ • , «•'y^.KISm •*"' -.-•-,•'••' '•• J*!-^- Kt XS %-

Endish and New English politicians. By the i^VOs, therefore, at a time
O - • * aj. - ^ »»V Jtar-v * x.^:,.,, ' <J I ' ' -

when the Elizabethan settlemehT was consolidating its hold in England, 
the attitude of the Old English in Jreland was 'firmly fixed in recusancy'. 9 

As ívTíchólas Canny has pointed out, 10 the assumptions underlying 
Bradshaw's discussion of these two phases of the Irish Reformation differ 
significantly. The discussion of the Henrician phase admits the possibility

Í? i i • """^ i "** • i .•*?—««<. «•. =* - •"*• „ "! _
of eventual success and examines the implementation ,ot the relorm

«i»^******-..'-•«- - , :•>•-. • . US- •' • ff • ^ • . - .- ..._•- 1- - -Tl '?<>-_...,,,

programme: in the later phase the discussion centres on the evidence £or 
failure and the reasons for it v A further important difference, however,
concerns the quality of the evidence underpinning the discussion of the.. _...  *  -  --    '-  » --t * i <~>
two phases. The treatment of the Dissolution - the most radical and

6 The Irish Constitutional Revolution of the Sixteenth Century, Cambridge 1979.
7 'The opposition to the ecclesiastical legislation in the Irish Reformation Parliament', 

IHS xvi (1968-9), 285-303; 'George Browne, first Reformation archbishop of Dublin, 
1536-1554', this JOURNAL xxi (1970), 301-26; ' Cromwellian reform and the origins of the 
Kildare rebellion, 1533-4', TRHS, 5th ser. xxvii (1977), 69-93.

8 'The Edwardian Reformation in Ireland 1 , Arch. Hib. xxvi (1976-7), 83-99; 'The 
beginnings of modern Ireland', in Brian Farrell (ed.), The Irish Parliamentary Tradition, 
Dublin 1973, 68-87; 'Fr. Wolfe's description of Limerick, 1574', North Munster Antiquarian 
Journal xvii (1975), 47~53: 'The Elizabethans and the Irish', IHS xlvi (1977), 38-50; 
'Sword, word and strategy in the Reformation in Ireland', Historical Journal xxi (1978), 
475-502; '" A treatise for the Reformation of Ireland, 1554-5 "', Irish Jurist, NS xvi (1981), 
299-315; 'The Elizabethans and the Irish: a muddled model', IHS xx (1981), 233-43.

9 Bradshaw, 'Fr. Wolfe's description', 50.
10 'Why the Reformation failed in Ireland: une question mal posee\ this JOURNAL xxx 

(1979), 423-50, esp. pp. 4*4-5-
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visible departure of the Henrician (Churchjr _ _ 
is baseoT^lrii^:^^
whereas that of the later phase apparently confines itself to a survey of the 

*most obvious printedjpurces and jrtate j>aper§. This is hardly surprising, 
because the later articles were very evidently a provocative and 
preliminary survey aimed at stimulating more detailed research. 
Unfortunately, although they provoked a lengthy response, they have so 
far failed in tliejr^jr^m objective. 11

Caimy's reply, ' Why the Reformation failed in Ireland: une question 
mal posée', 12 provided valuable evidence of indigenous support fpr^the 
Elizabethan Church from both Gaefíc^anc^Olp!J^^ Yet, 
in other respects the intervention was less helpful. Karl Bottigheimer 
argued in a stimulating rejoinder that, particularly by his choice of 
title, Canny implied that the reasons for failure were a question 
not worth exploring. Yet Canny^s_ evidence does not disprove the 
question's relevance ; 13 it simply'cjialienges Bpidgfcaw^s particular answer. 
In other respects, too, the reply was something"of j^^Ístrggíjgn. It 
considered the Irish reform campaign largely in isqlatiqn^frpm the wider 
context of Tudor planning" ^ol^nfpirqenierjLt. And this distortion was 
further" reinforcecf by viewing the Irish Reformation f_ as an gxtcndgd 
process which spanned several centuries and whose outcome jcmaiireid rin 
dou.bt.even into the nineteenth century. Such an interpretation implies 
that the Irish Reformation was a very different movement from the Tudor 
Reformation elsewhere because, outside^ Jreland,, ihe..issue is evejrywherc 
regarded as having been decicted largely by 1600. Moreover, the
* V '-*'"  '*"--.- .   TPTex - '>'-  3-^ :iu-y r^y*:, ^»^^-~rt-^i-«c--*-- 5W^'- *-     ---_-  « - .,- > « 

disappointingly narrow raJigiLCJL;5£)!I2I£££ employed oy Canny leaves his 
interpretation open to the same criticisms as Bradshaw's later surveys. 
Even if we could isolate the ex parte statements in the state papers from the 
more informed or impartial reports on religious conditions, the selective 
citation of general impressions by government officials in support of an 
argument is an inadequate evidential basis on which to rest our 
judgements, particularly in a society so politically polarised as was 
Elizabethan Ireland.

In fact, Bottigheimer's rejoinder, supported by the recent work of Alan
Ford and P. J. Corish, argues convincingly that, in the hal£cerÍLtury fifoir/
1590, the evidence that the Irisri^^Reforrnatiogi was ever^^^g, ip^ijnf

j[rc>^iri^^(^^j^pfe[rj^. Tnere is, ToF instance, abundant evidence that

11 This is not to say that nothing has since appeared on the Tudor Reformation in 
Ireland. Yet the-most substantial new work, Alan Ford, The Protestant Reformation in Ireland, 
1590-1641, Frankfurt am Main 1985, is primarily concerned with the later period, and 
other works are chiefly surveys, notably the articles by Dr Colm Lennon, ' The Counter- 
Reformation in Ireland', and Dr Alan Ford, 'The Protestant Reformation in Ireland', in 
Ciaran Brady and Raymond Gillespie (eds), Natives and Newcomers: the making of Irish 
colonial society, 1534-1641, Dublin 1986; and P. J. Corish, The Irish Catholic Experience: a 
historical survey, Dublin 1985, ch. iii. 12 Art. cit.

13 Karl Bottigheimer, 'The failure of the Reformation in Ireland: une question bien 
posee\ this JOURNAL xxxvi (1985), 196-207.
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Catholic jTTJ^n^^ r^-establishing its K _own 
resident ecclesiastical authority based on bishops and vicars-general fand

__ " " m " Illl "1 • _,-^- -'•-• ' ••"••'-- •'- -*- ——— . —— ~——,f „•- -I .....-.-..- - O-——— -- •-•'•• ——— >»

among Anglican clergy there waswidespread .dismay and despair bothLat" . ' . — t»-*^S«.w,»...- .-. -.^-.--i^wa-- ... X- L „. •. %;-Vf.*... t ;..rv^ <í^víK.^. r^v.jSíj5)J9a^:..,.

ble:.s|%te of the Church*of Ireland and at the^ unconcealed 
e^ Moreover, the growing polarisation of * 
ir|i,op in Ireland, which is likewise well documented, "also* 

greatlyincreased the reformers' task, since genera] recusancy_prccludcd r
reliance on the traditionaltTudor ^traj^^oJ^í-nieSmglhe jpje.ssures.JojF 

*^ , ^j^^jjjy^ {0 ^ccornjDlishi Ljartijga^uaf movement to inward 
Finally, Ford's admirable study of ThTPfoíestant Rffórmalion in 

Ireland, 1590-1641 has demonstrated, crucially, that, while the general
"3

edquality and qualifications of Church of Ireland ministers improvéc
^*»m**m iijii !• nrjOTi. n .^^«^Mi»^M«MrM>^<tfaVM<.iU»>»F»:/'---^ -•'.--' '•'-^•- ""> ' t'" ' ''- 1 •' •• '•W**'****!'.- '' '• ' v-^ :-«" ^considerably in the early Stuart period, their numbers were , quite

' ^ fc*^^^^'llaJrt»V'*TMlf''"^^"^^-^^^'^^t^^^'^^^'^'^j

the resources of the I rish Church
nad been so re^uce^^^toLj^y mg|Tnrcr^
Collectively, these works suggest U^2ii'''^T^^^^i^!<^^m<cm of the 
Tudor period should yet reveal the reasons for the overall failure of the 
Irish Reformation Indeed, Bottigheimer was careful to state that his 
arguments were gc^jB&ajj&^^ changes ""1 
had occurred earlier' than the i^qos. 16 The present paper contends that />0a;aiy*ap«»,i»ij-rw^^y"i J .,'-'^-.r-vA- •..-., • ••-ri".-»'.'jj»nriffliC««<gimi>iJ'»^W*»'i •*>*«*•• • *'• ' ••• * ' ' " *

the JTudoiL^^qffqfi^^^P^tiaJLJ:0 jfaftaiflUtfiQB?^ ami— tka.t. the.. Irish . 
Reformation can only be properly understood withiaJJi^j^id^r context : of

II

Unfortunately, thevast bulk of diocesan records from which the rate of. 
religious change in the English provinces has been assessed no longer 
survive^ for Tudor Ireland . Yet the jnaterials for such an approach are not 
altogether lacking in Ireland. 17 Much the most promising diocese for a 
study of this sort is Dublin, tor which the evidence is plentiful, while the v 
dioceses of Meath and Armagh inter Anelicos would probably also repay

- yu • • -% —— ̂ «r»^«^»r»yKyiau<««m»^^^oMMa«*»*«^ *^- «-««^•.^ - -. . «aaw..--.^ ~...^f>
mvestigatip^. 10 In the wider context, however, a major source cT 
mfbrmation about the wealth and. s true ture_of the Church in England and
.^x-^*^"*^*^^*'"****'*"*'* ' j ' *-i - — m ^m^gggf^ffjigg^fl'^±'-'í-tÉi™iWrmS3SúÍSJROSnít^^f3^(!il*9&n&Ki&^^ »

Wales in the earlv ^pfnrrnatinri pprinH is the Valor Ecclesiasticus. It was
.<••..•' nai,!ii.in..»*' ... mi f i '•»^»'»-'"w'""g^^~«^^^^i-<>^ya^Mip>af^..,> . __ ^SSSS? - :-*-

14 Ibid. 198-202; P. J. Corish, The Catholic Community in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth 
Centuries, Dublin 1981, 18-42; the works at n. n.

15 Ford, op. cit., see esp. ch. iv. 16 Ibid. 198.
17 Many of these have recently been listed in R. D. Edwards and M. O'Dowd, Sources 

for Early Modern Irish History, 1534-1641, Cambridge 1985, esp. ch. iv.
18 Mr James Murray of Trinity College, Dublin, is completing a doctoral dissertation 

on the Tudor diocese of Dublin. I am indebted to him for many stimulating conversations 
on this topic and for the point about the feasibility of a diocesan approach for other
dkiTCses. 

// lfl JKCaley (ed.), Valor Ecclesiasticus temp. Henr. VIII, 6 vols (Record Commission,
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compiled in response. 
Reibrmatiorf____ 
c'."";^. The act effectively transferred 

apal tax of annates_on the incoi

needs created rU|3y tne
vm,

to the new Surjithe old
into

a tax ot the first year's income of all benefices andx tor good measure,
^^••••••••••MBS«SIl!ÍÍM»B«BÍSt*"*">W&liílflfltt3íí^^^
idded a oL% t.cnlk-Qf each subsequent year's income, The
Valor was the productpfasystematic survey of clerical income and listed 
the value of each benefice iljjTelicfí^^ 
WaleT"1
^lffiien thejrish 
overnment introduced s

the 
the Church of Ireland. An Act for

First Fruits, (28 Hen. vm, c. 10) passed the same month, but opposition in 
rjar'liarrT5nfeventually led toQ Ac tohc. J. wetietlL Part
Hen, vm, c. 25), passed in October
reduced to a twentieth in

r 1537, whereby t^E 
cL Nevertheless, tncinsn statutes

created a similar need for a survey of Irish benefices, and it is no surprise 
that the Dublin administration compiled a similar ^Valor Beneficiorum 
Ecclesiasticorum in Hi^ernjfLl

Allowing the appointment 111^44 of a separate clerk to supervise the 
levy of these taxes, a ^jjT^irife^fe^ffí^ gradually developed in the 
exchequer, with
These records all perished in the destruction of the,
of Ireland at the start of the Ij-^i riyil war in JPJ>O L although Wood's Guide
to the Irish Public Record Office of 1919 gives some indication of their 
extent. 23 Fortunately, a printed edition of the Valor had been made in the

century from a copy, since destroyed, in the Chief Remcm- 
Brancer's Office, and there also survives a copy of part in a manuscript in

20 See especially A. Savine, 'English monasteries on the eve of the Dissolution', in P. 
Vinogradoff (ed.), Oxford Studies in Social and Legal History, Oxford 1909, 1-303.

21 The Statutes at Large, Passed in the Parliaments Held in Ireland, 20 vols, Dublin 1786-1801, 
i. 96-9; D. B. Quinn, 'The bills and statutes of the Irish parliaments of Henry vii and 
Henry vm', Anal. Hib. x (1941), 155; S. G. Ellis, Tudor Ireland: Crown, community and the 
conflict of cultures, 1470-1603, London 1985, 131-2, 194-5.

22 Published as Valor Beneficiorum Ecclesiasticorum in Hibernia: or the First-Fruits of all the 
Ecclesiastical Benefices in the Kingdom of Ireland, as taxed in the King's Books, with an Account 
shewing how this Royal Fund vested in Trustees, hath hitherto been disposed of, printed for Edward 
Exshaw, Bookseller on Cork-Hill, Dublin 1741, xiv + 26 pp. A corrected reprint of the Valor 
was issued in 1780. I have to thank Professor Gearoid Mac Niocaill, who first drew the 
printed version of the Valor to my attention.

23 H. Wood, A Guide to the Records Deposited in the Public Record Office of Ireland, Dublin 
1919, 116, 127, 157-9; Ellis, op. cit. 175. The records included: three copies of the Valor, 
described as 'Valor Beneficiorum 29 Hen. vm-5 Car. i' (1537-1630); some valuations of 
bishoprics and other benefices not already valued, dated 1591-2; some accounts of the 
clerk of the first fruits for the period 1564-1706; an account of the archbishop of Dublin 
for twentieths and subsidies, 1566-85; and some nineteenth-century copies and 
comparative valuations. In addition, the Chief Remembrancer's Office in the exchequer 
included another copy of the Valor and some original returns to a commission of 14 Jac. i 
(1616-17).
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the Library of Trinity College, Dublin, now described as 'Valor 
Beneficiorum Eccles. in Hibernia a 29 Hen. vm ad 1591 '. 24 Neither 
version is altogether unknown to historians, 25 but» so far scant attention 
has been paid to them.

In order to appreciate the full significance of the Valor, some analysis is 
first necessary of its surviving versions and how they were compiled. The. 
£rinjted_Ffl/or exhibits significant ^fferences^fromjhe manuscript copy in. 
Trinity College, Dublin. The manuscript version appears to be in an earl^ 
seventeenth-century hand.and was probably copied for an archbishop of 
Dublin (possibly James Ussher), since it commences with the diocese of 
UublTrTand, exceptionally, also lists the patron.,of Dublin benefices and 
occasionally a. rnore^modern^valuatipn. In some cases the benefices are 
listed in ̂ different order from,the printed Valor, and there are a few other 
minor discrepancies. The manuscript version generally includes slightly 
more, information for the area it covers. In particular, the heading for 
each diocese frequently preserves fuller details about the commissioners 
charged with making the original inquisitions, when and where taken, or 
the date of their return into the exchequer. A,few marginalia - later 
incumbents,-patrons or valuations of benefices - were often added, some 
faded and only partly legible; but those benefices and dioceses which were 
not taxed until after the completion of the Tudor conquest are omitted. 
The printed version commences with Armagh diocese and province and 
preserves a more traditional order of listing. Moreover, by comparison 
with the English Valor, the entries are much less informative. Normally 
only the net annual value of the benefice is listed, without the name.ofiheam* «-•••-'-*»- - rron—- ---• -*-• ...... --..., • . iit-.-s^ •-... -••' s-

"Incumbent or a breakdown of the various sources of revenue and
_______.._. r- ;- í •...---- - .. iuw*»»e*w>» - . »E •• . - - . s». 6BW.-,«e» * ,*
approved deductions. Yet some further information was evidently 
available to the exchequer officials administering the tax, presumably 
from the original returns. In the mid-15408, for example, the chief 
remembrancer could certify that the valuation of IR£373 i2s. o\d. for the 
bishopric of Meath was made up of IR^gg ly. \d. in spiritualties and 
IR£273 I ^s - 8K in temporalties. 26

Nevertheless, much more so than its English counterpart, the Irish Valor 
wasa conqpflsite.record. It.s. compilation clearly reflected t^£ extension of. 
Eng^lish controjTn jrjjQbid• The nucleus was, the benefices in those regions 
which comprise-djEegnsjish Iqrcfchip oH rela nd in theJa te Middle^ Ages,* 
To these were subsequently added piecemeal valuations for other dioceses"

__ _ T^ / .-Jr..-..•>- - • ' ' ' ': -•• _ ._ I-. •>..-. -'.vc. , -jttmf'vr^iaiag»?..^.- -• wi

as they came under crown control. The original valuations were expressed 
in pounds Irish and, ifTrriost cases, dated by regnal year: 29, 30, 31 
Henry vm (1537-8, 1538-9, 1539-40). The later valuations were 
expressed..in pounds stealing. Frequently the names of the royal com­ 
missioners who made the valuations are given. The original valuations,

24 MS 567 (E. 3. 15). The return for Ossory diocese is printed from this in P. F. Moran 
(ed.), Spicilegium Ossoriense, ist ser., Dublin 1874, 10-12.

25 For instance, both are listed in the bibliography to Edwards, Church and State.
26 BL, Add. MS 4767, fo. 65v.
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scattered through the twenty-six pages of the published version, but 
immediately recognisable from their expression in pounds Irish are, with 
the exception of south Munster, a fair reflection of the extent of the late 
medieval lordship (dates, places and commissioners, where stated, given 
in parentheses): Armagh inter Anglicos (i.e. that part of Armagh diocese 
lying among the Englishry), plus the rectory of Carrickfergus (30 Hen. vm 
and 'ab initio'); Meath ('31 Hen. vm' in the printed Valor, but TCD, 
MS 567, fo. 3, has '30 Hen. vm\ which seems more likely); Dublin (30 
Hen. vm); Kildare ('tempore Regis Hen. vm'), excluding fourteen 
benefices mainly in the Irishry; Ossory (13 March 1538 at Kilkenny; 
Walter Cow ley and James White); 27 Ferns (18 February 1538); half of 
Leighlin ('de antiquo'), excluding the Gaelic lordship of Leix; Cashel 
(28 February 1538; Walter Cowley and James White); Waterford 
(25 February 1538; \Valter Cowley and James White). In addition, five 
benefices on the borders of Co. Meath, but in the dioceses of Kilmore and 
Ardagh, and nine benefices in the diocese of Waterford were supplied 
from a visitation book and an old taxation in Trinity College. No doubt 
these in turn derived from records in the First Fruits Office. And about 
half the benefices in Limerick diocese (but not the bishopric itself) are also 
valued in pounds Irish. Quite possibly all these benefices were also valued 
under Henry vm, although the returns may not have been entered in the 
Chief Remembrancer's copy from which both the printed 'Valor' and at 
least parts of the manuscript copy derive. In this regard, it is significant 
that, following a scrutiny of the returns in the mid-15405, the chief 
remembrancer noted: k Episcopatus Limerici nulla remanet inde extenta
in scaccano. 28

Subsequently, other areas were added. In Leighlin diocese, valuations 
of twenty-one benefices in Leix were made in pounds Irish, presumably 
after the plantation of the lordship and its erection into Queen's County 
in the 15508. And a further fourteen benefices in the county were assessed, 
in pounds sterling, by the bishop of Kildare and others about mid-1586. 
All the later valuations were expressed in pounds sterling. Most of the 
province of Tuam was assessed in 1585-6: Tuam diocese itself, 
Kilmacduagh, and parts of Elphin, Clonfert, Killala and Achonry. In 
addition the assessments of Ardagh, four benefices in Meath (assessed by 
the bishop of Kildare and others) and six more benefices in Kildare are 
also dated 28 Elizabeth (1585-6). Four more benefices in Armagh were 
assessed k ab antique'. Emly diocese was assessed by virtue of a commission

27 TCD, MS 567, supplies fuller information on this point: 'Extentus beneficiorum et 
dignitatum ultra-reprisas Ossoriensis diocesis captus apud Kilkenny die Mercurii proxime 
ante festum S. Patricii episcopi anno Regni Regis Henrici 8vi xxix per Walterum Cowly et 
Jacobum White, commissaries': fo. 5%--. William Brabazon's account as under treasurer, 

1 537-40' also notes a reward paid to James White of Waterford, Walter Cowley, and 
Walter Archer of Kilkenny for taxation of first fruits and twentieths in Cos Wexford, 
Waterford, Kilkenny and Tipperary (presumably the dioceses of Ossory, Ferns, Cashel 
and Waterford), Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII, London 1862-1932, 
xvi. no. 777. 28 BL, Add. MS 4767, fo.
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addressed to Arthur Hyde and Fulk Mounsloe, dated i June 1584. The 
same commissioners sat at Dingle on 18 May 1591 to tax Ardfert diocese, 
and they valued most of Lismore diocese on 26 May 1591. Cork, Cloyne 
and Ross dioceses were taxed in mid- 1589 by Arthur Hyde and Arthur 
Robbins, and by Hyde and Mounsloe in 1590-1. Most of the remaining 
dioceses were not assessed until towards the end of James i's reign. The 
valuations of Clogher, Down, Derry, Raphoe, Kilmore and Dromore, all 
in the province of Armagh, plus Armagh inter Hibernicos (valued by the 
bishop of Meath and Francis Aungier), are dated 15 Jac. i (1617-18). 
Fifteen benefices in Dublin and Kildare dioceses were added at three 
dates around 1616. The valuation of the diocese of Limerick is entered as 
having been made by its bishop and others on 2 October 1629; but since, 
as we have seen, half the valuations are made in pounds Irish, it seems 
likely that this assessment was a revision and extension of an earlier, 
Henrician, one. The assessments of dioceses in Tuam province were also 
completed at this time: Killaloe (by Rowland Delahide and others), 
Elphin and Killala (all dated 5 Car. i [1629-30]), Achonry (5 October 
1629, by Sir Roger Jones and others), and Clonfert (3 Car. i [1627-8]). 
Finally, the entries of a dozen more benefices are described as having been 
supplied from a manuscript copy of first-fruits in Trinity College, Dublin, 
certified from the Office of the Auditor General, or taxed in 1629, or by 
order of the court of exchequer in Hilary term, 1668.

It would seem, therefore, that the printed Valor was based on an 
original in the Chief Remembrancer's Office but supplemented by

Cevidence drawn from two or more manuscripts in T rm ty Colege ,
.«t^a-i-s-^fc-^-SW**** -..--. - •• -•'U-*««^'^J»^^-"*--r«!te,. -v •*&&..• '••----... ^ • • .'**- . ,-
and, in two cases (the valuations of the bishoprics of Cork and Ross), from

•f^Ai '^t4fC - - ±f- __ ^^^

records in "the Office of the Auditor jQgjjfiiaJ* The Trinity College 
manuscripts were^^obably themselves copies of other records in the 
exchequer. Altogether, the printed Valor gives valuations for 1,678 livings, 
mainly rectories, vicarages arid cathedral prebends. Yet the earlier and 
later valuations are not directly comparable. It is clear that each

the Jiving^at thedatc
the later valuations were not an. extrapolation from the 

earlier ones based on a comparison of their wealth with those of benefices 
previously assessed. Paradoxically, therefore, many benefices in Ulsterr J ' ' ' «J»JK^~> w*-*-*»»^^^**15*-- •'••*•'-•. m •!•
which were in fact wretchedly poor, but which were assessed in the period
«•MM in nn i PM» -a»^ . jtt*v*«^«a»ri>«M • *u** - - "í *" =rtwa.v?- — *f-*sit~'.- -.••-; — • ««we- - — - famn**im**i . ^^.^ .,.
of comparative peace and prosperity under lames i. were taxed mo*e

~ " A - - •- --•» 1 _J»»- -Iff-' -*• --. •••-*• •J.v-a»^. ~-H*ar*ifHr~ •• »/...-. . .-•' .. «y. ..- j, ,_ r ^ -,

heavily than ̂ comparatively .rich Jivings in the English Pale. And the 
bishopric of Clogher, taxed at £350 sterling, paid considerably more than 
any benefice in the Englishry save the archbishopric of Dublin, which was 
by far the wealthiest living in Ireland. Indeed, a very few livings were 
assessed more than once : the archbishopric of Armagh, for instance, was 
valued at IR^i83 ijs. \\d. in 1538-9 and £400 sterling in 1617-18. No 
doubt further research would reveal something of the circumstances in 
which the valuations rof particular dioceses were made. And with 
adjustments for inflation - assuming reliable figures for that could be
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constructed along the lines of the indices for English history - it might 
eventually be possible to construct from the valuations a rough guide to 
the comparative wealth of livings throughout early modern Ireland. Even 
a cursory glance at the valuations as they stand shows, however, that Irish 
benefices were, as might; be,expected,^generally ppor_ by comganspnJwitt 

*^tneir English .counterparts--

III

One of the major values of the discovery of the Irish Valor is that it permits 
a much mnrt^^^niii^n&ra\. r^f tjhe.CQndúion of the^lr^h^ChurjcÍLwj 
the Tudor Church^^sg^here, particularly with regard to its^^econornic 
baseTThe full significance oTtne returns of4 the Irish Valor can perhaps__
blTunderstood by a detailed comparison with those for other outlying 
parts of the Tudor state. For this purpose, it has seemed wiserjtq exclude 
those valuations which were supplied from the Trinity College manu­ 
script (s), as well as those of Limerick diocese given in pounds Irish, on the 
grounds that their dating is less certain, and to confine the calculations to 
the dioceses covered by the more clearly Henrician valuations. These 
were Armagh inter Anglicos (plus Carrickfergus), Meath, Dublin, Kildare 
(excluding the later additions), Ossory, Ferns, half of Leighlin, Cashel 
and most of Waterford^. Conveniently, these Henrician valuations covered 
an area of very roughly the same size as Wales, a region which in many 
ways presented very similar problems to the Tudor government and is 
therefore an appropriate object of comparison. Accordingly, a comparison 
with Wales is included in the following paragraphs dealing primarily with 
the economic base of the Church in Tudor Ireland and the impact of the 
Reformation there. This comparison is then developed more generally in 
section IVjis a means of identifying both the particular problems faced by 
the government in entorcing^eligious change in Ireland and the reasons 
for the failure ot tne Reformation there. """" —— " —— - 

It haiTlong been appreciatecFthat the ability of the government to 
secure enforcement of the ecclesiastical changes in the parishes was, to a 
large extent, deiteiTnine
parishes. Broad Iv. where henpfifes
servces of wdl-q^j^fifft^pi: ff,r,aduat 
^corriparatlvely gj3QJ4iL~ as in most of EnglancT^

—— - * - - --.--» , . +jtM _ tiimlfvr-r-^m^m^^m^^í^

of conversion and control _ 
Wales and most ot Irelairiip^lip^ev^r

:. In the English north,

Thus the

TheTifl/or Eccleswsticus suggests that a benefice with a clear income 
er annum was about the inimiim hic a ctor r icar co

comfortably subsist,with. his l-Usual' e^penpes - although, of course, these 
g££££SUCW£^^ In England, however, abou^r^j^ijyags. 
were worth less thanu-£jux .per ,auiuim , and in Wales the proportion was248 ***"*"
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J7Q per cent. The Irish Valor suggests that, in.F-nS^ish
And

of England and Wales, the poverty of trie livings" was identified as a major 
cause of the ignorance of the clergy,^e situation in 
even'more scriou_s. Of course,
been expected only to reacLjnass and perform'itne sacraments in \
. . • .——— JT- -.-- ... ^. ... / **^**ÚI**imi_t*l»ÍÍI»il*^MW*m>Tí!lí>JlLu^jin,^Li..__JLJU......^. _J- V

with traditional teachings which were largely unquestioned, 
trn'fl h^i^otjna^rjeolso mu(fi. But in a period of rapid and fundamental 
change, when the traditional visual-Presentation of religion was replaced

when ministers were encouraged t 
and teach — and also reauired to exolain far-reachine* rJiancrps to their

^
hus in Ig|and, where peace was precarious and the goyernj 

i_p9y-C.r^.of control attenuated, the chances of recruiting $
tor reform iri trie'Darishes^vye^clear. vremote..•i-rmu uui-iii-Mlpflrtninr.' ' tBfiG&tiaSt'itei* •><««S**«fti«»!»' l'*«• • • *K*"**v4iMm!MUMBUatei

Pre-Reformation Ireland was divided into thirty-two dioceses, whereas 
England, although larger, wealthier and more populous, had only 
seventeen dioceses and Wales just four. Moreover, whereas the Jinglish

rated in the Valor as worth rjefweeh
i\\d. (Rochester) and £3,886 3^. ^\d. (Winchester), those in 

Ireland and Wales were comparatively poor. 30 St David's was rated at 
d. arid 'Pulplm ' at 53^ i^-^d^(= fy^6 los. 2d.), thej 1 _

wealthiest sees in Wales and Ireland respectively ; but jthe ̂ otherbishoprics 
riétéi&iffidftfia.^ l^ss^th^^^^n^. Indeed/although two more I rish DishoprTcs^ 
Meath IR i2s. o\d. = £249 is. ^\d.} and Armagh (IR£i83 ijs.
i\d. = £123 4^. gd.), were comparable in value with the other three Welsh 
bishoprics (St Asaph, £202 i is. 6d., Llandaff, £169 14^. id., and Bangor, 
£151 35. o|uf.), ' * ^° wcre all

less thanwort ess tan *? jj Í together, some 795 benefices in the Tour Welsh 
are catalogued In the Valor, but the .Irish Valor^ists only^4.i benefices for
the equivalent of about seven dioceses in English_Jreland. which covered^ 
a roughly similar area. O

rth ss ioj.) a year, whereas 
2, or 24 per cent, of the

JflMfrWur n ^-'' ,-.-.-»-»^fc."'J. '-- •-'•••-f-^ 1 •

picture create(
~ ' H ' f v

Glanmor Williams has calculated that onl
Welsh^benejfiices ̂ f^U jn^j^^e^r^
returns of the Irish Valor is perhaps oelst undlíáfódd when the figures are
set out iii tabular form, and the equivalent Welsh figures reproduced for
comparison;

Williams considered that a major reason for the slow ..progress of t the 
Reformation in Wales was the comparative poverty of the livings there by

ton iiiiiiiinTr- - —»'-»•*— — - - • i -MJ 11,111 I, . . u 'i iijiiifBliiimjMPijiiiiiiii^iiiiii iiani iin»«i !••• iiiiiiini nun Birr ff--"-- ij-v
r;nglishaaro!s.;lYet, as the following table shows only too clearly, the

29 Glanmor Williams, The Welsh Church from the Conquest to the Reformation, Cardiff 1962, 
285; Peter Heath, The English Parish Clergy on the Eve of the Reformation, London 1969; 
Christopher Haigh, Reformation and Resistance' in Tudor Lancashire, Cambridge 1975, esp. chs 
i-iii. 30 Valor i: 100; ii. 2, et passim. 31 Williams, op. cit. 273, 285.

32 Glanmor Williams, Welsh Reformation Essays, Cardiff 1967, esp. pp. 22-3.
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ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF THE CHURCH

osition was
to be spread even m

since the 
livings or

this meant that clerical' 
than Wale*;

fiflg,^^ even within
English Ireland marked fluctuations between the dioceses occurred in the

•MMÉJmiffiiiiMirnnraAiirtJMMiiir .i.,t 'a'^i^Wiai*.^^.^"^ w-vt3Oi.«v;~l^t>M^íto.Jíi?ai^^ .W^-'-'v^^i^ar,

ajver^j^e,^ejJjypL_Qj Ju;^r^gs_ -jrom the iiaodesi^aljiffie^e^^puj^
annual .irie^me^De]rbeiiefice.IR 3r22 8s. &/.) to the wretched poverty of

"7*r-:^f~/^'a&?r*^^ ^******4«p——..... M. «IM my .... «M T.JfaMa««a«Uto.
Cashel (IK/.4 i.J. 3fl.). Predictably, clerical weaUh - such as it was - was

Jlprlarffelv concentrated around Dublin, eastern^
J^Ya.tenbrd city. Elsewhere, in

_______________ í£fffB8fáÍp*»sf*3qfiitogsaaa*fa '
moaern vvesimeatn, Wicklow, south Kildare, Uarlow, north Wexford, 
Waterford and most of Tipperary, which were predominantly Jjgrder 
o^istric^ts^ jh^J[;yirigg wgre .Vj^VPQQT- Indeed, a handful of livings, such as 
me vicarage of ArániLÍrchíerlin^lfc extreme south-west march of Meath, 
were returned as of no, value. The vicarage was still waste in 1604, 
although valued at £50 in time of peace. 33 Similarly, on the Anglo-* 
Scottish borders, a few livings north of Carlisle were returned as of no 
value in time of war.34 In the purely Gaeljc^9p^s.ejJ^^jn^cjations are

toafia^^fe^ the vajfuaTions 
of the Irish Valor are a considerable help in ejcplainjngjtheL compromise in 
the Irish Reformation Parliament whereby clerical taxation in Ireland

which seems toconrrn the accuracy of the'speculation aboveas to what 
comprised the original Henrician assessment, since the combined income 
of the 541 benefices included in the table amounted to IR£6,091 i6s. grf. 
By the sjarjLoj^ll^ffi^ had risen to just over

-J& nglish counterpart, the Irish Valor did not include valuations 
of "tire ̂ rgjjgjojj^ IpoiJrifii A statute of 
extend the incidence of

(28 Hen. viii, c. 18)
fpries. but presuma

camaiQfn
*<- in order to paint a rounded picture oT

t¥e oera in ,Engli^ 
Irej^a^n^^TtTs necessary to ̂ ^inc^ude ̂ jfa^^jgip^^c^ge^ Fortunately, their 

possessions were uded in
Ireland, and the* resultant information is conveniently assembled in 
Newport White's, modern edition of the monastic returns. 37 Overall, the
^iafria'i»»»»^^^*'*"*^*'^"*"'^68*7*88**'^' '•'-*-*• : ' ; ' *~^J^'t£*x3^:*F$5f£>&3ifsw*^^-^-^'*i!?^&^

33 CSPI, 174. 34 Valor v. 287.
35 Bradshaw, 'Opposition', 285-303; Ellis, Tudor Ireland, 131-2, 194-5.
36 Ibid. 175; BL, Add. MS 4767, fo. 73. For instance, immediately after the monastic 

dissolutions, in 1541-2, the yield was IR£287 2s. \\d., PRO, SP 60/10, fo. 45, LP xviii.
no. 553(2).

37 N. B. White (ed.), Extents of Irish Monastic Possessions, 1540-41, Dublin 1943. Brad­ 
shaw correlated White's edition with the originals, PRO, SP 65/1/2, 65/2, 65/3/1, 3, 
65/4/i-3 5 65/5; SC 11/795-6, and made pencilled corrections to the copy in 
Cambridge University Library. This saved me from some slips.
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Henrician dissolution in Ireland yielded'
1 15. 4fflf. net per annum in actiona

'ihp*"'J sT^fl calculated bv Williams as accruing from the dissolution in 
Wales. 38 Yet, in the case of monastic wealth, the division between^tne
lordship's richer and poorer regions was much sharper than for secular
m r t •mrwr"*"*'"'——•J""'"~""~"-*^*~irT*-ff-'*T1^"rr"^*lftrrlM»rinMtirilMTVBar"^

, v.i»v*.5r .^. . .
ic gross 

67 us.
^ MjhtM|MMth>0Bat? __

ijs. 6d., of which Westmeatri yieWeoomy IK £282 i8s. 
Of the other nine counties surveyed, only Louth (IR£557 15*. %\d.} and 
Kilkenny (IR£4i3) yielded more than IR£25O a year. By monastery, 
this inequality was equally marked, with. &Y£Jagij*^^ 
Meath and Louth in receipt of ^ per cent of the total net income.-f***^ • •=- ,j iiiji. jm.M^^^ iM^rj^ici1--——~-*nn •••"'*' '^-ffyf^'iffl^^-iyiiriftTi^iy^tjiF!»
Although comparatively ^ppy^y/^^glis^^^anff^ds. St.Mja _ _ _ 
(IR^5O4 js. ga. per annum net) and St Tj^QrQas'^^bbey (IR£4O4 i8s. 6d.) 
in Dublin city were the^riv^gg^ 
house of all in Ireland, the Hospitallers of St John (iR/oiorw. ill
^~ mil . _jjiir- - ' "'' •-~"-"--" r *-^ • • .-w-*..—«>-i<««.-^^-^-J-jJ^.^-^.. ».«-«-...-• .ÍT.V . f^> I *J. _jjiir - -- -.--• ..- . .

lay a short distance away at Kilmainham. The two next wealthiest
» ^ .•- ^.iv .»,;*»» '^-^'/•-'ii.-r'- **' •••'7^'*^-'V^^^^' l ^yV'Ti''' : -/t'^gv*^ba*^» /- i \ 11 11 r i
foundations, Melhfont in Louth (IR/324 IQ5. bd.) and the cells of the

•* \ /^/ *_^ A \S /

English priory of Llanthony at Duleek and Colpe in Meath (IR£342 13*. 
od.), also compared favourably in wealth with the two richest Welsh 
houses, Tintern (£192) and Valle Crucis (£i88). 39 Thus, the Henrician 
dissolution hit the ecclesiastical establishment in IrelancTpafticularTy
severely, in that ^-_ftttÍB[pfidLiflf_ fll|ffil^aJ?^itt4b^E^Q!^.Pwlr^^ 
Irish dioceses in wfechjJie^der^Y^ji
with jfrpsc ffl J^ngian^. And in the case of Dublin, therg were 
efforts to rQv r P-aM-^nf1- nr n^^f nf
Bowing to jpublic pressure, Henry vin agreed to the transformation of 
Christ Church into a secular college in 1540, but the eventual price was 
thejdowngrading, Jn_ j^S^j^St _pgj^|rjc'^ j^q ,^JWJJSfc, rbH^ftb- which 
netted th£ Crown^an additional IR£ 1,4.32 2s. pIZ a year. Mary's
restoration and re-endowment of St Patrick's in i^B was, in the eveh

***»am mi i mmi i ^»ii .« ----- --. :----_- . - . v% -,--•»- ' ,-T"-^- . JT \J \J * *

upheld by Elizabeth, but there followed a series of damaging-bttó abortive 
^proposals, ^appropriate the foundation for. .,^h&v jesU^sto«9^.QC 
university, 40 Moreover, Elizabeth reduced the value of some of the 
cathedral dignities by l£^ngi:&ejfnj^^^
adequately s.upporteil^tbe incumbents. Three dignities which had yielded 
lK"j£94 6i. %d. in 1539-40 were listed in 1604 as leased for only £100, 
despite the mid-Tudor inflation. 41 Overall, the impacj; ofltlj.^, Rpjftlfflfltí nn 
oji clerkal jy^al^ja gnglish^lre|anowas to'rejduce c]r^.sjifiaHv tl\e number''^^ 
of livings which wer_e^rinancjatElattSc't'ive tcTthe better eclucated clergy.

38 White, op. cit. 376; Williams, Welsh Church, 348.
39 White, op. cit. 376, et passim; PRO, SP 65/1/2 (which corrects White in the case of 

Llanthony); Williams, op. cit. 348-9.
40 Ellis, Tudor Ireland, 201, 204, 210, 218; BL, Add. MS 4767, fo. 73.
41 Valor, 9-10; CSPI, 169-70.
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Had more"" of thEf wealth been utilised for the 1BRiowment -of secular*•siMHttnMi . . . &••' *"*' ••_••--•« .«-f _ •• •• *_ .,,.,. . -» '—^~nr -j- • —
than simply 

;ath in particular 
^______ ____ the Church of.

the leadership which was so evidently
These calculations of clerical income in Ireland prompt the question of 

the accuracy and reliability of the commissioners' returns for the Valor. 
Unfortunately, there is no way of checking conclusively. No doubt, as in 
England, there was an understandable tendency to under-value, and some 
commissioners were probably more conscientious than others. For 
instance, the values of benefices in those dioceses surveyed by Walter 
Cowley and James White were usually rounded to the nearest half-mark 
or ten shillings. Yet there is reason to believe that the returns bore at least 
a rough approximation to the actual values of the benefices at the time of 
their valuation. For example, Under-treasurer Brabazon's account for 
1534-7, which was made before the Valor was compiled, includes an entry 
of IR£3g8 17^. od. received in compositions for the first fruits from 
beneficed clergy inducted since 1536. The compositions were usually a 
little less than the valuations of the benefices in the Valor: William Power 
paid IRj£4O for the archdeaconry of Dublin, which was valued in the 
Valor at IR£42 15^. 8d. a year, and Simon Geffrey paid IR^so for the 
rectory of Howth, valued at IR£24 i6s. lod. in the Valor. In the same 
account, the profits of the archbishopric of Dublin sede vacante averaged 

los. 6d. per annum over eighteen months, as against IR£534 
2%d. in the Valor.*2 Another very rough guide is provided by the 

jurors' estimate, in process enrolled on the exchequer memoranda rolls, of 
the value of livings taken into the king's hand because a Gaelic clerk had 
been presented to them. Three examples were the rectory of Wicklow, 
valued at IR£2O by a jury in 1524, and IR£io by the Valor, the vicarage 
of Girley, Meath, valued at IR£5 in 1507 and IR£8 i6s. od. in the Valor] 
and the vicarage of Athlomney, Meath, valued at IR£io in 1536 and 
IR£6 2s. od. in the Valor.*3 These valuations, and others which could be 
cited, tend to show significant, but not excessive, differences from those of 
the Valor - given that many of the livings concerned were in the marches 
and frequently affected by war and political instability.

Perhaps a more reliable guide to the Valor's relative accuracy would be 
to compare the Valor's assessments more systematically with later estimates 
of the value of livings. Conveniently for this purpose, two certificates 
survive among the state papers of benefices in the dioceses of Dublin and

42 Valor, 9; PRO, SP 65/1/2. See also the archbishop of Dublin's allegations that 
Undertreasurer Brabazon had defrauded the king of over £ i oo st. on his account of the 
profits of the archbishopric, PRO SP 60/4, fo. 71, LP xii/i. no. 1077.

43 Memoranda rolls, 15 Henry vm m. 11, PROI, Ferguson Collection iv. fos 80-2; 23 
Henry VH m. 4, PROI, RC 8/43, 213-14; 28 Henry vm m. 23d, PROI, Ferguson Coll. iv. 
fo. 201; Valor, 4, 9. See also S. G. Ellis, Reform and Revival: English government in Ireland, 

, London 1986, 128-9.
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Meath respectively which were thought by their bishops to exceed the 
yearly value of £30. These certificates (unfortunately in rounded figures) 
were drawn up in 1604, following a directive from the council in England 
to the deputy and council in Ireland to consider ways of planting a godly 
ministry in Ireland. In response, the Irish council consulted with some 
senior clergy and drew up certain memorials for the reformation of the 
clergy in Ireland. Among these were proposals that every learned (i.e. 
preaching) minister have an annual income of at least 100 marks (IR), 
and that farmers of impropriations which yielded IR£4O a year above the 
rent be required to maintain a reading minister with a stipend of at least 
20 marks (IR). 44 Nevertheless, the bishops of Dublin and Meath, in 
enclosing certificates of benefices which were of any value to maintain a 
preacher, implied that £30 sterling was the absolute minimum, although, 
in the event, they returned that five prebendaries of St Patrick's who were 
preaching ministers received less than this. 45

The certificate for Dublin diocese discloses that, in 1604, 24 benefices 
were reputedly worth £30 or more annually, as against only four in 1539, 
in addition to the archbishopric itself. And in the case of Meath diocese, 
33 benefices were returned as normally worth at least that amount, as 
against only two in 1539, although some had recently been damaged by 
war. 46 No doubt the major intervening factor here was the sixteenth- 
century price rise, but other possible influences are the restoration of 
peace in 1603 and the fact that government control over the English Pale 
had been relatively secure in the later sixteenth century. Correlating the 
returns for 29 benefices in Meath with their assessments in the Valor, the 
average increase in their valuations was 385 per cent. Yet the increase in 
the case of the more exposed benefices in the marches was occasionally 
much higher than this. In Dublin diocese the average increase for 19 
benefices was rather lower, 317 per cent, probably because the richer 
livings, mostly prebends of St Patrick's, tended to be located in districts 
which, even in the 15308, had been relatively peaceful and prosperous. 
Nevertheless, these increases are roughly the same as for parts of England 
over the same period. 47 Moreover, in the case of Dublin diocese, there is 
a fairly close correlation between livings listed in the Valor as worth 
IR£io or more and those which are listed in the certificate as worth £30 
or more in 1604. All those listed in the certificate as worth at least £30 
were worth at least IR£io in the Valor, with the exception of the prebend 
of St Audoen's (IR£7 $s. lOuf.), while four livings held by preaching 
ministers but worth less than £30 in 1604 were valued at between IR£6 
and IR£n 15*. i id. in the Valor. In addition, nine other livings worth 
between IR£io os. -jd. and IR£24 in the Valor do not appear in the

44 PRO, SP 63/216, no. 20 i, CSPI, no. 267; SP 63/216, no. 20 n, CSPI, no. 268; CSPI, 
nos 266, 407. 45 CSPI, nos 223, 267.

46 PRO, SP 63/216, no. 20 ii, CSPI, no. 268.
47 See especially Christopher Hill, Economic Problems of the Church from Archbishop Whitgift 

to the Long Parliament, Oxford 1956, 109-12.
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certificate. In Meath diocese the picture is less tidy. Eight of 29 from 
among those listed in 1604 as worth at least £30 had been assessed at less 
than IR£io in the Valor, mostly livings in the marches; but 13 of those 
livings assessed at IR£io or more in the Valor do not appear in the 
certificate. Overall, therefore, these figures do not indicate any serious 
under-valuation of livings in the \'alor.

They do suggest that a further significant spoliation of church property 
had occurred between 1539 and 1604. Although in 1604 the two richest 
dioceses in Ireland together had 57 benefices capable of supporting 
preaching ministers, a further 22 livings which should, on the evidence of 
the Valor, have been sufficiently wealthy to support preachers were 
apparently too impoverished to do so. Indeed, nine of these had formerly 
been worth at least IR£i5 a year, and five more had been valued at 
between IR£ 13 and IR£i5. No doubt a detailed investigation would 
disclose evidence about the precise circumstances in which many of these 
livings had become impoverished, but an obvious suggestion is that the 
livings were impropriated. As Alan Ford has shown, the proportion of 
impropriate livings in Ireland was far higher than in England - 60 per 
cent compared with roughly 40 per cent. 48 In 1576 Bishop Brady of 
Meath had reported after personal inquiry throughout his diocese that 
there were 224 parish churches, of which 105 were impropriated to farms 
held of the Crown and served only by curates who lived on the bare 
altarages, 52 had endowed vicarages and were in less bad but still poor 
condition, and there were 52 more livings in the gift of others where 
conditions were barely adequate. 49 His successor, Bishop Jones, thought 
that more than half the churches in his diocese, about 120, had belonged 
to suppressed abbeys and religious houses: they were mostly farmed to 
Catholic recusants who allowed the curates whom they chose quite 
inadequate stipends and failed to maintain the church chancels. 50 The 
royal visitations of 1615 and 1634 revealed 133 (70.7 per cent) and 138 
(71.7 per cent) respectively of the rectories impropriate. 51 Similarly, in 
1604 Sir John Davies reported to Cecil that, in many parts, the 
incumbents were poor unlettered clerks who had, by contract with the 
patron or ordinary before their institution, alienated the greater part of 
the profits to laymen or even recusant priests. 52

In the 1604 certificates it is noticeable that, exceptionally, in Dublin 
diocese the archbishop was patron of 17 out of the 24 richest livings. Of 
these 17 incumbents only two were not preachers, although the archbishop 
of Armagh and the bishop of Meath held two prebends in plurality. Of the 
other seven livings, the king was patron of two, the cathedral chapters of

48 Ford, Protestant Reformation, 68.
49 J. Healy, History of the Diocese of Meath i, London 1908, 198-9.
50 PRO, SP 63/216, no. 20 ii, CSPL no. 268. See also Ford, 'Protestant Reformation', 

and Lennon, 'Counter-Reformation 1 , 61, 84.
51 Ford, Protestant Reformation, 88.
52 Healy, op. cit. i. 198-9; CSPI, nos 213, 407.
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two more, the earl of Kildare of three and Sir William Sarsfield was 
patron of the other: the incumbents were all preachers except one 
minister presented by Kildare and Sarsfield's benefice, which was then 
vacant. The archbishop of Dublin had also presented preachers to four 
lesser prebends of which he was patron. In Meath diocese, however, the 
bishop was patron of only four of the richest 33 livings, with the king 
patron of five and the archbishop of Armagh patron of two more. The 
patrons of the remaining 22 livings were Old English nobles and gentry, 
many of whom were Catholic recusants. This created a much less 
satisfactory situation. The 33 livings supported only eight preachers (one 
of them able to preach in Irish), of whom one was non-resident and one 
resident on one of the two livings for which he was dispensed; three more 
were described as able to teach (one in both English and Irish, and one in 
Irish). All but one of the preachers was English-born, but among the 
teachers and reading ministers there was a slight preponderance of local 
men.

Overall, therefore, the contrast between Dublin and Meath dioceses 
suggests that, even where, exceptionally, the church's endowment was 
anyway adequate, unsympathetic patrons were still sometimes able to 
thwart the reform campaign by presenting ill-qualified ministers to 
livings. Elsewhere, however, the chances of attracting qualified clergy 
were even less. The Valor shows that in those 22 dioceses53 for which the 
valuations were chiefly made between 1584 and 1630 only 19 benefices, 
including nine bishoprics, were returned as worth £30 or more per 
annum. Together with the Henrician returns, these figures suggest that 
the number of Church of Ireland livings which were suitable for resident 
preachers may by 1603 have been little more than a hundred. 
Subsequently, of course, conditions improved somewhat. With the 
restoration of peace, the profits of glebe land, tithes and other church dues 
attached to benefices increased, and piecemeal attempts were made to 
recover church property which had been alienated or illegally detained. 54 
These factors swelled the value of many livings, and so alleviated the lot 
of particular ministers. For the most part, however, the only way of 
providing ministers with an adequate income was to license pluralism on 
a substantial scale by uniting two or three benefices: in other words, the 
Church opted for quality rather than quantity. The net result of these 
changes was a creditable 21 per cent increase in the number of clergy in 
the south and west between the two royal visitations of 1615 and 1634, 
made up of a 61 per cent increase in the number of preachers and a 44 per 
cent decline in the number of reading ministers. In Ulster the position 
was even better, but mainly because the authorities took advantage of the 
plantation to effect a substantial re-endowment of church livings there. 
Even so, correlation of the incomplete returns for the visitations of 1615

This figure includes half of Armagh and Limerick and counts separately some 
dioceses, such as Down and Connor, which had long been united.

54 Ford, op. cit. ch. iv, on which also the following calculations are based.
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and 1622 suggests that, in 1615, the Church of Ireland had around 800 
clergy to serve 2,492 parishes; and even in i622%there were still only 380 
preachers, more than a third of them in Ulster. In view of the pitifully 
inadequate endowment of the Tudor Church, the subsequent creation of 
a qualified preaching ministry was a signal achievement. Yet the paucity 
of ministers, and particularly preachers, meant that in many parts of the 
country the Church of Ireland simply lacked an effective presence.

Overall, therefore, the evidence concerning both the distribution of 
ecclesiastical wealth in pre-Reformation Ireland and its appropriation or 
redistribution by the Tudor government suggests that these matters were 
of fundamental importance in determining the impact of the government's 
campaign for reform in the parishes. Broadly, the evidence indicates that 
the Irish Church had only two dioceses - Dublin and Meath - in which 
its financial resources were in any way adequate to mount the sort of 
campaign contemplated in England."it also reveals that these two dioceses 
suffered disproportionately from the monastic dissolutions. Finally, it 
suggests that, even allowing for these factors, the ecclesiastical authorities 
still failed to make the best use of available resources. Lay impropriators 
were permitted to strip the Church further of its wealth or to promote 
inadequately trained curates to serve livings, so that far too few preachers 
were available for the intended campaign of conversion. Of course it does 
not necessarily follow that a plentiful and qualified preaching ministry 
would have created a Protestant Ireland. But without the resources to 
support one, the Church of Ireland's prospects were bleak indeed. And 
such evidence as exists does suggest that, where the Irish Church enjoyed 
the services of highly educated, able and committed preachers - such as 
briefly with Bishop John Bale in Kilkenny (1552-3), and for much of the 
period in Dublin - it did make progress. 55

IV

Nevertheless, it would be -ajffiflfe¥c to argue that the outcome of the 
reform movement in Irelancfwaschiefly determined byjthe comparative 
poverty of Irish benefices^ If ItfísT were «the' case, then the resulT^bWlfl

as happened in other 
Tu<for borderlands^ without altgr^S^LSvTntual outcome. To an extent,

• '" ~ - ." .-JK- ^^^^^^^ l̂̂ l̂ ^ l̂̂ >̂ ^^^^ l̂̂ ^^^^^^^^'^^^^^^^^^^^ l̂̂ f 1̂̂ ^

of course, the task was a more manageable one underHenry vm. The
Reformation w far less radical departure from late

^BÍWRfll^^^^erneni
'brm, it was

^^tfoE^^^MBl^BHMRui — —-

ticularly IrTits association of the Crown with ecclesiaslical .«^mMi^jM**'^***"'*"* 11" * "' "^n>ir n'rr'ruin—-• TT-^rain ' ' t-i— ^ j-"""»""^—«-

a logical continuation Qf.devdQPjm^ ChurcMn 
Ireland.56' It was also Iari^lvjcorn5rj£dj^^ of the country,^irnfittMm 1fi^feaa8^&feaMfqrafi»ff^»ttaraiJfe»^^

55 S. G. Ellis, 'John Bale, bishop of Ossory, 1552-3', Journal of the Butler Society ii/3 
(1984), 283-93; Canny, 'Why the Reformation failed', 431-2.

56 Ellis, Tudor Ireland, ch. vii, esp. pp. 192-3.
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where the government could appeal to the traditions of l^vglfY, flfld
deference to authority in support of its campaign. 5 Yet. *.**.—~~^>iS»**^*»i**afc rr jiri- 1 ill m

iirtan

mrm>
evfn

iim- "^fflnEPmP"-^' ,__-„..- ___gr^n^m^F^choolls anct Puritan 'Tec tiiresKips are^lfnlJcTr examples
Conversely, unsympathetic Catholic nobles and
sions of the peace, on ecclesiastical commissio
simply by maintaining recusant priests for themselves and their tenajnts,
could do much to hinder the progress of the Reformation,. 58 It is here? I
believe, that the crucial differences lay..

Ireland, given the very inadequate resources and machinery 
available to Church and StateTor enforcing ecclesiastical change, the 
attitude of local nobles and .gentry in determining the eventual response 

'tHe ,Tu3^^BJ:^m.ajtiQn_ was n correspondingly more^ vital. And, 
'Tmlo^fjtedrv, polnTcal i^3^^^o^^^^^^^y^^.2ts^5^^^^ and 
the Englishry_pf Ireland grew j_ncireasinjjx«^í£^^^ after mid-century, 
and this in turn reduc,ec]j

^; v-
ffovernment's ecclesiastical policies. The centraT importance of this*~ , i ' *' 1iif ^ f"«» " —'''"t"'>iaB'«'~t!M*^iT^TnfffT^<rfiT'.ir"rif'-T~|ffc .

development in determining the definitive local response to the Tudor 
Reformation may be gauged frnm [he par^cL\fa,r pattern of Catholic

"* Ireland faced 
and that the

in IrelandL. In view of the fact that the Church of Ireland faced 
far more serious problems jn operating 
reform campaign there was close^ ly
might be expected that the Countcr-Rcformaj

wi.^h ̂ ilitjary^gpnquest, it 
ionrnoeme

evidence available at present suggests that post-Tridejitinc Catholicism 
was established more firmly a/id at an earlier da fe in the English Pale and 
towns .which had traditionally provided the backKone*oT Englislfrule in 
Ireland. Its chief supporters were^the Old | îngl|sb.jaaerch.apt$, nobles and 
j^nitrv of these regions. 03 Indeed, *it is sometimes possible to show that the 
children ancTgrandchiidren of those nobles, gentry and merchants who

Elizabeth accounted leading Catholic recusants, most notably Viscount
-ta~^*- • ' ^íT-%».* -- •- ^~» ^ jfl^»"u*« j»! iii-^oti^w **- - •• '•"/ ^-»- •*.--•- -• ,- -..-.- -MIT- . -. - . -*...- »-,>.• -*.----,'*»^- *Baltinglass. 60 ^ 1 ' -1 ^>

At first glance this paradox seems not simply to highlight the gross
for enforcin chan^-«..jifr . ft» J . .-*••&** ••••-'•. •-• •• - v -t*+H'»r*Kf. ^<--3*z*X^ îm>'*^**f*i**iimmi m., . , C> i O ' •

.riglish Ireland but even to surest its total jrrelevance to the problem, for
,

truism, however, it probably underlines the^fact that the Reformation 
struggle for jh&JieaiMLfr andji^^s^frnen was not simply^ determine^by

^^^^^^^^^^™' •• •/ — f~, 4~T' *r • ^, . ̂ AVí9WlíAp£f*M^fpf*^^ffc'*~*ftjivQM**nMQ5^^V^^^u£&3^* p

57 For a convenient summary, ibid. 192-205.
58 Haigh, 'Recent historiography', lists and summarises the more important works on 

these developments. 5!^S«tLennon, 'Counter-Reformation', 75-92, esp. p. 91.
60 JJlis, Tudnr Ireland, ^2, 28:^ Colm Lennon, ' Recusancy and the Dublin Stanihursts', 

Arch. Hib. xxxiii (1975), 101-10; idem, ' Counter- Reformation ̂ 84-5!
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jhe will of princes, even though this was the normal pattern on the 
Continent. Rather, itjr^p^ded nn fh*» ^erall balance of pressures, both 
official and informal, which each side could bring to bear. And in Ireland, 
where the cnanriels" of mgnL^ w,cre more

elsewhere in the Tudor territories, private pressures and
iTJiW££^ Thus, even tnougJi* 

rnglish Ireland was more susceptiplc 'to go^^rnrnent pressure than Gaelic 
Ireland, and the Church much richer, it may well be that frhe .political

^ A ^ _ m _^^"p« i v L_i^m^v^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
___ brief comparative survey of the

"progress of the Reformation in English Ireland and Wales may best 
illustrate ihis point.
/The fact that Ireland eventually feiecame a bastion of Counter-^ 
Reformation Catholicism, while Wales developed into a stronghold of 
Protestant non-conformity ; with the Methodist revival in the eighteenth 
century, might seem to render such comparisons worthless. Yet, in the 
problems which they presented for the advocates of the Tudor 
Reformation, the two regions were remarkably similar. Both were

*, in which English colonists and structures

á

oT government had been imposed on a native population and culture
, ? .- /-V V- i r 11 j • M •s**1151***^^which were .yejjic^and followed similar customs, patterns ot settlement 

and landholding. For instance, the same problems of clerical marriage 
and dynasties troubled the Church, and gentlemen-priests were frequently 
the subject of praise poems by the bards. 61 Glanmor Williams's research 
on the advance of the Reformation in Wales suggests that, overall, some

gJghggP Jg¥i Dut little elsewhere. For
f&&Wg(if^tMgfoQJfaillig^gjfjgfa.

Elizabeth's reign alarming reports survive of the activities of recusant 
priests, which the authorities were barely able to control. And, more 
generally, Qs^SÍ^JSS^ and lower 
cj^jrgy. Despite much evidence of Puritanism in the seventeenth century, 
it was only in the eighteenth century that the generality of the laity 
became enthusiastic Protestants. 62

In assessing the reasons for this slow progress, Williams ;_ notes in 
particular the.Doyertv.oDlieJiadn^^ with

so that the machinery for •enforcement of——— •• ——— — -'
also draws attention

f to the low
* , _______________J^jfe.*/!',v T- WiMiy—— —~ HT———m————————-j— - \immmf9mrrn

i Reformation involved ashift irom._a.
ince the acceptance ot tnc

, r -. .presentationot reliion,^̂

basic impact of the Protestant message 
was much blunted among the lower non-literate orders of society. Thus

•%.-;.. ••. -,-.... ^- ,-,.^-,.>... 0,0'..' -.-',.-, ^****^/-.^^"-?^*^^ r--**^^

61 Williams, Welsh Church, 284, 339-46 ; K. W. Nicholls, Gaelic and Gaelicised Ireland in the 
Middle Ages, Dublin 1972, 91-101; C. Mooney, The Church in Gaelic Ireland Thirteenth to 
Fifteenth Centuries, Dublin 1969, 53-60; Bradshaw, Dissolution, ch. i.

62 Williams, Essays, esp. ch. i. See now also idem, Recovery, Reorientation and Reformation : 
Wales c. 1415-1642, Oxford 1987, chs v, xii-xiii.
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die popular Reformation was largely delayed untiUhe eighteenth-century
ruMethodist revival. Finally, in a society which was^only rjar^ialh^

, the Protestant emphasis on sermons and vernacular servicesltlsp 
5Sr~pi>rl^^

Weísh^aTthough^thc bishops "afléasrwere often monoglot ímgfisJimen.' 
since all these arguments also applied, to a greater or lesser degree, in 

English Ireland64 why was it that the local response to the Tudor 
Reformation there was so different? It might well be expected that, in 
Ireland, too, the pattern of grudging conformityandjdeclining^Catholic

al^. " * <~7 *-*. ti;^- ',& -\ ,V"'/M»^" ^'*.?*J&£?tí£*&JMP*Bír'f&*lir!VJn

^^ÁJ^.^^LMí^£^ * ne traditional
"explanation for the failure of such a pattern to emerge is, of course, the 
impact of the, C^j)UQte.r-Rerfprniation. Yet this only prompts the further 

"question of why the Dublin administration was unable, unlike the Tudor 
administration in Wales, to keep the movement under control. And, as 
has been seen, the cx^stqnc^jqf^anu inj the 
.government's control is at bestjojajly.a^DjartiaLS^wer. Clearly, the urgent

**» -"• .'«na^;.^.,-^ •- _ to .JKjttiiEy3ijtc^-^g ' ' • • 'ft ••_.

political need to
|M^^£^Mpi^^7VVTrfi^>^r^(w""•**» wwr«»«-»«< __ __ __ __

Gaelic Ireland distracted the Dublin adminis-..r . ^ «w i uuirTkiflf!ii^!»ri—————*—;——r—:——±T——í- j
of pntnrrmp- religious conlormitv in the Iiinffush Darts.tratipn

but this does little to expiajp
were the earli
Arguably, the key to
foftíteíiirt
Anglicised structure of society.
^^j^^Jjgj^í'----.^~/—_'* - _ _—_.•_ ^ ^^i

Iri
portray the Tuclor

its more

Ireland, opJ>Q^nents of change sought to

hc charge was^otcritjaTiy 
more ^nia^ng in JWales, where many of the gentry were native Welsh

Jhari^a^cplioi^j^Lajpistoff Perhaps partly for this reason there was
from the OUtSet a much more V-igoroii&^i^ajMJtaJan rn ma\ct ' ' *
available iiv 
resDectable

to ,|H , 
fiiizal)Je^n' lrriigKt ciaim

udors' elsh'
origins, whereas in Ireland the native culture was identified Dy
^^^^^^p^^^w» • JHBBBÍMMB<MSHfttf8fcífeff^^i?:**^P'ÍMt**S*H5íteflfc**(̂ i='l3^government with resistance to English rule. For exampleTbv i^^2atleast

^pMB»E*aE**>^'*yi<*'""*«»*<»B»*^i'lv."'n«ivir.*T> «agiM^aMtvypcaxJMlnUiTi'lumijlMT f^ ' /— «-*«->________.

_sixJ)OQks_had _appcarecHn_Wclsh? including translations of the Creed, the 
Ten Commandments^the Lord's Prayer and the Epistles and Gospels for 
the BoojcjDfCoi-nJTioTrPray 
itself and JJieJSe^ZTesta^^ 1567, and thereafter a very

63 Ibid. 64 Ellis, Tudor Ireland(ch.vu,^Lnd the references there cited.
65 Williams, Essays, 14, 18, 207-19; P.lTTtoberts, 'The union with England and the 

identity of Anglican Wales', TRHS, 5th ser. xxii (1972), 63-70; Canny, 'Why the 
Reformation failed', 438-9; Ford, 'Protestant Reformation', 51, 64-6; Ellis, op. cit. 
218-19.

66 Roberts, art. cit. 63-70; Williams, op. cit. 183-5, 207-19; idem, Recovery, 290-2, 
295-9> SH-iS, 322-5, 331.
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respectable output of devotional literature in Welsh appeared from the 
presses. 67 Most of the necessary works for monoglot Weigh Protestantsiiad
2£E!!£^^in any case was for Scottish Protestants), i^c;atechism of 1^71 and the 
New Tesliarn^enl^fiJ^^o^8 In consequence, the^growtn of a suBs^n^r 
native" Protestant tradition in Wales quickly turned the jibe of a cwndid of
lifiqpi^lv^&AiaxVtgWjriíiZiVX&^^

__ _ „„ „ n? whereas in Ireland
ic identification stuck oflLnsflish and Protestant, exemplified even in the

Gaelicword for p°th^££fl^acA.JBv contrast, th^JEafl(JÍ3j^r,y.oJ^J^lar^)d fquncT
themselves jn^raasml^^ jfe^hl|h,,frpni positions *

AUQ^lir^c^ of .%

^Ev^nlPieT:!]^^
io Wales th^rnte^^[Jjje^|x^e^

n unprecedented proportion/ In these
circumstances, co-operation _apd support in Ireland for the eovernment's . .... .yt?!"*"^"" '• ^^ i *gv >ii c>»* •liL*i"i'ia^^'""gs^^ i^i'^«>fl»«^^

in Ireland tended to generate local
not only arnon? the intended victims of that policy - the

- - • i Sf&ucvi^^&i-*** - "... ^ /- but also among the traditional upholders of
tBf ^ ___ <Q ^^^^^^.^.^^^v;^.^ É I" - -. .1- -•- JT ^ --• • "V - ^,

Yet the Englisnry of Ireiancr were

tnan wcre meif
in Tudor policy 'ou

Englishmen with estates jn both^nglanT^.nd Wales^-^tlienieadership of
.JzejQ.tny. And, as Williams~has

whereas many Welsh gentry opposed the religious changes, v£ryfew 
the resources ; or inclination to harbour recusant priests^ -

r?furnedjto_Wales. In the longer term, however, Catholic <
^

conformity, as the traditionaT Catholic priesthood died ou't and was
~ Rv and larSe > thejater 
pattern of Counter-Reformation Catholicism in England, too, mirrored
ffy ____ _^_ ____ _ _- — ̂ ^^.^— ——— -^n — ——— -- ,__ —— ̂ ^^^ ._ - |u_ - —— — fc_^- — ̂ - ' " "' —— "" ~- —— - ——— <J— —— - —— •• ——— -*-~" ————— —- -i— — — - ——— — ^_

not so rriu^jLJÍlP3£--^í^s_jji__wJtu^^ beeji
whkKp^rjicularly_YÍgoroiis_beforc Jhe Rcjormatjon, but 

icir households fprjhernselves and_their tenants^^And~ini "tHeíngiisn
^«r^^.www^ww^^^J^^^ ——••wiiiiWKaSHieiJfw*»^-^^»». íf

67 Roberts, art. cit. 49-51; Williams, Essays, 24, 191-205; idem, Recovery, 295-9, 
314-15, 322-5. 68 Ellis, Tudor Ireland, 218, 220.

69 Williams, op. cit. 13-14, 18.
70 N. P. Canny, The Formation of the Old English Elite in Ireland, Dublin 1975, passim; 

Williams, Recovery, 307; Ford, 'Protestant Reformation', 50-74.
71 Williams, Essays, 25-7, 55-8; idem, Welsh Church, 271; idem, Recovery, 316-21.
72 See especially Christopher Haigh, 'From monopoly to minority: Catholicism in 

early modern England', TRHS, 5th ser. xxxi (1981), 129-47.
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Pale in Ireland, where the aristocracy was comparatively prosperous, this 
phenomenon of gentry-based recusancy seems to have emerged fairly
£——-——.—-=7:——:——ff, ,„-- - -*-U*c*-x!s*aaaSSm —————•
early in Elizabeth s

A second major difference between Ireland and Wales was the
ce and* vitality nf

The significance of the urban factor in the context ol 
First, with their large populations^ accumu-

a major force 
One Tudor official had described

abse.
V th" K pfnrmannn is" rwnfnlH.

4HflHM9l^^^'^
lations of wealth ancThieher levels
in me
them as 'the sheet anchors of the state'. 74 None the less Irish, towns were
particularly
many of thcnrTwere

snce most were

__ it is noticeable"' tKt"jKejearliest strongholds jDÍ^Protestantism 
were"jhe east-coast ports which traded with Denmark and north 
Germany. 76 In Ireland, however, many of the seaporl
tradingj.inksjyththe Iberian And like the Pale gentry, the

ic towns could wellleading merc^r^jaj
Catholic priest Already by the fnid-i^Gos, the leading merchants of 
Waterford were sending relatives abroad figr graining,in Continental 
seminaries^ Finally, and quite unaccountably, the authorities in Krelancl 
neglected to*"secure the passage in the parliament there of an jrish 
counterj^ajrffijjT^ terms^oirreyenuerBiis 
^wasPprobabfy not aivery co^^Qmi.^i^rTpejneSieval guilds and chantries 
were apparently concentrated mainly in the^LQWj^. 79 In theory, the 
omission simply meant that the endowments of these íbiLndalÍQn&shouldl J »^«1' frj)M*<t **-•••'• y—«a^—«*<*»->•—s^.jTjg-A^aujii i« i 1 <ii'i i«—m»«g«««Meig

ĥ Y£jten_cj^vertedJ:q sorrieT^^ by the 
Elizabethan act of uniformity, private masses and cjoiivemicle^^^wgrp, slill

• 1 ••"'""•-'•'l (s^^«NT«»^«»^«V^al^W«^«****ll*<W1'**^

n practice, some, at least, 01 these endowments continued to be
73 Lennon, 'Counter-Reformation', 83-4, 88-9; Ellis, Tudor Ireland, 215-16.
74 Quoted in J. F. Lydon, The Lordship of Ireland in the Middle Ages, Dublin 1972, 241. 

On the towns, see now also Brendan Bradshaw, 'The Reformation in the towns: Cork, 
Limerick and Galway 1 , in John Bradley (ed.), The Medieval City, Dublin 1989, 220-52.

75 A good general survey is Anthony Sheehan, ' Irish towns in a period of change, 
1558-1625', in Brady and Gillespie, Natives and Newcomers, 93-119.

76 I. B. Cowan, Regional Aspects of the Scottish Reformation, London 1978.
77 T. W. Moody, F. X. Martin and F. J. Byrne (eds), A New History of Ireland, III: 

Early modern Ireland /534-769/, Oxford 1976, ch. i.
78 Helga Hammerstein, ' Aspects of the Continental education of Irish students in the 

reign of Elizabeth i', Historical Studies viii (1971), 137-53; Ellis, Tudor Ireland, 222; Lennon, 
'Counter-Reformation', 83.

79 I am grateful to Dr Colm Lennon for drawing my attention to the significance of the 
chantries in the maintenance of urban Catholicism. See in general ibid. 78, 84; M. V. 
Ronan, 'Religious customs of Dublin medieval gilds', Irish Ecclesiastical Record, 5th ser. 
xxvi (July-Dec. 1925), 228-30; J.J. Webb, The Guilds of Dublin, Dublin 1929; Gearóid 
Mac Niocaill 'A register of St. Saviour's priory, Waterford', Anal. Hib. xxiii (1966), 
135-224. Many of the surviving records of Dublin guilds were published by H. F. Berry in 
successive issues of the Journal of the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland between the years 
1900 and 1918.
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used for th£jnaiutóriaji£e»43£j^ and services. 80 Thus in the
towns of Elizabethan Irelandjpne^ flf tfreii^^
tEclai^h of the late medieval jurban laity., remained ^^tu^^^^^

Overall, therefore, this brief survey of the similarities and differences 
between the problems of the Reformation in Ireland and Wales would 
seem to point to the colonial aristocracy and the towns., as the decisive 
influences in the outcome of the Irish Reformation^TTEe tactlsTEaT,^given 
the pitifully injdcquaj^jmcjgwjnentL ofithe Church of Ireland and the 
growing alieriaTÍQiá^ 
political community, Reading jncrchants .>an4^g?9LrX C|Q?u££SfeplUY^y
j â/sh^ ^
T^rguabiy"by looq mis setback was rioT iusT3emporafv~b'urtecisive. Itts

\J *"^ ^B>l'**'^B^B***'^^''l''''^'''*'''*'***1̂ >*l*''í*^MWWW^*WMÉ<WB><íliM&B^(i^^fc3»^W*tí3llfcW*f(í*"ft*MMIíP%

true that, in the later sixteenth^cntury? the Dublin administration was 
distracted from,,l)he<l fjafoKejmfPf ,of rdicyinilg uniformity by the political'^BBMifcMM^pigyaBtSStf*'11*^'^"'"_^~ ^—~" - "*• . •-r--. <^^1^a*^*^^^>^^j|l|*!^^y^^fj*p^^ •i*H"-'.'u--i2i--,%^w

problems leading to military^ conquest^a.r^^^JLfter 1603, the~path fay 
ópéntOja complete^ Anglicisation of the couni^^ then, the nature 
andscaj^oTtHe problem had grj)^n^|Er1Se^pnci ''tEe capacity pf^jaii early 
Stuart government to resolve.ZAmonff~-4ke"Old English, gruagmg

aa jyg.h^a^ jj^^L^L? ^ 
recusancy. 81 And .given that this response was so general? *álí3'TGaTTlierie 
had developed in official circles in England a tacit acceptance of private1 O jta^*:^ . *. ..-.,,,,.- xr»f.-»i-f*rT<"tt7^"< "i O' i*"*- «•»i»ajv»«.-.»guM«

anyway.|| .
n ad neither suflSoJe^MMllgEjdbíin^clOn the Irish proolem to 

countenance such a policy nor the resources to pay for jthfLarmy it_ r / ii-K.--v i i >" - •• "ír-^ "*.•*--•' •*»- '» '••^"»»-, •-••**•. ~* •.T.-*^--i^i*'*wtl*ofjjK«"i'ji?i*>'. !«•••

required. 82 The only other alternative was the wholesale re-endowment of- '

80 The clearest indication of this is the case of the guild of St Anne in St Audoen's parish, 
Dublin, which supported six chantry priests. The guild's property and lands were rented to 
Catholics, and the profits presumably supported the priests. The arrangement went 
undetected until 1611, when court proceedings commenced against the guild and also 
St Sythe's Gild. In 1634 a commission of inquiry reported that the guild's annual rents were 
worth £289 i s. jd., but the guild was not finally suppressed until 1 740. See Colm Lennon, 
'Civic life and religion in early seventeenth century Dublin', Arch. Hib. xxxviii (1983), 
1 14-25; Ronan, art. cit. 379-85; H. F. Berry, 'History of the religious guild of St. Anne', 
Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy xxv (1904), sect. C, 21-106. For indications of a trade 
guild continuing to support Catholicism, see especially Webb, op. cit. 85-6 (payments for 
a priest, a wake, and tolling bells at a month's mind).

81 Lennon, 'Counter-Reformation', 79-90; Bottigheimer, 'Failure', 196-207.
82 Ford, Protestant Reformation, ch. iii. As this paper was being written, a review article 

appeared by Professor Canny, in which he restated some of his arguments about the 
Reformation, 'Protestants, planters arid apartheid in early modern Ireland', IHS xxv 
(1986-7), 105-15. Canny remains unconvinced by Ford's findings and argues that his 
primary purpose was to undertake ' the task of supplying supporting evidence for the 
theory first propounded by his mentor', Dr Bradshaw (p. 107). In the face of Ford's 
evidence, Canny asks us to believe that the ' Irish protestant leaders of the seventeenth 
century' ought to be regarded as 'the most reform-minded group in Europe with the 
possible exception of the catholic reformers in the Austrian Habsburg lands' : ibid. 109-10. 
Perhaps I may also be permitted here to record my disagreement with the purported 
summary of my views about the significance of the Reformation's failure in Professor
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the Church of Ireland, so as to rebuild the rparish churches and staff them 
with a plentiful and well-educated pjfiajjiing^iQlStiy. recruited and 
trained throughjyiajtic^^s^s^ an adequately 
endowed J^bJi^niyejcsJXy. Again, the Crown could not afford such a 
programme" What remains is the classic Tudor strat£^~for^ the 
enforcement of religious chanty a gradualist, approack encouraging local 
support and manipulating habits of loyalty jo harness private resources to
ih.ejn^cju^exy^

If, after i ^47. the government had retained 1 ^ejocal coj-operation or
.g3ui£sccnce QJL&e prjj|i^ 

reason wrn^ncjfficiallvmsplrccrfe firaduallyjiave
sfjreajd fforn the Pale and major tow^^tojall parts irf Ire.jfln,^as an ÍPtcgraT 
part of thp Anglicising prnress. It may be that, as Canny has argued, 
Bradshaw's survey of developments pre-dates the general emergence of 
Old English Catholic recusancy by two or three decades. Yet the 
conclusions of this paper would seem to support his main contention that 
mid-Tudor developments were c^^ra^^n^shaping^e e^ventual ffu^qoffle of 

i udor^ J^efjormation in IrelancL The possibility nf a rapid, officially
orchestrated Protestant breakthrough in Ireland was effectively ruled out

_!,,, -——^^^—> ~ — "~ ————— __ _ _ _ Q, ___ _ - _ ̂  r_ / ^SSSH^^^^^^p^

by. the poverty ofjthe ecclesiastical endowment and the inadequacies of 
government control. And in these circumstances the attitude of .the Old
ÍT***"**"^"*""••1—"ls"t—•"••••••••» ^ ^^ JMeM*OM*«MKSMaAMjMMHfi!MMfW)Q^B

English community was particularly crucial. Their growingjolitical 
alienation fram government^ _after i ^47 provided the ̂ agents of the

.wi tjh a_r£ccp_tiyc ancTTnfluential .jb-^se-fropr w.hicl^D 
his did not, of course, mean the immediate failure of the 

Reformation. For one thing, the JLnglishry initially s^aw political and 
relijgious^deyelopmejits ra,sq sep|ai:ate'"gr^yanc?s ? and JtKe'Taentjj
•••^'^"'^"^^^^^^^^^^^^^"'""^"'^^^^^^^^^^^"""WW-^^^^^^Sl^^^^uÍHHMÍ^^BÍfl •wp9MM^^B^^MM^L*^ ^^^PBHBS^;^^jP^**^?^^'CMBBÍ^BHBSB^^B^^^^B

the two diet JT^, general 1v occur set'ore c. i ^8o7^ Moreover^ the
government could - though with increasing difficulty - have reversed its 
policy .oOncre, asing reliance on New^ lEngji^h^gfricials. In the event, it did 
not, and for this reason historians are, on the evidence now available, 
justified in viewing mid-Tudor developments as central to the failure of
j^^.^-.^f.-v*-*--"*.-* -—^> — .-- .w-^í»ra î*^>>--'J^«*^:^;:.,tfS*-»i±0^^^^

The Reformanpn. io
This article should not, however, end on a note of confident assertion 

about the reasons for failure. Current research barely scratches the 
surface: the fact that Irish Reformation historiography has not yet come 
to grips with basic sources like the Valor speaks eloquently about the

Canny's latest synthesis, Kingdom and Colony: Ireland in the Atlantic world, 1560-1800, 
Baltimore 1988. I regard the failure of the Irish Reformation as a consequence of the 
weakness of Tudor government in Ireland and of the strained relations between Crown 
and community. I do not see it as ' the factor that most contributed to the disequilibrium 
between state and society from which stemmed the bitter antagonisms that makes [sic] the 
political history of Ireland in the late Elizabethan period so different from tfiát of 
England': ibid. 9.

83 Ciaran Brady, 'Conservative subversives: the community of the Pale and the Dublin 
administration, 1556-1586', in P.J. Corish (ed.), Radicals, Rebels and Establishments: 
Historical Studies XV, Belfast 1985, 11-32.
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provisional nature of pjrcsent. coriclusjpns.. Very probably more such 
sources remain to be explored. And even though the evidence concerning 
the impact of the Tudor Reformation in Irelancfis much less rich than for 
England, English historiography suggests a number of promising lines of 
inquiry which might usefully be pursued.
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