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[bookmark: _GoBack]Following the events that transpired shortly after Mary Tudor’s succession, it is evident that she deserved the name 'Bloody Mary.' After her younger step stepbrother Edward VI's death, she succeeded the English rule in July 1553. Even though she enjoyed the first wave of praise, her reputation ascertained to be brief. Her quest for an official resolution with Rome and marriage to Philip of Spain momentarily isolated some of her subjects. Notably, her strategy towards the English activists was at first thoughtful and cautious. Throughout the first year of her rule, most Protestant leaders were permitted to escape, while others silently went into hiding. However, those who continued disapproving of the new rules were arrested, confined, and tried on one charge or another. Toward the end of 1554, the legislature voted to recover the feudal laws against profanation. As a result, Mary Tudor sprung a direct and fierce attack against the activists. For that reason, the literature will clearly depict why Mary Tudor, a devout Catholic, deserves the epithet "Bloody Mary.” 
First, according to Hargrave, approximately 275 people were executed on her commands during her remaining four years in power hence qualifying for the epithet.1 Several prominent Protestant reformers were among Mary's victims, including Bishops like Hugh Latimer, Nicholas Ridley and Archbishop Thomas Cranmer. Nonetheless, individuals of lesser stature and women were not spared, proving how cruel her administration was.
Additionally, Mary Tudor deserved the epithet “Bloody Mary” from the clerical tormentors shown interviewing and torturing Protestant villains bound in pillories illustrated by Foxe in images.[footnoteRef:1] The representation of the burnings' dreadfulness illustrated Mary Tudor's cruelty achieving the extreme and most sensitive influence. Foxe argues that Cleric Edmund Bonner was the superior villain amongst the tyrants performing under Mary Tudors command. He wrote that Boner was the ultimate Boucher against the poorer followers and saints of Christ, acting upon Mary's power among all the bishops. For that reason, Edmund Bonner was bound to preside over an unreasonably significant share of the cases as London's bishop. His harsh personality and daunting style also contributed to his undesirable character. In one instance, Bonner is shown whipping a bearded Protestant detainee in his orchard as his assistants conceal their faces or turned away, evading the insight. [1:  Hargrave, O. T. "Bloody Mary's Victims: The Iconography of John Foxe's Book of Martyrs." Historical Magazine of the Protestant Episcopal Church 51, no. 1 (1982): 7-21.] 

On another occasion, Mary Tudor's unacceptable leadership, hence being referred to as "Bloody Mary," is demonstrated when Cranmer, an archbishop, observes the execution of two Protestants from atop nearby prison he was being detained at the time. However, he never preempted that his prosecution would follow. His burning was an exceptional interest and prominence, both because he served as Archbishop of Canterbury and his much-publicized withdrawals. Since he had declined to recognize the court's jurisdiction, which had tried the other two Protestants who were executed under his watch, his case had been referred directly to Rome. In turn, Pope Paul IV had approved an inquiry by three English priests, based on whose conclusions Cranmer had been convicted, expelled, and deprived of his archbishopric. Additionally, a special papal commission formally degraded him in February 1556 and turned him over to the irreligious authorities for reprimand. Encouraged by the view that his life might be saved if he renounced and influenced by his enduring pledge to the principle of obedience to the sequential power, Cranmer had been convinced to sign six gradually precise withdrawals. With these suspecting papers in hand, Mary Tudor had then instructed him be murdered, coming clearly why she deserved the epithet "Bloody Mary."
Again, to cement the justification that Mary Tudor deserved the epithet "Bloody Mary," Richard, in his works, claims that the reputation of Queen Mary remain as negative as it ever demonstrated her cruelty.[footnoteRef:2] He argues that well before she died in 1558, her Protestant rebels had begun attacking her administration. Subsequently, after 1558 and her sister Elizabeth I's succession, the religious Mary got wide hatred by being catholic, her marriage together with appearance, at the same time intelligence. Lastly, above all, for the brutality during her regime in its penalties of religious opposition. Specifically, for several eras, it was generally established that the reality among Protestants that Mary Tudor's rule was a terrible caution against yielding legality, let alone power, to Catholics. According to Foxe, More English blood was spilled in Queen Mary Tudor's time than it has ever been witnessed in other regimes. On the other hand, Richards posits that Foxe claims that God wrought against her in all her affairs because of the unprosperous accomplishments of persecuting His people depicts her cruelty.3 Conventionally, creating the foremost Protestant beliefs, most accounts of the nineteenth-century on Tudor's history settled contentedly enough on the Catholic queen regnant's traditional approach, with minimal interest in exploration. Furthermore, there was a conventional belief that her reign was a catastrophic interlude for the true religion and perhaps unproductive in every other way.  [2:  Richards, Judith. "Defaming and defining ‘Bloody Mary’in nineteenth-century England." Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 90, no. 1 (2014): 287-303.] 
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Another affirmation of Queen Mary’s brutality hence qualifying for the epithet "Bloody Mary," is derived from Foxe’s declaration in his first edition (1570) expressing his interest in recording the accounts of the harassment of people he considered factual and faithful worshippers of Christ's Minster by Tudor. His interpretations were regularly more comprehensive when dealing with the victims burned for their devotion in Queen Mary Tudor's reign. [footnoteRef:3]Although he viewed Tudor as deceitful and unpredictable from the initial days of her rule, in his ever-growing versions, Foxe had similarly placed some fault on church authorities like the Bishop of Winchester, Edmund Bonner, Bishop of London, and Stephen Gardiner at least as much as on the queen herself. [3:  Richards, Defaming and defining, 290] 


	Additionally, most historians followed suit, upholding Foxe’s sentiments. Richards suggests that William Smyth generally proposes that only Queen Mary Tudor and Bishop Bonner put persons to death based on their religious beliefs. Besides, he argues that the Protestants were incompetent of such enormities. However, this was not the case. Many people were put to death in the reign of the ruthless Henry VIII.4
In another instance, Lingard presented an entirely dissimilar argument although asserting Mary’s brutality. He suggested that the facility with which the queen affected her marriage demonstrated how much the protestors' failure had added to her administration's power. He placed the central issue of the customary criticism of her reign within a more historical context. He claimed that it was the lot of Queen Mary to live in a period of religious prejudice and illustrated widely on state documents to define the procedures she established for actual heretics, that they should be penalized without passion. But in ways that guaranteed that the modest were not misled by false principles thus showing the reason why she deserved the epithet "Bloody Mary." Additionally, she required that typical sermons be conducted to educate the unavoidable crowds at each execution.5 
On the contrary, Cobbert insisted that Mary’s glorious succession was always prevalent, marked from the start by more widespread joy than ever had before been seen. Besides, he argues that the new queen’s initial acts were both beneficent and just, although were short-lived. The history of Mary’s rule, which followed showed some benefits from Froude’s reading, wider than had been customary. [footnoteRef:4]However, despite some admiration for her, his concluding analysis of Mary varied from the predominant views. He argues that Mary had moral grounds for questioning her sister’s involvement in the Wyatt scheme and that other historians had often ridiculed this suspicion. Froude noted that Mary Tudor had acknowledged that church plots estranged in her father's rule could not be repossessed. The verdict was rather a dissatisfaction to the clerics, who cared less for Rome but much more for power and riches. [4:  Luthman, Johanna. "Mary Tudor, the First Sovereign Queen of England: The Politics of Blood, Gender, Law, and Religion in the 1500s." In Historians on Leadership and Strategy, pp. 195-213. Springer, Cham, 2020.
5 Myers, Morgan, and Kyle Thompson. "Interpretations of Bloody Mary's Use of Religion and Politics." (2019).] 

 Froude concludes Mary Tudor’s reign as one of sovereign acceptance. Although he believes that to the time of her succession, she led a righteous, and in many respects, an honorable life, history does not concur because literature suggests that when she passed on, she went to her grave amid many more blasphemies than ever she had received praise. Furthermore, Froude advocated that her rationality was utterly affected partially by Philip's uncaring conduct of the queen, more by her mystical leaders' effect shifting the blame to the kind of leadership that Mary Tudor had hence deserved the epithet "Bloody Mary". Besides, he suggests that her brutalities' obligation rests initially with Gardiner, who initiated them, and, secondly, in the highest degree Reginald Pole. However, they were not the only reasons for those catastrophic and terrible arsons of Mary’s reign. Consequently, early twentieth-century historians such as James Gairdner and A.F. Pollard made little effort to revise the conventional views of Mary Tudor. Indeed, it was late in that era before Tudor, Elizabeth Russell's Mary and Mr. Jorkins set off a wave of more ideological historians. But it is not in the slightest astonishing; not everybody has yet been convinced of her transformation. The pre-eminent biographer of Thomas Cranmer, Diarmaid MacCulloch, for one, still calls the queen that sent the archbishop to the tower and then to his blistering death, 'Bloody Mary.'  
In summation, literature has demonstrated that Mary Tudor, a devout Catholic, deserved the epithet "Bloody Mary" from her cruel form of leadership, not forgetting the sixteenth-century conflicts of religion which remains compelling into this century, possibly even past the hopes of John Foxe. Catholic responses notwithstanding, the Book of Martyrs continue to be most read together with the influential account concerning Marian's persecution. For good or bad, it almost single-handedly initiated Mary Tudor's status as "Bloody Mary" and the recollection of her religious victims as martyrs. Therefore, from the reasons argued in this paper, it is arguable that Mary Tudor deserved the epithet 'Bloody Mary'.
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