ABSTRACT

Title: THE TUDOR ANTICHRISTS, 1485-1603
Kathleen Meredith Barker Bossert, Ph.D, 2010
Directed By: Professor Kent Cartwright, Department of
English
The sixteenth-century Antichrist often dons the papal tiara, and he occhsional
wears the Spanish crown. He hides in German clerics, and he appears as the Grand
Turk, an Eastern harbinger of a not-so-distant Doomsday. While scholars
acknowledge the persistence of this figure in Reformation polemic, no critidgl s
examines its multiple rhetorical, linguistic, and metaphoric functions inesittie
century texts. My dissertation fills this gap. | examine the figure oAtiiehrist
in the theological, political, and literary works of Desiderius ErasmugjiMar
Luther, Thomas More, William Tyndale, John Bale, Thomas Kirchmeyer, Francis
Davison, John Jewel, Thomas Harding, Edmund Spenser, and others. These
sixteenth-century writers adapt medieval Antichrist lore to accommadade/
understanding of the figure—one that is increasingly political and tied to emerg
notions of English national identity. The Antichrist in particular reveasrtherent
difficulty of considering late sixteenth-century texts in isolati@mfithe traditional

Middle Ages, and my study joins the ongoing conversation about the putative



medieval/early-modern period divide. | argue that the depth of Reformati@nsirit
religious and political arguments derives in good measure from the afteriéelpf
exegetical traditions. Hence, in the figure of the Antichrist, latent maldie
apocalypticism intersectsgith sixteenth-century notions of eschatology and

millenialism, imperialism, and nascent Orientalism.



THE TUDOR ANTICHRISTS, 1485-1603

By

Kathleen Meredith Barker Bossert

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2010

Advisory Committee:

Professor Kent Cartwright, Chair
Professor Theresa Coletti
Professor Donna B. Hamilton
Professor Theodore B. Leinwand
Professor Philip Soergel



© Copyright by
Kathleen Meredith Barker Bossert
2010



Antechrist, nowe ys comyn thy day.
Reigne no longer thowe ne maye.
He that hath ladd the alwey,
nowe hym thowe most go to.
No mo men shalbe shente by the.
My lorde wyll dede that thou be.
He that hath gyvon the this poste
thy soule shall underfoe.

Chestaee, Coming of Antichristl. 625-632
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INTRODUCTION

The Antichrist (from the Greelévti ypiotdég, meaning “against Christ”) was a
veritable celebrity in the sixteenth-century imagination. As ProtestsnoBJohn
Jewel suggests in a mid-century sermon, there was “none, neither olde nor yong:

neither learned nor unlearned, but he hathe heard of Antichrist” (Certaine Sermons

sig. Tv r). Antichrist’s notoriety was due in large part to the significaethielplayed

in the Reformation: as Howard Hotson has noted, the period understood the reform
debate as “the culmination of the cosmic struggle between God and Satan” ($62). A
Satan’s chief Apocalyptic front man, Antichrist was at the very centersof th

upheaval, and “nothing could have lent itself more readily to graphic representation,
vivid dramatization, or popular comprehension than the simple dualism of Christ and
Antichrist” (Hotson 162). R.W. Scriber portrays this dualism as “one of the most
lasting and effective creations of evangelical propaganda” (qtd. Hotson 162).
Antichrist’'s name peppers the writings of every major player in thig dedmate.
Desiderius Erasmus, Martin Luther, Thomas More, John Fisher, William Teynda
John Bale, Matthew Parker, John Foxe, and John Jewel are among the major
sixteenth-century theologians who speculate about Antichrist’'s probable andval a
argue for the eschatological implications of the Reformation; and at onertime
another, every sixteenth-century English monarch suggests that therishhela

infiltrated the realm.



Although scholars acknowledge the persistence of this figure in Reformation
writing, no critical study examines the multiple rhetorical, lingujstied metaphoric
functions of Antichrist in these sixteenth-century texts. There has been thorough
work on the book-ending periods: Richard Emmerson addresses late medieval
depictions of the figure in his seminal woAqtichrist in the Middle Ages
Christopher Hill investigates the Jacobean and Caroline Antichrists in his own
influential study Antichrist in Seventeenth-Century Englandet this current
scholarly narrative—which explores the Antichrist’s earlier and [aemutations
without addressing the intermediate period— overlooks a distinct moment of
transition in which the definition of Antichrist changed alongside England’s own
shifting religious and political allegiances. My cultural history of the Tudo
Antichrist fills this critical gap. While the sixteenth-century daliadid not invent
the idea of Antichrist, it undoubtedly “reshaped and adapted it” (Bauckhan 91).
Sixteenth-century writers reworked the Antichrist lore of the MiddlesAp
accommodate a new understanding of the figure—one that was increasingbabpoliti

and tied to emerging notions of English national ideritity.

! While there are no book-length studies of theesinth-century Antichrist, Richard Bauckham and
Bernard McGinn have written important chapter-lérgfudies that begin to suggest Antichrist's
elaborate and contradictory taxonomy in Reformatioiting. Bauckham devotes a chapter to
Antichrist in hisTudor Apocalypsethe only extended study of sixteenth-century apgticism and
millenarianism. Yet while Bauckham argues thatiémist “looms very large in the apocalyptic
imagery of Tudor Protestantism,” Antichrist is mi$ focus (91). Bernard McGinn’s recent popular
history, Antichrist: Two Thousand Years of the Human Ret@dn with Evi) focuses entirely on the
figure of Antichrist, yet he situates the sixteeaémtury Antichrist on a wide-reaching timeline—one
that extends from Antichrist’s earliest appeararioeontemporary applications. McGinn
acknowledges the importance of Reformation thoirgintichrist’s history, but the sixteenth-century
Antichrist still only occupies one chapter in a meomprehensive study. In short, Bauckham and
McGinn’s broader objectives necessarily (and urtdadably) limit their treatment of the sixteenth-
century Antichrist. Yet despite the absence ofsaended study of the sixteenth-century Antichrist,
the recent arguments of John Parker, Peter LakielMérhael Questier all hinge on Antichrist’s deeply
rooted place in the Tudor imagination. The Aesthetics of Antichrjgearker argues that sustained
familiarly with Antichrist legend shapes Christopharlowe’s dramatic choices and his audiences’

2



The Antichrist begins the sixteenth-century century as a man andhends t
century as a trope. Early tracts define Antichrist as an individual—a single
Apocalyptic harbinger who will wage one last campaign against God’s faithful in the
days before the final Judgment. Significantly, he is a future, not a present theeat
over the course of the century, Antichrist seems to have already arrivedysiters
argue that traditional prophecies have come to fulfillment in the actions of their
ideological opponents. These writers target Catholics, Protestants, andlikerks a
thus, the Antichrist wears a variety of costumes in the sixteenth-cemtergften
dons the papal tiara, and he occasionally wears the Spanish crown; he disguises
himself as a German cleric and appears as the Grand Turk, an Eastern harbinger of a
not-so-distant Doomsday. These images of Antichristian popes, monarchs, reformer
and invaders all suggest how Reformation culture imagined a collective Agttichr
not a discreet individual. The papal Antichrist, for example, was not a single man,
but an entire, corrupt institution comprised of many men. Sixteenth-centieyswr
defined the Antichrist as a figurative body—not a literal man, but a cokeetiil
that opposed the mystical body of Christ. At first, this figurative Anstlvas
defined by institutional boundaries: Antichrist consisted of the papacy or,
alternatively, a discreet group of reformers, Spanish kings, or Eastern threats. Y

notions of an institutional Antichrist quickly gave way to a more inclusive eremy

perception of them; ifthe Antichrist's Lewd Hatl.ake and Questier argue that familiar binaries of
“order and disorder, vice and virtue, and Christ Amtichrist” frame depictions of evil in Elizabeth

and early Stuart cheap print, pamphlets, sermantsdeama (xxvi). In other words, Parker, Lake, and
Questier not only use Antichrist as a governingnieavork for their analyses, but they also necessaril
assume Antichrist’s pervasive and nuanced presertbe sixteenth-century imagination— a presence
that no study yet explores in sustained and speteifims.
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one who was not confined to a particular institution—but who comprised everyone
who abetted or embraced the false church.

Antichrist’s transition from individual to aggregate is particularly enide
the opening banns of the Chester Mystery Cycle (c. 1400)— the only extant English
cycle to include an Antichrist pl#yAs David Mills suggests, the two versions of the
Chester banns reveal that performances of the DyaesComing of Antichrishay
have differed significantly over the course of the cycle’s extended sttgeyhi The
pre-Reformation banns announce simply that the Dyers will mount a play of
Antichrist on a rather impressive pageant wagon: “The Hewsters that be hesagéul
/ They bring forth a worthy carriage; / That is a thing of grett cestagAntycrysthit
hight” (Il. 140-143). The post-Reformation banns offer more detail about the content
of the Dyers’ production: “And then, you Dyers and Huestensichristbring out— /
first with his Doctor, that goodly may expound / who be Antichrists in the world
round about” (Il. 173-175). The later banns advertise an exposé of sorts: the Chester
Doctor will, presumably, suggest that the Antichrist is not merely a futueatt but
a contemporary one; and he will, it seems, identify these contemporary Angitiyrist
name.

We will never know for certain who fell prey to the Doctor’s reproofs. The
extant play makes no such denunciations, leaving scholars to suggest that the Dyers’

drama must have undergone a revision, now lost, in the wake of the Reformation.

2 The earliest known reference to the Chester playss to 1422, but as Mills acknowledges in the
introduction to his modern-spelling edition, thigarence cites “a play already well-establishedif)(x
The extant Chester manuscripts are all from treedatteenth and early seventeenth centuries.

3 References to the pre-Reformation banns refére@tie Chester Mystery Cycle: Essays and
Documentsedited by Lumiansky and Mills. The post-Reforimatbanns are taken from Mills’
edition, The Chester Mystery Cycle: A New Edition with Magkt Spelling



Yet the revision of the Chester banns is nonetheless significant for the study of
sixteenth-century representations of the Antichrist: the post-Reformation banns
suggest that a change took place in the way writers used the figure. Ther Glagst
instructs its audience in the “tokening / of this thief's coming” (I. 273) andriites
aspects of Antichrist’'s malicious character: Antichrist is a hypoentd a tyrant who
uses false miracles, bribes, terrors, and eventually torture to persuaeecerroany
to worship him as the true Chridtle is a dangerous, future counterfeit; he is not,
significantly, a contemporary person. As Richard Emmerson notes, in the pre-
Reformation banns and the play itself, “Antichrist is Antichrist—an eschatalogic
deceiver who need not be identified” (“Contextualizing Performance,” 90).hBut t
post-Reformation banns suggest the Chester Antichrist later became acpblemi
weapon: the revised play would not only illustrate the Antichrist’s “tokens” butdv
also identify particular people as Antichrists in the “world round about.” This post
Reformation Antichrist was now present (not future) and plural (not singular).

In this way, sixteenth-century polemical applications of the Antichrist are
distinct from the prevailing conceptions of the Antichrist in the late MiddlesAge
Imagining an aggregate or figurative Antichrist—one comprised of nmathyidual
members—*“required modification of the received interpretation” of traditional
Antichrist legends (Hotson 161). This study explores these modifications and
considers what they reveal about sixteenth-century cultural and ideolgitsition.
That being said, this study also reveals numerous ways early uses of the gtntichri
resonate in later, seemingly different, applications of the figure. The depth of

Reformation writers’ religious and political arguments derives in goodure&®m



the afterlife of early exegetical traditions. John Bale, for examplealgethe
complicated ways that the pre-Reformation Antichrist tradition remaieaistla the
emergent polemical one. Bale’s plkiyng Johanrelentlessly portrays the Pope as a
tyrant Antichrist who tries to seize political control from England’s ftvetentury
king; however, King John detects the Antichrist precisely because Bajes p
figure, Usurped Power, performs many of the signs highlighted in eatjetzal
texts. While Bale’s polemical application of Antichrist differs in maraysvfrom
pre-Reformation depictions of the figure, his portrayal of Usurped Power nassthel
reinforces the Antichrist tradition of the Middle Ages—a tradition doubtlessly
ingrained in the sixteenth-century cultural imaginafion.

This tradition featured Antichrist in prophesies about the end of the world, and
the sixteenth century also inherits a medieval Apocalyptic discourse—ommthat
only uses Antichrist as its avatar but that also evokes terror and urgency {even, a
times, hysteria) regarding a potential Doomsday. Reformation wiréspgently
debate whether their theological and political strife signals thenemhend of days,
and in this way, medieval apocalypticism intersects with sixteenth-camitions of
eschatology and millenialism, imperialism, and nascent Orientalism.inMarther’'s
apocalypticism—shared by English Reformers like Bale and John Foxe—istat lea
one of the ways the Middle Ages haunt the Renaissance. At the same timesLuther’

preoccupation with the end time ultimately separates him from those like&asm

* Richard Emmerson notes the influence of medievateptions of the Antichrist upon the sixteenth-
century “popular imagination”: “Although many spic$ of the legend never became specific
doctrine, Antichrist—like the Fifteen Signs of Dosday and the antics of demons during the Last
Judgment—was a lively part of the popular imagmafiascinated with the last things. This shared
understanding of the Antichrist is evident in maegounts, Latin and vernacular, addressed to both
religious and lay audiences, and inscribed in loeflaxe manuscripts and delivered in sermons”
(“Contextualizing Performance,” 100).



who dismiss apocalyptic speculation as rhetorical hyperbole. ErasmuystEiske
tempers Luther’s apocalyptic urgency, and this study also suggests howdagoms
fears abate over the course of the century. As Antichrist transitions frordigidual
to an aggregate evil, he simultaneously moves from being indomitable to being
resistible, if not conquerable. In this way, Antichrist paradoxically becormes m
manageable as he grows more diffuse: his emerging figurative sta¢uns o
empower human volition, in the same way that Renaissance humanism found
empowerment in the figurative and the literary. Doomsday was still inevitaklé
could be postponed.

The medieval Antichrist tradition adapted by sixteenth-century writers
originates in Biblical exegesis. Richard Emmerson cites | John 2:18, 2:2and:8;
John 7 as the four passages that "form the basis for the medieval understanding of
Antichrist,” but he notes that "the numerous features of the medieval Arttichris
legend obviously are not limited to the direct references to Antichrist found inll and
John” (Antichrist 36). Other passages that refer to Antichrist-like figures include 2
Thessalonians 2: 3-11, Matthew 24, Mark 13, Luke 21, and Acts 8. All of these
passages provide details about lawless men who act in Christ’s place to dezeive t
faithful. Specific images in the Book of Revelation also comprise Antitghrist
Biblical origins, particularly the locusts in chapter 9, which are oftenifcehts
AC's forerunners; the beast of the abyss that attacks the two witneskaptier 11;
and the seven-headed beast of the sea in chapter 13. Exegetes also address the
possible relevance of the Book of Daniel to the understanding of Antichrist, although

the meaning and relevance of Daniel’'s opaque imagery is frequently disputed in both



medieval and sixteenth-century exegesis. Behemoth and Leviathan of Job 40 and 41
are also frequently glossed as images of the Antichrist, as are Gog god Ma
Ezekial 38 and 39.

Despite these multiple allusions to Antichrist across both Testaments, John’s
epistles are the only books to identify Antichrist explicitly by name. The most
frequently cited passage is | John 2:18, which suggests that Antichrist is both a
present and a future threat: “... it is the last time, and as ye have heard tbhatigtnt
shall come, even now are there many Antichrists whereby we know it istthe las
time.”> Medieval authors generally acknowledge both aspects of this bipartite
definition, distinguishing between two kinds of Antichrists, yet they often emphasize
one aspect of this definition over another. On one hand, chroniclers like the tenth-
century French Abbot Adso of Montier-en-Der (d. 992) emphasize the predicted life
and signs of a great, future Antichrist who will precede Christ's Second CSntimg

the other hand, Augustine downplays an Apocalyptic threat, insistiDg Rivitate

® Biblical references always refer to the 1560 Garteanslation unless otherwise noted.

® The anonymous sixteenth-century pampHlete begynneth the byrthe and lyfe of the mootdfa
and deceytfull Antechry$tVynkyn de Worde, ¢.15257?) is based in large pardAdso’s tenth-century
biography of the Antichrist.ibellus de Antichristo Here Begynnetiepitomizes the traditional lore
about the capital Antichrist—legends that endurethé sixteenth-century and that Protestant
polemicists both challenged and incorporated. drarearize the general legend: Antichrist will be
conceived in sin (in thelere Begynnetliersion, as the result of an incestuous relatiprisétween a
sinful father and his depraved daughter) and boBabylon into the lost Tribe of Dan; he will be
raised as a Jew; as a child, he will be taught enagdl illusion, which he will later use to deceive
faithful; he will eventually seize political powthrough bribery and torture; and only two witnesses
identified as Enoch and Elijah, will see through skillful charade and attempt to warn the faithful
Antichrist will murder these two prophets, but Gaitl resurrect them and eventually order
Antichrist’'s own destruction at the hands of thelfangel, Michael. After reigning for three and one-
half years, Antichrist will attempt a mock-Ascensitut will instead be carried, body and soul, into
hell. The destruction of the earth will shortlfiéov, an event that will usher in the Final Judginen
and, eventually, the establishment of the heaveityythe New Jerusalem, as prophesied in
Revelation 20. Protestant reformers who positedhally new vision of a collective capital Antichtis
needed to square their definition against theshtivaal expectations, explaining how legends alzout
single, literal Antichrist pointed instead to auigtive villain who would not be born at specifimé in

a specific place to particular parents.



Dei that “the time of the final persecution has been revealed to no human being”
(838). Rather than focus on the end time, he stresses the persistent and recurring
Antichrists that plague the everyday believer. Adso writes of the capitadhist,

and Augustine of that figure’s forbearers. Put another way, Augustine engshthsz
Antichrists who are “already,” and Adso highlights the one who is “not’yatie
thirteenth-century Italian theologian Peter Olivi describes this adiffieeence
betweerAntichristus misticusndAntichristus magnyother authors frequently
distinguish “common” Antichrists from the “capital” or “notorious” Antichfist
Regardless of the terminology used, there is an emphasis on two discreet kinds: one
whom Augustine highlights as recurring, synchronic, typological; and the obioen w
Adso stresses as finite, diachronic, and teleological. Yet not all sixteentury
writers are so careful to qualify their use of “Antichrist,” and writerd readers
frequently dispute the meaning of “Antichrist” just as intensely as theygle@ver

his identity. Unsurprisingly, readers were then left to consider what gxactéant

when an author used the term.

" Exegetes used John'’s epistles to characterizArttiehrist as both “already” and “not yet”; howeyer
it is important to note that John himself actualiggests that the singular Antichrist and his many
counterparts exist concurrently in the present.ekjdicitly specifies that the many general Antists
are an indication that the end time has arrivedefienow are there many antichrists; whereby we
know it is the last time” (2:18). Yet because thl obviously did not come, exegetes tended to
interpret the passage as describing a distinatltedg— one in which a series of historical Anticdtsi
prefigure a final Antichrist who will arrive at senundetermined, future time. In other words, the
many Antichrists whom John describes are parttodjactory of evil that points toward a future,din
Antichrist. Emmerson admits that the passagef itstbsses the end of time, which can be
confidently identified as the present because efaghpearance of Antichrist,” but it “is also theis®
of the medieval belief in multiple Antichrists, thepresentatives of evil who already plague the

church” (Antichrist 36).

8 See Bernard McGinn in “Angel Pope and Papal Anisthfor a discussion of Peter Olivi (c. 1248-
1298) and his apocalyptic theology.



The first chapter uses these problems of definition to launch its discussion of
early reform writers Eramus, Luther, More and Tyndale. It establibkesarly
sixteenth-century Antichrist as a lively and adaptable figure that |esedbt
elaborate and often contradictory taxonomies in early Reformation writilkg. L
Adso, Luther uses the term to identify the capital Antichlils#; Augustine, Erasmus
tends to downplay the Apocalypse and focuses instead on a general threas that wa
indicative of corruption and sinfulness, but not necessarily Doomsday. | argue that
Luther embraces a literal definition of the term “Antichrist” whiledenas asserts a
figurative one. These continental uses of Antichrist frame the chaptackidmg
discussion of the English writers Thomas More and William Tyndale.

It is not long, though, before sixteenth-century writers complicate thase ne
distinctions. These complictions result in part from a fundamental breakdown in the
traditional interpretation of John’s epistles. Bernard McGinn suggests that cheing t
Reformation, there “was no longer a question of multiple forms of Antichrigfbeli
(Antichrist as one or many, as present or future, as mystical or goeiysting within
a common frame of reference; it was rather a sundering of mutuallysesel
conceptions fundamentally at odds with one another” (Anti¢t2@). This
sundering emerged as Protestant polemicists began to conceptualize the capital
Antichrist as a figurative body that was are many, preserdnd future, mystical
andgreat. In this way, Luther’s capital Antichrist is not exactly the sasn&dso’s:
while Luther, like Adso, describes an Apocalyptic villain, his papal Antichriss doe

not share Adso’s traditional biography.
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The second chapter argues that in order to align the papacy with Antichrist,
Luther musthallenge and reinterpret the very legend that Adso advocated. While
Adso and other medieval exegetes had maintained that the capital Antishuilste*

be one onely man” (Bullinger, A Commentafgl. 16r), Luther wrestled with a new

definition that imagined a collective capital Antichrist—a “whole sucoassf many
men” (Dove, sig. C8 v) that would together usher in the Apocalypse. John Dove
argues, for example, that “by a Synechdoche” the term ‘Antichristifegg “the head
& prince of an entire Antichristian Apostacie and rebellion” (Dove, sig. C8 v). By
considering John's epistles figuratively, Luther and other polemicistd eowisage
the capital Antichrist as “an whole kyngedome and an whole bodye which shuld

fughte against Christe” (Bullinger, A Commentaigl. 16r). What emerges is a

radical, new understanding of the Antichrist that redefines the literalbAisticn
figurative terms. Reformers argued that the pope was, finally, Aistichot because
he was this corrupt person or that corrupt person, but because he embodied an
institution that was itself spiritually corrupt. Luther proposes a coleatapital
Antichrist—one who is not a single man, or even a single pope, but the entire
institution of successive papal Antichritsn this, Luther fuses the bipartite
definition with which he and Erasmus wrestle in their early writing: thosgyma

Antichrists collectively form the figurative body of the capital dhéStrictly

° As Howard Hotson notes, “Protestant reformers weteof course the first to associate the papacy
with Antichrist: they themselves were fond of dififigures ranging from Dante, Petrarch, and Bernard
of Clairveaux to Joachim of Fiore, Savonarola, Wyahd Hus” (163, n. 10). Yet these earlier wste
implicated individual corrupt popes; reformers whre first to associate the Antichrist with theient
papal institution.

191n this, Luther adopts something in between anoAiés approach to the Antichrist legend and a

Tyconian one: while Adso warned of an Antichristonkias a single, historical figure who would
usher in the end time, the fourth-century Africapn@tist, Tyconius, argued that “the Antichrist

11



speaking, there is only one capital Antichrist at a time—that is, one man whg, at an
given time, is bishop of Rome—Dbut as an historical institution, the successive popes
collectively bring about the literal Doomsday. Thus, Luther’s capital Anstis, at
once, both many and one, already and not yet. This new conception of Antichrist
defines all future discussion, particularly as the Antichrist makes hisoaEygland
in the polemic of William Tyndale and othets.

The conclusion of the second chapter considers sixteenth-century polemical
Antichrist drama, which actualizes the abstract theology of contemporagytpaots
and thus forms a critical part of Antichrist’s history in the sixteenthucgnThe
stage has no choice but to render Luther’s highly abstract definition in conisahl
terms, and’homas Kirchmeyer’s Latin dranRammachiugWittenburg, 1538}
arguably the first Protestant Antichrist play—gives us the first giengbd uther’s
figurative, institutional Antichrist in actionKirchmeyer, like Luther, wrestles with a
complex theology that supplants traditional prophecies about a single Antiaitinist
Protestant vision of an institutional one; but as a dramKirshmeyer faces the vexing

challenge of having to give concrete, visual form to this new figure.

represents the aggregate body of evil within thedhi’ (Bostick 20). Luther suggests that the papal
Antichrist is itself the “aggregate body”—or instion—that collectively ushers in the end time.e Se
Curtis V. Bostick for a discussion of the Lollandpsopriation of Tyconian thought and the degree to
which Luther is indebted to early Lollard discussi@f a papal Antichrist. | am interested in theyss
that Luther popularizes this conception of the ocoape Antichrist, and in turn, the ways in which hi
writings directly influence early English Protedtannceptions of the Antichrist.

* As Howard Hotson has noted, “Wherever the Prateéstiection of the Roman church spread ... the
notion of the papal Antichrist spread with it, mothe least because it was one of the most potent
bearers of that message. In a wide range of dodsmencluding Melanchthon’s apology for the
Augsburg Confession, Luther’'s Schmalkald Artickesgd confessions of the Bohemian Brethren and
the English, Scottish and Irish churches—we firglittentification of the papacy as the Antichrist
treated as an article of faith” (162).
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Chapter three addresses how English reformer and dramatist JohncBlgle @a
similar problem irking Johan(1538). Bale’s solution is to appropriate popular pre-
Reformation Antichrist tableaux and re-contextualize traditiomeicArist lore to
accommodate Luther’s institutional vision of the figurAt the same time, Bale
demonstrates how quickly the collective Antichrist can expand outside these
institutional boundaries. He presents a dramatic Antichrist who emergémasod
epidemic that dangerously spreads from one individual to the next. This mid-century
polemic offers a palpable sense that there is no limit to the number of members who
can join Antichrist’s figurative body. Mid-century polemicists likddBsuggest that
spiritual complicity with the Antichrist is a matter of the individual witlus,

Antichrist’s villainy can spread seemingly uncontrollably among theptacent and

the weak-willed. At the same time, Bale and others explore the posgHmlity
Antichrist's members can reform or be reformed: the faithful will ndtiyagthout a
fight, and the reform effort specifically seeks to curb the expansion ofiistie
spiritual empire. English polemicists like John Bale increasingly depdbattle
against Antichrist as England’s own manifest destiny. Bale depicts aggatggr

villain who is not only an enemy of the Church, but who is specifically the enemy of
England. Hardly resigned to succumb to the Antichrist, England (led by its givinel
appointed monarch) is called to resist and overcome him.

The final chapter seizes upon this sense of England’s role in Antichrist’s
teleology and expands on Bale’s sense of Antichrist’s ever-growing mengbershi
The chapter examines the figure of Homer’s shape-shifting sea gody?rwkeom
Elizabethan writers frequently link to the Antichrist. Proteus transforntessively

into innumerable shapes much like Antichrist manifests in multiple, ever-clzangi
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exteriors. Proteus is also the mythic king of the Egyptians, and this chapter
demonstrates the ways in which writers similarly cast the Antictwiatfareign
outsider, evoking Antichrist’s exoticism in a debate about English nationalisie. B
had urged his audience (and his King) to be wary of Antichrists within England,
specifically those lurking among the nobility, clergy, and even the commonality—
those whose complicity with the pope could endanger themselves, not to mention
their monarch and their nation. For Bale, the fight against Antichrist irmattend
introspective; he urges his English audience to weigh whether their ownrpgeri
papal allegiances have made them part of Antichrist’s mystical bodylatéet
century texts like Francis Davisonl$ie Mask of Proteus and the Adamantine Rock
(1599) locate the Antichrist not within England, but outside of it—specifically in
Spain. Protestant Bishop John Jewel and Catholic recusant Thomas Harding
additionally use images of an Eastern Antichrist to reassign the nationatlyidént
their English opposition. These writers consistently characterize Astielsrnon-
English: their Antichrist is an outsider—one whom they sometimes describe as
Spanish, Persian, and Turkish, but invariably cast as “Other"—whose foreign
nationalism is distinctly at odds with “Englishness.” Late-century wsritke

William Averell, Robert Greene, and George Peele all reveal that thehAstiwas a
key player in the formulation of mid-sixteenth-century notions of English igenti

that underwrite seventeenth-century conceptions of nationhood.
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CHAPTER 1:

ANTICHRIST IN EARLY REFORMATION POLEMIC

In 1528, Strasbourg printer Johann Schott published one of the earliest Protestant
tracts in English: an inflammatory anticlerical work provocativelydiRede Me and

Be Nott Wrothé In not so subtle terms, its anonymous authors (generally thought to
be the English exiles Jerome Barlowe and William Roye) blast Cardiolsieyy the

Mass, clerical celibacy, and church corruption in gerfefBhey are, in fact, the first

1| cite Douglas Parker’s edition, which titles thact after its opening lines: “Rede me and be nott
wrothe, / For | say no thynge but trothe.” Howe\Raker also acknowledges A.G. Dickens and E.
Gordon Rupp, both of whom argue for the pamphlatisular title,The Burying of the MassA 1530
English proclamation list§he Burying of the Massmong those books banned by the government.
Yet as Parker suggests, the tract “deals with & watiety of subjects, only one of which happens to
be the mass” (5).

2 The pamphlet was published anonymously, no doebaibse of its inflammatory content. For a
concise discussion of authorship see Parker’'sdnttion, pp. 29ff. Some suggest that Jerome
Barlowe was the lone author. (See, for exampl&dtdon Rupp’s seminal work Btudies in the
Making of the English Protestant Traditiopp. 55ff; and Anthea Hume’s subsequent study1ppff.)
However, Parker argues convincingly that “it wobklunwise to exclude Roye on such slim
evidence” (33); see pp. 33ff. In terms of biognadboth Jerome Barlowe and William Roye were
apostate Observant Fransicans (Foley and Milleiixx®As Parker notes, Roye is best known through
his association with William Tyndale during the guation of his English New Testament. For more
on Tyndale and Roye’s apparently strained relatigmsas well as Barlowe’s activities in Cologneg se
Parker pp. 30ff. Apart from serving briefly as Twtels research assistant, Roye authored the first
Protestant theological tract in EnglighBrefe Dialoge between a Christen Father and hibSorne
Sonng(1527), a translation of Wolfgang Capit®® Pueris Instituendis Ecclesiae Argentinensis
Isagoge published in Latin and German in 1527 (Parker lérajewski 3). Roye’s English tract
“launched an anticlerical attack on the understagdif the sacraments as good works valid by their
mere performance, explaining that baptism and theh&rist were outward means of effecting an
inward spiritual process” (Foley and Miller xxviiRede Meontinues in this vein although, as Foley
and Miller note, its incidental engagement with saeramentarian controvery, perhaps further
denigrated by its cheeky rhymes, “does not constiiuserious presentation of sacramentarian
theology” (xxvii). Apart from scattered biograpaidnformation, mostly preserved in Tyndale’s own
writings, little else is known of Roye. Even lés&nown of Barlowe. He presumably joined Roye in
Strasbourg after Roye parted ways with Tyndalewlds identified by A. Koszul as one “William
Barlo” who acknowledges authorship of “The Treatyséhe Buryall of the Masse” in a written
confession to Henry VIl in 1533; see also M.M. igpan. Andrew M. McLean believes that the
handwriting of this document matches exactly witehiBp William Barlowe’s hand in a letter to
Cromwell one year later. Bishop Barlowe, as McLeaccinctly recounts, “served as a diplomat and
bishop under Henry VIII and bishop under Edwardwént into exile during Mary’s reign, returned
when Elizabeth became queen and consecrated $tearithbishop [Matthew Parker]” (McLean, ed.
156). However, E. Gordon Rupp takes issue withzkiband his elision of Jerome and William. More
recently, both Parker and McLean have likewise edghat the two were certainly different
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English reformers to associate the pope with the Antichrist, alleginthathrist

so inveterate [is] / Called the pope of Rome” (l. 2357, sig. f8r) with “his keys, lock,
chains, and fetters ... and his golden three folded crown” (Il. 90, 96, sig. &ltr).

only do they denounce the pope outright, but they further designate Wolsey as
“Antichrist’s chief member” (I. 3533, sig. i5r), friars as “antichristtagons” (.

1720, sig. e4v), and preachers as his sworn confederates (l. 2356 f., sig. f8r). Barlowe
and Roye mention “Antichrist” nearly twenty times over the course of theghipu

four thousand lines, warning variously against his “reign” (l. 403, sig. b4v), his
“estate” (l. 625, sig. b8v), his “sect” (I. 759, sig. c3r),” his “members” (I. 1332, sig.
d5r), and his “bonds so thrall” (1.1611, sig. e2v)—all of which they associate with the
Roman church, its leaders, and its adherents. Indeed, “Antichrist” is even the last

word of the tract: the final printed page depicts the papal coat of arms, and the caption

individuals, emphasizing that Jerome was a Grednfriar, while William was identified specifically
as an Augustinian canon on the title page ofiédogue Against the Lutheran FactionSee Parker
pp. 31ff. and McLean, ed. 169ff. Yet G.E. Duffidids recently reexamined Koszul's argument and
made a provocative (if admittedly tentative) cdse lerome Barlowe and Bishop William Barlowe
are one and the same man, with “Jerome” being tsleoB’s pseudonym. He cites the matching
handwriting, as well as some interesting (and djptige) associations between Jerome/William with
Thomas More. See his chapter “Authorship: An Alagive View” in McLean’s edition.

30f course, Wyclif had discovered the AntichrisRome long before Barlowe and Roye had alleged
the same. Here, | distinguish Lollard writings fr@arlowe and Roye’s Lutheran polemic. Yet, as
Curtis V. Bostick notes, it is important to recagmihe influence of Lollard polemic upon the early
reformers. Wyclife’sSTwenty-five Point¢éc. 1388) begins by calling the pope Antichristo®nn,
Antichrist, 182). The sixteenth-century printing of the #fenth-century Lollard tra¢iere begynnethe
the lanterne of lygh{1535) also recounts Lollard tenets on the Antsthc. 1410. For a
comprehensive discussion of Lollard teachings en&htichrist see Bostick. See also Bernard
McGinn’s overview inAntichrist: Two Thousand Years of the Human Fas@nawith Evil pp. 181ff.
For a discussion of Luther’s consideration of Lallaand the influence of Lollard doctrine and refior
strategy on sixteenth-century reformers, see Baghic54-6, and Scott H. Hendrix.
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condemns “Pope Clement, the son of a whore” (I. 3714, sig. i8v) and “the tyranny of
the murtherer Antichrist” (I. 3719, sig. i8%).

Barlowe and Roye, in short, have a penchant for Apocalyptic name-calling.
But their no-holds-barred approach was nothing new, even in these early yéars of t
Reformation. By the late 1520s, the papal Antichrist was ubiquitous in early
continental reform polemic. Martin Luther had hinted at a Romish Antichrist sinc
early 1520, finally accusing the pope outright in 182@ther reformers had quickly
followed suit, leaving Erasmus to wonder if the only way to “become a great
theologian” was to “cram in all the time that the pope is Antichrist, that dasisi
handed down by men are heretical, ceremonies are an abomination, and more of the

same sort”151Q 412)° In a 1524 letter to Caspar Ursinus Velius, Erasmus

* On this papal coat of arms, see Parker, pp. 45B4flowe and Roye use a similar device at the
beginning of the book, presenting a fictional cofedirms for Wolsey and offering a similarly scathin
description of it, cf. sig. alr.

® In his 1521 trachAgainst LatomusLuther affirms, “I give thanks to my Lord JesusriSt who, on
account of this assault, has repaid me a hundmesktivith the knowledge—of which | am now
convinced—that the pope is the Antichrist, the si§the end prophesied throughout the Scriptures”
(141). | take this to be Luther’s first definitipeiblished assertion of a papal Antichrist althquaghl
discuss in Chapter Two below, other critics desigmarlier declarations. Despite this slight
disagreement, critics agree that Luther’s opinibthe papacy changed markedly in the three years
after he published his Ninety-Five Theses. Cetabry the time he published HEassional Christi
und Antichristiin 1521, Luther had come to the definitive conidaghat the institution of the papacy
was the Antichrist. As Jaroslav Pelikan has nateelPassiondk “apocalyptic portrayals of the
antithesis between Christ and his alleged Vic&g'fiope, reveals that in a short time, “Luther’s
thought had evolved on many issues, but perhap®oea so drastically as on the status of the Pope”
(“Some Uses” 84). Pelikan cites Luther’s 24 Febyuds20 letter to Lorenzo Valla as evidence that
Luther suspected the pope was Antichrist by thl @aonths of 1520: “I am so oppressed that | have
virtually no doubt that the Pope is really andytritiat Antichrist for whom, by the commonly accepte
view, the world is waiting. His way of life, histians, his statements, and his ordinances fitfahis

so well” (qtd. Pelikan 85). | would clarify thatdhetter to Valla reveals that Luther had cleadgin

to speculate seriously about the identity of thpgydut his admission to Valla is still not defivét
Luther has “virtually no doubt,” suggesting thatredoubt (however slight) still remains. Luther
seems to hedge his bets uAtijainst Latomuswhere he finally specifies that he is “now corad,”
thus leaving no room for the kind of equivocatibatttends to characterize earlier allusions topabpa
Antichrist.

® Citations for Erasmus’s letters refer first to #pstolary number assigned by editor Peter G.
Bietenholz and then to the page number in Bietrgedition.
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characterizes the Antichrist epithet as typical reform jargon: he sepothe activity

of continental reformer Michael Bentinus, explaining that Bentinus “wandeued r

from one schoolmaster to another, instilling the teaching of our new gospel into the
children: the pope is Antichrist, his decisions are heretical, and so on—you know the
form” (1514 420). Of course, Lutheran reformers were not the only ones speculating
about Antichrist’s identity; polemicists on all sides of the debate often meagi
themselves facing down the Antichrist. In a 1521 sermon, Bishop John Fisher
suggests that Luther’s heresies—not the pope’s alleged corruption— might be a sig
of the Antichrist’s imminent arrival: “Before the comynge of antichthstre shall be

a notable discessyon and departing frolm] the faythe of the chirche. And it is not
vnlyke to be at this same tyme by the occassyon of this moost perilous hetetyde.
Martin Luther for his shrewed brayne wyll some thing wrastell againssig”D ii

v).” In 1523, Thomas More goes even further: while Fisher imagines Luther and
other early reformers as Antichrist’s false prophets, More suggestsuthar could

very well be recognized “either as the alpha of heretics, or as Astichimself

(Responsip191)®

" Taken from Fisher’s sermon “Against the Pernicibostrine of Martin Luther,” published in 1522
but delivered in 1521. See Cecelia Hatt's edifmmcontext, pp. 48ff. See also E.E. Reynolds’
biography, pp. 74ff. This sermon was an importaetyzle to Henry VIII's publication of hissertio
Septem Sacramentoryhb21), which responded directly to LutheBabylonian Captivity of the
Church(1520). There Luther himself speculates aboutpalpantichrist while writing against the
seven sacraments. Accounts suggest the Fisher was@ply of the king's tract during the sermon.

8 To be fair, More only calls Luther the Antichrigtthe context of a hypothetical. See the Yale
edition of hisResponsio ad Lutherymp. 187ff. To my knowledge, this is the onlytarsce of More
accusing anyone—including Luther—of being the Almtist. Elsewhere his use of the term is much
more cautious; like Fisher, he typically only imagg Luther and other early reformers as Anticlwist’
false prophets, if he even evokes the term “Antsthat all. In general, More is much more likety
use the term “heretic” against Luther and othewsnmakrs than “Antichrist.”
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Barlowe and Roye, then, rehearse a polemical commonplace. Yet the term’s
widespread use did not necessarily inspire widespread appeal, espedladise
early days of the English Reformation. London was no Strasbourg, and a still
religiously conservative English readership was certain to brisRecs Més
anticlerical content, not to mention its Antichrist polethiBarlowe and Roye
anticipate this likely opposition when, in the first lines of their tract, thieyngit to
reassure an unsympathetic reader: “Rede me and be not wrothe / For | dayegao t
but trothe” (sig. alr). Contemporaries like John Frith make similar appeals,
apparently not expecting English readers readily to embrace the ref@imegere
flourishing on the continent. In the concluding lines of his 1E@@elation of
Antichrist—an English translation of Luther’'s 15Rkesponsido Ambroisus
Catharinus— Frith asks his reader to respond charitably to his bold polemic: “Here
endeth the Revelation of Antichrist which (although it be som deale ferse abainst
pope and his adherents) yet good christen brother read it charitably. Move not thy
patience. Overcome them rather with the good and virtuous lyvige than with force
and exterior power” (Fol. Ixxxvii vi® Somewhat ironically, Frith petitions his

readers to be charitable even though his own prose, being “som deale ferse,” is not.

® Strasbourg was an early Reformation hotbed, homeformers like Martin Bucer and Wolfgang
Capito. For more on the German reformation and.tliberan reformers, see especially Scott H.
Hendrix.

9 These are Frith’s own words, not part of his thatisn of Luther. Frith published tHRevelation
under the pseudonym Richard Brightwell; howeves #épparently did little to protect his identity.
Thomas More exposes Frith in iaswer to a Poisoned Baabuggesting that Frith’s critique of
Lenten fasting was inspired by Satan: “And as fent. Father Frith vnder name of Brightwell in the
revelacyon of Antichrist calleth it the fo[o]lishgt which jeste was undoubtedly reveled to Fathén F
by the spirit of the devil himself, the spiritualtfier of Antichrist” (The answerél. cclvii r). Frith's
text is divided into three sections: the first, ifstle to the Christen reader,” is a brief lettdd@essed
from Richard Brightwell to the reader; the nextt&et “The Revelation of Antichrist,” is a trandiat
of Luther's Ad Librum Ambrosii Catharini ... Responsio Martinitheri cum exposita uisione
Danielis. Viii. De Antichristo Luther’s Latin can be consulted\ilerkes7, pp. 705-78. Frith
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This tension between charity and ferocity was not lost on Barlowe and Roye.
Rede Méegins with dialogue between a talking Treatise and its Author in which the
Treatise acknowledges that the Author’s ribald polemic sets a poor exampée for it
audience and risks offending more readers than it persuades. The Tns&tsdhat
the Author’s frequent assertions about the Antichrist are particularly de¢enend
it urges the Author to express his critique in more measured tériftse quirky
exchange begins with the Author delivering a pep-talk of sorts: he urgesttes “lit
treatise” to “go forth” (I. 1, sig. a5v) and “put the Antichrist out of his kingdom” (l.
39, sig. a6r}? The idea that a treatise could rout Antichrist is itself striking, but
equally remarkable is the Treatise’s response. The Treatise, noteagar with

Church authorities, insists that the Author’s clerical exposé will neveragethe

translates pp. 722-72, as well as part of p. 7c8§Ster 1195). LutherResponsippurportedly one
of the first places he denounces the pope as Ardichelies chiefly upon the exposition of Darfiel
The final section of thRevelation “Antithesis wherein are compared to geder Chsisigtes and oure
holye father the popes,” is Frith’s own, but likédgsed on Luther and CranacRassional Chrisit und
Antichristi (1521). For more on FrithRevelation see William A. Clebsch, pp. 75-86.

Mt is worth noting that the tract’s title and @pening dialogue are marketing tactics, even if the
tract’s content does inevitably antagonize orthodmders as the prefatory material suggests it will
“Contents shocking!” translates easily into “Younitowant to miss this!” The preface repeatedly
warns that the book will be banned, providing aeregreater impetus to “rede” it as soon as possible
Along the same lines, Erasmus suggests in a 152t te Arkleb of Boskovice that denouncing
Luther’s book as heretical—or as written by a tierewill prompt many to scramble to get their
hands on it: “| have never approved the savagedytia uproar of those who before they have even
read his books declaim against him so foolishlybepublic audiences, using words like donkey and
stork and blockhead and heretic and Antichristamiglersal pest ... the sole result of all their uprisar
to make more people buy Luther’s books and reaah timere readily” {183 152).

2This greeting to the “little treatise,” togethertfwthe rhyme royal stanzas, pays no small homage, i
seems, to Chaucer’s own dedication at the endsdfrbilus and Creseydd am grateful to Kent
Cartwright for noting the resonance between Barlan& Roye’s stanza and Chaucer’'s own. Barlowe
and Roye’s opening stanza reads: “Go forth litatise no thing afraid / To the Cardinal of York
dedicate / And though he threaten thee be not dischaATo publish his abominable estate / For though
his power he doeth elevate / Yet the season isvawily come /Ut inveniatur iniquitas eius ad odidm

(Il. 1-7). Chaucer’s dedication reads: “Go, litekb go, litel myn tragedye, / Ther God thi makeet, y

er that he dye, / So sende myght to make in sonedget / But litel book, no makyng thow n'envie, /
But subgit be to alle poesye; / And kis the stepplesre as thow seest pace / Virgile, Ovide, Omer,
Lucan, and Stace” (Il. 1786-92). Chaucer, of coulses not afford his “litel bok” a response;
however, Barlowe and Roye'’s treatise counters sétferal, skeptical rejoinders.
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censors: “All the clergy ... with furious sentence they will me chace /idiaybge
eny persone to rede me” (I. 14f., sig. a5v). The Treatise then objects in patticula
the Author’s use of words like “Antichrist,” which he argues will invariably
compromise the reform campaign’s public-image:

Well yet there is great occasion of grudge

Because | appear to be convicious

Without fail the clergy will me judge

To proceed of a sprite presumptuous

For to use such words contumelious

It becometh not Christian charity.

Wherefore my dear author it cannot be. (I. 41 ff., sig.*a6r)
The Treatise suggests here that words like Antichrist are railing and@lansl, as
such, will offend already begrudging clerical readers. Offending thgyale
problematic because, as the Treatise warns, the clergy can crippleothe ref
campaign by limiting public access to the tract and punishing its supportive
readership: “In hell and heven they have preeminence” (1.78, sig. aév) and “shall
coursse and banne with cruel sentence / All those which have to me eny favoure /
Ether to my saynge geve credence” (.76, sig. a6v).

It is important to emphasize that the Treatise does not necessarily object to

whatthe Author says butowhe says it. In fact, the Treatise is an explicit proponent

of reform. In the example above, the Treatise anticipates a “cruelyded)

3t is reasonable to argue that these “words coelioms” are the Author’s use of “Antichrist.” The
Author orders the Treatise to “put Antichrist ofihés kingdom” in the lines immediately preceding
the Treatise’s rebuttal.
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cheekily implies that the Church’s spiritual “preeminence” is presumptuous; he
readily admits elsewhere that Cardinal Wolsey “of all people is hate2B,(sig. a5v)
and attests that there are “secret matters” (I. 59, sig. a6v) tha¢vahl the “faultes”

(. 61, sig. a6v) of the clergy. The Treatise objects instead to the refostyes’

urging the Author to divulge clerical corruption without using words like
“Antichrist.” Any number of less provocative terms could express the same
complaint without, as Erasmus puts it elsewhere, having to “stir up a hornet’s nest”
(1342 398).

Yet the Author already knows that his are fighting words, and he refuses to
soften the edge of his Apocalyptic polemic in large part because coming to blows
with the clergy is exactly how he intends to expose the Antichrist. The Author first
insists that it is “goddess iudgement / So to recompence their madde blasghemy”
49-50, sig. a6r), apparently reserving the right to use “such words contumelious”
against the Church. Then, affording himself the final word in the exchange, he
evokes “Antichrist” again. He counter-argues that using the term will §ctual
facilitate reform by baiting the Antichrist to discover himself: “Catrge let
Antichrist cry and roar / Manassing with fulminations / His crueltebghtdared no
more / Men knowing his abominations” (Il. 81-85, sig. a6v-a7r). Here, the Author
responds to the Treatise’s warning against the clergy’s “cruel seitgntes, sig.
abr); he assures the Treatise that these “roaring” objections avKklte the
reformers’ advantage by allowing men to see Antichrist’'s “abominatiarss’niand.
The author acknowledges that many will be offended or irritated by his provocative

polemic, but he considers that their “outrageous furoure” (I. 74, sig. a6r) is an
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observable sign of Antichrist’s corruption. The Author imagines that his polenhic wil
smoke out the Antichrist by implicating the very individuals who object to it. These
furious, fulminating clergy are, for the Author, the Antichrist himself.

The reasons that the term might be particularly repugnant to these imagined
readers derive from what the term means—or, at least, what the Tesatitdee
Author take the term to mean. As we have seen in the Introduction, the term
“Antichrist” has no simple definition. Biblically, it is used in at least twoinlcs$t
ways: it refers both to a dreaded, singular harbinger of an imminent Apocalypse and
to a plurality of worldly evils that already serve as its portents. Aigidisy
maddeningly, both present and future; already and not yet. Exegetes typically
acknowledge both aspects of this paradoxical definition, and early writers like Adso
and Augustine frequently specify which Antichrist they mean when they userthe te
distinguishing betweeAntichristus misticugthose who comprise the general body of
evil) andAntichristus magnugthe final, singular Apocalyptic harbingéf).Yet not
all authors are careful to qualify their use of the term, particularly Iy siateenth-
century polemic, and readers were often left to consider what it meantyewdneth
the Author above—or Barlowe, Roye, Luther, Fisher, or More—suggested that the

Reformation had something to do with the Antichrist.

 Thirteenth-century exegete Peter Olivi (c. 12488)2vas the first to use the these two terms in
tandem to discuss Antichrist’'s dual nature. As MuGiotes: “Building on Joachim and also upon
earlier Franciscan exegesis of the Apocalypse, @ligrprets this Antichrist as twofold—the
Antichristus mysticuand theAntichristus magnusThe termsnagnusandmaximus Antichristuare
found in Joachim, but Olivi appears to have beerfitlst to speak of aAntichristus mysticusr
misticus Basically, Olivi argues that the two Beasts gbgalypse 13 signify both Antichrists or
rather the dual aspect of each Antichrist: ‘Knoattanywhere in this book [the Apocalypse] where it
treats of the Great Antichrist in prophetic fashiibralso implies the time of Mystical Antichrist
preceeding him.” The Mystical Antichrist, whose gEzution Olivi sees as active in the present
moment, is the body of evildoers within Christignitonsisting of both evil laity (carnal Christians
and their leaders) and also wicked clergy (faligiotis and false prophets)” (Antichrjst59).

23



Did “Antichrist” refer precisely to that final, capital Antichrist who waul
usher in the Second Coming? That is, did polemicists mean, as Fisher apparently
does, that the end of the world was actually at hand? Or, did polemists use the term
eschatological connotations to attract attention to the reform causethathéo
announce a literal Doomsday? Perhaps the polemicists’ “Antichrist” wakenbhal
Antichrist, but one or more of those innumerable general Antichrists who would
appear throughout history and would comprise the other half of the term’s dual
definition. The contexts for the term’s use in early Reformation polemic dwagbes
of these possibilities. The Antichrist is capital in some contexts and genethers;
he is alternatively diachronic and synchronic, teleological and typoloditabme
contexts, he is both at once: Martin Luther and other early reformers likarail
Tyndale suggest that the institution of the papacy, with its many succpepes,
compromises the single body of the capital Antichrist. Their corporatealcapi
Antichrist, unites the seemingly incongruous halves of Antichrist’'s dualitgent

This chapter chronicles the Antichrist hermeneutic of the early sixteenth
century, demonstrating the vitality of a figure that lends itself to an elahoféen
contradictory taxonomy in early Reformation writittgThe following analysis
considers what the term “Antichrist” signified to early sixteenthwgnteaders and
writers. | investigate the varied contexts for its use in early ref@mpblemic and
demonstrate the ways in which traditional definitions are articulated apteddan

particular, | argue that the term’s unqualified use allows differedersao

!5 Richard Emmerson and Bernard McGinn define a “gnamof the Apocalypse” that catalogues the
images, motifs, objects, and associations relatedgdresentations of the end times in the art and
literature of the Middle Ages. S&de Apocalypse in the Middle Ages 300. | construct a similar
catalogue as | establish the various aspects d@fixt@enth-century Antichrist tradition.
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understand it in a variety of ways—ways sometimes at odds with apparent authorial
intentions. Indeed, sixteenth-century writers’ responses to prior texeslthe

degree to which they misconstrued—or even outright rejected—each others’ use of
the term.

The exchange between Barlowe and Roye’s “little treatise” and theAut
provides an apt point of departure for this discussion, particularly because their rif
demonstrates a fundamental tension between two competing definitions of Antichri
| argue below that the Treatise and the Author never achieve consensus on the use
and abuse of “Antichrist” because they interpret the term differently inxdotite
Treatise reacts to “Antichrist” as a euphemism for broader notions of hergsy a
corruption; he assumes, in other words, that the Author asserts a general and
metaphoric Antichrist and takes advantage of the term’s Apocalyptic connotations f
rhetorical effect. Yet the Author’s response suggests that his Doomsdapggaane
literal, not figurative: he warns not against general corruption, but indeeatsabse
presence of the single, capital Antichrist. Rede Methe Antichrist emerges
familiarly as many and one, and the debate properly establishes the two poles of
interpretation that governed conceptions of Antichrist in the early sixteentirg.

Their parley simulates, too, the kind of back-and-forth about the Antichrist that
characterized the published exchanges between early sixteenth-eenieny like
Erasmus and Luther, More and Tyndale. Linguistic, poetic, even epistemblogica
distinctions come to the fore: is Antichrist figurative or literal?t fpossible that he
can be both? Emerging humanist theories about language and literaryngpi@se

necessarily inform early sixteenth-century conceptions of the Argicdefinitions
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of Antichrist help to illustrate the closeness that the literal and theafigeircan have

in the sixteenth-century—a closeness that is typical of that period but ratleeemtiff

from the distance that modernism tends to put between the actual and the metaphoric
Additionally, discussions of the Antichrist help define an Erasmian hermenedtic tha

evaluates language based on the moral consequences of its use.

‘WORDS CONTUMELIOUS’: ERASMUS AND THE ANTICHRIST
At first reading, Barlowe and Roye’s fictive pundits provide an unusual introduction
to what subsequently proves typical reform polemic. Yet talking treasgis, #his
opening dialogue is actually nothing new: like Barlowe and Roye’s own aggressi
critique of the Church, the Treatise and the Author participate in a debate about the
use of “Antichrist” that had been taking place between continental humanists and
reformers alike since the early 1520s. Thus, Barlowe and Roye are not only amon
the first to bring the continental reform message to English readers, patr¢halso
among the first to reproduce the broader rhetorical context for these debeatespsP
fittingly, the Treatise emerges as distinctly Erasmian: its abjestre akin to
Erasmus’s own reservations about the railing tenor of the early reform maiveme
The Author, by contrast, gives voice to rebuttals made by reformers likenMarti
Luther—reformers who flouted Erasmus’ advice with persistent allegationgagfed
Antichrist.

Like the Treatise, Erasmus insists that “prating of Antichrist and haresy
other such histrionic stuff” is dangerously counter-productive, not in the least becaus

such language presents already controversial reforms in equally contentiasis te
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(1006 54.) In a 1521 letter to Justus Jonas, Erasmus explains: “For seeing that truth
of itself has a bitter taste for most people ... it would have been wise to soften a
naturally painful subject by the courtesy of one’s handling than to pile oneafause
hatred on anothert02 202)° The medicine of reform could, in other words, use a
spoonful of sugar, and Erasmus repeatedly advises reformers that “one getbfurther
courtesy and moderation than by clamo@8@ 391). Erasmus suspects that Luther
(and, presumably, others like him) will “burden ... himself with unpopularity”
without tactical modification, repelling the skeptical readers that hbtratgerwise
persuadé’ Yet for both Erasmus and the Treatise, Apocalyptic name-calling is more
than just impolite; it is also morally dubious.

The Treatise suggests that this kind of mud-slinging “becommeth not christen
charite” (I. 47), making it ironically at odds with the Christian gospel iteseto
advance and, as such, an especially inappropriate medium for theological debate.
Engaging in what the treatise terms “diffamacion” (I. 60) makes onegusita

Christian as those who stand accused and, thus, compromises the moral authority of

18 jonas was a friend and admirer of Erasmus. EBiter Bietenholz suggests that this letter is “one
of the finest of this period” where Erasmus expeedss “alarm at seeing [Jonas] side with Luther”
(1202 201). Here, Erasmus develops his theory thét should be advanced in a “measured way,” a
tactic which often involves withholding informatipas he believed Sts. Paul and Augustine had done
(and as was recommended by Plato). He critiquéisedor having “poured it out all at once” (203).
In a letter to Melancthon, Erasmus elaborates: “Napposing we grant that Luther’s teaching is true
... Plato, in imagining his ideal republic, realizhadt people could not be governed without liest Fa
be it from a Christian to tell a lie, and yet inist expedient to tell the whole truth to ordinpgople

no matter how it is done1623 443-4). Elsewhere, Erasmus specifically addeetse efficacy of
auricular confession, explaining that even if fhiactice is not found in the gospel, he would not
acknowledge this to the everyday faithful, for whtita practice remains efficacious and worthwhile.

" Erasmus suggests elsewhere that those who userttiisf language “are of such a character that, if
| had to enter into a contest, | would rather dsifess with papists than with then?5@3 443), again
suggesting that words like Antichrist can backfiaeterring potential allies and, in turn, bolstgrin
support for the orthodox church. Slanders like tidlrist” make Erasmus want to stick with the devil
he knows.
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both the polemicist and his call for reform. Likewise, Erasmus suggests that such
linguistic practice sets a scandalous example for its audience, modeliedyinapher
than holiness. He wonders similarly if “there is anything which is lesy likdbster
Christian piety than for ordinary, uneducated people to hear, and for young people to
have it drummed into their ears, that the pope is the Antichrist, that bishops and
priests are demons ... 523 443-4) According to Erasmus, the potential
“corruption of public morals” makes the reformers’ tactics decidediympatible

with the gospel: “Whatever these men [reformers] teach ... their way diingac
sometimes stirs up subversion, not the gosdél1() 412). What Erasmus finds
particularly objectionable is that polemicists rely upon the term’s biblical
connotations to mislead their audience, justifying subversion under Apocalyptic
pretences.

Erasmus suggests that polemicists stir their audience to action by usimg a ter
of grave theological consequence, establishing a sense of urgency that fuels unrest
He further emphasizes that suggestions about the end of the world establish false
exigency and insists that these are strategic exaggerations that #asephgptocalyptic
connotations of the term “Antichrist.” The term garners attention predseluse it
calls to mind an event of matchless import, but in context, polemicists actzdéy m
another point unrelated to the Apocalypse and sometimes even theology itself. In one
instance, Erasmus laments that some writers blast humane learninghgitade
lifted from the reformation debate, suggesting that emerging humanism is

symptomatic of “Antichrist.” Erasmus objects not only to the censure of humanist
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studies but also to the polemicists’ use of “fearsome words” to frame thgjues-a
rhetorical strategy which he characterizes as hyperbolic and manipulative
So they confine themselves to noisy protests before the illiterate public and
foolish women, who are easily imposed on, especially under the pretext of
religion, which they counterfeit with the greatest skill. They put up a sofeen
fearsome words like ‘heresy’ and ‘Antichrists.” ‘The Church is in danger,’
they cry, ‘and religion is tottering,’ theirs being of course the only shoulder
that can support it, and with this stuff, so loaded with prejudice, they slip in
remarks about language and humane learni@q 57)'°
Erasmus’ point is that his opponents are abusing the pulpits by suggesting that
humane learning is a moral threat contributing to Church decline. Yet Erasmus’
critique also implicates polemicists’ broader rhetorical stratédg suggests that
writers who evoke “Antichrist” engage their audiences under the false Xpodte
religion” (57) and the fearful suggestion of an imminent Doomsday. These
polemicists, he argues, really only designate a general corruption-s;thigrical

abuse and, occasionally and offhandedly, an emerging secular humanism—not the

'8 This passage comes from Erasmus’ 1519 letter pe Peo X on the occasion of Erasmus’
publication of his revised New Testament, of whiglo approved. Erasmus recounts the attitude of
those who objected to his New Testament—those whon its publication, “saw a threat to their
dictatorship, some even to their finances” (57¢ éiplains, “What their own convictions may beol d
not know; but at least they try to convince theoigmt and unlearned that the study of the ancient
languages and of what men call the humanities p@sgd to the pursuit of theology, while in truth
theology can expect more distinction and more megfrom them than from any other subjects. ...
These things, they say, that we shudder to mernttide, their rise from poetry; for poetry is the
misleading name they give to all enlightened stadito all, that is, that they have not learnt
themselves. This sort of rubbish they are notm&ltbto vomit even in their sermons, and expeceto b
regarded as the heralds of the teaching of the &b/ ff.). Erasmus notes that those opposedgo h
New Testaments are frequently opposed to Luthetls tor reform, as well. In fact, one of the reaso
Erasmus seems so bent on Luther adopting more @tedaolemic is because he argues that “storm of
protest” against humanism is often fueled by tmetef Luther's harsh attacks, particularly his
accusations of a papal Antichrist.
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actual Apocalypsé&’ They use the term’s more severe connotations to their
advantage, choosing a word that can also identify the worst kind of evil. In this way,
Erasmus imagines polemicists as deliberately overstating the cakegdirig
believers into thinking circumstances are graver than they are—or, at laast, gr
than Erasmus takes them to be—so as to increase support for the reform cause.
Apocalyptic name-calling is, in other words, nothing more than fear-mond@ring.

Erasmus worries about the consequences of this rhetorical exaggeration.
“Some people,” he writes, “spred such ideas abroad without qualifying them in any
way”; he fears that “wicked men” will take up these ideas about the Apocédbmde
turn them to evil ends”1623 444). Erasmus defines his hermeneutic here and
elsewhere by evaluating the moral consequences of language use. As Manfred
Hoffman helpfully summarizes, Erasmus maintained that

while good language is the medium for forming concepts in correspondence

with reality and for framing opinions that inform responsible action, it can be

so perverted as to turn into a medium of evil, with the devil using it for

% He explains elsewhere that reformers who use abtisims put “some of these things forward in
language that [is] bound to give even more offemtdirst sight than when regarded steadily at close
quarters” (202 202), suggesting along the same lines that thegsage, upon first hearing, seems
more extreme than a closer examination of theintgailtimately supports.

% Thomas More’s published exchange with William Tatedsuggests a similar attitude toward
“Antichrist.” Most of the instances of “Antichrisin the Confutationare contained in quotations from
Tyndale’sAnswer More typically quotes Tyndale and then resporidsctly to the quoted passage.
More, however, never addresses Tyndale’s argunadatgt the identity of the Antichrist—that is, he
does not argue why the pope is not the Apocalymibinger or concern himself with issues of
exegesis. Instead, More addresses Tyndale’s braadeerns about Church corruption and
theological error. For More, the larger issues@unding the use of the term “Antichrist” were
primarily (if not entirely) related to clerical amtbctrinal disagreements, not the assertion déeali
eschatology.

2 Apocalyptic name-calling is the work of firebramutst theologians: “Climbing into the pulpit and

calling someone a beast or an Antichrist at theofopur voice,” Erasmus writes, “does not need a
theologian, for any buffoon can do itt153 71).
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diabolic ends and the perversion of order, issuing in chaos. ... The faculty of
speech places human beings ultimately between God and the devil, good and
evil, and pulls them up or down depending on its positive or negative use. (70-
1)
Erasmus fears the chaotic effects of Luther’s bold polemic—polemic thatreadya
attracted the attention of England’s king. In a letter to Luther himselénkirs warns
that Henry too has “expressed a wish that you [Luther] had written some thihgs wit
more prudence and moderation” precisely because brazen name-calling elsalleng
“men who cannot be overthrown without a major upheavd2{g 21). “l fear
upheavals of that kind all the more,” Erasmus writes, “because they so often burst
forth from what was intended. If a man lets in the sea, it is not in his power to control
where it should go” (21). King Henry and Erasmus both worry that some might take
exaggerated bombast as license to subvert and reject traditional authority more
aggressively than Luther, perhaps, initially intended. Henry goes so far asdetsugg
that Luther’s rebel-rousing will lead to the demolition of the Church entir@lis
Assertio Septem Sacramentorura suggests that Luther “excites ... them against
him [the pope]” not simply to reform the Church but in order to establish a
completely new one: “Indeed I believe, ‘tis for no other end, than to procure to
himself the good esteem of such Malefactors ... that so they might choose Him
[Luther] for their Head, who now Fights for their Liberty, and demolish Christ’s
Church so long founded upon a firm Rock, erecting to themselves a new Church,

compacted of Flagitious and Impious persons” (fol.55rasmus never goes as far

22|t is worth noting here that Henry essentially lieg that Luther is the Antichrist: he portrays has
seeking the leadership of an anti-Church opposé&ibtiis own. Henry’s hesitance to call Luther the
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as the king does here, but he certainly suggests that Luther’s aggressivgdangua
jeopardizes his ability to achieve limited reforms. Luther makes theisriisgem so
grave and terrifying that he risks an all-or-nothing response from his constiments
too-aggressive stance that might lead to changes that lie dangerously beyond the
scope of Luther’s initial arguments. Erasmus is concerned, in other words, that
Luther’s vitriol distracts from what may be perfectly reasonable cantpla

especially those regarding the abuses of the Church hierarchy and their opgositi
the gospel. He is concerned that Luther’s form obscures his céhtent.

Erasmus wants Luther to dispense with bombast and to focus instead on
articulating the theological grievances that underlie his flashy atmusan the first
place. Writing to Albert of Branbenburg in 1519, he urges Luther to “publish no
sedition, nothing derogatory to the Roman pontiff, nothing arrogant or vindictive, but
... preach the gospel teaching in sincerity with all mildne$838 110). By rooting
his quarrels firmly in the gospel, Luther might not only set a more tempeaetpéx
for his readers, but rhetorically speaking, might also craft a more peesuas

argument. By setting the words of Christ next to those of the Church’s leaders, he

Antichrist outright is symptomatic of an early Refation tendency that | discuss in greater detail
below.

% Erasmus frequently distinguishes between LutHeris and his content, admitting in his letter to
Justus Jonas that he had not yet read any of Lsitheoks, but knew only of his notorious style:
“Luther’s books | have not yet had the leisuregad; but to judge by the samples | have taken, and
from what | have sometimes picked up in passinmftioe accounts of others, though it was perhaps
beyond my meager attainments to pronounce on titie of the opinions he put forward, at any rate his
method and the way he sets to work | could nevprag” (1202 203). Of course, once Erasmus has
the chance to read Luther’s work, he provides artif@elogical rebuttal, not the least of which is
evident in his writings on the freedom of the wille is already skeptical of Luther’s positionsis
letter to Jonas: “Had all he [Luther] says beer-+t#and those who examine what he has written
declare that the case is quite otherwise—once tehallenged so many people, what other outcome
was to be expected than what we see now” (202-3).
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can provide tangible evidence for the corruption that he alleges, opening the door for
civilized debate and organized reform.

What is particularly important to recognize about Erasmus’ advice id that i
assumes “Antichrist” is a euphemism for corruption and not a substantive claim about
an imminent Apocalypse. Indeed, he indicates in his early correspondence that he
understood polemicists’ use of the term as a rhetorical placeholder that solved a
signification problem caused by the overuse of the word “heretic.” In the Kzf8e
letter to Albert of Brandenberg quoted above, Erasmus complains that the term
“heretic” is so widely applied that it has lost the severity of its meatiinghe old
days a heretic was one who dissented from the Gospels or the articlels of the
things which carried equal authority with them. Nowadays if anyone disagrte
Thomas, he is called a heretic — indeed, if he disagrees with some newfangled
reasoning thought up yesterday by some sophister in the schools. Anything they do
not do themselves is heresyf033 115). Here, Erasmus suggests that “heretic” is
used so often and in so many varied contexts that it means very little; theskreost s
heresy is diminished when described by a term that is also frequently applisseto le
offences. This denotative shift leaves polemicists in a linguistic quantiary: i
“heretic” is no longer sufficient, what term should be used to denote the worst
offences?

Erasmus suggests that St. Hilary, for one, picked “Antichrist.” In his
introduction to St. Hilary’s writings, Erasmus argues that Hilary usescAmt” in
place of “heretic” to characterize Arius and his followers. Erasmusiegpt&ow

great is the anger with which he attacks the Arians, again and again calling them

33



impious, diabolic, blasphemous, devils, plagues, Antichrists! For already the label
heretic is too weak.” In Erasmus’ reading, Hilary does not use “Anticliast”
designate Arius and his followers as Apocalyptic harbingers; instead, he uses this
term (and others) for emphasis. Hilary resorts to “Antichrist” to chenizetthe
Arians’ theological dissent, using the term to describe a kind of corruptiorothldt c
have, at one time, been alternatively designated as “heretical.”

Notably, Erasmus— not Hilary—suggests that “Antichrist” stands in place of
“heretic.” Hilary himself does not explicitly define “Antichrist” in tipassages that
Erasmus presents; instead, Erasmus makes an assumption about what Hilary means
by the term. He assumes that Hilary asserts the general definition cidsitover
the particular one—that is, he assumes that “Antichrist” is meant as euphémis
heresy, corruption, or theological error, not as a proper warning about the end of days.
It is this assumption that fuels Erasmus’ critique of Hilary and underbes hi
recommendation that Hilary use a diiffferentword to describe the Arians. Indeed,
Erasmus balks at Hilary’s use of “Antichrist” because Hilary choosesetherest of
terms to describe what Erasmus considers twobthe severest of offences. “l would
have recommended that anyone in agreement with Arius be admonished and
instructed,” he writes, “But | would not immediately have called him Satan or
Antichrist. Indeed if these accusations must be hurled against anyone wb errs
some point, what shall we do with our Hilary himself, not to mention many
outstanding Doctors of the churcilt334 261). Erasmus suggests that if one might
be an Antichrist simply for erring on a point of faith then, by extension, Hilary and

the other Church Doctors might be called Antichrists, too—leading to the same kind
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of absurd over-application that stripped “heretic” of its proper meaning in ste fir
place.

The critique here is reminiscent of the Treatise’s advice to the Authogllas w
as Erasmus’ own advice to Luther above. The Treatise similarly assuen&sthor’s
arguments have little to do with announcing an inescapable Apocalypse and more to
do with designating general Church corruption. As such, the Treatise offers the
Author rhetorical counsel, articulating the consequences of word choice and
guestioning whether designating this corruption as Antichrist’s own is the most
decorous and, as such, most persuasive way to frame the Author’s arguments for
reform. Just as Erasmus second-guesses Hilary’'s word choice and likeyeise ur
Luther to use more “courteous languagkE342 398), so too does the Treatise urge
the Author to avoid “such words contumelious” (l. 46, sig. aér). Together, they insist
that polemicists find other words to use in place of “Antichrist.”

Their counsel is contingent on the fact that another taimmeplace
“Antichrist’—that “Antichrist” does not properly refer to the Apocalypticliiager
himself but instead identifies a general corruption that might be diteztya
designated without reference to a literal Doomsday. Both Erasmus and theeTrea
imagine the Apocalypse to be an expendable part of polemicists’ rhetoricatiBuis
on terminology distinctly downplays (and perhaps even transforms) the nature of the
polemicists’ critique by considerably lowering the stakes. There gndisant
difference between the capital and general Antichrist: one is ingkstsi and
damned from the start, but the other is guilty of a human corruption that can

presumably be managed and overcome. Erasmus in particular frames Hilary’'s
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critique of the Arians as a matter of pointing out sacramental or theolegioal
with the implicit, accompanying notion that doctrine is so complicated that enyon
could make a mistake. Erasmus explains:
There were men in the Arian faction who were convinced that their
preaching about Christ was true and devout. Their doctrine rested on
many and important authorities. Some passages in Holy Scripture
gave the appearance of supporting it, and rational arguments were not
lacking which displayed some semblance of truth. ... Finally, it was a
controversy about matters far beyond human comprehensi (
398)
For Erasmus, doctrinal error can be the unfortunate consequence of well-intended but
fallible clergy; it need not be the end of the world for there to be church corruption.
One cannot help but wonder, though, if Erasmus’ reading of Hilary is a fair
and accurate one. What if Hiladpeswarn about an imminent Apocalypse?
Certainly, Erasmus rescues Hilary from the posthumous embarrassmevingf ha
asserted a Second Coming that never came. But, in another, less flattesang se
Erasmus’ reading is reductive; it softens the edge of Hilary'sjaatby assuming
that Hilary does not properly refer to the capital Antichrist. Sigmtigathe degree
to which Erasmus may misrepresent Hilary helps to contextualize Erasmus’
commentary on early reform polemic. We may never know for certain whay Hilar
meant by “Antichrist” in context, or whether the Arians were, for him, a sign of the
actual Apocalypse. Yet, it seems clear that for Luther, as well &aftowe and

Roye’s Author, “Antichrist” is not a rhetorically convenient exaggeration heuis
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explicit about what he means when he uses the term “Antichrist” against thehpope:
unequivocally designates the pope as nothing less than the capital Antichrist.himself
Of course, no matter how explicit Luther seems to be, Erasmus unfailingly treat
these literal assertions as figurative—that is, as provocative metapharsfther,
different point about general church corruption. (One wonders further, given
Erasmus’ penchant for moderation and doubt, if it is even possible for him to
entertain the notion of a capital Antichrist.) As a result, the two consistegile at
cross-purposes: Luther depicts an unfolding eschatology that Erasmus thes teduc
exaggerated rhetoric. While Erasmus suggests that there are far more tiiploma
ways to denounce general corruption, Luther insists that there is no other way to
assert the identity of theapital Antichrist than by calling him exactly that.

In this way, we might consider Erasmus’ rendering of Luther to be itself a
kind of rhetoric— one that deliberately misreads Luther in order to make the
reformer’s polemic more palatable to those who would find a contemporary
Protestant eschatology less than convincing. Erasmus worries that Luther’s
radicalism overshadows discussion of necessary and reasonable clesioa) ref
thereby alienating otherwise sympathetic readers. He emphdstéiset King's plea
for moderation is “shared, my dear Luther, by those who wish you wélP7g 21),
and general use of “Antichrist” would certainly make it easier for these mtent
allies to agree with (and advocate) Luther’s polemic. Whether or not Luthallynit
used the term figuratively is irrelevant; Erasmus sets Luther up farification that
would preclude a literal reading. He seems to say, “I am sure that your, lartlye

meant this term in the most innocuous way possible. Confirm this now and reassure

37



the King and your skeptical English constituents that you meant nothing worse.”
Erasmus encourages Luther to acknowledge “Antichrist” as a figure ofhs(@@etan
indecorous one at that) as a way of calming critics and saving face—anpeviea
salvaging his increasingly tenuous relationship with the paffacyet Erasmus’
critigue may well have provoked Luther to take the opposite tract and to refine his
interpretation toward the liter&l. Indeed, Luther refuses to take Erasmus’ bait. He
instead embraces a radical literalism that leaves little room foresyust

equivocation.

LUTHER AND THE APOCALYPTIC ANTICHRIST

Luther infamously rejected Erasmus’ rhetorical counsel no less vociferthasly
Barlowe and Roye’s Author flouts the Treatise’s advice. But, perhaps surpfisingl
neither the Author nor Luther responds directly to his opponent’s stylistic chiding by
defending “Antichrist” as a decorous figure of speech. Instead, they onhateite

accusations of a papal Antichrist. For these reformers, rhetorical derum i

%4 |n his letter to Jonas, Erasmus explains, “You agk me, dearest Jonas, why | spin this long
complaint to you [about Luther] when it is alreddy late. For this reason first of all, that thbug
things have gone farther than they ought to hawen @ow one should be on the watch, in case it may
be possible to still this dreadful storm. We havyaope most merciful by nature, we have an emperor
whose spirit is mild and placable ..2202 210).

% In De servo arbitrioLuther blames Erasmus for polluting his thoughhvido great a concern for
decorum. As Victoria Kahn arguesRfetoric, Prudence, and Skepticism in the Renatgsawhile

the impossibility of knowing the divine will mak&asmus cautious about assertions, Luther views
this caution, or prudence in the modern senseeofbrd, as an all-too-human and hubristic attempt t
bind God to the rule of decorum and to mitigatetheompromisingly offensive meaning of Scripture.
‘He is God’ Luther declares, ‘and for his will tleeis no cause or reason that can be laid dowrride a
or measure for it, since there is nothing equauperior to it, but it is itself the rule of allitiys.” And
when Erasmus argues that it is not always expetbespgeak the truth, Luther inquires: ‘Who had
empowered you or given you the right to bind Crarstdoctrine to places, persons, times, or causes
when Christ wills it to be proclaimed and to retgroughout the world in entire freedom? “The word
of God is not bound,” says Paul [2 Tim. 2:9]; and Brasmus bind the Word?” (94). cf. Rupp and
Watson, pp. 236, 132 quotes passages enServo Arbitrio
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irrelevant; “Antichrist” is not meant figuratively at all, but refetsdally to the

capital Antichrist himself. In his response to the Treatise, the Author iésrttie

pope as the dreaded, singular Apocalyptic harbinger whose behavior fulfills
prophesies about Antichrist’s life and work. In subsequent stanzas, the Author
describes the pope’s leadership as prophetically corrupt; his appareny tgmahn
feigned majesty, anticipated by exegetes, serve to confirm his ideBatjowe and
Roye themselves similarly associate the pope with the capitalnfistievho will

usher in the Second Coming: their final epithéRede Mespecifically aligns Pope
Clement, “the sonne of an whore” (l. 3715, sig. i8v) with the “great whore” of fallen
Babylon in Revelation 17—she whom exegetes often identified as the final
Antichrist. Thus, Barlowe, Roye, and their Author appear to mean something
properly eschatological when they refer to Antichrist: the pope is not a fenera
Antichrist, but the capital one, and his tyranny signals nothing less than an imminent
Doomsday.

In the body of their tract, Barlowe and Roye carefully distinguish betveen t
general and the capital in a dialogue between two reformist friangy daff Watkyn.
Jeffry makes an ardent case for the Antichrist’s presence in the contegmporar
ecclesiastic hierarchy; while he describes corrupt preacheceaieterate / With
Antichrist” (Il. 2356f., sig. f8r), he notably reserves the name “Antichratitiie
papacy alone, insisting that Antichrist is exclusively “called the Pogoofe” (l.

2358, sig. f8r). Similarly, he refers to friars as “soldiers / And antichostis
mariners” (Il. 1726f., sig. e4v); these friars are not the Antichrist proper, but the

corrupt dealings support him, “his ship forward to convey” (. 1728, sig. e4v). So too
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is Cardinal Wolsey only “Antichrist’s chief member” (. 3533, sig. i5r), not the
Antichrist himself. Admittedly, the tract’s title page seems at trstuggest

otherwise, having prominently featured Wolsey’s coat of arms and an accongpanyin
caption that implicates Wolsey as the Antichrist. The caption mock-quotesy\&ds
professing goals very similar to those of the prophesied Antichrist who aéhds

the ranks of power and seize temporal authority: “I will ascende, makingateysst

hye, / That my pompous honoure shall never dye” (Il. 3f., sig. alr). The description
that immediately follows the depiction of the arms explicitly recalls bogh thi
prophecy and the familiar warning that the Antichrist will systemiétisacure the
crowns of kings and princes: Wolsey'’s crest “signifieth playne histyra.. wherin
shalbe fulfilled the prophecy” (Il. 21, 23, sig. alv). It also suggests that Wolsks is |
a mastiff “gnawynge with his teth a kynges crowne” (l. 20, sig. alv). Laéry
himself identifies Wolsey as the “patriarche of all wickedness” (I. 441b5v) and
similarly worries that England’s king is already “by the Cardind#d” (I. 854, sig.

c4v). However, Watkyn is quick to specify that Wolsey and his “stately thronge,” ar
ultimately subject to Rome, “their hedde principall” (I. 450, sig. b5v). He suggests
that while their actions may recall prophecies about the final Antichrigtothlg
represent in microcosm what the Pope accomplishes on an even grander scale.
Wolsey and his constituents make up a sect “variable and vayne” that is “vnder
antichrists raygne” in Rome (ll. 404, 403, sig. b4v); as ministers to the English church
and crown, they govern only one part of the Antichrist’s larger dominion. In this

way, Barlowe and Roye suggest how Wolsey and the clergy embody the nature and
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actions of the prophesied Antichrist; but they distinguish between the capital
Antichrist and his corrupt, general accomplices like Wolsey and others.

Luther makes the same, careful distinctions in his early sermons on the first
epistle of Johrf® As we have seen above, | John 2:18 is the source for the dual
definition of the term, with John having specified both a single, future Antichrist and
many, general Antichrists who will come before the capital villain. Luther’s
commentary throughout the epistle explicitly addresses this distinckerB#rlowe
and Roye, he designates the pope as the capital Anticlmig¢ere of his general
forbearers. In his commentary on 4:3, Luther definitively acknowledgedtratdre
multiple Antichrists. He translates the verse Bsdmnis spiritus, qui solvit lesum,
ex Deo non est et hic est Antichrist(iBrief,” 729) or “And every spirit that severs
Jesus is not of God; and this is the Antichrist” (“Lectures,” 287). This verse is
somewhat confusing because it implies that many evildoers comprise a single
Antichristus but Luther clarifies this seeming paradox in his commentary, specifying
that “multi sunt Antichristi et PsudoprophetggBrief,” 729)—that is, “many are
antichrists and false prophets” (“Lectures,” 287). In this way, Luther enzelsabat
anyone opposed to Christ can be considered an Antichrist.

Yet Luther is careful to indicate that not all Antichrists are equal. Hesraot
difference of degree when he distinguishes betweemtmiculares Antichristi and
the “verus Antichristu$ “The heretics are antichrists in part,” he notes, “but he who

is against the whole Christ is the only true Antichrist” (288). Luther spedtiiiat

% pelikan and Hansen date these sermons from Adgust November 7, 1527, based on detailed
information about Luther’s lectures in a manuscoipRorer. See their introduction to Vol. 30 of
Luther's Workspp. x-xi.
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these partial Antichrists only display the “first fruits” of the trueiéimtist—that is,

the greater, singular Antichrist “who will precede Christ’s glorious cgimnia88).

Here, Luther makes a familiar distinction, albeit in idiosyncratic $eia refers to
general Antichrists ggarticulares Antichristiand designates the capital Antichrist as
theverus Antichristus (“Brief,” 730).?’ These categories are consistent with those he
maintains in his larger body of writings on the Antichrist, where he reglyadnd
deliberately distinguishes between the Apocalyptic Antichrist and hisaener
forbearers. As David M. Whitford has recently demonstrated, Lutheris&er

corpus makes this distinction particularly clear: “Luther used two terms taolokes

the Antichrist, the apocalyptiEndchristand the more direct translativviderchrist

(36). Endchristliterally means “final Christ” and refers to the Antichrist of the
Apocalypse whilaViderchristidentifies a more general threat, referring literally to
anyone who is “against Christ.” It is easy to see how Luther’s definitpyealsion
could get lost in translation: German uses two distinct nouns to designate what Lati
achieves separately with adjectives, and the Latin adjectives are notagearly
suggestive as the German prefixes. The pifig asserts a definitive teleology that
the Latin ‘verus does not. In this context, it is useful to note that Luther often refers
to the ‘rechte Endchrist or the “right” or “true” final Christ when he uses the term

against the papac¥’ Luther’s use ofechteprovides a crucial gloss on his Latin

27 Luther’s distinction between ‘partial’ and ‘truis’itself an odd opposition. Luther seems to use
“true” in the sense of “whole” or “entire”: he inddites that theverus Antichristusare those fui est
contra totum Christurfi or who are against the whole ChrisB(fef,” 730).

2 For example, iffo the Christian NobilityLuther implicates the papacy/en fein ander boker tuct
were der do beweret das der Bapst der recht Endthen ko weeer eden dikes stuct gnugham das zu
bewerg” (“ An Den Christlichenyi 408) or “If there were no other base trickeryptove that the pope

is the true Antichrist, this one would be enouglpitove it” (“To the Christian Nobility,” 193-4).
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verus Antichristusthe fact that he refers to tBadchristas the “true” Antichrist
substantiates higerus Antichristuss the final, capital Antichrist.

Luther’s tendency to refer to the papacy as the “true Antichrist” in both
German and Latin, moreover, underscores his belief that the pope was this final
Antichrist—not one of the general forebearers. Whitford notes that Luther almost
always useg&ndchristwhen he refers to the pope (36), and Luther’s Latin
commentary on John 2:18 confirms what is clear from Luther's German—namely,
Luther’s dual designations are not interchangeable. On 2:18, Luther offers a more

"29 He describes them as those who

detailed description of theXhtichristi partials
oppose various, separate aspects of Christ and contrasts them wéluthe
Antichristuswho opposes the “whole Christ.” Here Luther clarifies his use of the
term as he applies it to the pope and specifically implicates him as thé capita
Antichrist:
For one antichrist was contending against the Person of Christ, another against
His humanity, another against His divinity. These are antichrists in pag as t
fanatics are. Another opposes the whole Christ, and he is the head of all, as
the papacy is. For the chief article of the Christian doctrine is this, kinest C
is our Righteousness. He who is now attacking this is taking the whole Christ
away from us and is the true Antichrist. The others are giving him assistance.
(“Lectures,” 252)

In this, Luther further defines the relationship between the general and tte¢ capi

Antichrist: like Barlowe and Roye, he casts papal adherents as the gaypichlrist’s

29 Luther’'s modern English translators translate Ipathiiculares AntichristandAntichristi partialsas
“Antichrists in part.”
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accomplices. He admits that papal adherents might be considered lessas@ntichr
(and identified as such), but he insists that the pope is superlative and the oaly capit
Antichrist: as he warns in his commentary on 4:3, “no one has filled the ranks of the
Antichrist so craftily and so astutely as the pope has done. ... But the spirit of the
pope is the subtlest” (“Lectures,” 28%).In short, there two distinct kinds of

Antichrists for Luther, and the pope is specifically the capital one.

THOMAS MORE: HERALDING THE CAPITAL ANTICHRIST

Whereas Erasmus insists upon a general Antichrist and Luther upon the capital one
Thomas More emerges someplace in between these two positions. Like Erasmus,
More objects to early polemicists’ inflammatory language and partigutatheir use

of the term “Antichrist.” Yet More acknowledges that the polemicistsipate a

capital, not a general villain: moving beyond Erasmus’ critique of figurative bambas
he combats flawed eschatology. Interestingly, More does not necessanérae

the polemicists’ targets but instead challenges the legitimacy @étim’s literal use

in the first place. He argues that no one—the pope, Erasmus, not even Luther
himself—can with certainty be recognized as the capital Antichrist betesis

identity is by nature unknowable. More, then, comes to the same conclusion as

* This is a distinction that Luther’s English adheseuphold in their own early commentaries on the
papal Antichrist. Frith, for example, addressesghbpe as the capital Antichrist in the final satbf

his Revelation of AntichristHe acknowledges John'’s distinctions betweeméreral and capital
Antichrist, and like Luther, he identifies the pagethe “head” Antichrist. However, he still
acknowledges that “Sanct Joan sayed that theremang antichrists” and the pope’s capital villainy
can be “verified thorow all his members,” whichliumbe “cardinals, bishops, suffragans, archdeacons,
deacons, officials, parsons, abbots, deans, fisaramoners, pardoners, papal notaries, monks, sanon
anchorites, hermits, nuns, and sisters” (sig. l)8]Here, Frith’s use of “members” (a term Luther

also uses) can be understood as referring to thergleAntichrists, while the term “head” is resatve

for the capital Antichrist.
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Erasmus— the term “Antichrist” is only properly used in its figurative sande

even then, only rarely—but he does so by meeting Luther and the other polemicists
on their own terms. In the process, More addresses the theological implications
Apocalyptic name-calling that Erasmus side-steps.

More himself wonders repeatedly in his writings if the end of the world is near
at hand. As editor Louis Schuster notes, “Imagery related to the Antichriggspri
readily to More’s pen”_ (Confutatioh338). This tendency is particularly evident in
More’s Confutation to Tyndale’s Answé. 1532-3), where More not only offers an
extended description of the Second Coming of Christ but also twice suggests that
Antichrist’s own coming seems imminent, noting that “Antycryste shallecom
hymselfe whyche as helpe me god | fere be very nere hys tyme”328thuster
further notes that in More’s polemical writings, “there is a sense of sargeatbar at
hand,” and he suggests that More “must have felt himself to be a small player on a
stage where a cosmic drama was being enacted, a drama whose alogirapped
in the infinite and inscrutable power of God” (1340). This being said, it is precisely
this inscrutability that keeps More from definitively asserting the iteatiany of

the players in this Doomsday drama. It also fuels his critique of those who do.

31 On the coming of the Antichrist, More later simijespecifies: “Antychryste shall come hym selfe
whyche as helpe me god | very greately fere is nemy nere at hande” (Confutatiofi79). More also
describes the Second Coming: “And when yt shalletarthextremite, Cryste shall come downe from
his high mounte himself, and gather blaste of hys blessed mouth shall ouerthrow and destroy the
strong captayne of all these heretykes Antichriigteself, and shall rule those ragyouse rebellious
scysmatykes wyth an iron rod, and all to frush &teke those erthen pottes and shall holde his dome
day, and brynge thereto and from yt vnto heuersmale number yet of those that shall then be lefte
of whom Saynt Poule sayth, then we hat lyve andagera shall be taken vpe with them also in ye
cloudes to mete our lorde in the ayer, and so si&for euer be wyth out lord” (794).
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More is intensely skeptical of polemicists’ Apocalyptic exegesis—but not
simply because he is a staunch advocate of papal autfforitylore insists broadly
that one can rarely, if ever, be certain, when accusing someone of being the
Antichrist, and he suggests further that those who name names in their Apocalyptic
exegesis are often inconsistent. In a letter to an unidentified monk in 1520, More
recounts the monk’s “shockingly heated attack” against Erasmus: “You belittle his
learning, rave against his lifestyle, call him ‘vagrant’ and ‘psuedo-tigent,’ cry
‘slanderer’ at him, and brand him a ‘herald of the Antichrist’ (“Letter toca kI’
203-5)* More specifically chastises the monk for casting Erasmus in an unfolding
eschatology—that is, for pronouncing him a “herald” and one of the lesser villains
who, according to the Book of Revelation, will immediately precede the final
Antichrist3* Apart from the monk’s name-calling, More takes particular offence at

the way the monk tries to “hedge” his allegation (203). The monk’s strategy is to

%2 Indeed, as much as More defends the papal offe®y no means defends its corrupt practices, and
frequently admits that the papal office is in neéderious reform. In hiResponsio ad Lutheruyrhe
likens the papacy to a child being beaten deselviiog wrongdoing; interestingly, Luther is the red
the scourge of God—being used to expose and pthes@hurch: “But God, Luther, will not abandon
his vicar [the pope]. He will one day be mindffilhim and is perhaps mindful of him now as He
scourges the father by means of the anguish whécduffers from his most profligate son. For | think
Luther, that you are clearly the scourge of Godh&great good of that See, but to your own great
harm. God will act as a devoted mother is wont, when she has whipped her son wipes away his
tears and, to satisfy the boy, immediately thrawesttated rod into the fireResponsid41).

% Erasmus attests that writers often used theiratibjes to Luther as an excuse to implicate emerging
humanism—and Erasmus himself—as an additional adicof an imminent Apocalypse. See above
where Erasmus defends humanism against criticssphoulate it is the work of the Antichrist.
Elsewhere Ersamus attests that a “hatred of anmagties and of humane studies” is often the “true
motive behind” early attacks on Luthdrlg7, 111). In a 1520 letter to Lorenzo Campeggi, Ewas
describes how those protesting against Joahnn Reualprominent early humanist, found renewed
vigor in a particularly scathing tone against theufeh : “Their project was not yet going as theg ha
hoped, when there appeared some pieces by Martiret,unritten, it would seem, in an unhappy
hour, and their spirits rose at once: here wasapae, put into their hands, with which they could
finish off the tongues and the humanities, and RiBu@nd Erasmus into the bargain ... to deliver
astonishing tirades against liberal studies, makiegn share the burden of odium attached to Liugher’
name, which they were trying to make as hatefihag could, and proclaiming that liberal studies ar
the source of heresies, of schisms, and of Anstdir{1167 111).

34 See Revelation 11.
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accuse Erasmus Impt accusing him, thereby maintaining some semblance of
modesty. “I do not call him a heretic,” More paraphrases, “but whoever acts tus i
heretic. | do not proclaim him schismatic, but whosoever acts thus is a schismatic
do not pronounce him a herald of the Antichrist, but what if this very assertion
concerning Erasmus had come straight from God?” (203). It is in this way that More
suggests the monk attempts to defame Erasmus without substantiating hisagaim: “
you make such an outrageous accusation, you say you do not want to make it”
(203)—a tactic that allows the monk to “recit[e] it to us with such sanctimony, as if
by divine revelation” (205) without actually producing evidence of such a noais/el
disclosure.

More suggests that the monk’s tactics are necessarily evasive because thi
evidence is impossible to obtain. According to More, even an apparent revelation
could not substantiate the monk’s claim about Erasmus:

Even if you had openly stated that it was your own revelation, even if you had

mentioned the name of the angel or demon who brought you the message, it

being one | would not have believed even from a sworn witness. Rather, |
would have warned you against being too quick to believe every spirit,
especially that one, for however brightly he had shone with false light he
would still have betrayed himself as an angel of darkness by his buzz of

detraction and slander, as sure a mark of Satan. (205)

More’s is a powerful skepticism: even supernatural revelation could not catdgorica
prove Erasmus’ identity as the Antichrist’'s herald because the messendd be

either an angel or a demon. More admits that he would be more inclined to suspect
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the latter if only because slander seems so opposed to virtue. More, like both the
Treatise and Erasmus above, interprets detraction as a sure sign of an unholy
messenger. He may show himself capable of his own hyperbole, but More at least
reminds the Monk that the same prophecies that warn against Antichristshedsal
warn against false prophets. These prophets, in the last days, will depart from the
faith of God and accuse innocents of hypocrisy in order to distract the faithful from
Antichrist’'s own well-masked villainy:
| would rather have countered by echoing that verse from Paul, 'In the latter
times some shall depart from the faith, hearkening unto spirits of error and the
doctrines of devils who speak lies in hypocrisy and have consciences seared
with a hot iron," and also that other verse of his, 'Let no man lead you astray in
a voluntary humility and worshipping of angels, intruding vainly into things
he has not seen, puffed up by his carnal conceit.' (205)
On one hand, More warns the Monk against being led “astray” by Antichrist’s
cohorts—including those who might try to convince the monk of Erasmus’ villainy.
On the other hand, More implies that the monk himself is leading others astiay wit
his “voluntary humility.” He scoffs at the monk’s insistence that he “would forébear
the charges against Erasmus “out of modesty” (205): “Would to God it were as
certain that each of us felt truly humble” (205).
In mocking the monk’s humility, More suggests that any accusation about the
identity of the final Antichrist necessarily positions #teuserin eschatological
history at the same time it positions the accused. In asserting théyidéiitie

Antichrist’s false prophet, the monk presumes to be God’s prophet—one of the divine
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messengers, often identified as the two witnesses, Enoch and Elijah, who will be
armed with the knowledge of Antichrist’s identity and will expose him in an attempt
to protect the faithful. But if the monk asserts an unsubstantiated and ultimately
inaccurate eschatology, he himself—not Erasmus—is the false herald anaiatsic
accomplice. This is an eschatology that William Tyndale describes in his 1526
translation of Revelation: he offers only one substantive gloss in the entire book, and
it specifically regards distinguishing God'’s true messengers froffaldeones.
Tyndale comments on the beginning of Revelation 7, which describes God’s
messenger angels who will protect the servants of God during the final persecutions
He begins with a straightforward etymology for the word “angel,” enplgithat it
“is a Greek word and signifieth a messenger,” and he continues, directiyngltssi
immediate passage: “the good angels here in this book are the true bishops and
preachers.” Significantly, Tyndale adds an additional warning about those who
masquerade as God'’s true messengers: “the evil angels are theslaarétialse
preachers which ever falsify God’s word, with which the church of Christ shall be
thus miserably plagued unto the end of the world as is painted in these figures” (376)
Tyndale’s gloss—and the fact that it is the only interpretative gloss he pravidae
Apocalypse—speaks to the degree to which true and false heralds were tightly linke
to the revelation of Antichrist’s identity.

It may be for this reason that More ultimately gives the monk the benefit of
the doubt, suggesting that “we can both simply forget what was said” (211). More
opts to read the monk’s Apocalypticism as figurative, not literal, and therebyhggeve

the monk from assuming any eschatological role. Although More at fias$ tifee
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monk’s claim about Erasmus as a genuine assertion of a literal apocalypseehy the
of the epistle, he evaluates the monk’s use of “Antichrist” much in the same way that
Erasmus does Luther's. He suggests that the monk is simply “raving” (20#)and
his bold accusations are merely a provocative screen for comparatively minor
offences. According to More, the monk eventually admits that Erasmus could still
redeem himself, “even hinting that [he] may be willing to settle [his] fedd wi
Erasmus on quite easy terms” (207). More notes how the monk’s willingness to
negotiate shatters his eschatological argument. Just as the capitaligtnschr
irredeemable, so too are his heralds. By hinting that these Apocalyptictamtsisae
conditional, the monk admits that Erasmus was never guilty of such a “serious
charge” in the first place: “In confessing that all that needs to be cal@etesome
minor mistakes ... thereby you confessed (somewhat bashfully, in keepmgouwit
modesty, but still truthfully enough to disburden yourself of such a criminal &ia), y
confessed, | repeat, that all the intemperate charges with which you Ibegan a
heresy, schism, and the heralding of the Antichrist were all pure fabrisa{r09).

More accuses the monk of undercutting his Apocalyptic claims in order to
“disburden” himself of the consequences; by refusing to accuse Erasmus outeight, t
monk neither presumes to be God’s witness or risks being Antichrist’s.

More essentially accuses the Monk of trying to have it both ways—that is, the
monk suggests a literal apocalypse at the same time he uses figurativegnasaani
defense mechanism designed to distance himself from such a suggestion. But if the
monk is guilty of equivocation, so too is More. The only published instance in which

More accuses anyone—including Luther—of being the Antichrist is similarly
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guarded. In hiResponsio ad Lutheru(t523), More identifies Luther as the

“Antichrist” within the context of a hypothetical, and it is even one of his fictional

characters, not More himself, who does so. More identifies a character, whom he

names “A,” with Luther; he designates characters “B,” “C,” antidb Luther’s

hearers. Character “E” is someone seeking the true faith who has witndssed ot

congregations in “many Christian nations.” He explains:
When E sees among A, B, C, and D many extremely absurd teachings on most
important topics, which are not only contrary to that catholic church, but also
utterly destructive of public morals, it cannot but happen, | say, that E will
understand with certainty that the church of A, B, C, D is not the church of
Christ nor an assembly of good men, but that it is the hovel of the most
corrupt buffoons and brothel of Satan; and then from these facts he would
recognize A either as the alpha of heretics, or as AntichrigeSonsip191)

In this way, More associates Luther with the capital Antichrist, but thethgpcal

wording protects More from making a direct accusation. Earlier iRéisponsip

More stops short of calling Luther Antichrist and instead calls him “the scofirge

God"—an appellation that certainly brings to mind notions of the Apocalypse, but

that does not necessarily implicate Luther as the capital Antigieriste(141). More

often likens Luther to the beast of Apocalypse 13—a figure frequently ideriijie

exegetes as the Antichrist—yet he never explicitly states theetigtthe

Antichrist®® Much like the monk he addresses, More leaves to his reader the task of

making the connection between the two.

35 n his ResponsipMore responds to Luther’'s assertion that thlaritly of Christ opposes the Pope:
“Behold, reader, the truly accursed beast of wittiehApocalypse 13 says, ‘Who is like to the beast,
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These kinds of ambiguous semantics abound in early reformation polemic,
and Luther’s own writings against the Pope are no exception. Although Erasmus
chides Luther for his no-holds-barred approach, it is important to note that suther’
initial attacks on the pope are often just as delicately worded as the monk’s and
More’s. Particularly in his early writings, Luther seems agoniyiagtare that by
accusing the pope, he necessarily casts him in an unfolding apocalypse thatlinclude
both true prophetandfalse heralds. These consequences are enough to give Luther
pause as he weighs whether or not to accuse a papal Antichrist openly. Throughout
his Defense and Explanation of All the Articld$21), Luther’s posits plenty of
reasons why he is neither God’s prophet nor Antichrist’s false herald—pratestati
that make him seem more than a little self-conscious about the weight of his
accusations and the eschatological consequences he faces if he ig°wienig.

quick to deny claims that he is God’s witness, insisting explicitly, “I do nohdla

And who will be able to fight with it? And there wagiven to it a mouth speaking great things and
blasphemies. And it opened its mouth for blasphemagainst God, to blaspheme His name and His
tabernacle, and those who dwell in heaven. Butithe will come when the beast shall be cast int th
pool of burning fire and sulphur.” Meanwhile, asdXoresaw, it is well that this unsubdued and
accursed beast should always contradict himseladigits that the church is certain, yet discusses h
in such a way as to render her most uncertainharid not content to judge in a human manner; while
pursuing and manifesting a kind of concealed adddn wisdom, he reduces the palpable and
commonly known church to an invisible one, fromexiternal to an internal one, from an internal one
he utterly reduces her to no church at all, assfwll immediately see proved” (147).

% Luther suggests instead that his opponents afal$eteachers. In a somewhat counter-intuitive
move, he expresses relief that so many objectsté\hicles, as this seems to confirm that whatdyess

is probably true: “That many of the bigwigs hatel aersecute me for this reason does not frighten me
at all. It rather comforts and strengthens me sihiseclearly revealed in the Scriptures that the
persecutors and haters have usually been wronthamiersecuted have usually been right. The lie has
always had the greater following, the truth the lfenandeed, | know if only a few insignificant me
were attacking me, then what | have taught andewritvere not yet from God. St. Paul caused a great
uproar with his teaching as we read in Acts, bat thd not prove his teaching false. Truth has gbva
caused disturbances and false teachers have abamlysPeace, peace!” as Isaiah and Jeremiahgell u
Therefore, without regard to the pope and his giakmwing, | will gladly come to the rescue and
defense of the articles condemned in the bull, @3 gves me grace. | trust, by God’s grace, toqutot
them against the wrong that has been done them Dgf€hse,” 12).
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be a prophet” (“Defense,” 9-10). He also defends himself against the alternati
charge of false herald—an accusation made not only by Bishop John Fisher, but also
by More and King Henry himself. Luther insists that “even if | am not a progtet,”

is not automatically Antichrist’s messenger: “as far as | am coaddram sure that

the Word of God is with me and not with them, for | have the Scriptures on my side
and they have only their own doctrine” (9-10). Luther describes himself as
somewhere between divine prophet and false héfaldither’s early depictions of

the pope are similarly reluctant, and he frequently describes a pope alimost

Antichrist.

371t is only later, in his letteFo the Christian Nobilitythat Luther finally decisively admits his belief
that God compels him to expose the pope’s villafhywould rather have the wrath of the world upon
me than the wrath of God. ... In the past | have nigsbpient overtures of peace to my enemies, but
as | see it, God has compelled me through theneép lon opening my mouth wider and wider ...”
(217).
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CHAPTER 2:

THE INSTITUTIONAL ANTICHRIST

Critics often citeThe Babylonian Captivity of the Chur(tb20) as Luther’s first
definitive attack on a papal AntichristYet like More’s monk, Luther hedges his bets
in theCaptivity. He seems to leave little room for argument in the opening pages: “I
now know for certain,” he writes, “that the papacy is the kingdom of Babylon and the
power of Nimrod, the mighty hunter” (12). Yet he later qualifies this assertion,
suggesting that the pope is the Antichasly if he refuses to reform: “Unless they

will abolish their laws and ordinances, and restore to Christ’s Churches thetyr libe
and have it taught among them, they are guilty of all the souls that perish under this
miserable captivity, and the papacy is truly the kingdom of Babylon and of the very

Antichrist” (72). Luther allows for a “reformable” Antichrist—even thoulé t

! Contemporaries also treat tBaptivity as one of the first places Luther asserts a Paptadhrist.
Bishop John Fisher'Sermon Against the Pernicious Doctrine of MartiriHar (1521) takeShe
Babylonian Captivityas its point of departure, and as Cecilia Hatésiot is the only one of Luther’s
early works to be mentioned by name in the sermatt(62, 78). Henry VIII likewise replies to the
Captivityin hisAssertio Septem Sacramentor(fb21); Thomas More mentions t@aptivity
repeatedly in his theological writings; Bishop Wth Barlow cites it in hig\ Dialogue Describing the
Original Ground of These Lutheran Factioasd specifically addresses its mention of the papa
Antichrist: “Then all his [Luther’s] sermons wergaanst the clergy, calling the Pope Antichrist, and
his followers Disciples of Satan’s synagogue, irosddefiance he made a book entitl2d,
Capitiuitate Babilonicafull of convicious furies, and raynge blaspherggiast the blessed
sacraments, preferinge his own judgement abovhdlyedoctors of the church. And where he had
witnessed / before, that Wicklyfe, Hus, Berengar&isuch other were hereticks: than he said that
they were godly men and saints, calling their comgers Antichrists and limes of the Devil” (sig. E3
v- E4 r). TheBabylonian Captivityin light of its reception, may well be the quisgential Lutheran
Papal Antichrist work. In this regard, some cstitate Luther’s first printed assertion of a papal
Antichrist as early as October 1520. Others datgen earlier: Joseph Koerner, for example, sugges
that Luther first names the Pope as Antichristinl’bh20Responsido Ambroisus Catharinus’
Apologia(Reformation119). (See also Patrick Preston on CathariApslogiaand Luther’s opinion
of it.) As John M. Headley points out, LutheResponsidis well known for its depiction of the
papacy as the Antichrist of Daniel’s vision” (761¥et, as others have noted, LuthéRssponsio
made its way to England late: Frith’s translatibhe Revelation of Antichrisiyas not published until
1529. English readers encountefide Babylonian Captivitynuch sooner, as evidenced by the
number of English tracts that respond to it.
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capital Antichrist would have beele factoirredeemably evil. He makes a similar
qualification in his letteffo the Christian Nobilitypublished two months earlier in
August 1520. Although Bernard McGinn cites this text as another early, popular
source for Luther’s depictions of the papal Antichrist (Antich@68), in fact, Luther

in it still conditionally accuses the pope of being the Antichrist. Luthersardgests
that the poperhightalso be the Counter-Christ, whom the Scriptures call Antichrist”
(165, my italics). By the tract’'s midpoint, Luther seems to find the evidence
seemingly more convincing, yet he continues to take refuge in the conditional: “They
sell us doctrine so satanic, and take money for it, that they are teachingns sin a
leading us into hell. If there were no other base trickery to prove that the pbpe is t
true Antichrist, this one would be enough to prove it” (193). Even when he appears
to have talked himself into a direct accusation— he still falls back on a negation:
“The pope suppresses God’s commandment and exalts his own. If he is not
Antichrist, then somebody tell me who is!” (1$5Not until 1521 did Luther
definitively assert a papal Antichrist without qualification—notabfterahe

issuance obecet Pontificemthe papal bull that excommunicated Hinm June of

1521, Luther writes, “I give thanks to my Lord Jesus Christ who, on account of this

assault, has repaid me a hundred times with the knowledge—of which | am now

2 McGinn also cite©n the Papacy at Ronas an even earlier instance of Luther’s assedf@npapal
Antichrist (Antichrist 203), but like these other instances, Lutherlsives some wiggle room in this
work, again accusing the pope in the conditioni@lthe pope ever came to that [establishing new
articles of faith and disregarding Holy Scripturejray God forbid— | would freely say that he is the
true Antichrist of which all Scripture speaks.tHése two things are granted, | will let the popé& b
(“On the Papacy,” 101). Luther gives the pope theutiar opportunity to “opt out” of being the
Antichrist.

% But see also David M Whitford, who addresses Lushehanging attitude toward the papacy in

1520-1. Whitford is careful to note thHaecet Pontificenand Luther’'s excommunication were not the
sole impetus for the assertion of a papal Antithris
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convinced—that the pope is the Antichrist, the sign of the end prophesied throughout
the Scriptures, and that the universities are indeed the ultimate in the synagogues o
Satan, in which the rule belongs to those Epicurean swine, the sophistic theologians”
(“Against Latamos,” 141). Luther leaves little room for debate hereoh only
unequivocally identifies the pope as the capital Antichrist, harbinger of the
Apocalypse, but he also takes a swipe at seemingly complicit university
theologians—perhaps ones like Erasmus who had systematically urged him to hold
his tongue.

Luther’s hesitations might also have something to do with the complicated
nature of the Antichrist he sought to define. Luther advocates a literal Arttiehris
capital, Apocalyptic harbinger—»but this literal Antichrist is not the agfivillain
anticipated by medieval lore. Luther ultimately vilifies the papacy, not the-pape
institution, not an individual. As Paul Christianson notes, the notion of an
institutional enemy becomes the dividing line between medieval and Refmmmat
understandings of the Antichrist. He suggests that in the early 1530s, Crarimer stil
preached on the Antichrist in “medieval fashion"—that is, he “held thgirdsent
pope was the Final Enemy and only later expanded this to include the reformation
belief in the institution of the papacy as Antichrist” (12, my emphasis). Yetmeven i
Luther’s early anti-papal writings, the morality of individual popes wastlesibling
than the “ungodliness” of the office itself (“Freedom,” 335). This complicated
distinction is perhaps no where clearer than in Luther’s open letter to Pope Leo X,
dated September 1520 and printed as a prefatiedbreedom of a Christian.

Writing before his excommunication, an unusually deferential Luther defends Pope

56



Leo as “a lamb in the midst of wolves” (336) and denies claims that his eartiagw
personally attacks the pope. “So far have | been from raving against your person,”
Luther explains, “that | even hoped | might gain your favor and save you if | should
make a strong and stinging assault upon that prison, that veritable hell of yours”
(338). Luther deniead hominerattack, but he admits to making a “strong and
stinging assault” on the pope’s “prison"—namely, the Roman See, the Roman Curia,
and the papal office itself. Rome is a city whose inhabitants provide “the worst
examples of the worst of all things,” and the Roman Curia is “characterized by a
completely depraved, hopeless, and notorious godlessness” (336). Yet the crux of
Luther’'s complaint pertains to the Church hierarchy, specifically the pép=,

which he suggests enables the depravity of the Roman See.

Luther links Rome’s iniquity to the nearly boundless authority that the Curia
assigns to the papacy. “Under the protection of your name they seek to gain support
for all their wicked deeds in the church” (324). The Curia grants the papacy “power
over heaven, hell and purgatory” (342), transforming the pope into a “lord of the
world” and “no mere man but a demigod” (341). Luther argues that this inflated
image is a gross abuse, if not idolatry: he depicts papal authority as edgingrot di
authority, and in this way, the office of pope distances the church from Christ. Luther
writes: “A man is vicar only when his superior is absent. ... What is the church under
such a vicar but a mass of people without Christ? Indeed, what is such a vicar but an
antichrist and an idol?” (342) Luther identifies a fundamental problem with the way
the office of pope is defined: he insists that the pope should be the “servant of the

present Christ” not the “vicar of an absent Christ” (342). As a vicar, the pope is
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granted expansive license over the Church universal; but if a servant, this authority
would be reserved for God alone. Leo can presumably rescue the Church from the
clutches of Antichrist by curbing the authority of his office; he can combath#ist
even while he himself is pope. “They err who exalt you above a council and the
church universal. They err who ascribe to you alone the right of interpreting
Scripture. ... Satan has already made much progress under your predecessors. In
short, believe none who exalt you, believe those who humble you” (342). While
Luther questions the moral character of some of Leo’s predecessors, hi®oberhc
is not their individual scruples, but the “ungodliness” of the authority that the papal
office grants to fallible leaders (335). Certainly those popes lackinglesrwill be
more inclined to take advantage of this authority, but the Church is essentially
protected against this kind of overstepping if the authority is not granted in the firs
place. Luther concludes by attesting that he is Leo’s “friend and most humble
subject” (343), again distinguishing between his personal affection for the pope and
his disdain for the papal office.

Luther’s careful distinction between an individual and an office makes his
polemic different from the anti-papal arguments of his predecessors. Laheotv
the first to associate the pope with the Antichrist. As Bernard McGinn has shown, the
papal Antichrist had a long history in medieval lore, appearing in manusgipésig
as the turn of the first millenniufh But as McGinn and others have argued
elsewhere, there is crucial difference between sixteenth-centugstntrenderings
of the papal Antichrist and its earlier, pre-Reformation incarnations. Wdriiere

writers lampoonndividual popes, later Protestant arguments condemn the entire

* See McGinnAntichrist, pp. 143ff.
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institution of the papacy. Dante, for example, famously relegates Pope Nitholas
Boniface VIII, and Clement V to the eighth circle of Hell, but he does not imglicat
every pope, only those whom he finds particularly salacious. Likewise, fliteent
century radical Jan Hus carefully qualifies his opinion of the papacy when responding
to accusations that he called the pope the Antichrist. “I did not say this,” he, insists
“but | did say that if the pope sells benefices, if he is proud ... or otherwise morally
opposed to Christ, then he is the Antichrist. But it should by no means follow that

every pope is Antichrist; a good pope, like St. Gregory, is not the Antichrist, nor do |

think he ever was” (qtd. McGinn, Antichr;sit85).

When Luther argues to dissolve the papal office, he makes no such exceptions
for “good popes”™—Gregory, Leo or otherwise. This is precisely what worries
Thomas More, who fears that Luther wants to throw out the baby with the bathwater.
More suggests that the depravity to which both he and Luther object estheaf
corrupt men, not an inherently corrupt office:

Surely, as regards the pope, God who put him in charge of His church
knew what an evil it would have been to have lacked a pope; and | do
not think one should desire the Christian world to learn this by
experience at its own risk. How much more should we desire God to
make such men popes as will befit the Christian commonwealth and
the dignity of the apostolic office. ... The Christian world would

shortly realize from one or two such pontiffs, how much more

satisfactory it is for the popes to be reformed than to be removed.

(Responsipl41)

59



Luther was unconvinced. In his letter to Pope Leo, he cites Jeremiah 51:9: “We
would have cured Babylon, but she was not healed. Let us forsake her” (“Freedom,”
337). The papacy, like fallen Babylon, had reached the point of no return. No good
pope—not even Leo—could rescue the office from Satan’s clutches: “It was your
duty and that of your cardinals to remedy these evils, but the gout of these evils
makes a mockery of the healing hand, and neither chariot nor horse responds to the
rein” (337). Thus, Luther advocates removal over reform and challenges the very
legitimacy of the institution itself.

In this way, the Reformation marks an important shift in the understanding of
the Antichrist and his traditional vita—that is, those anticipated signs thatl \weld
the faithful detect the Antichrist’s otherwise well-masked ident@gnturies of
Antichrist lore had been built upon the premise that the capital Antichrist—thag is, t
Antichrist who would usher in the Apocalypse— would be a particular corrupt
individual, a person who could be identified by any number of specific, personal
characteristics, including where he born, who his parents were, and how he would act.
Yet for the early Protestants, the task of identifying a papal Argiclvas not that of
pinpointing specific, incriminating evidence about a particular reigning pontiff, but
instead of chronicling a centuries-old history of an institution and the didtaisce
institution had placed between Christ and his Church. The Antichrist chronicles of
yore seem hardly applicable in this new context. Yet Antichrist’s inaditvita
remained very much a lively and accessible part of sixteenth-centunygyand the
success of Protestant arguments for a papal Antichrist hinged upon the reformers’

ability to square an institutional history with these traditional expeota

60



Reformers needed to demonstrate how these long-standing prophecies came to
fulfillment in the papacy, and they faced the complicated task of explaining how
prophesies that had long been thought to point to one man in fact pointed to one
institution—and a succession of many men who propagated this “ungodly” office. In
many instances, Luther and the continental reformers accommodate this new
understanding of the Antichrist by reinterpreting traditional lore as figerat
metaphorical. This shift in thinking about the Antichrist is facilitated byessemse
that the actual and the metaphoric are not so far apart in the sixteenth-dauntury;
there is also a sense that Luther’s definition of Antichrist necessakxilleges an
understanding of the Church as the mystical body of Christ: the papacy becomes, for

Luther, the mystical body of Antichrist.

LEGEND AND THE PAPAL ANTICHRIST

The French Abbot Adso of Montier-en-Der was the first to summarize the popular
narratives about the life of the Antichrist in his tenth-centuipgllus de Antichristo
Adso refers to John’s dual understanding of the Antichrist, and he certainly
acknowledges that “Antichrist” need not always connote the Apocalyptic: “wdrate
man—Ilayman, cleric, or monk—Ilives contrary to justice and opposes the rule of his
station in life and blasphemes the good, he is Antichrist and the servant of Satan”
(102). Yet Adso also implies that this general definition may be the exceptioa to t
rule: all of Adso’s subsequent uses of the term refer specifically to thegaifiihe
capital Antichrist, and the later reiterations of Adso’s narrative aityileave little

room for ambiguity. Early English tracts like the anonymous pamplelet
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begynneth the byrthe and lyfe of the moost [false] and deceytfull Antefhryst

15257?) treated the Antichrist in explicitly eschatological terms, watharrative and
accompanying illustrations detailing “the tokens and sygnes that shalb&itire the
comynge of oure lorde Jesus cryst to the generall Jugement” (sig. Aii r). This
English pamphlet not only retells Adso’s narrative, but it also extends theyalread
prominent continental tradition extant in late-fifteenth century German blockbooks—
a tradition that similarly illustrates lore about a single, Doomsday Rndicn

sequential, captioned woodcdtsBoth provide strikingly specific details about the
birth, youth, and perverse public ministry of the capital Antichrist.

Luther’s polemic extends this tradition to the extent that he emphasizes the
Apocalypse, yet it is important to note that Luther does not adopt this medieval
tradition wholesale, particularly with regard to the Antichrist’s traditimital In
keeping with his developing doctrine sdla scripturaLuther rejects extra-biblical
details about the life of the Antichrist. Luther's arguments certainigenupon his

ability to demonstrate how long-standing prophecies come to fulfillment in the

® See, for exampléer Antichrist und die Fiinfzehn Zeich@turemberg?, c. 1467), reproduced in a
two volume facsimile edited by H. Th. Musper. the introductory note to the English translation,
Manfred von Armin notes that only a few printed ishtist blockbooks are extant although there is
evidence that these proliferated: “By the seconfididhe fifteenth century, the story [of the
Antichrist], often followed by the Fifteen Signs [Doomsday], found its way into print in popular
editions, which must have been read to pieces.efirrecords four issues of three blockbook
editions, known by single complete copies or soragrhents only. Th&esamtkatalogites ten
incunabula editions in different languages, sithefm known by unique copies. In addition, the
Gesamtkatalognentions one or two French editions no longereiate. We may therefore assume
that more editions were printed than are actuallywkn today” (1). With regard to the depiction loét
capital Antichrist, Musper notes that the term “ightist” in the blockbooks is specifically “the nam
for the antithesis of Jesus Christ whose appearamdectivity are supposed to precede as a warning
of the end of the World and the second advent®titbrd” (1). Neither Musper nor the blockbooks
make reference to general Antichrists.
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papacy’ Thus, Luther is careful to distinguish between biblical prophesy about the
Antichrist and the stories that grew out of these prophesies, and he rejegts man
aspects of traditional lore as unreliable when they do not emerge ex ity

biblical evidence. As Bernard McGinn suggests, “The reformer’s rejectitire of
legendary accretions to the scriptural picture of Antichrist ... distinguish bim fr

any medieval view, even those that identify the institution of the papacy wittage L
Enemy” (Antichrist 207). In his lectures on Genesis, for example, Luther combats
the oft-repeated warning that the Antichrist will be born in Babylon from ittwe of
Dan—a detail that Adso explicitly articulates and, by Luther’'s own account, tha
contemporary retellings likewise reiterate. Genesis 49:17 warns taatsiall be a
serpent in the way, a viper by the path, that bites the horse’s heels, so that his ride
falls backward” (“Lectures on Genesis,” 280). The viper is commonly glosstbe a
Antichrist and, by extension, exegetes predict that the Antichrist wilhatig from

the tribe of Dan and will be born in Babylon—a reading, Luther attests, that “has
spread through all the churches, to such an extent that | have often wished that our
ancestors had been more inclined to inculcate the doctrine concerning Churist wit
such diligence and zeal” (283). Luther challenges the legitimacy ofdbg, g

insisting that “it is altogether foreign to this passage and completsy/ {@82). He
suggests that details about Babylon as the birth place of the Antichrist readdoo m
into the verse, which, he asserts, does not make explicit reference to tharAsity

or any other aspect of the Antichrist’s life or origin: “According to thietgthe

® Luther would have found it necessary to combaghegry accounts of the Antichrist because this
traditional eschatology was still circulating wigeln the continent. The traditional legend of the
Antichrist was prominent enough to be among théessaipublications in English, with the printing of
theHere Begynnetpamphlet in the early sixteenth-century.

63



explains, “no one could be right in thinking that the Antichrist has to be born of
Babylon and must be circumcised in accordance with the Jewish custom” (283).
Luther suggests further that the gloss relies upon a dubious rendering of Genesis in
the first place—one that understands Dan as an “allegory” for Antichrist §283)

that, according to Luther, is not necessarily warranted in context.

Luther is not the only sixteenth-century commentator to react against thes
“legendary accretions” about the birth of the Antichrist; Erasmus himsetitanas a
palpable flippancy regarding the details of Antichrist’s origins. In a 1526 tette
Dubois, Erasmus jokingly refers to other popular prophesies about the Antichrist’s
birth while addressing rumors of Luther’s wife’s pregnancy: “Ther®idoubt about
Luther’'s marriage, but the rumour about his wife’s early confinement is fieas
said, however, to be pregnant now. If there is truth in the popular legend, that
Antichrist will be born from a monk and a nun (which is the story these people keep
putting about), how many thousands of Antichrists the world must have already!”
(1667 79). Here, Erasmus acknowledges one version of the popular legend regarding
Antichrist’s bastardy.Although Erasmus is making a joke here, the fact that he is
willing to laugh about the particulars of the prophesy suggests that he, like Lsither, i
wary of giving too much credence to these legends of the Antichrist.

Whereas Erasmus laughs off these accounts as a way to exonerate bather fr

popular speculation, Luther dismisses overreaching glosses of Genesis i order t

" Here Begynnethefers alternatively to the incestuous relatioh&mtichrist’s father, Schaleus, and
Schaleus’ daughter, Ulcafer Antichrist und die Fiinfzehn Zeichéed. H. Th. Musper) similarly
warns that this father and daughter will begetAh#christ. Adso himself refers simply to Anticht'is
corrupt mother and father while denying still othecounts that Antichrist, in a crude parody of the
Incarnation, will be born of a virgin impregnategldn incubus.
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exposehe papal Antichrist. Luther argues that the popular emphasis upon a
Babylonian Antichrist obscures the possibility of a Roman one, and he chaexcteriz
the popular warnings as devilish strategies intended to protect the idernhgypzpal
Antichrist. Luther’s revision of the Genesis commentary is fueled by histgrikat

these misleading glosses are part of the Antichrist’s elaboratgtidedee of
attack—one that shields him from suspicion while he takes advantage of an unwitting
faithfulness: “I think the devil was the author of this fable and that he invented this
gloss to lead our thoughts away from the true and present Antichrist” (283). For
Luther, these glosses are more than just tall tales spun by over-zealoustatonse

and an imaginative public; he suggests that the proliferation of traditional lore is the
papal Antichrist's own device: “For among all the papist schools and tedbbeggs

no one who thinks that the pope is the Antichrist. They all think that he will come
from Babylon. In the meantime, however, while they talk foolishly about him and

wait for him, they are being oppressed and devoured by the true Antichrist, the
Roman pontiff” (283 The proliferation of these legendary accretions is just one
example of the abuses of the papal office—one that not only controls its constituents’
education but that also shapes their very conception of their enemy. Luther insists
that returning to the “letter” of biblical prophecy provides the only reliab&efeit the

Antichrist—and one that makes room for a papal Antichrist who rises from whiin t

8 Luther’s hypothesis is an early iteration of wB&hop John Jewel later characterizes as the
deceptive tactics of Antichrist. In hExposition vpon the two epistles of the apostla@dtaule to
the Thessaloniangdewel argues similarly that traditional legends‘gales [that] have been craftily
devised to beguile our eyes, that whilst we thipkmuthese guesses, and so occupy ourselves in
beholding a shadow or probable conjecture of ariitthe which is antichrist indeed may unawares
deceive us” (fol. 8). For Jewel, conjectures abfmtichrist are evidence of the papacy’s elaborate
rhetorical maneuvering: “craftily devised” by Antigst himself, these carefully constructed plots
distract and deceive the faithful.

65



Church. He emphasizes the warnings in 2 Thessalonians 2, which describe the
spiritual corruption of an Antichrist who “sits in the holy place” (283Jor Luther,
Rome is the “true Babylon” and the pope the capital Antichrist: “That Dahge [t
pope] has extinguished the Gospel by means of his laws and has been born from the
true Babylon, namely, from Rome, just as Augustine calls that the second Babylon
which began to be born when the former Babylon disappeared. And Dan, or the pope,
is the viper on the path of Christ—the viper which, with its poison and violence,
slaughters those who walk on this path” (284).

As Whitford has shown, Luther maps an even broaclaritulum vitaefor
the Antichrist” in his 1522 commentary on 2 Thessalonians (37). Luther not only
sees the Apocalyptic Antichrist as a villain who will “betray the Church frattmin”
(37), but he also expects him to “undermine the Roman empire, take God'’s rightful
place in the Church, and mislead through false doctrines and signs” (37). Itehnis let
To the Christian Nobilit§1520), Luther attacks the papacy on the first of Whitford’s
counts, undermining the empit®.Luther describes an institution that abuses
ecclesiastical office to subvert the authority of Christian princes. Lagesifically

denounces payments for indulgences, as well as demands for “large sums of money”

° Luther’'s emphasis upon the Antichrist’s ecclegiastharacter is his primary argument against a
Turkish capital Antichrist. Luther explicitly dezs that the Turk is the capital Antichrist; as he
explains in his lectures on Genesis: “It is moradeordance with truth to say that the Turk is the
beast, because he is outside the church and operdgcutes Christ. The Antichrist, however, sits in
the temple of God. Therefore, strictly speaking pdogical definition, he who sits in the chursh i
the Antichrist” (634-5).

10 James Atkinson suggests that this letter is “drte@most significant documents produced by the
Protestant Reformation,” having appeared “at écalipoint in Luther’s career” (117). He explains,
“The Leipzig debate with John Eck during the sumofet519 had projected Luther into a position of
prominence and attracted support from a wide wagépartisans and sympathizers in humanist
circles, Episcopal courts, universities, and amitiegmperial knights” (117)To the Christian

Nobility appeared as Luther was coming into prominence.
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to “dissolve oaths, vows, and agreements” (193-4) and even to finance military
campaigns “to fight the Turk” (144)—all practices that Luther insists aee‘'dn the
holy names of Christ and St. Peter” (144), but that actually serve to fuel Rome’s
temporal ascendancy. The pope professes spiritual protection in return for
compensation, but Luther insists that “this traffic is nothing but skullduggery”.(193)
The princes receive no return on their investment; instead, they are taken in by the
pope’s trickery and false promises. “They [the pope and his legates] lie angedecei
They make laws and they make agreements with us, but they do not intend to keep a
single letter of them” (193-4). For Luther, the most brazen example of the
Antichrist’s deceit is the Church’s warmongering: Luther argues thay ‘ppretend
that they are about to fight the Turks, [and] they send out emissaries to raise money.
They often issue an indulgence on the same pretext of fighting the Turks ... in spite
of the fact that everybody knows that not a cent of the annates, or of the indulgence
money, or of all the rest, is spent to fight the Turk. It all goes into their bo#smle
bag”(144). In short, the papacy restricts the autonomy of the German princes by
stripping them of their financial assets, thereby gradually establitdmmgoral
control. Yet Luther emphasizes that the pope’s ability to undermine temporakpowe
is intrinsically linked to his usurpation of divine authority: the pope strong-arms
financial support under the pretext of pious obedience.

As Whitford notes, Luther also sees the papal office as usurping divine
authority. In his commentary on John'’s epistle, Luther characterizes obetdi¢ghee
pope as a form of worship, highlighting the ways the papal office displaces God’s

authority in the Church. “Obedience to the supreme pontiff is the highest form of

67



worship,” Luther writes, “Look at those who worship gods and at those who worship
the one true God. Yet you will not see worship so great as the worship of the pope is”
(288). Citing 2 Thessalonians 2: 1-4, which warns that the capital Antichrist
“opposes and exalts himself above every so-called god” (288), Luther argutbe tha
pope assumes God’s rightful authorityFurthermore, Luther ties the pope’s rise to
exalted authority directly to his successful enforcement of false deetnd corrupt
laws—Ilaws to which the pope demands obedience before God’'s own. “Today the
laws of the pope are stressed more than are the laws of Christ. No one among the
priests fears the laws of Christ as he fears the laws of the pope. No one hexirepe

of adultery, envy, and murder as he repents of neglecting the canonical hours” (288).
Here, Luther specifically pits Christ’s laws against the pope’shlestang an

antithesis that he uses to justify the pope’s identity as the Antichriste sisdsses in

his later commentary on Genesis, “The Antichrist [the pope] took his seat in the
church, yet not to govern it with divine laws, promises, and grace—for this he could
not have done—but to do so in the opposite way” (283). Luther offers an explicit
comparison between the actions of Christ and those of the pope: “This means that
where Christ, by means of the gift of the Holy Spirit, remits sins and frees
consciences from sin, death, hell, and the power of the devil, there, on the other hand,

the Roman pontiff filled the world with countless snares and lies ... with which he

M This warning also features in traditional accowftthe Antichrist legend, albeit alongside additib
details about the Antichrist’s birth. For exampliere BegynnetBpecifically addresses the degree to
which the capital Antichrist will exalt himself asgod: the tenth chapter “speketh how the malycyous
Antechryst shall stande and preche shewyng hirbegdfr than god by his grete pryde” (sig. Bir),
having earlier specified that many “shall gyue uAitdechryste lawde and prayse as yf he were god”
(sig. Alvi] v). Der Antichrist und die Fuinfzehn Zeichgimilarly depicts the worship of the Antichrist.
These two texts are examples of a much broadetitmadeiterated in a variety of forms that makes
the same (or very similar) claims about the Aniigtfs life and reign.
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takes consciences captive” (283). Matters of conscience are one of theminporta
ways, according to Luther, that Christ and the pope stand at odds.

This kind of antithesis had come to characterize Luther’s writings on the papal
Antichrist, and it is perhaps nowhere more apparent than in thePEs3knal
Christi und Antichristi one of the first places that Luther argues for a papal
Antichrist. ThePassionalpairs Luther’s prose antitheses with accompanying,
contrasting illustrations from the life of Christ and the ptpén this way, Luther
again engages the medieval Antichrist tradition: he imitates eallistrated
Antichrist narratives like the ones mentioned above that depict the Antichtesms
of his opposition to Christ. Yet once again, Luther modifies these traditional
accounts in important ways: not only does he figure the papacy in the role that earlie
writings had reserved for an unnamed Antichrist yet to come, but he also minimizes
the degree to which arguments about a papal Antichrist rely on extra-biblical
prophecies about the Antichrist’s birth and origins.

Antichrist’s physical nativity is a scene consistently featuredrireea
accounts of Antichrist’s life but Luther conspicuously omits it inRlassional This
omission is significant for two reasons. It serves as additional evidencghefrls
rejection of extra-biblical lore described above, and it also highlights grealto

which Luther must reinterpret traditional prophesies in order to make théocase

2 For a comprehensive study of LuthePassionaland reduced facsimiles of the thirteen pairs of
images, see Gerald Fleming. Joseph Leo Koerneessies th@assionalin the context of

Reformation print culture imhe Reformation of the Imagsy. 114-23. Fleming and Koerner both
address Lucas Cranach the Elder’s contributiotkdavork. As Jaroslav Pelikan notes in his chapter
on the magisterial Reformers, “Just how much ofitb@ography in the book was actually the work of
Lucas Cranach the Elder has continued to be a nudtteebate and surmise among art historians”
(“Some Uses,” 83). Yet, for the purposes of mylgsis, | repeat Pelikan’s assertion that “the sotut
of that question does not affect the point at id®re” (83). David Whitford offers a new assessimen
of thePassionalwith regard to Luther’'s engagement with Lorenzdla/ap. 37ff.
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papal Antichrist. Luther’s Antichrist is not a single man, but a single instittiiat
consists of many successive popes. Practically speaking, the birth of taniamsti
cannot be described in physical terfhiMoreover, earlier accounts anticipate the
arrival of a future Antichrist; they provide details about his birth so the swgist be
recognized when it finally occurs. Yet Luther argues that the papal Antibbgs
already arrived—and has been overlooked for centuries. Thus, Luther’s vision of a
collective Antichrist complicates traditional depictions of Antichrisgésivity and
even challenges the degree to which precise warnings about an imminent birth are
relevant in the first place. Luther’s rejection of extra-biblical loretiqdarly his
reinterpretation of Antichrist’s nativity, marks a shift from medievapleasis upon
the carnal signs of a single capital Antichrist to what William Tyntider terms the
“spiritual” signs of an institutional one—signs that implicate the Anticlinistugh
his rejection of Christ’s law and teaching not necessarily his physicah@ppe or
actions (“The Parable,” 80). As Bernard McGinn notes with reference to
Reformation scholar Hans Preuss, “the papacy proved itself to be Antichrist for
Luther primarily due to its opposition to the word of God both in Scripture and in
preaching” (Antichrist205).

In this way, Luther appears to take some of Erasmus’ advice after all:
Erasmus consistently urged Luther to focus his reform arguments on the Gospel
message, emphasizing how the teachings of the clergy stood in opposition to Christ’s

own laws. Although Luther refuses to abandon his arguments about a papal

3 The case is complicated even in the case of iddalipopes. Would the traditional signs of
Antichrist’s birth apply to the birth of every papénd, if the defining characteristic of any cabita
Antichrist is his papal office, would he be consatbthe Antichrist before his election, i.e. at his
nativity?
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Antichrist, his justifications for his arguments emerge as the one-toeomgatcisons

for which Erasmus pleads. Luther emphasizes the degree to which the papal law,
more than any physical sign or circumstance, stands in opposition to Christ and
exposes the pope as the Antichrist. This spiritual antithesis betweenabidribie

pope that Luther outlines in ti&assionalnot only lays the foundation for early
English understandings of Antichrist tradition and prophecy, but also places the

Antichrist at the center of the Reformation debate.

LUTHER'S PASSIONAL: REIMAGINING ANTICHRIST'S NATIVITY

Erasmus was not alone in noting that Antichrist’s nativity was a popular component
of traditional lore. Accounts warned about a Babylonian birth and often describe the
nature of Antichrist’'s parents; they detail tell-tale signs of Antstisriunnatural

arrival; perhaps most intriguingly, they rely upon the details of Christ’'s otwitga

to describe a birth that will be opposed to Christ’s in every way. The physical birth of
Antichrist became a significant component of these popular narratives, and Luthe
engages this aspect of the tradition in his own account on the Antichrist: the
Passionak eighth antithesis opens with a familiar depiction of the infant Christ in the
manger—the same scene frequently referenced in catalogues of Ansidhitht In
Figure 2-1, the infant Christ lies in a feeding trough among animalpahents, Mary
and Joseph, kneel peacefully in prayer at his feet; and distant shepherds observe a
gleaming angel, who seems to double as the bright star described in Gospetsacc

of Christ’s birth. This scene is a far cry from traditional accounts of Angic$ri

nativity: whereas Christ was born at night, Antichrist will be born during the day;
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whereas Christ’s birth was witnessed only by the animals tucked away with him
the manger, Antichrist will be born in plain sight in a crowded street; and wleereas
star marked the Christ’s birth, a terrifying noise will announce Antichristival*
Other accounts enforce the antithesis even more precisely—so much so that Adso
himself is skeptical of their fastidiousness. In his own account of Antichhsth,

Adso rejects unduly specific predictions of an anti-Incarnation: “He will be lsorn a
the result of the sexual intercourse of his mother and father, like other men, and not,
as some say, from a virgin alone” (102). Just as Luther worries about the
consequences of misguidedly waiting for a Babylonian Antichrist, Adso seems t
suggest that overly exacting descriptions of Antichrist can be dangerous—-that is
while the population waits to observe a particular sign, the Antichrist mighe arri
unnoticed, having been born under less stringent conditions.

Yet despite Adso’s skepticism, later accounts of Antichrist’s birth contoue t
juxtapose Christ and Antichrist’s nativities with detailed precision. For pbearte
early sixteenth-century English pamphhare Begynnetldescribes how “in that
tyme [of the Antichrist’s birth] shall be a myst or tenebrosyte lyke & graoke that
one shall not se[e] another” (sig. Aiii ¥). The anonymous author notes how these
circumstances contrast with the environment of Christ’s birth: “In contrasg ag

our lorde was borne in a darke clowdy nyght which was sodanynly chau[n]ged in to

% These comparisons are drawn from my readirigese Begynneth the Birth and Lyfe of Antichrist
!5 The author provides additional detail regardirg shectacle of Antichrist’s birth: the infant

Antichrist will also “speke boldely and wisely digedanguages as thoughe he had ben upon the erth
longe and hys visage shall be chaungeable” (sigvAi
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resplendidysshynge bryghtnesses” (sig. Aiit/)Here, Antichrist brings a palpable
darkness into the world, while Christ literally brings light. Accompanying
illustrations bear out the visual metaphor and similarly portray Antichitigtth in
grotesque opposition to familiar depictions of Christ’s nativiteere Begynnethfor
example, shows Antichrist rent from his mother’'s womb by devils in waiting. In
Figure 2-2, a devil stands in the place of Christ's messenger angel: in a&sperver
reimagining of the animals in the manger scene above, an anthropomorphic bore
attends Antichrist's mother. The mother herself lies in distress withrimerfiailing,

a demeanor which is again starkly opposed to Mary’s serenity. The laterifetee
century German blockbodBer Antichristoffers a similar illustration. In Figure 2-3,
a demon again stands ready to receive the Antichrist. The accompanyiog eégut
indicates that the capital Antichrigirdchrisj will be born in BabyloniaBabylonig,
highlighting the physical details of the Antichrist legend. In providing theages) |
do not intend to suggest that Luther was familiar with either of them spé#gifica
offer them instead as examples of a well-established tradition that engshthsz
opposing natures of Antichrist’s and Christ’s births. This is a tradition with which

Luther engages—but he does so in order alter it.

1% The author’s prediction about the mist raiseshicken or egg’ problem: it is not clear whether the
blinding mist is an independent prophecy or resutti the author’s efforts to formulate a nativity
that opposes Christ’s in every detail. It is pblesthat the author recounts the prophesy from an
unnamed source and then further justifies the warby pointing out how the mist will be contra to
the bright light at Christ’s nativity. Alternatilye the author may be guided by an underlying
assumption that Antichrist’s birth will be contr&i@t's in every way, and he thereby isolates detai
from Christ’s nativity and uses them as a basigpfedicting opposite circumstances for Antichrist’s
birth. The latter scenario speaks to Luther’s (Addo’s) concerns about the unreliability of legarnd
accounts that introduce precise details aboutithef Antichrist; these details may very well be
individual speculations that, despite carryingwheght of tradition, have idiosyncratic and extra-
biblical origins.
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Luther’s account of the Antichrist defies convention: rather than present
corresponding images of Antichrist’s grotesque birth, he pairs the imageisf <hr
nativity above with an image of the pope leading an army. (See Figure 2-fir§t At
glance, it is difficult to see how the pope commanding an army parodies the infant
Christ lying in the manger. Yet Luther is not dismissing the relevance &tGhri
birth as means of understanding the Antichrist; he is simply reinterpretiRaiher
than emphasize the literal details of the nativity, Luther’'s unusual pairipgasizes
a spiritual juxtaposition. In the caption below the manger scene, he quotes Luke 9:
“Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests; but the Son of man hath not where
to lay his head” (Fleming 366). He adds a reference to 2 Corinthians 8:9, as well:
“Though he was rich, yet for our sakes he became poor, that ye through his poverty
might be rich” (366). In this way, Luther emphasizes Christ’'s modest bigway
of introducing a new antithesis between Christ and Antichrist—one that jux¢apose
Christ’'s temporal penury with the pope’s temporal power. Luther’s depiction of a
battle-ready pontiff suggests that the pope holds “not only the spiritual sword but the
temporal sword also” (366). As such, Luther reinterprets the function of '€hrist
nativity in Antichrist lore: he suggests that the circumstances of Chridfsshiould
not be read as literal indicators of Antichrist’s physical origins, butadsas
figurative indicators of Antichrist’s worldly authority. Thus, at the same tihat
Luther argues for a radically literal interpretation of “Anticliras the Apocalyptic
harbinger, he adopts a more figurative interpretation of the signs of this capital
villain. Somewhat paradoxically, Luther makes the case for a literahvilafirst

extracting Antichrist from the tradition that renders him most literatg argues for
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signs of an Antichrist who is defined solely in terms ofdpitual opposition to
Christ, and in this way, defines the nature of the literal, capital Antichrigjurative
terms.

Luther is, in a way, indifferent to physical signs of the Antichrist; for him,
Antichrist cuts even more deeply, through the flesh to the spirit. As he explains in
The Babylonian Captivity of the Churtb20), the violence that the Antichrist
commits against the conscience is far worse than any other torment hemnpugbe:

For if they [the papacy] did these things and we suffered their violence, both

sides being well aware that it was godlessness and tyranny, then we might

easily number it among those things that contribute to the mortifying of this

life and the fulfilling of our baptism, and might with a good conscience glory
in the inflicted injury. But now they seek to deprive us of this consciousness
of our liberty, and would have us believe that what they do is well done, and

must not be censured or complained of as wrongdoing. (71)

Enduring Antichrist’s tyranny in the name of Christ fulfills one’s baptism, dlin§

to recognizehis tyranny—or worse, condoning it— jeopardizes one’s spiritual well-
being. Luther suggests that the Antichrist is dangerous not because he commits
injustice against the faithful, but because he deprives the faithful of theialb#ity

to recognize injustice, to distinguish right from wrong. By destroying thraim
compass of the faithful—by turning “unrighteousness into righteousness”— the
Antichrist “teach[es]us sin and lead[s] us into hell” (“To the Christian Ngbilit

193). Thus, Luther focuses on spiritual corruption as a sign of the Antichrist, and
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identifies the ways the popes “force and twist the Scriptures to suit [fueer)”

(194).

THE INSTITUTIONAL ANTICHRIST IN ENGLAND

Luther’s re-reading of traditional Antichrist lore resonates partilyuiaiVilliam

Tyndale’s earliest reform writing. By 1528, Tyndale had also begun questioning the

relevance of traditional accounts of the Antichrist, suggesting like Luther t

legendary prophesies encourage the faithful to anticipate the wrong kind of

Antichrist. In hisTheParable of the Wycked Mamm(i528)}’ Tyndale likens the

faithful's inability to recognize a papal Antichrist to the Jewish peopldiséato

recognize Jesus as the Messiah, suggesting that both groups have been guided by

false expectations:
The Jews look for Christ, and he is come fifteenth hundred years ago, and they
not aware: we also have looked for Antichrist, and he hath reigned as long,
and we not aware; and that because either of us looked carnally for him, and
not in the places where we ought to have sought. The Jews had found Christ
verily if they had sought him in the law and the prophets, whither Christ
sendeth them to seek. We also had spied out Antichrist long ago if we had

looked in the doctrine of Christ and his apostles. (“The Parable'® 81)

7 william A. Clebsch argues Tyndale®arableis an “elaboration and translation of Luther’s
exposition of the parable of the unjust steward)(7

18 Jaroslav Pelikan notes that John Calvin makesahee argument in his commentary on Paul’s
epistles: “Calvin went on to draw a historical apl between the failure of Roman Catholicism to
recognize the predicted Antichrist when he stoddrdeethem in the flesh and the failure of first-
century Judaism to recognize the predicted Chiiinahe stood before them in the flesh” (“Some
Uses” 86). Pelikan suggests that, in this, Cahgtimguishes himself from Luther; while Pelikan
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Tyndale’s commentary brings two things into focus regarding early Raotest
attitudes toward the medieval Antichrist tradition: namely, the rejecticggehdary
accounts of Antichrist’s physical biography and the subsequent emphasis on
Antichrist’s spiritual corruption and perversion of the Gospel message. Jughas L
later rejects the tendency to look for a specifically Babylonian AmsigAryndale
censures those who look “carnally” for the Antichrist. He shares Lutmestsust of
traditional lore and even prefaces his remarks above by rejecting outgentlary
accounts that foreground physical signs of the Antichrist’s arrival. “Maskatove
all things,” Tyndale warns, “Antichrist is not an outward thing, that is to say, a man
that should suddenly appear with wonders, as our fathers talked of him. No verily;
for Antichrist is a spiritual thing. And is as much to say as against Chiastist one
that preachest false doctrine contrary to Christ” (80). Again like Lutlyadale
calls into question whether the Antichrist will really fulfill the expdotag of popular
prophesy—in this case, whether the Antichrist will perform “wonders,” another
legendary accretion that proliferated in retellings of the Antichnigh? Tyndale
rejects notions of a spectacular Antichrist and advocates a different foolproof
indicator: namely, the degree to which the true Antichrist perverts thengaaifi
Christ through his words and actions.

In TheObedience of a Christian Mgi528), Tyndale assigns very little

weight to traditional interpretations of Antichrist prophesies that emphasize

rightly notes that Calvin’s assertions go beyonthkeus in this regard, it is worth noting that Tyl
actually anticipates Calvin.

19 Commentators often read the magician Simon Magustgpe for Antichrist, contributing to the
popular expectation that the Antichrist would perfanany false signs and wonders. Many of these
are described in the apocryphal Gospel of Nicodenee William Henry Hulme.
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Antichrist’s outward, carnal signs. For example, Tyndale recounts the prophecy in 2
Thessalonians 2 that Antichrist will send forth his messengers with “lygmg sind
wonders” (“Obedience,” 265). Tyndale insists that these “lying sigeshairthe

grand spectacles suggested by early legends; he reinterprets this prapdiagyhis
readers to compare the pope’s corrupt doctrine “to the signs of the Holy Ghost which
Paul reckoneth, and thou shalt find it a false sign” (265). As above, Tyndale’s point
is that those looking for carnal indicators—whether they are spectaclets dbtait
Antichrist’s precise biography, or other similar signs— are likely to thisgpope’s

more subtle perversion of the gospel message through his words and teachings.
Tyndale replaces expectations of physical spectacle with what hetehiaescas the
Antichrist’s “fleshly” rhetoric: “The reason wherewith they prove tlugictrine are

but fleshly: and as Paul calleth them, Enticing words of man’s wisdom; that i§ to wi
sophistry, and brawling arguments of men with corrupt minds and destitute of the
truth” (325). It would seem that words, not physical signs, are the Anticht&t's c
weapon in Tyndale’s new Protestant eschatology.

Whereas Luther'®assionaldepicts a warmonger commanding an army,
Tyndale alternatively suggests that the pope manages to maintain contrbleover t
faithful through language. In one example, Tyndale singles out the pope’s
opposition to a vernacular Bible. He first characterizes it as a sign of thérsitic
by contrasting it explicitly with Paul’s use of the vernacular: “AndBaul (2 Cor.

Xiv) forbiddeth to speak in the church of congregation, save in the tongue that all
understood. ...What saith the pope, ‘What care | for Paul? | commandeth by the

virtue of obedience, to read the gospel in Latin ...” (266-7). Yet the pope’s
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opposition to Paul is only part of the problem for Tyndale: he goes further by
suggesting how this particular behavior is not only contrary to the gospel, bot it als
has the specific effect of distancing the faithful from Christ and dasgoheir
relationship with him: “It is verily as good to preach to swine as to men, if thou
preach it in a tongue they understand not. How shall | prepare myself to God’s
commandments? How shall | be thankful to Christ for his kindness? How shall |
believe the truth and promises which God hath sworn, while thou tellest them unto
me in a tongue which | understand not?” (267). Tyndale describes an Antichrist who
denies Christ to the faithful, leading them to fall unwittingly out of communion with
him. Significantly, Tyndale’s Antichrist does not necessarily ask Hswels
actively to deny Christ—that is, he does not perform wonders and then demand that
they worship him in place of Christ as medieval accounts repeatedly suggests.
Instead, Tyndale’s papal Antichrist withholds the Truth from his followers,inmga
their ability to recognize him as villainous in the first place and, thus, makiimg the
downfall nearly a foregone conclusith.

This dynamic fuels efforts by Tyndale and others to bombard their readers

with vernacular accounts of Christ’s life. In the vein of LuthB@&ssional Tyndale

2 Barlowe and Roye’s fictive friars, Watkyn and Jaffe, make a similar point Rede Me and Be

Nott Wrothe | have already considered the ways that the tnaens with a consideration of language.
Yet for Watkyn and Jeffraye, the way the pope malaijes language—and particularly the word of
God—trumps any rough words that the polemicistend@ves might lob at their clerical opponents.
As he makes the case for a papal Antichrist, Jffrasists that the clergy “despise Christ oure
saveoure” and “Whosoever will he gospel rede, piiave it shall nede no testes” (sig. h6v, Il.31B5ff
Watkyn then makes a familiar argument in favor @&enacular gospel, but he additionally points out
the rationale behind the papacy’s suppression sfpgjdranslations, “Peraventure they wolde have it
hid, / Wherfore to rede it they forbid, / Lest m&rulde knowe their wickedness” (sig. h6v, Il. 3170)
Jeffraye elaborates on the Antichirst’s “subtleastgy: “Had thou studied an whoale yere, / couldes
not have gone no nere, /To hit their crafty sutelrl For yf the gosepell were soffered, / Of laye
people freely to be red, / In their owne modergéae. / They shulde se at their fingers endese/ Th
adhominacions of these fendes” (sig. hév, Il. 3))71f
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uses antithesis as the way to demonstrate the discrepancy between Christ and Rom
S0 as to implicate a papal Antichrist. dibedienceTyndale provides a laundry list of
papal practices, each of which he contrasts with a precise passage fromthe Ne
Testament. These discrepancies suggest the pope’s identity as the Antinlorse
example, Peter insists that God’s ministers should “not [be] given to filthy, Inat
abhorring covetousness” whereas the pope justifies his wealth by argatifiReter

“wast too long a fisher” and “wast never brought up at the arches, neither si@s ma
of the Rolls, nor yet Chancellor of England’™ (268). Tyndale uses this antitbesis
define the spiritual signs of the Antichrist against less reliable caudliahtors: he

admits that the pope’s outward appearance often suggests humility and thereby
obscures his underlying avarice. “Abhorring of covetousnes is signified, as |
suppose, by [the pope and his clergy’s] shaving and shearing of the hair that they
have no superfluity” (268). Yet despite this outward mortification, the pope and his
clergy continue to acquire wealth and influence: “Is not this [shaving and sHeering
also a false sign? Yea, verily, it is to them a remembrance to shear and shae to he
benefice upon benefice, promotion upon promotion, dignity upon dignity, bishoprick
upon bishoprick ... 7 (268). Tyndale identifies the pope as Antichrist insofar as his
governance—not necessarily his appearance— contradicts the gospel megshge, a
likens him to a wolf is sheep’s clothing. “Christ warned us to beware of wolves in
lamb’s skins and bade us to look rather unto their fruits and deeds, than to wonder at
their disguising” (285). Tyndale uses antithesis to present the pope’s ambition in

direct contrast to Peter's message.
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Other contemporary English polemicists, including John Frith, similarly use
antithesis to structure their critiques and identify the pope’s opposition to Christ.
Frith appends an extensive antithesis to his English translation of Luiesp®nsio
(1521) to Ambroisus Catharinu&pologia(1520) which he re-titledr'he Revelation
of Antichristand published in 1529 together with his ofmtitheses Frith gives
special prominence to the pope’s accrual of temporal power: in the first diptych, he
suggests that while Christ was poor, the pope and his adherents are rich. Frith goes
on to make seventy-seven additional comparisons, contrasting Christ’s willingness
serve with the Pope’s desire to be served; Christ’s forgiveness of sins witbgas
vengeance; and Christ’s deference to temporal authority and the Pope’s demands for
kingly allegiance. Yet Frith insists that even this list of antithesearily
exhaustive: “there are infinite other things,” he attests, and the pope “cetitrary
Christ in so much that if it be diligently examined | think there is no word that that
Christ spake but that other he hath taught or made judgment” (sig. [NVi] ).
Significantly, Frith specifically implicates the pope’s teachings—ighdtis
antitheses do not highlight the actions or behavior of a particular pontiff, but the
doctrine of a succession of men.

Like Luther before them, both Tyndale and Frith attack the entire institution
of the papacy and, in the process, begin to articulate a new definition of the term
“Antichrist” that comes to shape its usage in the sixteenth-century. | maadya

argued that More’s treatment of the term falls someplace in between tHosswius

% McGinn also makes note of Heinrich von Kettenbadétitithesenbiichlejror Little Book of
Antithesis published in 1523 (AntichrisP09). This is alternatively titledergleichug des
Allerheiligsten Herrn und Vaters, des Papsts, gedem seltsam fremdem Gast in der Christenheit,
genannt JesuGAugsburg, 1523).
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and Luther: More vacillates between recognizing Luther’s capitalitieh and later
embracing Erasmus’ general definition as the only viable use of the term. The
definition of the term “Antichrist” becomes subtler still in the earlyesxith-century.
Not only do polemicists argue over the possibility of an impending Apocalypse—that
is, whether the term refers to many general Antichrists or a siagleal one—but
Luther’s developing arguments about an institutional, papal Antichrist neckbie
nature of this capital Antichrist by suggesting that many men togethet coigiprise
this single villain. Luther’s notion of a corporate, capital Antichrist chgks the
neat, pre-Reformation distinction between the “already” and the “not yet -sthat
the plurality of general, recurring Antichrists and the singular, futuréatapi
Antichrist. Luther newly suggests these distinctions do not characterizepaate
kinds of Antichrists, but that, instead, they describe the same Antichrist—an
Antichrist who is manifest in a series of individuals who collectively coraghe
mystical body of the capital Antichrist. For Luther, the capital Antithttkat is, the
institution of the papacy— @t oncemany and one, already and not yet.

Arriving at this new position involved some difficult rhetorical maneuvering.
Prodded by Erasmus’s insistence upon a figurative understanding, Luther first
embraced the Antichrist in literal rather than rhetorical terms; in ¢odenplicate the
papacy as the capital Antichrist, however, he then needed to extract the Antichri
from the traditional legend that rendered him most literally—and then to reeencei
of Antichrist in spiritual rather than physical terms. This is not easy thgaog it
was further complicated by the fact that centuries of lore had been built upon the

premise that the Antichrist would be a particular corrupt individual, an actusicphy
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person who could be identified by any number of specific, personal charazgeristi

What's more, the traditional Antichrist legend was preserved, in largeagatvisual

history— one that emphasized precise details about Antichrist’s birth anghateti

a literal nativity that intricately parodied Christ's own. Reformersllikier,

Tyndale, and Frith had to reinterpret traditional prophesies in order to makeé¢he ca

for a papal Antichrist—one who has figurative birth, rather than a literal one.
Luther’s solution above is to replace iconography of Antichrist’s birth with

images of papal power; he crafts a new visual narrative for a new kind of Astitichr

As such, Luther actuallgvoidsthe complicated task of depicting the birth of an

institution; he makes Christ’s nativity a sign of something entirelydifft and

renders the task of depicting an Antichristian “birth"— literal or figurathemtirely

irrelevant. Luther’s approach was foundational for the sixteenth-centuryiptts

who later took up his anti-papal arguments. For the early Protestant polentieists, t

task of identifying the Antichrist was not one of pinpointing contemporary evidence

about the birth and life of a particular reigning pontiff, but of chronicling a cesturi

old history of the institution and its gradual accrual of temporal power—a task that

English Reformation historiographers such as John Bale and John Foxe take-up in the

mid-sixteenth-century in their respective treatments of Church hi€tdrythese

22 As Hotson explains, “the ‘discovery’ of Antichrist the papacy had direct implications for
Protestants’ understanding of their place in sabistry” (162)— particularly for a burgeoning
Protestant millenarianism. Millenarianism wasetidf that twentieth chapter of the Book of
Revelation is a prophecy that details the chronplafgsacred history: the chapter describes a
thousand-year period in which Satan is bound aad#nts reign; millenarianism argued that this
period “would be fulfilled literally, on earth, and the future” (160). With the identification tife
papal Antichrist, new interpretations of the mildum emerged. John Foxe, for example, locates the
birth of the papal Antichrist at the rise of Popadcent Ill in 1215: he specifies Actes and
Monumentghat the Roman Church began “to decline a paga Bod” in the centuries before
Innocent’s rise but “remained hitherto in some osable order, till at length after the sayd Bishops
began to shout vp in the world through the libéiabf good Princes ... then riches begot ambition,
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chronicles, the papal Antichrist is not a single man who has a literal, caryabloivd
instead a many-membered villain comprised of multiple, successive popes—that is
the papal Antichrist does not have a corporeal body, but a corporate one.

But before either Bale or Foxe chronicled the papal Antichrist, the German
polemicist Thomas Naogeorgus Kirchmeyer (b. 1511) had wrestled with the same
guestion that Luther takes on in Rassional—namely, what does the birth of an
institution look like and is it possible, in the tradition of the medieval picture books,
to depict it visually?® This was a question of less import for Bale and Foxe’s prose
narratives, but for Kirchmeyer, a dramatist, the stage presented ticelpagroblem

of rendering this new figurative understanding of the Antichrist in concrete) visua

ambition destroyed religion, so that all came t@'r(sig. *iiii r). Foxe indicates that was “Pope
Innocentius 3 ... by whome altogether was turned pdimvne, all order broken, discipline dissolued,
true doctrine defaced. Christian faith extingutshénstead whereof was set vp preaching of mens
decrees, dreames, and idel traditions. And whdyefmse truth was free to be disputed amongst
learned men now libertie was turned to law, argureo authoritie. Whatsoeuer the Byshoppe of
Rome denounced that stode for an oracle, of all tméxe receaued without opposition of
contradiction: whatsoeuer was contrary, ipso faitwas heresie, to be punished with fagot and
flaming fire. Then began the sincere faith of tglish Church, which help out so long, to quayle.
Then was the clerre sunne of Gods word ouershadomtdmistes and darcknes, appearing like
sackecloth to the people, which neither could vsiderd that they read, nor yet permitted to reatl tha
they could vnderstand. In these miserable dayetheatrue visible Church beganne now to shrinke
and keep in for feare: so vpstart a new sort ofgsto furnish the stage, as schole Doctours,
Canonites, and foure orders of Friers. Besidesrdttonasticall sects and fraternities of infinite
variety” (sig. *iiii v). When Foxe implicates Ingent Ill, he in turn divides the history of the @tian
Church into three main periods—a millennium of pedmok-ended by two periods of persecution.
As Hotson summarizes, “the first period of persicutinder the pagan emperors lasts 294 years and
comprises the ten great persecutions of the anclemth. The millennium of freedom from
persecution, established by Constantine in thetiazgntury, ends with the loosing of Satan and the
revival of persecution with Wycliff in the fourtedm The ensuing second great period of oppression
under the Antichrist is likewise destined to coraprien persecutions and perhaps also to last 294
years, and will be followed immediately by the Set@€oming and the Last Judgement” (164-5). Of
course, as Hotson cautions, “not all Protestants @dmdemned the papacy as Antichrist were equally
outspoken regarding the millennium, but those wieoenalmost invariably regarded it as a thousand-
year period in the past history of the Church” (164

% As Paul Whitfield White recounts, Kirchmeyer vaabest known folhe Boke of Spiritual

Husbandry a Christian version of Virgil'§&eorgics—hence earning his pseudonym “Naogeorgus”
(“The Pammachius Affair’ 263).
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terms®® Like Luther, Kirchmeyer aimed to supplant traditional prophecies about a
single Antichrist with a Protestant vision of an institutional one. And, again, like
Luther, Kirchmeyer acknowledged that this institutional vision seemed {retdste
with the enduring legendary accounts of a single, infant Antichrist’'s unholytpati
Yet while Luther displaces the iconography of Antichrist’s birth with neages of
papal power, Kirchmeyer attempts to alter these traditional imadpes than
abandon them entirely. Kirchmeydwoesdepict the birth of Antichrist. His is a
figurative portrayal—that is, he does not depict a literal birth, but instead @alpiri
fall. In his Latin dramd@ammachiugWittenburg, 1538), Kirchmeyer’'s papal
Antichrist is “born” at the very moment a troubled and fearful Pope Pammachius
despairs and chooses to reject God. Then, this feeble and cowardly bishop is
transformed into a newly indomitable Antichrist. RammachiusKirchmeyer
stages a new kind of (anti)incarnation for a new kind of Antichrist—one that is in
keeping with the traditional tendency to depict Antichrist’s birth but one that also
incorporates Luther’s depiction of a power-hungry papacy.

Kirchmeyer draws attention to a changing eschatological playilty fi®hen
Antichrist’s literal nativity is replaced by a figurative one—that ieew his identity
is defined not genetically, but spiritually— the criteria for identifying bmeome
significantly relaxed. The stakes change in at least two important ivhgsomes
easier to become part of the Antichrist's mystical body at the same titne tha
becomes possible to stop, or at least curb, the Antichrist’s steady progreskttmva

Apocalypse. In the first regard: spiritual depravity—not physical idersifie

% Since the sixteenth-century lacked the contempdeagal fiction of a corporation as a quasi-human
entity, early reformers like Kirchmeyer wrestled naly with a conceptual shift regarding the
Antichrist but also a broader one regarding the vature of an institution.
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become primary means for identifying all the members of the Antichcist{sorate
body. Since the Antichrist need no longer be born into his role, a new point of
identification—namely, spiritual opposition to Christ— serves instead to signal the
Antichrist’s identity. Kirchmeyer stages spiritual corruption as a kind afesypic

that spreads from one individual to the next. There is a growing sense that the
number of members who can join Antichrist’s figurative body is limitless.

Since spiritual complicity with the Antichrist is a matter of the individud|
Kirchmeyer and others also explore the possibility that Antichrist’'s mendaer
reform or be reformed. In other words, the faithful won’t succumb without a fight,
and the reform effort specifically seeks to curb the expansion of Antichepstitual
empire. Kirchmeyer sets the stage for English dramatists like John Baldepict
the battle against Antichrist as England’s own manifest destiny. Baleatizes an
institutional villain who is not only an enemy of the Church, but who is specifically
the enemy of England. Hardly resigned to succumb to the Antichrist, England (led by

its divinely appointed monarch) is called to resist and overcome him.

THOMAS KIRCHMEYER AND THE BIRTH OF AN INSTITUTION

Thomas Kirchmeyer maintained reform positions so extreme that Luther once
requested that he, as Charles H. Hereford candidly puts it, kindly “keep his teeresy
himself’ (120)* Pammachiusvas no less controversial. Written in Latin and set in
Rome after the conversion of the CaesBesnmachiuss the first Protestant

Antichrist play. Although published in Wittenberg, the play quickly made its way to

% As Hereford recounts, Kirchmeyer battled with lertparticularly over the doctrine of election, with
Kirchmeyer advocating the doctrine in its “mostleitt form” (120).
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England, and is it is probably best known for its inflammatory performance at
Christ’'s College, Cambridge in 1545. The play chronicles the rise of a fictional
pope, Pammachius, who makes a Faustian pact with Satan, thereby becoming the
Antichrist. Pammachiugdears the Church’s enemies; moreover, he fears that
defending its teachings will send him headlong toward an imminent, violent demise
In the name of prudence, he surrenders himself to Satan, hoping to gain security and
worldly glory to assuage his fears. Urged on by his obsequious aid Porphyrius,
Pammachius hungers for power, and he demands greater authority from Julian
Caesar; although Caesar initially resists, he yields when threatgtine
excommunication and the loss of his imperial authority. Christ remains an observer
throughout, and eventually sends Truth to Germany to inspire the hearts of believers
to detect the papal Antichrist. As Kirchmeyer warns in the Epilogue, howevan Sat
likewise musters the armies of Asia to fight against Germany, and tke fage
against Truth. Kirchmeyer leaves the final act of the drama unwritten, exyglaiat
only Christ will defeat the Antichrist “at his own time” (5.EpilogG&)In other
words, Pammachius is merely the first in a line of Antichristic popes, andrif@yer
engages the burgeoning notion of an institutional Antichrist.

The Cambridge performance triggered a terse exchange between then
Chancellor Stephen Gardiner and then Vice-Chancellor Matthew Parker.ttier &de
Parker, Gardiner had objected that “contrary to the mynde of the Master and

President,” students had “played a tragedy called Pammachius, a partiofsxgoc

% | take English translations froRammachiusnd its prefatory epistles from C.C. Love’s 1992
edition for the Records of Early English Drama, ethis based on the edition of Nicholas Brylinger
(Basle, 1540). Quotations cite only act and stmwause Love's electronic edition is not lineated.
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pestiferous as were intolerable” (Nelson 144). Parker—decidedly more $wtipat

to the play’'s reform agenda— assured the Chancellor that all offenssagpatad

been struck before the performance and memorably insisted that “none of all the

companye declared ... that they were offended with any thinge that now they

remember was then spoken” (144). Yet, as an exasperated Gardiner then noted, no

amount of linguistic censure could expunge the play’s central portrayal of

Pammachius as the papal Antichrist moreover, the play’s implicit and recurring

claim that the Roman Church had functioned as an agent of Satan since the fourth

century. Inthe end, Parker managed to deflect Gardiner’s objections, not in the least

because the play, which Kirchmeyer had dedicated to Thomas Cranmer, championed

one of the Archbishop’s favorite themes: the portrayal of the pope as the Antféhrist.
Paul Whitfield White notes that discussion of tfammachiusffair”

dominates critical accounts of the play at the expense of more detaiteckineaof

Kirchmeyer’s dramatic choices. The controversy surrounding its performance “

routinely cited in theatre histories to illustrate the combustible nature erhpzlly-

driven religious drama after the Reformation in England” while “the rieainde

gualities of this interlude as an opulent, pageantry-rich pietteeafrehave been

rarely discussed” (“Th@ammachiug\ffair,” 262). White argues that the theatrical

gualities ofPammachius-not just the controversy surrounding it—deserve attention,

" Gardiner never prevailed against Parker. As Mae@Qgh recounts, Parker “courteously but firmly
stood his ground under an increasingly angry barcddetters from the Chancellor who eventually
dragged the Privy Council into the affair to commh@ngeneral peace in the University and protection
for Gardiners’ informants. There was little enduié for the Bishop, however, apart from a lasting
animus against yet another Cambridge reformer” Y324
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in large part because understanding the play in performance informs an undegstandin
of its controversial aftermath.

Kirchmeyer’s dramatic choices are inextricably tied to his reform agess
Kirchmeyer uses the stage as the vehicle for his revised visual narrative of the
Antichrist and even goes so far to suggest that his efforts to mingle taedtre
contemporary politics are just as radical as the reforms he prdfiosesargues that
presenting the heady content of Luther’s theological tracts as dréinfecilitate
reform by “imbuing” the controversial message in young minds in an explcstial
way: “Since | have judged that it is of the greatest importance thatcinddhood
minds should be imbued publicly with a keen hatred of tyranny of the sort which the
popes have practiced for more than 400 years, | have composed a tragic play, in
which | have attempted to represent and depict in whatever way | could for that
tender age some picture of that tyranny” (Preface to Crarfrétychmeyer
explains that he presents an “imaginem”—an imagaaiure— of papal tyranny and
thereby stresses the importance of visual representation in educating the
impressionable. He also calls attention to his literary form when he atiatits
Pammachiuss properlyfabulam—a fable or fictional frame that he uses to make a

point about a theological reality: “The story is fiction; yet it is of sucbratbat truth

% He suggests in his epistle to Luther that theemadramatists were more “prudent” than he in this
regard: “Certainly the ancients, who wrote tragedéealt with arguments well over long before their
time, and none of them dared to put on presentteveay this it came about that they themselvesdiv
in safety and were commended for their hard workheyvoices of all. They acted prudently, buti, o
the other hand, am quite stupid in that | do n8b¥e their footsteps, but | call down upon myséiét
hatred of many by using today’s problems in my W¢Rceface to Luther).

#Cum autem judicauerim plurimum referrectiam puelicanimi & pueris imbuantur acriodio

tyrannidis cuiusmodi iam annos plus quam 400. exere Pontidices, composui Tragicam fabulam,
in quarenere aetati eius aliquam imaginem expriraergepingere ut cung; conatus sum” (sig. [A6 r]).
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is present; fiction and truth give the pleasure and the profit” (Prold§u@his is a
curious instance of fiction asserting a literal truth: while the partswafa
Pammachius’ tale may be invention, its implied universals are not. As Kireilhmey
continues, “The situation is quite clear to one who looks at times past and times
present, if he considers the sum of apostolic doctrine and then the perversions of
doctrine which a foul papacy has produced for the sake of profit or ambition. In sum:
we havepaintedthe papacy in its true colors” (Prologney emphasjs >
Kirchmeyer links the nature of this drama—replete with its spectacle @ruhél
plot— to its polemical function: he advocates the “remov[al] of the abuses which
have threatened the Church for a long time” by crafting a portrait of thaiptior,
namely the image of Pammachius as papal Antichrist (Preface to Cjy&imer

But, what does Kirchmeyer’s portrait of Antichrist look like, and how does
Kirchmeyer resolve the apparent visual disjoint between medieval prophesies about
the Antichrist’s nativity and contemporary notions of a papal Antichrist?
Kirchmeyer begins, as Luther does, by engaging the Antichrist legend and swgggest
at least momentarily, that his papal villain will appear exactlyeasucies of exegetes
had anticipated the Antichrist would. In the opening scene of the play, Kirchmeyer
directly engages traditional lore that warned against a tyrant Aistievito will be a
dangerous counterfeit, a powerful, charismatic villain who is as terrifyrig as

mesmerizing and who can only be defeated by Christ himself at his Second Coming.

% “Res ficta est, itatamen, ut adsit ueritas / Queeindum coniuncta dant & utile” (sig. B3 v).
31 “Res est non obscura, intuenti tempora / Et praat& praesentia, si collegerit / Apostolicae
doctrinae summan, & que dein / Doctrina monstraaRey turpis lucri / Aut ambitionis gratia
produxerit / In summa. Papatum suis coloribus /id@mus” (sig. B3 r).

32 . tollendis abusibus, qui iam longo tempore in Hsigeinvalverant ...” (sig. [A6 r]).
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This Antichrist will usher in the Apocalypse—no small part for no small vill&in.

the very first line, the character Christ announces that the time of “reckomitigef

aging world” has come and Satan will now “put forth his strength and in the highest
degree prevail against the truth by his foul incredible lies” (1.i). Satamdnaeen

bound and chained for one thousand years, has been loosed and will now “roar and
take vengeance for the filthiness of his prison.” His whelp, Antichrist, wilhgri

about the total destruction of right and faith.” Christ describes a powerfuh wilao

“Is ambitious for pomp, for power, and worldly glory” and will treacherously
overthrow the greatest, most powerful rulers of the world.

Christ’s description of the Antichrist also takes on the familiar form of
antithesis that Luther uses and that was common in the traditional accounts of the
Antichrist legend: “In everything he takes the opposite way from me,” Christ
specifies, “I lived in poverty; he will be very rich. | showed the way of s@indo
men; but he will take care that no one understands it ... Teaching the good news, |
traveled through towns; but he as an armed warrior will surround them with his
troops” (I.i). This kind of antithesis continues for more than twenty lines before
Christ finally concludes that the Antichrist will be “diametrically opposede.” In
short, the audience’s expectations are sufficiently whetted for the entrhan all-
too-familiar Antichrist—one whose description matches exactly theiaréthe
traditional legends.

Yet like Luther, Kirchmeyer seems to incite these expectations oalteto
them: upon first entrance, Pammachius appears as a feeble, cowardly man who is

uncertain and afraid—a far cry from the powerful tyrant overlord that Chsgubka
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described. There are no stage directions, but Pammachius’ friend Porphyrius
describes his appearance when he confirms the bishop’s deteriorating pduysical
mental stage: “You are not well, or some common evil has befallen you. For brave
men do not look sad for nothing. Why are you sighing?” (L.iii). The audience is left
to wonder if this sad, wheezing bishop is, indeed, the Antichrist about whom Christ
warned just moments ago. In his opening soliloquy, Pammachius admits that he is
afraid and lacking courage— he fears for his financial security; helfaager and
war; he fears persecution on behalf of his beliefs; and he fears that even God cannot
ensure his safety from his Turkish enemies. In these ways, Pammachiusps perha
more frightening in his resemblance to Everyman than he is frightening for any
identifiable villainy. Pammachius fears are not unusual, and his desires seem
reasonable, if not relatively mundane. He muses about what he remembers as “the
old days,” a time when “the people of God did not endure such evils not were
subjected to so many deaths, but lived pleasantly, and were fed on peace and
tranquility” (L.iii). Kirchmeyer places the audience in the unusual position of
identifying with the Antichrist.

Since Christ pegs Pammachius as the villain from the beginning, the audience
may wonder if Pammachius is bluffing here—that is, if his empathetic pdrisdyia
own meta-theatre and all part of his elaborate plan to deceive. After all, the
traditional prophecies warn that the faithful won’t recognize the Anticlvhish they
see him anyway. Yet, Pammachius’ vulnerability does not appear to be an act, not in
the least because Kirchmeyer makes a point of depicting Pammachius’ ogangng f

as part of a crisis of conscience. Pammachius’ first scene actualhg lvegiedias
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res, and his first line is a question: “To whom am | to entrust safely what | want to be
done?” (Liii) Pammachius, alone, has apparently been busy planning a course of
action that could solve all of his problems and assuage his fears, and he seems to have
settled on some kind of solution. Yet this possible solution—which he won’t yet bring
himself to utter—seems, in turn, to be causing him even more anxiety. “But what am
| doing?” he asks. “Where am | being carried?” (L.iii) Nearly two hundred later,
Pammachius finally reveals what Kirchmeyer has only yet hinted at—patinal
Pammachius has a concocted a devilish solution to his problems: after determining
that defending the Church’s teachings will undoubtedly put his life in danger, he
decides that he must surrender himself to Satan to achieve the sewliptptection
he desires. Pammachius’ worldly troubles have caused the greatest ddszaa. “
grave decision to reveal such an important matter,” Pammachius muses, “But | sha
withdraw myself from these perpetual terrors of death; | shall certseak
tranquility in my life. ... Let us leave Christ with his doctrine to other men; let us
ourselves serve the prince of the world” (l.iii). Here, Pammachius ré&jecist
outright, and it is at this moment—in the middle of the first act— that Kirchnmeyer’
Antichrist is born.

After he makes this choice, Pammachius gradually begins to assume the
characteristics of the Antichrist that Christ details in the opening sd¢éme
immediately begins to recover his confidence, and by the end of the scene, he is
urging Porphyrius to follow him to Hell where they can “pay their respec@atan.”
By the next scene, Pammachius is making demands of the Roman Caesar, Julian; and

in the third act, Pammachius banishes Free Speech, sending her to join an already

93



exiled Truth, and seizes control of the Roman government. No longer feeble and
cowardly, Pammachius has been transformed by sin into the power-hungrytgtant t
centuries of Antichrist lore had expected. All of this occurs without a litettat bi
instead, Pammachius experiencapiitual birth (or, perhaps, spiritual death).
Kirchmeyer gives us a radical new portrait of an Antichrist who is noaligdoorn

but who actually becomes— and his staging makes this “becoming” seem telyifying
easy, actualizing Christ’s prediction in the opening scene that “human natises a
prone to evil that divine grace soon will leave for other regions” (l.i). TheHat
mundane fears trigger the transformation of an otherwise well-meaning radhant
greatest of villains is arguably just as grotesque as the perverse ohageghrist’'s
more traditional nativity. What is more, Kirchmeyer’s staging sugglesatsas soon

as the Antichrist “goes corporate,” there is no limit to the number of members who
can join his figurative body.

In addition to staging Pammachius’ fall, Kirchmeyer also depicts a catnplic
Porphyrius, who actually becomes an essential part of Pammachius’s/tyBefore
Porphyrius’ entrance, Pammachius admits that he needs to “entrust” his iyt “sa
with another. “I must go and find someone with whom | may share my plans,” he
insists (l.iii). It is with the help of Porphyrius—and his promises of alsgp—that
Pammachius is finally able to utter his rejection of Christ and can become the
Antichrist. In this way, Kirchmeyer suggests that the Antichrist sd#gthrough
the cooperation of others. Indeed, the seeming helplessness of a solitary

Pammachius suggests that responsibility for “the total destruction of righaiémid f
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is shared—even by otherwise good men who might never imagine themselves
jumping to the same seemingly rash conclusions that Pammachius does.

This is a possibility that the action of the play bears out in the character of
Julian Caesar. Caesar is skeptical of Pammachius from the beginningsand see
through his ploys for power and influence; but when Pammachius finally rallies the
Romans against their emperor in Act Three, Caesar has a crisis of conguighce
like Pammachius’ own: Caesar fears loosing his authority, he fears bebigetr of
all my honour and betrayed,” and he fears “languishing miserably in prison"—fears
very similar to those that Pammachius expressed before he surrenderstoimself
Satan. Indeed, Caesar’s nearly manic behavior in this scene closdgip#nal
frantic, disheveled portrait Kirchmeyer gives us of Pammachius at the begaining
the play. Weeping, Caesar admits defeat at the hands of his enemy and while
Pammachius sold his soul to Satan, Caesar sells his to the Antichrist. In this,
Kirchmeyer makes a powerful point about the corporate body of this new Antichrist
his figurative depiction of Antichrist’s birth as a spiritual fall suggésas once the
literal, physical signs of the Antichrist are left behind, anyone who suftarsthe
same fears and desires that plague Pammachius can become part ofttiad lspaty
of this Apocalyptic harbinger—even if that individual’s birth did not resemble the
elaborate, spectacular rendering of earlier lore.

Paradoxically, Kirchmeyer depicts an Antichrist whose villainy is both
dangerously contagious and imminently controllable. Kirchmeyer is hardlghmyt
his polemical intentions: he overtly links German reform to a burgeoning, like-

minded movement in England—efforts that should presumably stop the Antichrist in
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his tracks. Kirchmeyer includes two dedications—one to “the distinguished professor
of Sacred Letter and Literature,” Martin Luther, whom he credits withgii¢he first

to bring truth back, oppressed as she was by this Egyptian darkness, into this very
clear light” (Preface to Luthef}. The other is to Thomas Cranmer, “the most worthy
Archbishop of Canterbury.” Kirchmeyer admits that he relies upon his ties tarLuthe
to establish his credibility among other “adherents of truth,” yet he indidaa¢ he

not only aims to reinforce Luther’s polemic, but also to extend the reform agenda
abroad. Kirchmeyer’s preface to Luther is the second (and shorter) of two adgdicat
epistles, and in writing to Cranmer, Kirchmeyer urges him to champion refdha a
English court.

Kirchmeyer praises King Henry's resistance to Rome and the example the
king sets; moreover, he insists that Cranmer too has already played an nolegral
promulgating reform. “Nor indeed, most distinguished Archbishop, will your England
owe little to you who, as we hear, do not cease from any study, deliberation and work
to strengthen and help such holy and wholesome councils of the King” (Preface to
Cranmer). The dedications suggest that Kirchmeyer is, from the outset, dgnveste
championing Luther’s continental reforms for an English audience. “It skgonsl
to me,” Kirchmeyer explains to Cranmer, “to send my work to your Honour, so that
you might understand that even among foreign nations your zeal in renewing the
doctrine of the Church and removing the abuses which have threatened the Church
for a long time, is very greatly approved, and at the same time you might be

strengthened by these examples to carry through to the end with greaterhagart

33 “Quid igitur tu nobis primus eam tenebris / Oppaa Aegyptiacis, in hanc clarissimam / Lucem”
(sig. Bi v, Biir).
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you have started” (Preface to Cranmer). Kirchmeyer expresses thethabpather’'s
reforms will flourish among the English reforméfs.

In this way, Kirchmeyer’s play bridges the medieval and Reformation
conceptions of the Antichrist at the same time that it demonstrates the cohtinenta
origins of English reform polemic. Kirchmeyer sets the stage for subsequent
dramatic portrayals of the pope as Antichrist—particularly those in the playghn
Bale and John Foxe. Bale’s debt to Kirchmeyer is particularly pronounced in his
King Johan (1538), which he writes shortly after completing a personal translation of
Kirchmeyer'sPammachiugHereford 131> Charles Hereford has argued that King
Johan is a “deliberate imitation of tRammachius(136), explaining that Bale’s
play “owes much of its peculiar construction” to Kirchmeyer:

Kirchmeyer had taken up the transformed Antichrist legend; Bale,
without anxious fidelity, followed his lead; Kirchmeyer had typified
the Empire, whose ruin accompanies the rise of the Antichrist, by the

Emperor Julian; Bale, to whom England naturally took the place of the

% Kirchmeyer also suggests that he has “composmpi tplay” with an audience of children in mind:
“Moreover, since | have judged that it is of theafest importance that from childhood minds should
be imbued publicly with a keen hatred of tyrannyhef sort which the popes have practiced for more
than four hundred years, | have composed a trdgic m which | have attempted to represent and
depict in whatever way | could for that tender agme picture of that tyranny. For there is no @ang
of going too far against actions being continuabllyried out in an impious and criminal way” (Prefac
to Cranmer).

% Hereford argues that Bale imitated Kirchmeyertaging a papal Antichrist iKing Johan(cf.
Studies in the Literary Relations of England anar@mny in the Sixteenth Centupp. 132ff.);
however, Peter Davidson suggests in his intrododtdKirchmeyer’s prose tradthe Popish Kingdom
(trans. B. Googe, 1570) that the influencéammachiusipon Bale is slight if any. Davidson cites
Blatt's arguments iThe Plays of John Bale: A Study of Ideas, Techniguoe StyldCopenhagen,
1968), particularly the introduction the Epistle ExhortataryYet he affirms that Kirchmeyer’s work
was nevertheless well known in England, citingZ¥iteiner’s work on the play in hidaogeorgus im
England der ReformationszéBerlin, 1907). Weiner quotes Bishop Gardiner’svrinfamous
epistolary exchange with Parker, addressed abswegk as John Crane and Nicholas Grenewall's
separate depositions regarding the play’s perfoceman Christ's College.
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Empire, found a parallel in the English king whom he had in his rough
fashion canonized. ... Like Kirchmeyer’'s Julian, King Johan is
assailed by a conspiracy in which the Pope takes a prominent part; like
him he first resists and then succumbs. ... Finally, each drama closes
with an attempt to represent the Reformation. (137)
Hereford notes the structural resonance between these two plots, but 8ale als
borrows the very machinations of Kirchmeyer’s Antichrist. Bale’s play,thiaé of
Kirchmeyer, not only dramatizes the institutional Antichrist, but also foregraheds
degree to which the individual’s concupiscence facilitates the growth of Astishr
mystical body. At the same time, Bale presents the reformation of thedualiwvill
as the one effective means of keeping the Antichrist at bay; the sameeisaifeat
facilitate the rise of the papal Antichristking Johaneventually thwart his
ascendancy by rejecting the authority of the papacy. Bale’s play tizamthat
which Kirchmeyer’s unwritten fifth act only hints at: namely, the defeat of the
Antichrist through organized reform.
Not only does Bale effectively write Kirchmeyer's fifth act, but he g@wes
it a decidedly English spin. Kirchmeyer's Dromo awakens at the end of acofour t
the news that “Truth has found its champion at Wittenberg,” but Bale’s Verity
“appears announcing the Reformation, dispatched characteristically emod dpy
Christ, but by the ‘Imperial Majesty’ of Henry VIII” (Hereford 136). Not only sloe
Bale write King Henry and England herself into the winning side of Anti¢rist
teleology, but Bale also introduces a vision of an institutional Antichrist to diskng

audience. Kirchmeyer is technically the first dramatist to actudlezedmplex
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theology of Luther’s Antichrist, but the Cambridge performand@ashmachiuss

not until 1545—nearly a decade after Bal€ing Johanwas performed at Thomas
Cromwell's home in December 1538. ThusKing Johan England gets its first

look at what an institutional Antichrist might be—and also its first sense ofigxa
how the English crown, together with its citizens, might bring an end to an uostitut

that had purportedly plagued the universal Church for centuries.
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CHAPTER 3:

STAGING ANTICHRIST IN JOHN BALE'S KING JOHAN

Known for his radical Protestantism and impassioned prose, John “Bilious” Bale is
perhaps the last reformer whom early modern critics would dub “tempetatbis
infamous, alliterative critiques of Rome, Bale stakes political anddbieall

positions that are among the most radical of the early English refofniéasigning

the pope’s legates as “beastly blockheads” and “popish parasites,” Bale
unapologetically attacks the “malygnaynt muster of y execrable AnsichfyRome”

and characterizes a “creull and furious franticke kingdome” of “the deuels owne
vicar.” It is surprising, then, to consider the polemic in Baéfey Johan(c. 1538);
critics have called it cautious, restrained, and even, in certain regards, polit
Although in it Bale remains routinely caustic—hailing the pope as the “wyld bore of
Rome” (1.71) and his ministers as “pygges” (1.119)—the drama primarily seems to
reinforce the status quo rather than to stir support for the author’s own, more radical
reform agenda. As Greg Walker has asserted, “Bale is doing no more than cgnvertin
the polemical prose of the reformist writers and Crown propagandists into dramati
action” (Plays 187). In advocating royal supremacy, arguably the play’s dominant
political theme, Bale merely reaffirms what the 1534 Act of Supremacy reatlgl

asserted. Further, the play never broaches the debate regarding tratistibstanor

! For a discussion of Bale’s theology see Peter Eaggography,John Bale especially pp. 10ff and
pp. 26ff.

2 These depictions of the Roman church occur owespian of just a few paragraphs in Bale’s preface

to hisA brefe chronycle concernynge the examinacyon aathdf the blessed martyr of Christ syr
lohan Oldecastell the lorde Cobhgitb44). See sig. Aiii r and following.
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does it critique private masses, communion in one kind only, or the Roman
prohibition of clerical marriage—all tenets that ardent reformers, ingjuBale and
his patron Thomas Cromwell, contested elsewhePaul Whitfield White has
convincingly argued thd€ing Johanwould still have raised an eyebrow with its
disparaging portrait of auricular confession, a practice that the Texhe&rdf 1536
had declared “expedient and necessdry&t Walker suggests that this critique is
watered-down: Bale attacks only corrupt ministers of the sacrament, not the
sacrament itseff.

Bale, in other words, holds his tongue to save his heAdare that Henry
VIIl was hardly inclined to embrace radical theological reform, he atgghis
polemic to satisfy the expectations of a tepidly Reformist monarch. Hivedja
orthodox theology keeps him out of prison and, possibly, off the chopping block.

This reasonable and compelling argument is bolstered by the play’s crisical/hi

% See Walker's discussion of the Confession of Auggbwhich saw identifies private masses,
communion in one kind, and clerical celibacy ag‘three great abuses in English religious practice”
(Plays 203).

* Paul Whitfield White goes so far to suggest thatmight “say without hesitation that if not for
Cromwell’s protectionKing Johan’sdebunking of Auricular Confession ... would have resiin
Bale’s imprisonment, if not execution on ground$iefesy” (Theatrel8).

®> Walker notes, “In criticizing the institution ofisicular confession, then, Bale was arguing from a
position considerably more radical than that hgldhe King and promulgated by the official
pronouncements of his Government. Hence the caati@ent in the wording of his criticisms, which
addressed the practice, not as doctrinally unsduuidas politically unacceptable” (Playxl4).

® Walker specifies that in this play Bale seeksdmspade his audience of unprecedented reform: “In
both his treatment of auricular confession andildisule of catholic ceremonies, then, Bale was
arguing for reforms more radical than Henry Vlliss@urrently prepared to embrace, and in so doing
he was reflecting the views advanced more cautjatsl elsewhere by Cromwell, Cranmer and their
allies. Perhaps the most obvious example of teisdirhowever, is to be found in his call for théIBi

in English” (Plays216). In this regard, Walker argues tKatg Johanwarrants inclusion in his study
of “persuasive” drama even while he admits thaeBsl‘checked by the dilemma experienced by all
the reformers who had invested their expectatiorike erastian Reformation which Henry has set in
motion in England” (219). Bale and his fellow rafers were “forced to encourage and goad as best
they could the dead weight of royal skepticism s, ever aware that at any point it might turn
about and crush them. The reforming language t& Biad the other reformers linked to Cromwell’s
circle, however lurid it at times became, thus mek be circumscribed by caution” (219).
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one that readking Johanas a deferential exaltation of Henry VIII's brand of
Protestant kingship. Bale lauds John’s defiance of Rome and commends Henry
himself who, in his cameo as Imperial Majesty, appears to rescue Eifrglanthe
clutches of multiple clerical Antichrists. But could Bale—hot-headed, foulmeolut
unabashed Bale—really bite his tongue?

| contend that Bale is as “bilious” as eveKimg Johanand that we uncover
his subversive politics by identifying and exploring the machinations of his
Antichrists. Although Bale does advocate a relatively orthodox theology, his
presumed restraint is undercut by a characteristically radical pdlleaticeinterprets
the traditional Antichrist mythology at the same time that it critiquesrien.

While others have successfully used the early Reformation political envirotoment
understand Bale’s literary choices, | use his engagement with aylifertichrist
tradition to illuminate the intricacies of his politics.

King Johanmay be best known as England’s first history play, but it is also
England’s first Protestant Antichrist play. Bale might not overtly corttagown
reform policy, but he does feature a new kind of apocalyptic villain. In so doing, he
challenges the conventions of pre-Reformation Antichrist drama and advances a
burgeoning series of Protestant Antichrist plays spearheaded on the continent by
Thomas Kirchmeyer iPammachiugWittenburg, 1538). While earlier Antichrist
drama features a single Antichrist, Bale features many, vilifyingmniiee
ecclesiastical hierarchy in the characters of Usurped Power, SeditssmDiation,
and Private Wealth. Yet, Bale’s Antichrists are even more remarkalileefoew

ways they infiltrate and corrupt than for their numerous clerical costumese\tfiee
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traditional Antichrist endeavors to seize crowns by corrupting kings,sBale
Antichrists steal the throne by targeting the commons and the rulings;lasse
where pre-Reformation lore warns against the Antichrist’s lies, bribeseands,
Bale demonstrates how the success of these extrinsic temptations depends upon
victims’ more potent intrinsic concupiscence. In pre-Reformation dra@atimunts
of Antichrist’s life—particularly the Chester Mystery Cycl@se Coming of
Antichrist(c. 1400) and the early Latin drarhadus de Antichristgc. 1150)— the
Antichrist seizes control of the world’s governments by earning the trustlahgs;
in top-down style, the Antichrist convinces monarchs to surrender their power so that
he, in turn, might rule their subjects. Bale’s Antichrists, however, are goassr
campaigners: they charm John’s subjects and tie the king’s hands by strippioig him
his allies. These Antichrists still seek the crown, but they contend for it in
unconventional ways, managing to secure royal scepters without actually iogrrupt
kings’ wills. Although John remains defiant, he is powerless without the support of
those he rules; likewise, Imperial Majesty suppresses Rome only with iStaass
of the ruling classes. The impotence of an isolated king suggests, at theasgry le
that a balance of power necessarily lies with the estates. Bale undes@ésrhing
royal deference by slyly questioning whether the authority of John and pregumabl
Henry himself is as weighty as their exalted dramatic portraitsséesi to imply.

The play likewise emerges as more invested in the behavior of its non-royal
characters than of its kings; in what is close to being a revisionary theoltdwy of
Antichrist, Bale holds Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order accountable for the

Antichrist’s rise to power, exposing how their concupiscence enables papal
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corruption. The Antichrists in pre-Reformation drama generally advance by
exploiting their victims’ piety, yet Bale’s advance by exploiting widi iniquity.
Centuries of lore paint the Antichrist as charismatic fraud who uses Vitdaiths
against them: his performance as the Messiah targets the most devout, duping those
eager to worship and obey God. In the bitterest of ironies, Antichrist’s vicdi@s’
simply too faithful for their own good; they choose evil only because they mistake i
for virtue. Earlier portrayals all but exonerate them for their misapprieimens
suggesting further that the Antichrist himself is too expert a dissemlile first
place for anyone to differentiate between true virtue and his feigned piety.
Mesmerized by his irresistible theatrics, Antichrist’s victiane the passive targets of
the Antichrist’s active dissembling. Bale, however, necessarily revdrese poles;
an irresistible Antichrist would hardly fit his Reform agenda.

Bale alternatively portrays the Antichrist as the passive beneficidmg of
victims’ active pursuit of villainy. Bale’s Antichrists are incompeteribes who can
barely keep their wickedness under wraps, and they would be woefully inefficient
villains if it were not for their victims’ propensity to sin. In a much more
incriminating portrayal, Bale’s victims surrender to known evil in exchange for
sustenance, power, and security. Man’s appetites—both literal and figurative—prove
more potent and more necessary to the Antichrist’s success than any ped®on
disguise. In one bold stroke, Bale deflates the long-held belief that an ipigdece

Antichrist will capture his victims unawares. Bale holds victims accountabtiaeir

" According to Adso’s legend, which is based a negqudif Revelation 11, only God’s messengers
Enoch and Elijah will be able to see through Aniigts act. Although they will struggle to warreth
faithful, many will still succumb.
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capitulation, undercutting the Antichrist’s presumed super-human stealttebsist)

the force of victims’ mundane concupiscence. The implication of Bale’s depistion i
again radical: Bale’s Antichrists do not reign against our will bigwgur will. They

do not impose their tyranny; we choose it. Bale’s play can be seen as showing how,
after Kirchmeyer’s originary moment Pammachiusthe institutional Antichrist

perpetuates itself.

KING JOHAN AS AN ANTICHRIST PLAY

It has been conventional to reldohg Johanas a response to William Tyndal&ke
Obedience of a Christian Mgi528). In this tract, Tyndale laments that
historiographers unfairly disparage England’s twelfth-century manahen they
might otherwise praise his notorious defiance of papal autffolgle agrees and
writes a Reformist’s history of the king: where early chroniclers Blaisn’s willful
resistance to Rome, Bale lauds his proto-Protestant sympathies and hiep&ssa

martyr-saint who wages an early, lonely battle against papal tyfaBugh a reading

8 For a discussion of King John’s reputation in¢aely modern England, see Carole Levin. As Levin
recounts, early modern history had not been kintbtm (b. 11677?- d. 1216); chroniclers maligned
him for everything from sloth, gluttony, and lechéo overall political ineptitude (“A Good Prince,”
23). Particularly notorious were his strainedtiefes with the Roman church. John infamously
rejected Pope Innocent Ill nomination’s of Stephangton as Archbishop of Canterbury, sparking a
dispute with Rome that lasted nearly a decade.inLsyggests that John's defiance may have struck a
chord among historiographers, not in the least lmeanany were themselves churchmen (23). This
detail was not lost on Tyndale who,Tihe Obedience of a Christian Maasserts the chroniclers’ bias
and accuses them of deliberate defamation: “Coashdr story of kynge lohn where | dou[b]te not but
they [the Roman church] have put the best and $ayoe themselves and the worst of ki[n]ge lohn...."
In his brief account of the monarch, Tyndale rexdstn’s papal conflict as the struggle betwearst |
monarch and a usurping Roman hierarchy unwillingramt him the “due obedience which they
oughte to the kynge by the ordinaunce of God” (f&l7 v). See also Peter Happé’s discussion of
Tyndale as Bale’s chief inspiration Four Morality Plays,p. 51, and irfdohn Balep. 93.

° As Creeth asserts, “The major chronicles availabBale were those of Fabyan and Polydore
Vergil—who, since he vilified John, gets speciaéation in the play” (xxiv). In an extended solilog
late in the play, Veryte critiques Vergil and Aisglica Historis(printed 1534) for failing to assert the
king’'s godly character : “l assure ye, fryndese leten wryte what they wyll, / Kyng Johan was a man
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not only positions Bale as England’s “first Reformation historiographer” @\Vvhit
Theatre 32) but also tends to focus critical attention on how the play models effective
Protestant kingship and how, particularly, Bale’s lessons on leadership might be
intended for England’s sitting monarch. Although Bale’s John ultimately loses hi
battle against Rome’s wily Sedition, he remains staunchly resistant todhe e
moreover, his successor, Imperial Majesty, takes up John’s fight and eventually
subdues England’s subversive foe. Critics argue that Imperial Majestypissa-

veiled proxy for King Henry VIII°

and the play itself functions as “a piece of
political and religious special pleading” (Walker, Pla380) whereby Bale and his
patron Thomas Cromwell unambiguously petition their king to persevere as Imperial
Majesty by reaffirming royal supremacy, denouncing popish ceremony, and
championing a vernacular Bibté.

Bale’s appeal comes at a time when Henry’s reformist fervor—heretofore

seemingly fueled only by personal and political convenience—may have needed

stoking?® As Greg Walker suggests, Cromwell suspected that Henry was listening

both valeaunt and godlye. / What though Polydoeg®rteth hym very yll / ... / Nothynge is allowed
in hys lyfe of Polydorus / Whych discommendeth pgayshmentes for trayterye, / Advauncynge very
sore high treason in the clergye. / Of hys godlgad¢kus muche report wyll | ... .” (2.1075ff).

19See Peter Happé's discussion of Imperial Majest{pramatic Images,” pp. 247ff. Happé argues
that, even without a recognizable costume or aor'admpersonation (both conceivable staging
possibilities), “Bale’s audience would hardly mike link” between Imperial Majesty and Henry
himself (248). See also HappélJiohn Bale p. 99, and Greg Walker Plays p. 210. Clergy insists
that Imperial Majesty “shall be the supreme heathefchurche” (2.1271), just as Henry himself
earned the same title under 1534 Act of Royal Supoy.

" See WalkerPlays p. 210ff; White Theatre p. 32; HappéJohn Bale p. 103ff.

2 For Henry's less aggressive reformist stance\akker’s discussion of the degree to which the Ten
Articles of 1536 fell short of the expectationsreformers interested in more aggressive doctrinal
revision, particularly because Henry made refoitmas vere “more or less conducive to stable
government and the good of the commonweal ... . #this fundamental contingency to Henry's
interest in reform which posed the gravest thre@romwell and his allies. For it meant that at
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too closely to his more traditional advisdfsFearing imminent reversal of crown
Reformation policy, Cromwell commissioned Bale to write a play thatoeiadl the
merits of royal supremacy and other reforms that the king had alreadyizedhor
Such a reading explains Bale’s deference to the theologically orthodoxrieesA
and his avoidance of religious critique that could embitter Héhrpn King Johan,
Bale sticks to issues upon which everyone involved—that is, a cautious king and
radical Protestant propagandists alike—appeared to agree.

This reading has been skillfully argued elsewhere, and | do not intend to
challenge its plausibility or its usefulness in guiding consideration & 8dfama. It
is important to recognize, however, that the current focus upon Bale’s dialague wi
Tyndale’s writings on John—and the subsequent critical emphasis on the play as
propaganda aimed at Henry—obscures the extent to which Bale is in dialogua with a
extensive tradition of literature about the AntichriKing Johanis as much an
Antichrist play as it is historical drama. Critics rarely, however, clanging Johan

as Antichrist dramaer se—nor do they consider Bale’'s engagement with the

virtually any moment both they and their cause migghabandoned if the political situation suggested
it” (Plays, 204).

13«The distinct possibility arose that Henry migletsétrt the reformers and align himself more closely
with his more conservative bishops who, with thé&k®af Norfolk and other conservative noblemen,
formed the makings of a reactionary administratiowaiting. Chief among the opponents of reform
whom Henry had never entirely removed from his m®rfce (perhaps with just such purposes as now
suggested themselves in mind) were the bishopsinéWgster, Durham, and London, Stephen
Gardiner, Cuthbert Tunstal, and John Stokesleyes&men, and the last named in particular, had
already signaled their determination to resist glearin doctrine and practice in a number of ways”
(Walker, Plays204-5).

14 Bale could not, in this case, deny transubstaatiathe Ten Articles of 1536 upheld the real
presence. As for the prohibition of clerical magé, communion in one kind only, and private masses
in 1531 Henry had affirmed these practices in 1%8&n he refused to commit England to the
Augsburg Confession (Walker, Play93). As for fears about policy reversal, Hewnuld return the
Church of England to more traditional theologidaihge with the Six Article of 1539, which

reaffirmed transubstantiation and auricular confesand explicitly upheld clerics’ vows of celibacy
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Antichrist tradition as integral to the play’s political functibhYet, if Bale’s drama
is, as others have successfully argued, a viable form of Protestant palltizahlg in
early Reformation England (Walker, Ple8k the Antichrist is clearly Bale’s
preeminent lobbying tool. Further, the ways Bale incorporates and adaptamy lit
Antichrist tradition are the foundation for his broader political argumentsiowet
fully comprehend the force of his political commentary—particularly his centany
on kingship—until we understand how he makes these points using the figure of the
Antichrist.

Bale’s dramatic villains are morality vices with a significant twtisey are
consistently identified as Antichrists. King John characterizes the Churghisters
as “the very antychrysts” (2.962) and vows to confront those “trayterouse pristes ...

the pernicyouse Antichristes” (I. 2080f.) and “all the of[f]sprynge of Antatas

1> German historian Klaus Aichele includes Bale’syptahis seminal study of (largely continental)
Antichrist drama of the early modern perifis Antichristdrama Des Mittelalters Der Reformatio
Und Gegenreformatigrhowever, Aichele’s analysis of Bale is limite@¢spp. 66ff.). To my
knowledge, nineteenth-century critic Charles H.efi@rd provides the only extensive consideration of
King Johanas an Antichrist play, addressing the play pringanlterms of its participation in and
contribution to the dramatic Antichrist traditidde suggests that Bale’s play is more of an Antathri
play than an estate drama, citing Bale’s greatbt teKirchmeyer than to LyndsayZatire of the
Three Estatesa commonly cited source (135-6). Hereford ackeolgks that the play alters the
traditional Antichrist mythology, particularly thveay Protestant writers had begun to interpret the
Antichrist lore for polemical ends: “it would beaanuch,” he admits, “to descrilbg/nge Joharas a
consistent Protestant version of the story of Amigt, in terms of English History” (137). Howeyer
Hereford does not investigate the specific way®Bhkllenges the Antichrist legend and the extant
Protestant adaptations of it, nor does he con#idetheological and political consequences of Bale’
changes. More recently, Greg Walker, Paul Whitf\ibite, and Peter Happé address Bale’s political
influence in their separate, seminal discussioreadfy Reformation drama as a form of political
lobbying, yetKing Johars status as an Antichrist play does not featucarpmently in their analyses.
They—and other critics who consider the play’s i significance— are generally more interested
in the play as a history, an estate morality (3ebt€), or as an historical morality (see Duncawidh
Bale, in the latter two cases, having adapted thessieval dramatic forms for Protestant polemical
ends. Happé—more than anyone else—does acknowlkegiebKing Johanowes to the Antichrist
dramatic tradition (including Kirchmeyer’s Protegt®ammachiuks yet his analysis leads to a
discussion of the play as Bale’s adaptation oftieelieval saint-play, considerifkng Johan
alongside Bale’s own writings on Anne Askew; seaéProtestant Adaptation of the Saint Play”
214ff. Raymond-Jean Frontain considers the impeogaf the Penitential Davidian strainsimg
Johanwhile Jacqueline A. Vanhouttee considers how thg fadapts late medieval ways of
imagining community” (49).
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gerneracyon” (2.1560f. Indeed, Bale’s use of the term “Antichrist” is too
ubiquitous to be ignored. Time and again, his characters associate the Church
hierarchy with the Antichrist: Sedition admits that Usurped Power, “tret gope of
Rome,” is himself “Antycrist” (1.675); King John identifies the clergy astiape of
adders of Antecristes generacyon” (1.490); and Imperial Majesty sadijasthe
battle against Church corruption requires “the full suppressynge of Antashrist
vanytees” (2.1525). Nobility, reflecting upon John’s martyrdom, laments “how
Antichristes whelpes have noble princes used” (2.1533). In this way, Bale departs
from the Lutheran model that identifies the Antichrist strictly with the pope.léwWhi
Bale sometimes identifies the pope’s assistants as subject to the paphatigirie.,

as “Antichristes whelpes” or the “offf]sprynge of Antichristes gesngon), he
simultaneously identifies them as the “very antychrysts” themselves. This
identification of the pope’s myriad clerical accomplices as “antychrysts
demonstrates how quickly Luther’s notion of an institutional villain gives way to an
Antichrist who is a "kingdom." Bale’s drama implicates the entire Romanrtingra

as Antichrists, from the pope and the cardinals to the lowliest members of the cler
King Johanis the first dramatic model for what becomes the English Protestant
notion of an aggregate Antichrist—an Antichrist who is related to Luther’'s
institutional one, but who is both larger and has the potential for exponential

growth!’

18 This and all subsequent referenceKittg Johanrefer to Peter Happé's 1985 edition.

" See too Paul Christianson, p. 21ff, for a disarssif Bale’s divergence from Hus and Wycliff and
their notions of a many-membered Antichrist.
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Bale does, however, do more than simply name-drop “Antichrist” in the way
that so many Reformation propagandists do. He strategically incorpasgexss of
traditional Antichrist lore as he reinterprets that tradition. Bale’sachens
frequently evoke the pre-Reformation tradition without even uttering “Antichrist
one instance, Nobility decries the pope with five separate biblical imades span
of just ten lines; he cites the political tyrant, the crafty deceiver, thiatban of Job,
the apocalyptic beast of Revelation, and a villain of fallen Babylon, all intages
exegetes use to characterize the Antichrist in traditionalfoFairther, Bale’s
Private Wealth proves to be the crafty tyrant of Nobility’'s complaint, paifag
many of the specific signs detailed in early exegeticastekarly accounts of the
Antichrist legend suggest that the Antichrist employs a hierarchy of tactsesze
power. He becomes more aggressive as his victims become more resolute. Adso
describes this escalation in hiellus de Antichristo“Those whom he cannot
corrupt by gifts, he will conquer by fear. Those whom he cannot terrify, he wid try t
seduce by signs and miracles. Those whom he cannot convince by miracles, he will

cruelly torture, and put to a pitiful death in the sight of all” (10425 like fashion,

18 Nobility denounces the pope: “He is wurse thanTtheke, / Whych none other wayes but by
tyrannye doth worke. / Thys bloudy bocher with bgsnycyouse bayte / Oppresse Christen princes by
frawde, crafte, and dissayte, / Tyll he compel therkysse hys pestilent fete, / Like a leviathan
syttynge in Moyses sete. / | think we can do untal @o sacrifice / That is more accept, hor more
agreynge to justice, / Than to slea that beasteskauterman of the devyll, / That Babylon boore,

which hath done so muche evyll” (2.1285ff).

9 In general, the Antichrist of traditional lore &ska “path of least resistance” approach. Whilgaini
gifts—often just the simple promise of his gooddav-come at little cost to the Antichrist and reguir
little of him, subsequent tactics demand an inédnggamount of engagement: threatening talk gives
way the demand for tangible sighs and miracleselenign behaviors give way to more severe ones.
As John Wright note§ he Play of Antichrisstages a comparable escalation: the Antichrisargsy

the King of the Franks’ allegiance with gifts; hedsces the King of the Greeks with threats of war.
The stubborn King of the Teutons, undeterred by, saccumbs instead to the Antichrist's miraculous
healing of the sick and raising of the dead. Sggagand the Jews, still unconvinced, are murdered
(104-5). Bale’s villains’ aggression escalatebka manner. When speculating as to how to dedl wit
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Private Wealth first attempts to lure King John with the gift of the pope’s good, fa
advising King John that he will “reforme the peace between Holy Chyrch and yow”
(2.186) should the king agree to the Pope’s demands. When John resists, Private
Wealth then attempts to woo him through fear, threatening that “dyssobedyegg” ki
are apt to face “ponyshment” (2.221). When John remains undeterred, Private
Wealth warns John more aggressively that the Church will “subdue ye manfully”
(2.526) and that the King’s continued disobedience will lead to war with Rome’s
allies (2.225ff.Y°

We have this howr great navyes upon the see

In every quarter, with this loller here to fight

And to conquarre hym for the Holy Chyrchis right.

We have [i]n the northe Alexander, the Kynge of Scottes,

With an armye of men that for their townnes cast lottes;

On the sowthe syde we have the French kyng with his powr,

Which wyll sle and burne tyll he cum to Londen towr;

In the west partes we have kyng Alphonse with the Spanyardes

With sheppes full of gonepowder now cummyng hether towards;

a resolute King John, Sedition advises Usurped PawtSuspend hym and curse hym, both with
yowr word and wrytyng. / Yf that wyll not holpe,ah interdyght his land / With extreme cruellnes,
and yf that wyll not stand, / Cawse other princesetvenge the Churchys wronge” (1.975ff). He
proposes to first use words against John; at tkestege, words become deeds; and at the last most
“extreme” stage, these actions become even momresemvolving the broader participation of the
Church’s allies.

% sedition reinforces the fact that the stakes men raised by providing “sounds of war” from off-
stage:
Sedicyorextra locum  Alarum! Alarum! Tro ro ro ro ro, tro, ro ro r@,rtro ro ro ro ro!
Thomp, Thomp, Thomp, downe, downe, downe, to ggotao

go!
King Johan. What a noyse is thys that withoutdbee is made.
Private Wealth. Such enmyes are up as wyll yealme invade. (2.261ff)
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And on the est side we have Esterlynges, Danes, and Norwayes

With soch powr landynge as can be resystyd nowayes. (2.512-22)
These military threats—coupled with Private Wealth’'s admonition that thaatear
Englande will be “lyke to smarte’— (2.506) recall Adso’s warning that thecAnst
will eventually use physical violence to coerce belief. John’s martyrdom casple
the progression, suggesting, as Adso does, that murder is the Antichrist’'sdast re
against his most relentless enemies.

Bale even borrows the play’s central dramatic conflict from the pages of

traditional Antichrist lore, including earlier dramatic accounts of the Ansit
legend. Indeed, chronicling a king’s struggle against the Antichrist is not
unprecedented: Antichrist’s role was inherently a political one, and lorestamtby
warns that the Antichrist will seize control of governments by corruptingkihg
For example, the early sixteenth-century pampgiére begynneth the byrthe and lyfe
of the moost false and deceytfull Antech(ygynkyn de Worde, c. 1525) confirms
that the Antichrist will rise to power by overthrowing kings. Borrowing heduilgn
theLibellus narrative, the anonymous author explains: “Antechryst shall gete many
kyngdomes and londes vnder his domynacyon & subgacvon” by “draw[ing] unto him

a greate parte of the sterres that is for to knowe hyghe princes reignyntjeedn e

%L The Antichrist’s desire for coronation was an impot part of his traditional vita: Antichrist seek
the crown while Christ repeatedly rejects it (cfhd 6:13-15). Antichrist’s temporal power is often
juxtaposed with Christ's own crown of thorns. Eaample, thé?assionakemphasizes this disparity
between Christ and Antichrist by depicting two gmtions side by side: Christ’s crowning with thorns
and the pope’s crowning with the triple tiara (Lertisig. Aii v-Aiii v). cf. Joseph Leo Koerner irhe
Reformation of the Image. 122 ff. Koerner glosses Cranach’s comparisbine pope craves
worldly rather than heavenly dominion, and that fagnals he is Antichrist ... . What does the
crowning of thorns itself say about power, thougtiile the tormentors’ words ‘Hail, King of the
Jews’ were intended as mockery, the insult badkfiResurrected and glorified, Christ revealed that
he was king, his death was life, the instrumentsi®fassion were victory arms, and so on, thraligh
the inversions by which the Good News was announ@£®).
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(sig. A5v-A6r).%% Significantly, prose tracts are not the only source for the legend: a
series of early Antichrist plays similarly focus on the plight of monarctwsstriaggle

to resist and subdue the Antichrist. In the early Latin dlamdais de Antichristgc.
1150), the Antichrist separately confronts the kings of the Greeks, of the Franks, of
the Teutons, of Jerusalem, and of Babylonia and demands their obedience, and in the
Chester Mystery Cycle’she Coming of Antichrigt. 1400), Antichrist spends the

play making similar demands of the “Four Kings.” The fourteenth-century frrenc
play Jour du Jugemer(t. 1450) is broader in scope than the otfigyst its
dramatization of Antichrist’s terrors still features an extended sequdrere ten

kings struggle to resist Antichrist’'s wiles. Even Kirchmey®&anmachius

chronicles the struggle of Emperor Julian Caesar as he weighs the consequence of
surrendering imperial authority to the papal Antichrist, the fictional Pope

Pammachiué?

%2 The pamphlet also warns that those who refusalimi will be killed: “he shall put vnto dethe
many kynges and grete lordes that wyll not belaugs cursed lawe” (sig. A5v). In this passage, the
authors gloss Revelation 12:4 in way common amanly dntichrist material, suggesting that the
image of the red dragon knocking the stars fomilgat sky with his tail represents the usurpatién o
earthly kings and princes in the time of the Antish

Z While the other plays tend to focus on Antichegtiree and one-half year reign of terdwur du
Jugementiramatizes all the events from Antichrist’s biuthtil the Second Coming.

% These and subsequent references to the dramatithAst tradition refer to the following editions:
David Mills, ed.The Chester Mystery CyclEast Lansing: Colleagues Press, 1992; John Wieght
The Play of AntichristToronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studid967; Richard K. Emmerson
andDavid F. Hult, eds. and tran&ntichrist and Judgement Day: The Middle Frenchriw
JugementAsheville, NC: Pegasus Press, 1998; Thomas NaodKoamphmeyer].PammachiusTrans.
C.C. Love.University of Toronto, 1992.
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In this context, the trials of Bale’s own royal protagonist nigike Johan
that much more of an Antichrist play. Granted, critics often consider Baleosiat
of John as evidence that he is writing historical drama, having lifted the king’s
notorious clash with the pope straight from the chronicles. John is the first English
king to have a dramatic counterpart, and as a result, Bale is rightly hailezl as t
author of the first English history play. Yet, as we have seen, Bale’s King Jodin doe
not simply battle the pope, but the Antichrist; he does not simply clash with bishops
and priests, but by his own account, with “the blody Babulon, the gro[u]nd and
mother of whordom” (1.370f). As much as Bale revolutionizes English historical
drama with his characterization of the king, it is important to recognize hasy Bal
when he pits John specifically against Antichrists, borrows more pretiseiythe
pre-Reformation Antichrist tradition, including what would seem to be dramatic
conventions specific to this tradition.

Of course, one need not split hairs about the extent to which Bale borrows
from Fabyan’s chronicles or Adsd.sbellus The crucial point is that Bale purposely
evokes both simultaneously. Bale’s arguments about a Roman Antichrist rely upon
his ability to demonstrate the congruence of pre-Reformation prophesy and the
activities of corrupt ecclesiastics. He splices together aspects ahAsitiprophecy
and historical chronicle in order to suggest how they are equivalent. For example
prophecies warn that the Antichrist will usurp kings; likewise, the historice) K
John accused Rome of usurping the authority of European monarchs. By dressing his
Antichrists as Pope Innocent Il and Bishop Stevyn Langton, Bale sugigaistsd

two usurpations are one and the same and that the pope and his naredtess
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prophesied Antichrist. In this waling Johandemonstrates the complicated ways
that the pre-Reformation Antichrist tradition remains latent in the engepmlemical
one. Bale does not abandon or rewrite these early characterizations of theigtntic
as much as he reinterprets them in light of historical and contemporary events,
arguing how a corrupt Church hierarchy fulfills earlier prophesies about the
Antichrist’s tyranny.

One of the more arresting ways Bale’s drama aligns clergy with the araaditi
prophecy is by emphasizing the visual similarities between pre-Reformatio
Antichrist tableaux and contemporary ecclesiastical images. In the exbhwmil
discuss below, Bale fuses two distinct behaviors in a single scene: the traditiona
image of a king kneeling in surrender before the Antichrist and the image of a
penitent kneeling before a confessor. This example is significant for laenun
reasons. In the first place, Bale reproduces a standard Antichrisutatlest of
kings kneeling before Antichrist. This bolsters his already consideral@stment in
an Antichrist tradition and reinforcésng Johan’sclassification as an Antichrist
play. More significantly, Bale’s fusing of these two images demonsthate he
argues for theological reform by inscribing the pre-Reformation Ansictradition
with contemporary significance. In a subtle bit of visual rhetoric, Bale @ ptiat
receiving the sacrament of confession is equivalent to surrendering to thlrishti
Walker suggests that Bale addresses confession in a limited Kaygidohan
arguing that Bale avoids overt theological critique by focusing only on how corrupt
ministers use the sacrament for political gain. When we recognize tleé Bal

depiction of confession directly engages traditional Antichrist lore, howereer,
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uncover a much more radical reform argument that specifically attackadrement
on theological grounds. This radical critique bolsters White’s observatiornkiimag “
Johan’sdebunking of Auricular Confession ... would have resulted in Bale’s
imprisonment, if not execution on grounds of heresy” (The&a8% Bale’s polemic
is not entirely tame iKing Johan and this example ultimately suggests that we
cannot fully understand the depth of Bale’s polemic without considering how his
arguments engage the Antichrist tradition.

Here begynnetlseen in Figure 3-Ieatures a detailed woodcut that depicts
the crowned Antichrist seated on a throne, scepter in hand, flanked by nine kings.
Seven kneel beside him paying him homage and two—presumably those who refused
to acquiesce—lie beheaded at his feet, apparent victims of the readyamercut
looming in the left corner. Prophesies warn that world rulers will flock to the
Antichrist bearing the gift of their own surrender—a crude parody of the thrgg’ ki
visit to the infant Christ> The woodcut visually reinforces these prophecies,
depicting a tableau also constructed in a substantial number of earlier An{thys
where royal struggles with the Antichrist always culminate in a airsgene of
surrender. Although each play introduces its own distinctive flourishes, the defining

elements are consistently preserved: the Antichrist, enthroned, acceptsehdesur

25 Cf. Debra Higgs Strickland who discusses Boschesfdteenth century triptych, which depicts the
three kings visiting the infant Christ, flanked Agtichrist himself. As Strickland notes, “the
juxtaposition of Antichrist with the three Magi adls the eschatological meanings attached to the
liturgical celebrations of Advent. The beginninglaand of the liturgical year had been devoted to
eschatological subjects at least since the tintee@same St. Gregory pictured on the triptych’s
exterior. In the Roman liturgy of the Epiphany, gitts of the Magi prefigure Christ’s sacrifice bare
also symbols of the eschatological element of thehB&ristic rite, in that the hymns chanted durimeg t
offertory procession evoke the vision of the SecGodhing. The continued popularity of this
liturgical connection is manifest in the parallehan in the Golden Legend (c. 1265) between thst Fir
Advent—the Coming of Christ—and the Second Advdrhe Last Judgment, to be preceeded by the
arrival of Antichrist” (15).
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of a kneeling monarch (or monarchs) who promises allegiandeudins de
Antichristo,for example, each of the kings individually surrenders his authority in
exactly the same way: the king approaches the throne of Antichrist, kneelspdsd ha
over his crown. The stage directions for each king reads, “He goes to Antichrist and
stands before him singing: ‘I acknowledge your imperial right; | askri@s®u as a
royal knight.” And he bends his knee and offers him his crown” (84). The kings in
Chester assume a similarly reverential posture. Responding to Anticlestands
that the kings worship him, the third king declares, “Oh, gracious Lord, go sit down
then, / and we shall, kneeling on our knen, / worship thee as they own men / and work
after thy lore” (I. 177-80). The stage direction indicates that the kings, tghalp
to the throne” (s.d. 180). The fourth king describes how they together offer a lamb
sacrifice to the Antichrist “kneeling thee before” (I. 184). The kingkur du
Jugementpredictably, agree to pay the Antichrist “homage” (I. 1041), presumably
kneeling as they “humble [them]selves totally before” him (1.1034). Even
Kirchmeyer’s Caesar is unable to resist the Antichrist and agrees to obey
Pammachius, who is “dressed in royal purple” (lll.v) holding Caesar’s scapter
wearing a crown (in this case, of course, it is the pope’s “triple diade@dinpleting
the conventional tableau, Caesar even agrees to “prostrate [him]self prone on the
ground here, so that the Father [the Pope] may know that [he is] clearly humbled”
(11.v).

Dramatists repeatedly focus on the struggles of kings against the Antichrist
and stage this climactic tableau. Bale’s royal chronicle is no differeneti&fr or

not Bale (or his audience) was familiar with these specific plays idebesr point; |
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introduce these examples in order to attest to the ubiquity of this partidiéaua—

one that depicts kings and emperors as Antichrist’s loyal subjects kneeling
obsequiously at his feet. Regardless of whether Bale borrows conscronslihis
apparent dramatic tradition, his play nonetheless evokes a visual image that has
distinctly medieval roots, transforming it in a new context. Bale’s S&dititroduces
himself to King John in the opening scene and not-so-subtly announces his intentions:
“The pope ableth me to subdewe bothe kyng and keyser” (1.99). King John vows to
“execute the rod” upon Sedition, and his pledge establishes the central dramatic
conflict: the king vs. the clerical Antichrists. Sedition then makes the coomanhti
demand of John to surrender his authority—“Tush, gyve upp the crowne, and make
no morf[e] ado” (2.551)—and John, albeit after a considerable amount of stalling,
offers the conventional response, professing his allegiance to Rome: “ldérait s

me to pope Innocent the Thred, / Dyssyering mercy of hys holy fatherhed / ... / To
hym | resygne here the septer and the crowne / Of Englande and Yrelond, with the
powr and reowne, / And put me wholly to his mercyfull ordynance” (2.608-9, 612-4).
The historical King John had been excommunicated for exacting tribute from Rome
and he cannot fully submit himself to the pope until he is “assoyll[ed] ... of
irregularyte” (2. 665). Thus, immediately after he gives up his crown, John asks
Sedition (disguised as Bishop Stevyn Langton) to hear his confession.

Contemporary woodcuts like the one in Figure 3-2, the title page of

Thordinary of Crysten mefWynkyn de Worde, 1506), suggest that the standard

image of confession depicted the confessee kneeling before his coffeEsather,

% The figures in this cut also appear lateThe Serche of Confessy(irb29), printed by Robert
Copeland. Copeland’s use is reproduced in Hodrtetiglish Woodcuténo. 2016, fig. 174). For
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when Sedition administers the sacrament earlier in the play, he urges bigthaDie
Civil Order: “sytt downe on yowre kneys, and ye shall have absolucyon” (I. 1213)
John, too, would undoubtedly kneel as Sedition utters the words of absolution, “Ego

absolvo te” (I. 17975/

additional examples, see Thomas N. Tentler anébhisdational study of confession in pre-
Reformation Europe. See also Katherine C. Litflentler’s frontispiece similarly depicts a kneglin
penitent and reproduces “The Heavenly Road” froepBén Lanzkranndjimmelstrass. im latin
genant Scala ce(Johann Otmar: Augsburg, 1510). Tentler attestsalthough the use of the
confessional box, with a penitent kneeling behirsgr@en, was a mid-sixteenth-century innovation,
earlier illustrations still consistently depict adeling penitent: “The confessional box with atitian
between priest and penitent was not used untééicend half of the sixteenth century, and the
fifeteenth and early sixteenth century illustrai@enerally show the priest seated, the penitent
kneeling in front of him” (82). Tentler also citesntemporary confessional manuals noting that,
despite a few notable instances, the general peaatas to kneel: “Th&ractatis de instrutionibus
confessorunfErfurt, 14837?] says that the penitent should kaééhe beginning and then, to tell his
sins, sit at the feet or side of the confessor i@iog to the custom of the land. Most, howeveredi
the penitent to kneel, women with their heads cede@mnd men with their hats off. Angelus de
Clavasio in one place [in tf®umma de casibus conscientigon, 1500] says the penitent should
kneel and in another argues that it is not abslylmecessary for him to kneel or to take off hig ha
since it is internal more than external humilitgttie wanted here. But Godescalc Rosemondt
[ConfessionaleAntwerp, 1518] expands on the more common opiritiat it is proper to have
humility of posture as well as of mind—by addregdime penitent: ‘... throw yourself at the feet of the
priest, the representative of Christ, no matter ogat you are; not standing, or sitting, or lyig on
the altar as has become the unworthy custom in mpmes.’ In short, there is much evidence to
suppose that a variety of postures was permisgibline penitent, but the vast majority stipulatiealt
he kneel before the priest” (83). See TentleB3.n. 2, for a comprehensive survey of examples of
kneeling in fifeteenth- and early sixteenth-centdyopean confession manuals.

" Bale’s confession scene also appropriates theummd the sacrament, as it is presented in
contemporary manuals. As Tentler notes: “There avastiquette for confession ... there were
apparently slight variations according to the cost@f different lands and ages, but on the whole
there was uniformity... . He [the penitent] is to radake sign of the cross, either at the very begmni
after he greets the priest, or else before hesgimitll his sins. Usually he is directed to begith a
general admission of sinfulness in the form ofaypr that begins, ‘I confess to almighty God,’ in
which the penitent names the Virgin, the saintd, thie priest as those to whom he acknowledges that
he has sinned; and after saying ‘mea culpa,’ fe@rmpts this prayer to begin the recitation of sins
After the penitent has told all he can remembexdrapletes the prayer of general confession, if he
has begun with it, by beseeching God, Mary, thetsaand the priest for their mercy. He may add
some formula indicating sorrow for forgotten sigsweell as confessed sins. The confessor may then
ask any questions he feels necessary to the camderstanding of the sins he has just heard ...n The
most of the manuals direct the confessor to imposenance—prayers, fasting, alms, and so on—and
then absolve the penitent; but a few reverse tderand place the absolution before the imposiion
the penance” (82, 85). Bale’s scene follows taisiliar rubric; his notable exceptions are intégoa

the critique. King John begins with “I confessiitlinstead of confessing to God and the saints, he
instead asks for the pardon of the pope and otteesastics: “Confiteor Domino Pape et omnibus
cardinalibus eius et vobis” (I confess to the LBape, and to all his cardinals, and to you”). Jiiem
details his sins as Tentler specifies and requmastsy, but he again appeals to the ecclesiastitsdd

of God, Mary, or the saints.
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Bale is careful to preserve the specific elements of the conventional Asttichri
tableau, but he reproduces them in a new context. The audience would see John
complete his surrender in the standard, iconic fashion when he kneels before the
Antichrist, but Bale sets the scene in a provocative, new situation: the moment of
sacramental confessiéfiBale reproduces the traditional image of royal surrender
and demonstrates the extent to which his play remains steeped in the pre-Raforma
lore. Yet, at the same time, he emphasizes the way that these Antichriscj®phe
are properly fulfilled in the Roman rite (at least according to him and his fellow
Protestant reformers). The spectacle of John kneeling combines the fanaigar im
of a humble penitent with the traditional image of an obsequious king. In turn,
Sedition appears simultaneously as a priestly confessor and a usurping suftichri
This shared visual register implies a shared theological one: Bale askslibisca to
consider whether confessing ones sins to a priest could be just as misguided as

humbling oneself before the Antichri&t.

% Bale’s scene is closely indebted to Thomas Kirgyerie Pammachiuswhere Julian Caesar’s
kneeling surrender to the Antichrist is also présgmas a confession. Porphyrius insists that sdere
to Pammachius is the only way to gain pardon fardads sins: “He [Pammachius] gives pardon to
your sins and calls you back from hell, if you pede your mind to obey the terms which you shall
hear” (Ill.v). What follows is both a crude paroofythe renewing of Caesar’s baptismal promises (in
which he pledges his belief in the pope’s supreuatkaity not less than twelve times consecutively)
and the bestowing of absolution on Caesar, to wRammachius “will give ... pardon” after Julian
promises to sin no more, i.e., “swears an oath[t&gtconfirms [his] faith in them so that the Fath
may never reprent of giving his grace” (lll.v). IBarguably draws on the confession rite with great
specificity (King John explicitly seeks pardon, ddgsurped Power delivers a parodic absolution,
mimicking the language of the confession rite);ckimeyer’s reference is comparatively oblique.

29 One even wonders if an elaborate altar chairtlikeone pictured in the confession above would
have doubled as the Antichrist’s throne.

30 Cf. Greenblatt, “Shakespeare and the ExorcistShakespearean Negotiationt this moment,

Bale “empties out” confession for his audiencehia $ame way Greenblatt suggests Shakespeare
marks out demonic possessiorLiar as “theatrical fraud”: “... the evacuation of theid& presence
from religious mystery, leaving only vivid but ergpteremonies; the transformation of faith into bad
faith ... . King Learis haunted by a sense of rituals and beliefsateno longer efficacious, that have
been emptied out” (113, 19).
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We need not be familiar with the traditional tableau to discern Bale’s
ubiquitous mistrust of the sacrament: Bale’s Antichrist uses confessionhbrdube
play, systematically securing allegiance among king and subject &gition
praises confession shortly after introducing himself to King John; this scearéys
prominence suggests that confession will be an integral component of the Argichrist’
plots and, likewise, Bale’s polemic. Sedition explains that the pope exploits
confession as his own, failsafe version of Big Brother: “Whan all other faylesoe is
sure as stele. / Offend Holy Churche and | warrant ye shall yt fede hfconfession
the holy father knoweth / Throwowt all Christendom what to his holynes growth” (I.
270ff). Bale depicts confession as allowing the pope full access to the faithful
consciences and vulnerabilitis Confession also allows the pope’s ministers to
strong-arm support for the Church. Sure enough, it is during confession that Bale
depicts Sedition securing Nobility’s allegiance. Before administedosglution,
Sedition threatens Nobility with damnation should he refuse to recognize the

authority of the pope and his ministers: “Godes holy vycare gave me his whole

autoryte. / Loo, yt is here, man, beleve yt, | beseche thee, / Or elles tli@iamjle

31 Bale follows the example of early polemicists likgndale, who inThe Obedience of a Christian

Man (1528) insists: “Shrift in the ear is verily a wasf Satan, and that the falsest that ever was
wrought, and that most hath devoured the faith'bg@ience,” 296). In the same tract, Tyndale notes,
“They [the corrupt clerics] have feigned confesdiomnthe same purpose to stablish their kingdom
withal. All secrets know they thereby. The bishopWweth the confession of whom he lustest
throughout all his diocese. Yea, and his chancelbonmandeth the ghostly father to deliver it writte
The pope, his cardinals and bishops, know the ssita of the emperor, kings, and of all lords: and
by confession they know all their captives. If drgfieve in Christ, by confession they know him.
Shrive thyself where thou wilt, whether at Siona@harhouse, or at the observant’s thy confession is
known well enough. And thou, if thou believe in Ghrart waited upon. Wonderful are the things that
thereby are wrought. The wife is feared, and colagdb utter not her own only, but also the secrets
of her husband, and the servant the secrets ofidsser. Besides that through confession they quench
the faith of all the promises of God, and take atteyeffect and virtue of all the sacraments ofihr
(372).
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in danger of damnacyon” (2. 60). With his soul’s forgiveness hanging in the balance,
Nobility quickly complies, submitting himself to the authority of the pope rattzar t

to King John. Clergy and Civil Order do exactly the same only thirty lines ther
promise to obey “the popes holy majeste” (2.91) over King John himself, and
Sedition again urges them to formalize their promise through confession: “Sytt down
on yowr kneys, and ye shall have absolucion” (2.92).

It is this kind of straightforward commentary that Greg Walker citeswilee
argues that Bale constructs a political, not a theological critique of tresad.
According to Walker, Bale portrays confession “not as doctrinally unsound, but as
politically unacceptable” (Play214). He emphasizes how Bale, aware that King
Henry upheld the efficacy of confession, depicts corrupt ministers as abusing
sacramental privilege purely for political gain. In the case of Ngp#iedition uses
confession as a way to undermine royal supremacy by pitting the authahty lkahg
against the authority of the pope. In this way, Walker suggests Bale implicates the
corrupt minister of the sacrament, not the sacrament itself. In this partoataxt,
it does seem that Bale implies that confession is still efficacious vameimmigtered in
good faith. Sedition, after all, does not administer the sacrament exatttyy as
rubrics dictate. For instance, he absolves both John and Nobility by the authority of
the Pope, rather than God the Father: “Dominus papa noster te absoluat, et ego
absolve te” [Our lord pope absolves you, and | absolve you] and “Auctoritate Romani
pontyficis ego absolve te [By the authority of the Roman Pontiff | absoluf y
(2.65). Sedition’s concluding blessing is also consistently incorrect: heblabsf

his penitentsih nominee papénot “in nominee patris, et filius, et spiritu santti
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Changes like this suggest that what Sedition administers is not the sacrament, but
only a very close approximation offtThus, even when the confessor is explicitly
the Antichrist, Bale still tiptoes around theological critique by imphgaSedition’s
garbled version of the sacrament, not the appropriately administered one.
Significantly, Sedition does not invent the sacrament itself for his own degtructi
purposes; he merely hides “underndbeeedicité (I. 264), hoping his version of
sacrament will pass for the real thing. The Antichrist, in other words, exploit
sacramental privilege to secure his authority just as he exploits otbengxi

religious practices and political structures. The distinction is slightikely enough

to get Bale off the hook, should the king question his intentions.

The import of Bale’s polemic necessarily shifts, however, when we consider
that John’s confession explicitly doubles as his surrender to the Antichrist. From this
perspective, Bale does not tiptoe around anything: he cldaelsquestion the
sacrament on theological grounds by suggesting that confession itself is just as
morally corrupt as submitting to the Antichrist. In Walker’s analysis, dinéessor
alone is guilty, having exploited the sacrament for political gain; in thiscoexnext,
however, Bale implicates the confessing party, too. Surrender to the Amiehris
even if it is accidental or secured through trickery or coercion—alwaygrhes
moral consequences for the individual doing the surrendering. When Antichrist

demands the allegiance of the king&.udus de Antichristche seeks not only

32 Sedition also uses a variety of saints’ reliciruClergy and Civil Order’s joint absolution. tinis
case, Sedition fails to administer separate, prieanfession for each and also departs from thecsib
by employing the relics—which are purposely grotes(a scabbe of seynt Job, a nayle of Adams,
too”) and part of Bale’s broader critique of ceremyp@and superstition.
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“princely power” but also “to be recognized as God” (83Jhe Antichrist has

usurped divine authority as much as he has usurped earthly authority, and
surrendering to him jeopardizes the state of a person’s soul as much as it jespardiz
the world political sceneSurrendering to the Antichrist requires that a person
recognize a false Christ as Christ himself. When Bale links confessing a
surrendering, he suggests that sacrament itself involves the same kindrudesutoe

a false Christ: penitents are morally culpable for granting a priest ayttiai

belongs to God alone. Bale’s critique anticipates Thomas Becon’s objection to
confession in hi3heActs of Christ and of Antichrigl577). Becon insists that one

need only confess in prayer to God himself, and he denies the necessity of priestly
intervention through auricular confession: “Christ declareth in his doctrirteytien

we haue offended our heauenly Father, and gone astraye from the patches gf his hol
commaundementes: we shoulde conuert and tourney unto hym, and make our
hu[m]ble confession unto hym and craue forgiuenesse of our synnes at his hande, for
his sonne Christ Jesus sake” (sig. F ii r). Becon objects to confession precisely
because the priest presumes the role reserved for God himself: “Antseimaigth us

unto his Priestes commaunding us to publish and confesse our synnes unto hym, and
take penaunce and absolution at his hande, with this faithe, that so doying we are

forgiuen and deliuered from all synne” (sig. Fii r). From Becon’s persgecti

33 Admittedly, Bale’s Antichrists do not explicitly ake this second demand of John, and they remain
explicitly preoccupied with canceling Rome’s reguiitribute to England. However, it is impossible
to divorce the Antichrist from his identity as dstagod. That is, if a person solely concerneth wit
accumulating political power would be consideragirant. The fact that Bale explicitly maligns
Sedition and his cohorts as “Antichrists” suggéistét they use this tyranny precisely for a broader,
theological end—namely, to facilitate mass conwersind the destruction of souls. The Antichrist
only seizes secular authority as a means to anasnSlatan’s apocalyptic soul-catcher, the Antichris
must seduce as many of the faithful as possiblereéf is too late—that is, before the Final
Judgment—and the power and influence afforded Hiyigad control simply makes this job easier.
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confessor isge factg an Antichrist, because he actpersonae ChristiBale
suggests the same when he merges John’s confession with his surrender.

In short, Bale’s polemic is transformed when we consider it in the context of
the Antichrist tradition. Although oft considered tame, Bale’s critique of canfess
emerges as predictably “bilious” when we realize how he uses a fafmlighrist
tableau to question the theological grounding of the sacrament. His critigueemay b
skillfully couched for the political reasons that Walker and others have previousl|
articulated—so skillfully, perhaps, that it is easy for us to overlook how John’s
kneeling corresponds to standard images of royal surrender. However, if Bale is
carefully avoiding royal backlash, the subtly of his most radical argunsehits best
defense. His discreet theological points are, in other words, no less purposeful than
his overt political ones. Further, Bale can afford to make John’s surrender a moment
for radical theological critique because he has already boldly divestedhikirafsts
political worth earlier in the play.

Critics often suggest that Bale reveres kingshiling Johar—if only
because Bale is so openly determined to redeem John from the “ill reports” of
Polydorus’s chronicle¥' However, Bale’s polemic again proves more subversive
than critics have asserted. Just as Bale uses the Antichrist traditionttoctdms
bold arguments against confession so too does he tacitly undermine the authority of
English kings by making calculated alterations to traditional depictions of the

Antichrist.

3 See especially 2.1077.
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THE IMPOTENCE OF AN ISOLATED KING
It is not surprising that traditional Antichrist lore consistently emphadize
moment of royal surrender discussed above. After all, a king’s acquiescence is
traditionally the lynchpin in the Antichrist’s plot to convert the larger body of the
faithful. As Adso warns, the Antichrist usurps monarchs so that he might, in turn, rule
their subjects: “He will first convert kings and princes to his side and then, through
them, the rest of the people” (104)ere Begynntlspecifies further that after the
King of Lybia converts, “than shall all his people be marked with the token of
Antechryste on theyr forhe[a]des & upon theyr right handes and with this marke
Antechryst shall subdue the worlde to hym and his miserable credence” (sig. A6v).
The surrender of monarchs opens the floodgates, as it were: by convertmgriking
princes, the Antichrist gains royal license to seduce the masses. The niaarieng t
kneels before the Antichrist is the moment that the Antichrist has, atdeaise ftime
being, won.

What turns out to be surprising about Bale’s portrayal is that the king’s crown
is a trophy for an already victorious Antichrist. John’s surrender is more of a
formality than a necessity: it occurs very late in the play, after thiet¥ist has
alreadywooed the king’s subjects. John submits precisely because, lacking allies, his
back is against the wall. He laments that “my Nobilyte, / My Lawers andyéle
hath cowardly forsake me, / And now last of all, to my most anguish of mynd, / My
Commynalte here | fynd both poore and blynde” (I. 460ff). Without the support of
the estates and the commons, England cannot withstand the military attacks that

Private Wealth threathens. As John explains to an exasperated England, he cannot
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single-handedly defeat the pope’s armies, and he must give up his crown else “thy
people wyll ... be slayne here without number” (I. 600ff). Nevertheless, John’s stalls
for a good part of the play: just before his surrender, he still insists thatthente

of a realme is a matter of great wayght” and he needs more time to considgrggy

it upp” (2.553ff)>> John’s tenacity sets him apart from other dramatic kings in the
Antichrist tradition.

King John consistently sees through Sedition’s deceit, refuses his bribes, and
withstands his threats, and even after he surrenders, he is by no means convinced that
the pope and his ministers are benevolent. Lamenting his overthrow, John tells
Englande that the pope and his ministers are even worse than England’s eastern f
“Alas, | had rather be underneath the Turke” (2.652). His mistrust of Rome is so
potent that his explicit surrender fails to convince Sedition that he willimema
obedient. As Sedition explains to Private Wealth: “I hope in a whyle we wyll make
hym so to rave, / That he shall become unto us a common slave / And shall do
nothynge but as we byd hym do / ... / But yet it is hard to trust what he wyll be, / He
is so crabbed: by the Holy Trinyte, / To save all thynges up | holde best we ymake h
more sure, / And gyve hym a sawce that he no longer endure” (2.871ff). Sedition
thinks the only way to ensure John’s compliance is to kill him.

Earlier dramatic kings never require such drastic action: Antichagspl
consistently implicate weak-willed kings in the rise of the Antichrisgsé monarchs

predictably surrender their kingdoms and consequently facilitate Antishasittk

A legitimately impatient Sedition knows that Johedémake no more ado.” Whether the king
keeps his crown or not makes little differencehé point. John has already become a figurehead rul
because his subjects have promised to yield tpdipe rather than their king. John’s stalling only
delays the inevitable.

127



accumulation of poweFEurther, these kings surrender precisely because they are
convinced that the Antichrist is God himself. The Four Kings in Chester’'s “The
Coming of Antichrist” are easily wooed by Antichrist’s false mirackdsen they
surrender, the first king affirms, “That thou art God now lieve ye” (1.167). Thesking
in Ludus de Antichristare each undone by a different tactic, including bribery,
threats, and violence; but they each eventually recognize Antichrist’'s “ghtihea
Notably, the King of the Teutons is initially able to resist the temptati@isshsnare
the other royals, but even he succumbs to the Antichrist’'s healing of the sick and
raising of the dead—both signs, he suspects, of Antichrist’s divififfhis early
drama suggests, in other words, that an unyielding ruler is his country’s bestedefens
against the Antichrist. A resolute king can presumably protect his people aa/laere
weak one will allow his country to be easily overrun.

Bale’s King John is exactly the kind of king who, in these early plays, might
have successfully thwarted the Antichrist with his strong-minded reststpadaps
an audience familiar with earlier lore might have expected him to do as mkicigin
Johan Yet Bale’s Antichrists flourish in the face of his king’s unprecedentedveasol
John’s unwavering claim that Sedition’s “curssys ... are of the devyll and nadif G
(1.269-70) is not the failsafe defense that early drama implies it will besufjects

still back him into a corner and force him to surrender. Thus, Bale puts his audience

% In Ludus de Antichristathe King of the Teutons refuses to surrenderbthority to the Antichrist.
The king mistrusts Antichrist’s professions of godks, and rejects the money and gifts Antichrist
sends as a bribes. When the Antichrist changéissamnd threatens war, the King still refusesite g
in; he fights the battle against Antichrist’'s aranyd wins, undeterred by threats of bloodshed.
However, the resolute king's faith wavers in theefaf Antichrist's false miracles. The stage
directions indicate: “Then the Hypocrites bringaane man to Antichrist. When Antichrist heals him,
the King of the Teutons wavers in his faith. Tlieey bring a leper; when he is made clean, the King
doubts even more. Finally they carry in a coffinywhich a man lies pretending to have been kilfed

a battle ... . [When the Antichrist raises him frdme tlead,] the King of the Teutons, seeing the
miracle, is seduced” (Il. 270ff).
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in a curious, new position when he shows them how subjects like themselves

facilitate the Antichrist’s rise to power.
Bale refuses to scapegoat the king; instead, he implicates the kingstsubje

In this, Bale departs significantly from contemporary polemicists whofen eager

to blame the rise of the papal Antichrist upon the complicity of princes. Willia

Tyndale, for example, laments the solidarity between the pope and kifilgs in

Obedience of a Christian Mgi528):
The emperor and kings are nothing now a days but even hangmen unto the
pope and bishops, to kill whosoever they condemn without any more ado, as
Pilate was unto the Scribes and Pharisees and the high bishops to hang Christ.
For as those prelates answered Pilate, (when he asked what he had done) if he
were not an evil doer, we would not have brought him unto thee. As who
should say, we are too holy to do any thing amiss, thou mayest believe us well
enough: yea, and his blood on our heads said they, kill him hardly, we will
bear the charge, our souls for thine: We have also a law by which he ought to
die, for he calleth himself God’s son. Even so say our prelates, he ought to die
by our laws, he speaketh against the church. And your grace is sworn to
defend the liberties and ordinances of the church and to maintain our most
holy father’s authority; our souls for yours, ye shall do a meritorious deed
therein. Nevertheless as Pilate escaped not the judgement of God, even so it is
to be feared lest our temporal powers shall not. (“Obedience,” 275)

Tyndale offers this comparison as exigence for princes and kings to rii@rm

ruling practices by rejecting the influence of the papacy. Yet Balsdtiins less
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inclined to hold temporal authorities responsible for Antichrist’s proliferatis.

Paul Christianson notes,
The call for a godly prince echoed faintly through the pages of [Balb&s]
Image of Bothe Churche€ompared to other protestant contemporaries Bale
placed very little reliance in the apocalyptic leadership of establisheal soci
political forces. Repeatedly, he noted that princes possessed insufficient
strength to overcome the hordes of antichrist: ‘For unto kings hath not God
given it to subdue these beasts. Only is it reserved to the victory of the living
word.” Unlike Tyndale who supposedly asked the Lord to ‘open the eyes of
the King of England’ when bound to the stake, Bale escaped from reliance on
a reformation from above. Magistrates, princes, bishops, established power in
general, proved weaker reeds than preachers, the persecuted, and the
oppressed in the troubles of the last days. A godly prince might still help to
open the light of the Lord in England, but Bale—despite his belief that God
sent Prince Edward ‘for the singular comfort of England’—Dbelieved that the
reformation would come through other channels if necessary. (19)

Indeed, by absolving John of responsibility for the Antichrist’s victory, Bale

underscores the complicity of nearly every other character in the play. What once

seemed the singular struggle of kings in earlier drama is of universaronan&ing

Johan and non-royal characters’ reactions to the Antichrist have a direct impact on

his advancement in England. As an Antichrist pkipg Johanproves surprisingly

less invested in the behavior of kings and more critical of the behavior of the king's

subjects. Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order all waffle between loyalty tog<iohn
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and allegiance to Pope Innocent Ill. Each wage a personal battle withttblerist
and weighs the benefits of royal allegiance against the Antichrist{gtitegmpromises
of worldly reward. Time and again, the estates leave John in the lurch, abandoning his
reform campaign and rejecting royal supremacy. So too does Commonabtylestr
to resist the Antichrist; although fully cognizant of Sedition’s villainy, dt@nalizes
complicity in exchange for security and sustenance. As Bale stagesif elear-
sighted king willing to advance reform will fail against the Antichrist ifdeks the
support of those he rules—patrticularly his confidants and advisors. The play’s
villains succeed despite King John’s nearly unflagging resistance beaaiuegition
reveals, their success depends more upon their ability to corrupt Nobility, Clergy
Civil Order, and Commonality than the king himself.

Bale challenges the traditional Antichrist lore by suggesting thgslaannot
single-handedly thwart the Antichrist. A king must have the cooperation of the ruling
classes in order to defeat the Antichrist, and Bale makes his point by juxtapesing
royal attempts to arrest Sedition. The king'’s first attempt occurs in timengpecene
of the play: John confronts Sedition, who has just insisted that he will “hold upp the
pope” in England so “that no prince can have his peoples obedience” (1.119). The
king insists that Sedition’s efforts will fail, no matter how relentlebglypursues
them. In particular, John argues that his royal authority, which has been divinely
granted, is sufficient to withstand the challenges of a few rogue pri€st:thee
hence, thow knave, and moste presumptuows wreche, / Or as | am trew kyng thow
shalt an halter streche. / We wyll thow know yt, owr power ys of God, / And

therefore we wyll so execute the rod / That no lewde pryst shall be able to
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maynetwyne thee” (1.221ff). John spends a good bit of this opening scene asserting
his governance in England and explaining his clear-sighted plans for Church reform,
but all of this lofty talk only leaves Sedition overcome with laughter: “By the holy
Masse, | must lawgh to here yowr grace. / Ye suppose and thynke thatd/eneow
subdewe. / Ye shall never fynd yowr supposycyon trewe, / Though ye wer as strong
as Hector and Diomedes, / Or as valiant as ever was Achylles” (1.230ffpntae
elevated scene quickly devolves into a raucously funny cat-and-mouserchdseh
John proves that he is, indeed, no Hector. Although John tries to restrain him,
slippery Sedition easily and repeatedly wrestles himself out of the eatesp&ing’s
clutches. As the hilarity continues, Sedition tumbles across stage, stsyneles
asserting that he has “a great mynd to be a lecherous man!” (1.304). Sedition and
John also share a series of jaunty rhyming couplets during the most intensetsnome
of the pursuit; it's an undeniably silly exchange that further detractstirem

imposing tone that John had asserted only moments Béfore.

In this slap-stick interlude, John certainly proves less capable at nabbing
corrupt clergy than he first claims. Not twenty-five lines into the play, John gesmi
that, “by the wyll of God, and his high ordynaunce,” he will “reforme the lawes and
sett men in good order, / That trew Justyce may be had in every border” (1.20f). Yet,
just two-hundred lines later, Sedition is slipping through his fingers as Bale

juxtaposes John’s bold claims of divinely-mandated reform with the king’s irssptne

37

John. Tush, dally not with me, | saye thou shiajidz!

[Tries to holdSedition.]
Sedition. Wene yow to hold me that | shall nopgly asyde?
John. Make no more prattyng, for | saye thou hiayde!
Sedition. Stoppe not my passage, | must over tsihne amext tyde!
John. | wyll ordeyne so, | trowe, thou shalt ne¢io
Sedition. Tush, tush, | am sewer of redy passa@over. (1.305ff)
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John’s authority is neither intimidating nor effective. The implication is curiebg:
would a staunch supporter of royal supremacy like Bale want to suggest that his
Reformer king is all bark and no bite? In one regard, Bale may simply wish to avoid
underestimating John’s opposition: as Sedition reminds the king, the Church has
strongholds in nearly every corner of Europe and certainly every abbey smBng|
“Nay, that ye can not [subdewe me], thowgh ye had Argus eyes, / In abbeys they have
SO many suttyl spyes, / For ones in the yere they have secret vysytadomyyf /

ony prynce reforme there ungodly facyons, / Than two of the monkes must for the to
Rome by and by / With secret letters to avenge ther injury” (1.244ff). Sedition
describes a papal network that is so extensive that it will certainlynake than one
person to disassemble and quell it. This may be precisely Bale’s point when he
depicts John as unable to wrangle Sedition.

Acting alone, the king cannot subdue his seemingly ever-present villain; he
needs allies to help him successfully implement an ambitious reform agenda. As
Bale’s lively staging suggests, single-handedly vanquishing Seditide iplaying
an impossible game of Whac-a-Mole: even as the king lays hands on his nemesis in
one corner of the stage, Sedition manages to wriggle away and pop-up again
elsewhere, taunting the king with his maddening dexterity. The chase malear
that John simply cannot win against Sedition until he has more hands on deck. John’s
problem is that even his closest advisors are reluctant to help him.

At their first entrance, the estate classes prove dangerously urtederes
John’s reform agenda. Nobility enters just as Sedition scrambles offistagather

than help John in what must obviously be the tail-end of a vigorous pursuit, he
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nonchalantly urges the king to “troble not ... with no soch dysolate persone” (1.314).
Still reeling, John blasts Nobility for his treasonous allegiance to 8editio man
levynge is in more famylyerite / With that wycked wrech, yf it be trewhleaold
me” (1.321). Nobility, of course, downplays any association with “the unthirftye
knave” (1.313), but his thrice repeated denial seems peculiarly akin to Peter’'s own
spurious denial of Chrif. John also lacks the support of Clergy and Civil Order:
Clergy boldly warns the king, “If you do us wrong we shall seke remedy” (1.347) and
repeatedly takes Rome’s part against John’s accusations of papal corruption and
usurpation. Although Civil Order promises to “submytte [him]selfe unto yowegrac
correccyon” (1.390), it still “pyttyth [him] much” that John derides the Church
hierarchy (1.493). In short, John’s advisors run hot and cold when it comes to
supporting their king’s reform agenda; they offer obligatory pledges of support, but
when push comes to shove, they each finally render allegiance to the pope rather than
to their king®® Significantly, their surrender— and not the king’s—proves to be the
real lynchpin the Antichrist’s success.

Bale suggests that Sedition escapes because John lacks the support—both
physically and ideologically—of his estates, and Imperial Majesty&splay victory
reinforces this point. When Imperial Majesty finally subdues Seditiorgrtlye

difference between this confrontation and John’s earlier one is that Imdeyedty

3 Sedition’s denials follow on the heels of one &eot In three separate responses, Nobility claims
that he has never met Sedition: “I know hym ndiyl the waye that my sowll to shall” (1.326); “Bekev
me yff ye wyll, I know hym not, | assure yow” (.82 and “Syns | was a child both hym and his
condycyon / | ever hated for his iniquite” (1.330f)

39 As we have seen above, Nobility surrenders tot®edin confession and is thereby “assoyle[d] ...
from the kynges obedience” (2.63). Clergy seemesadly well-committed to the interests of the
Church in the opening scenes of the play, but fiisia pledge of obedience occurs in the beginning
of Act 2 when both he and Civil Order promise tport Sedition’s cause against the King.
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is flanked by a newly reformed and an aggressively supportive group of advisors.
Imperial Majesty is no more of a reformer than John himself—that is, he is no more
resolute in his Protestantism and no more aggressive in his efforts to quell Church
corruption. Yet, unlike John, Imperial Majesty has the unwavering support of
Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order, and with their support he wages a wholly more
effective campaign. In this mirror scene, Imperial Majesty’s rconétion with

Sedition begins in exactly the same way as King John’s: the king first detoands
know Sedition’s name. When John had asked earlier, Sedition unreservedly disclosed
his true identity, presumably made bold by the nonexistence of John’s allies. When
Imperial Majesty poses the same question, however, Sedition is noticeably more
intimidated; he frenetically pleads for “a sayntwary!” (2.1356) before he
unconvincingly introduces himself as “Holy Perfectyon” (2.1361). Things only get
worse for Sedition as the scene progresses. The estates, togethepertal Im
Majesty, render the once quick-witted vice speechless with a tag-teamgimsia
accusations and insults. Overcome, Sedition finally kneels before Imperesdtly)aj
and in a startling reversal of the traditional tableau, Bale depicts thehAsti

humbling himself before England’s king. In a similar situation, John might have
immediately laid hands on Sedition, grateful that the villain was finaljyregastill;
however, Bale again introduces a crucial difference between Imperiastyigjarrest

of Sedition and John’s earlier, failed attempt. Whereas John had personalty chase
Sedition around the stage, Imperial Majesty simply turns to his waiting adeisors
asks Civil Order to bring the confrontation to an end: “Have hym fourth, Civyle

Order, and hang hym tyll he be dead, / And on London bridge loke ye bestowe hys
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head” (2.1465f). Imperial Majesty relies on the extra muscle that John lackkd, a
this time, Sedition does not struggle or manage to wrestle free. Just as John is
powerless without the support of those he rules, Imperial Majesty suppresses Rome
only with the assistance of the ruling classes.

The impotence of an isolated king suggests, at the very least, that a balance of
power lies with the estates; although many critics cite Imperiag$t\dp decisive
victory as evidence of Bale’s royal deference, the king’s triumph ukignéand
perhaps surprisingly) proves faint praise at best. Certainly, Seditideat @ the
hands of Imperial Majestry introduces a new circumstance to Antiobirest |
traditionally only the Archangel Michael or God himself could kill the Antichrist
making Imperial Majesty’s victory, by comparison, no small feat. Fyrih#he king
is, as it seems, a not-so-subtle substitute for Henry VIl himself, the ywidty
reveres Henry and his Reformation triumphs, extolling the king for succeetierg w
others have failed. The compliment is even grander if the king succeedsuliarsing
style—as aleus ex machinaho converts the estates and suppresses Sedition simply
by virtue of his supreme authority as “mynyster immediate undre God” (2.1238).
Yet, it is important to recognize that it is not the king’s hand alone that saves:
Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order prove instrumental in Imperial Majestyscess.
Bale undercuts his seeming royal deference by suggesting that a kinlg as
powerful as his subjects help him to be.

Once again, a consideration of Bale’s engagement with the Antichrist
tradition complicates our understanding of his polemic. We have seen that pre-

reformation Antichrist lore operates under the assumption that the AnticHrist wi

0 This is the title Veryte grants to Imperial Majesipon the king’s first entrance.
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convert the masses only after he secures the allegiance of kings. Wseday®o,
how Bale’s Antichrist play challenges this convention: Bale’s king is not the
Antichrist’s primary target, and Sedition unconventionally seizes control of John’s
government by corrupting his subjects, not the king himself. Bale’s new Roman
Antichrists rely on the support of many to overthrow the governance of one, and
defending the country against these grassroots tactics becomes, likewisl, a ne
collective effort. Significantly, Bale invests the king’s subjects—ealdrly the
estates—with unprecedented responsibility in the defense of the realm: the king
succeeds when Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order support him, and he fails when they
do not. When Bale elevates the influence of the king’'s subjects he simultaneously
detracts from the authority of the king himself. He tacitly suggests thkintpe
shares divinely-appointed authority with the estates, and Imperial Majesty’s
impressive victory against the Antichrist becomes a kind of back-handed oampli
For all of the play’'s commanding assertions of royal power, Bale never dapicts
who subdues the Antichrist by his imperial authority alone. Bale does not, of course,
go so far as to suggest that the estates could quell the Antichrist without the
leadership of a righteous monarch. In this regard Bale, avoids entirely niiveisti
kings of their authority and influence. Neverthelé8ag Johansuggests that power
is not the king’s alone, and for that reason, it is not simply the monarch who is
responsible should the Antichrist successfully infiltrate and corrupt the.realm

In King Johan Bale lobbies for the vigilance of the estates. Greg Walker has
alternatively suggested that Bale’s polemic primarily targets the &ngging that the

play ultimately highlights the merits of Henry’s crown reform policy anderages
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Henry to protect the crown against papal usurpdfiodowever, as Bale’s
engagement with the Antichrist tradition makes clEarg Johandoes nosimply
function to reinforce the status quo. The play more aggressively targetsitige ruli
classes, whose support proves essential for the maintenance of the crown. In this
way, Bale writes polemic for palpable change: he argues that the rasspsimust
embrace the king’s reforms in order for the Antichrist to be subdued in England. It is
useful, in this context, to recall Paul Whitfield White’s observation that éthi
doctrine of papal supremacy had been legally dead since 1534, the religious and
cultural fabric on which it rested was not” (Thea@&). Bale and his patron Thomas
Cromwell surely fretted about the fickle will of their king, yet the Tehckes meant
that, at least for the time being, they had secured Henry’'s backing fiediraform.
By 1538, however, recent crown-mandated reform still lacked widespread popular
support, leading Bale and Cromwell to suggest that England still had many more
roving Antichrists to overcome. As Walker reminds us, “the reform of the abuses
which brought about John’s destruction, the play suggests, has yet to be fully
accomplished. The threat still remains that all that has been achieved hithgtie ma
reversed by those still in positions of power” (177). Waning popular support could
smother reform efforts in the early sixteenth-century just asdajgests it did for
John in the twelfth. Increased support, particularly among the estates, would
alternatively ensure reform’s advancement.

In short, there is more than one way to seize power, and Bale’s Antichrists

know it. Perhaps as lazy as they are corrupt, they consistently take a “[eatbt of

“Lc.f. Walker,Plays pp. 210. In his introduction to the play, Peteppé does acknowleddéng
Joharis engagement in the estate play tradition.
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resistance” approach to tyranny: far easier than battling a staunfdhiyist king is
corrupting a willing ruling class. Bale holds Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Order
accountable for the Antichrist’s rise to power, exposing how their concupiscence
enables papal corruption. Traditional lore warns against an Antichrist whese use
flawless theatrics to ensnare many, but Bale subverts this convention, tes Bal
Antichrists are incompetent actors who can barely keep their wickedness under
wraps, and they would be woefully inefficient villains if it were not for theitiwis’
propensity to sin. In other words, Bale portrays his Antichrists as deceivers only to
undermine their reputations as suchKing Johan the Antichrist’'s performances
are red herrings that distract from his real weapon of choice: exploitingctims/i
desires, particularly ambitions for power and influence. Bale’s play ssghpesthe
Antichrist’s best disguise is actually the oft-repeated warning thatlhiee wearing
one. While victims struggle to discern the Antichrist’s disguise, he haslalrea

managed to seduce them with overt promises of worldly reward.

RETHINKING DECEPTION:

CONCUPISCENCE AND THE RISE OF THE ANTICHRIST

When Bale was busy readifi@pe Obedience of a Christian M§1b28), he would
have discovered plenty of passages about the Antichrist before he came across
Tyndale’s discussion of King John in the final pages of the tract; in fact, Tyndale
mentions the Antichrist more than forty times before he addresses John’s
historiography. Moreover, Tyndale argues that the king’s damning biograpisy is

one example of how the Antichrist maintains control through deceit. In the passage
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containing his discussion of John, Tyndale suggests that the Church’s “fyghte agenst
the Turkes” (Obediencéol. clvii r), and its additional demands for the allegiance of
John and other European kings only appear to protect the interests of the faithful.
Like the prophesied Antichrist and his “false prophetes” (fol. clvii v), the pope and
his legates are duplicitous: “In all their doinges though they prete[n]de roilywéa
honoure of God or a come[n] wealth their entente and secret councell is only to
brynge all vnder their power a[n]d to take out of the waye whosoever letteth them”
(fol. clvi v). Tyndale warns that the Church’s disguised imperialism will soagbri
the world “vnder Antichrist and Antichristes possession” (fol. clviii r) and tatowg
a biased history of their enemies is one way Church leaders conceal thairdgira
intentions and maintain their elaborate masquerade. “I suppose,” Tyndake write
“they make the cronycles them selves” and “have put the best and fayrest for
the[m]selves and the worst of ki[n]ge lohn” that they might disguise “degpeate of
their wekednisse” (fol. clvii r). In short, the Antichrist has been keeping Eaigla
annals and has masked his own villainy by demonizing John’s righteousness.
This broader reading of Tyndale is significant for a number of reasons. Most
immediately, it highlights the further similarity between Tyndale arld’'8accounts
of the king, both of which not only critique previous chroniclers, but also explicitly
portray John as a victim of the Antichrist. Yet the passage also highlightst¢iné ®
which the Antichrist’s success is intrinsically tied to his ability toedlex Tyndale
contrasts the Antichrist’s “entente and secret councell” with the fabatlbe
“prete[n]de[s] outwardly” and, by emphasizing the discrepancy betweewadhe t

foregrounds the Antichrist’s theatricality (fol. clvi v). This is a theme upomchvhi
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Tyndale elaborates elsewhere, particularlylwe Parable of the Wycked Mammon

also published in the 1528. Here, Tyndale argues that the Antichrist’s nature “is

(whan he is vttered and ouercome with the word of God) to go out of the playe for a
season and to disgyse hym selfe and then to come in agayn with a new name and new
rayme[n]t” (Parablesig. Aiv r). Here, the Antichrist behaves not unlike a stage Vice:
Tyndale warns against a chameleon Antichrist—one who is adept a playing many

roles and who, when unmasked in one part, mounts the stage again disguised in a new
role and a new costunfé.Tyndale’s immediate point, as discussed in the previous
chapter, is that the Antichrist is a recurring threat. Tyndale considerstiolst to

be a variety of evils that plague, have plagued, and will plague the community of the
faithful throughout history “tyl the worldes ende.” In this way, he ultimatedyifies

how an institution like the papacy, with its succession of individual popes, might be
identified collectively as the Antichrist (sig. Aiv 1. Yet, in a more precise way, this
depiction also engages the common conception of the Antichrist as a skilled
performer—one who is able to deceive precisely because it is never elelae th

wears costume.

2 Tyndale explains iThe Obedience of a Christian M&h528) that the clergy’s attire is the costume
of the Antichrist: “Is not that shepherd’s hooke thishop’s cross, a false sign? Is not that wisithet
that the bishops and canons wear, so like a nuhsamrffeminately, a false sign? What other things
are their sandals, gloves, mitres, and all the @/poimp of their disguising, than false signs inalhi
Paul prophesied that they should come? And as (Ghaisied us to beware of wolves in lamb’s skins,
and bade us look rather unto their fruits and detbads to wonder at their disguising” (“Obedience,”
285).

3 Tyndale explains: “Antichriste was in the olde fBesent and foughte with the prophtes, he was also
in y® tyme of Christ and of the Apostles as thou reaifette epistels of Ihon and of Paul to the
Corinthians and Galathians, and other EpistlesicAriste is nowe and shall (I dout not) endurethg
worldes ende._(Parablsig. Aiii v- Aiv r).
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A host of medieval texts suggest that discerning the Antichrist from the
Christ-like role he portrays will be nearly impossible; few will be able tndjgish
between his feigned orthodoxy and the real thing. The Antichrist’'s nigh #awle
dramatic prowess causes problems not only for the faithful striving to recdgmze
but also for exegetes attempting to anticipate and warn against his presumably
undetectable theatrics. How might one prepare to resist a villain who is, by
definition, irresistible? How might one describe a wickedness that, by definit
always appears to be godliness? And, perhaps most vexing of all, why struggle to
expose an Antichrist who is already prophesied to deceive you? These cootradicti
are distressing precisely because they mandate certain helpdasstiesface of the
Antichrist’s evil. It is not, in other words, difficult to understand why Tyndalen eve
after exposing the Antichrist ihe Obedience of a Christian Mahove, still
anticipates the steady progress of papal imperialism. The Antichsisiohanly
infiltrated England in an innumerable number of ways, but he is also destined to
fulfill the warnings of the prophets. Tyndale writes, “And veryly | se[e] no other
lykelyhode but that the lond shalbe shortly conquered. The starres of the scripture
promyse vs none other fortune” (Obedierfoé clviii). Antichrist may not fool
Tyndale in the chronicles, but he is presumably fooling someone— somehow—still.
At the same time, it is also not surprising why writers might still weasith
Antichrist’s contradictions and try to find ways to expose him. The faithfutlooot,
after all, despair; furthermore, the prophesies account for a number of selider

will, by the grace of God, see through the Antichrist’'s disguise and rasist hi
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Perhaps as optimistic as Tyndale is grim, the dramatic Antichrist tradifiens its
playgoers the chance to be a part of this select group of faithful.

Pre-Reformation drama allows audience members to discern clearly the
villainy of an Antichrist who otherwise dupes the play world into thinking him holy.
Chester’s Antichrist, for example, mesmerizes the Four Kings, who ks able to
recognize Antichrist's wickedness when it is revealed, as prophesied, by God’
messengers, Enoch and Elijah. However, although Antichrist can trick the Kings, he
hardly fools the audience. Playgoers not only recognize him as the cleagiyadedi
antagonist—one whom the prophets of Antichrist announce before his entrance— but
the Antichrist’s over-the-top characterization also leaves the audiehitke idoubt
about his duplicity** Further, Chester’s audience also sees the Antichrist, quite
literally, as an actor playing a part, demonstrating the unique way in wiaghay’s
form underscores its content: having an actor portray another actor malasistrg

penchant for performance doubly resonant. In short, Chester’s audienceéhas littl

4 Although Chester’s Antichrist never reveals higtidentity directly to the audience (as morality
vices, with a sly wink or a divulging soliloquy,eaapt to do), his duplicity is readily evident ket
audience. Chester’s Antichrist is a collection @fitadictions, making him a woefully unconvincing
Messiah. Chester’s dramatic structure makes usisiodl juxtaposition: in one moment, Antichrist
performs miracles, raises the dead, and otherwtgeates a Christ; however, these signs nearly
immediately work against him: Antichrist’'s “walkirdpad” demonstrate a clear aversion to the
Eucharist, and when his authenticity is challengedichrist lashes-out at the righteous prophets,
Enoch and Elijah. He inadvertently reveals a nialis character that undermines the Christian rele h
seeks to portray. In short, Chester’s Antichgsttifooling anyone. He is, in fact, a terriblearct
hardly threatening, his behavior is downright slagis Antichrist’s parodic mimicking of God the
Father’s Latin pronouncements—typical elsewherthéncycle—are borderline ridiculous, “aclatter
with contrived rhymes” (Martin 167). Antichrist alperforms a checklist of promised signs in the
span of about 50 lines, and his whirlwind of “m&s/ make him seem conspicuously too eager to
please. Like an over-zealous used car salesmeousnto make a deal, Antichrist wants Chester’s
Four Kings to proclaim him “Messy,’ / ‘Forbuyef tsreal™ (23.19-20) before they have time for
second thoughts. Antichrist’s ensuing histrioniagtfer undermine any attempts at verisimilitude: he
announces his own death, “I die, | die! Now amadié and he follows this pronouncement with a
nigh comic “I rise!” several lines later. Afteeing captured by the Archangel Michael, his
exaggerated “Help! Help! Help! Help!,” coupled witlis steadfast refusal to admit to his disguise,
marks the exit of a “bad actor” unwilling to relmgh a role beyond the limits of his ability.
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opportunity to be duped in the same way Antichrist’'s dramatic victims are. Although
drama could not save its audience from the actual Antichrist, it could, at the very
least, give playgoers a temporary feeling of power over him: they can sethe/hat
characters in the play world cannot, making playgoing a particularly hehgidium

for revealing the Antichrist.

The audience’s knowledge of Antichrist’s duplicity was especially potent
because Antichrist legend consistently suggests that his lies arestipawerful
stratagem. Traditional lore suggests that the Antichrist will use ayafigctics to
seduce the faithful; in addition to his powerful charisma, he’ll practice tcaoei
false miracles, issue bribes, and threaten to terrorize and torture. Altbaciy of
Antichrist’s strategies might each seem equally viable, however, thesoesiition
Antichrist drama consistently implies that duplicity is the most effectieans to
convert the faithful. Clear-sightedness is, after all, what finally segsaatoch and
Elijiah and those others who are able to resist the Antichrist’'s snaresigonctims.
Pre-Reformation drama foregrounds the Antichrist’s failsafe thabtyicAntichrist’s
lies ensnare even when bribery and other threats founder. The staunchestsbeliever
easily resist Antichrist’'s temptations and are willing to undergo phlyard
emotional suffering rather than submit to him; however, they are inevitably undone
by Antichrist’s false miracles, consistently citing them as thesdasitheir
conversionin the pre-Reformation plays, the Antichrist’'s seamless resemblance to
Christ is hiscoup de grace

Fusing Tyndale’s polemic with this dramatic precedent, Bale adapts the pre-

Reformation Antichrist tradition in service of his Protestant polemical.dl@sgain
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foregrounds the Antichrist’'s dangerous duplicity, yet Bale takes the Astiexposé

one step further: not only are Bale’s Antichrists skilled performers, but Bale a
assigns them specific, contemporary roles in the hierarchy of the Roman Chusth. J
as Tyndale finds Antichrists hiding behind the “rayments” of “a pope, a Cardinal, a
Bishoppe, and so forth” (Parabkg. Aiv r), Bale’s Antichrists infiltrate the

community of believers by posing as its ministers. Sedition, for example, pledge
that he too will instigate subversion “unto the daye of doom” (1.182d&)d he

giddily delivers a laundry list of his favorite ecclesiastical disggjigemizing all the
possible parts he might perform within the Roman hierarchy, from the lowloegt m

to the most powerful cardinal or pope. He gloats: “In every estate of theeclargy
playe a part. / Sumtyme | can be a monke in a long syd cowle, / Sumtyme | can be a
none and loke lyke an owle, / Sumtyme a chanon in a syrples fayer and whyght, / A
chapter howse monke sumtyme | apere in sight ...” (1.1%%#8ale’s polemic
compounds the significance of early Antichrist tradition’s playmaking metapiker.

his dramatic forbearers, Sedition once again thrusts Antichrist’s dypihtd the
limelight, and theater again affords Bale an opportunity unavailable to Tyndale or

even More in their early theological exchanges: as Greg Walker putseit,rigad

It is interesting to note the similarity betweeegdion’s pledge here and Tyndale’s observation
above that the Antichrist will deceive “tyl the iades ende.”

“® The full speech reads: “In every estate of theggla | playe a part. / Sumtyme | can be a monke in
long syd cowle, / Sumtyme | can be a none and ligke an owle, / Sumtyme a chanon in a syrples
fayer and whyght, / A chapter howse monke sumtyiggere in sight. / | am ower syre John sumtyme
with a new shaven crowne, / Sumtyme the persorsasge the streets with a syd gowne, / Sumtyme
the bysshoppe with a myter and a cope, / A grager fumtyme with cutt shoes and a rope. / Sumtyme
| can playe the whyght monke, sumtyme the fry@hée purgatory pri[e]st and every mans wyffe
desyer. / This company hath provided for me monima/ For that | might ever among ther sort
remayne. / Yea, to go farder, sumtyme | am a caiffyihYea, sumtyme a pope and than am | lord

over all, / Bothe in hevyn and erthe and also irgptory, / And do weare three crownes whan | am in
my glorye.” (1.194ff) See Whit&heatre p. 37, for his discussion of this scene.
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not simply assert that the clergy are duplicitous sinners, he can producengergy
who will admit as such” (Play490). Not only does Bale associate Antichrist with
actor, but he also blurs the line between cleric and player, altar and stagavimy
an actor stand-in for a priest and a stage substitute for a worship space, Ba
underscores his Reformist notion that the Roman religion was little more than an
elaborate pageant of corrupting performances and empty ceremonies.

Bale’s characterization of the Antichrist’s deceit is, however, different f
the pre-Reformation legend and boldly undercuts earlier modeksingnJohan
Bale’s audience can straightforwardly recognize the Antichrist’s tléxeiso too,
surprisingly, can Antichrist’'s dramatic victims. In other words, the audienc
members do not enjoy a privileged position as omniscient witnesses to Antichrist’
duplicity; they only see the hypocrisy that Bale’s characters seeséheas.
Although Bale’s Antichrists imagine themselves to be skilled actors,sheddy
performances rarely dupe any of the characters in the play world. Swuglyrisiney
still manage to corrupt the faithful just as efficiently as their $teglpredecessors.
Their ineffective disguises, in fact, prove to be elaborate distractions thk, w
unconvincing, nevertheless facilitate their rise to power—a strategypatéd in the
mid-sixteenth century by Bishop John Jewel. Jewel argues that specudatibns
predictions about Antichrist’s identity are “tales [that] have beenilgrdé&vised to
beguile our eyes, that whilst we think upon these guesses, and so occupy ourselves in
beholding a shadow or probable conjecture of antichrist, he which is antichrist indeed
may unawares deceive us” (Expositifmi. 8). For Jewel, conjectures about

Antichrist are “craftily devised” by Antichrist himself: in an elalterhit of rhetorical
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maneuvering, the papacy carefully points fingers in one direction in order tctistr
and deceive the faithful from their own escalating villainy.

Sedition, in particular, depends upon the fact that King John will be so
distracted by his own efforts to “execute the rod” upon his wily nemesis that the he
will entirely ignore Sedition’s wooing of Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Ordentil it is
too late. Indeed, Sedition boldly announces his identity to John in the opening scene
and subsequently details a laundry list of his best costumes, implying he uses
deception to infiltrate the church, corrupt its members, and gain power for the pope.
“In every estate of the clargye | playe a part / ... / For that | mightaeweng ther
sort remayne ... | hold upp the pope, as in other places many, / For his ambassador |
am contynwally” (1.194, 206, 213). He even suggests to John that he plans to dupe
Nobility with one of his well-practiced disguises: having not donned a costume
during his encounter with the king, Sedition struggles to make a quick exit when he
learns that Nobility approaches. “First of all | must change myn appargb/dJ
bysshoppe, to maynetayene with my quarrel, / To a monke or pryst, or to sum holy
fryer ... I wold not be sene as | am for fortye pence” (1.296ff., 301). In this way,
Sedition primes John to think deception is the Antichrist’'s choice method of
advancement, and Sedition’s anxiety when Nobility nearly catches him out-of-
costume reinforces this claim.

Sedition’s desire to keep his hypocrisy under wraps suggests that he has, in
fact, shared privileged information with John. As such, John supposes he can use
Sedition’s secrets against him and warns Nobility, Clergy, and Civil Quvdss wary

of villains in “shepes aparell’ (1.549): “God graunt ye be not deceyvyd by
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hypocresye. / | say no more, I. In shepes apparel sum walke, / And seme radygeyos
that deceivably can calke. / Beware of soche hypocrites as the kingdom offizevy
man / Do hyde for awantage, for they deceive now and than” (1.548-552). Armed
with a resolute vigor and, presumably, a knowledge of all Sedition’s favorite tricks,
John works to “have a churche not of dysgysed shavelynges, / But of faithful hartes
and charytable doynges” (1.429-30). But does John underestimate Sedition? Does
Sedition deliberately divulge his secrets to John with the expectation that King wi
then, in turn, consider Sedition a manageable threat? After all, if Sedition operates
chiefly by way of lying, his loose-lipped habits would certainly seem torthvis
efforts before long. Over-confident, John plays right into his enemies’ hands. With
the king expecting a deceiver, Sedition throws deception out the window; with John
expecting the king to be the Antichrist’s first victim, Sedition goes afteryene
else. And, John, distracted by his own presuppositions and spurred on by Seditions
own performance in the opening scene, lets him.

Despite recognizing the Antichrist, the estate characters Buestplicit in
his treachery. Indeed, those who profess allegiance to the Antichfistgrdohan
do so willingly and are fully cognizant of the evil to which they surrender. While
earlier drama suggests that victims only submit to the Antichrist whennomavof
his godliness, Bale argues less optimistically that the Antichriscedtfollowers
even when his wickedness is laid bare. Ultimately, the victims’ own desires for
power, security, and even basic sustenance trump their willingness to resist know

evil. Bale’s innovation not only foregrounds individual believers’ agency in the rise
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of the Antichrist, but it also demonstrates, in an unprecedented way, their potential
role in his downfall.

In the case of Commonalyte, compliance is a result of his own suffering and
an intense desire to alleviate this suffering. In the first lines of dreajrEngland
admits that she can see right through the clerics’ disguises, explaininggtddfan
that she knows “such lubbers as hath dysgysed heades in their hoodes” (1.35) who “in
side cotys wandrying, [appear] lyke most dysgysed players” (1.66). Howbkeer, s
like Commanalyte cannot help but be complicit with the Antichrist’s tyranny, as
Commonalyte explains, his own “poverte, which cleve so hard to my sydes” (2.446)
provides ample reason to remain loyal to the Church, which can presumably alleviate
his suffering.

Nobility acquiesces under similar circumstances. Nobility also rezeg
Antichrist’s duplicity: he initially balks at Sedition’s assertions tatg John is “a
very wicked man” (2.48) and is incredulous that Sedition’s intentions are wholesome.
When Sedition asks Nobility to yield to the pope in order to subdue John’s “cruell
tyranny” (2.51), Nobility resists, explaining that “Yt is clene agenst ther@af
Nobilyte / To subdew his kyng withowt Godes autoryte” (2. 55f). Nobility
recognizes Sedition’s request contradicts the express commandment of @dus“F
[King John’s] princely estate and power ys of God ... | fere his ryghtfull rode”
(2.57f). However, like Commonalyte, Nobility still submits in a pinch when Sedition
threatens his basic needs, particularly his desire for salvation. Nahbitrignders
under the threat of damnation:

Sed. Godes holy vycare gave me his whole autoryte.
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Loo, yt is here, man, beleve yt, | beseche thee,
Or elles thow wylte faulle in danger of damnacyon.

Nob. Than | submit me to the Chuyrches reformacyon. (2.59ff).

In these examples, Bale’s critique stems from the reasons why both Commonalyt
and Nobility acquiesce. Since Commonalyte’s poverty “ponych ... so sore that [his]
power ys lytyll of non” (2.446), his complicity is understandable if not justified; it i
at least in Commonalyte’s case, the dubious means to relief. Nobility, like
Commonalyte, also seeks what emerges as a greater good—namely, salvation.
Although Commonalyte and Nobility are, in the end, responsible for their individual
choices, Bale resists making them singularly culpable. In this regardjebtan
becomes why, according to Bale, the Antichrist has become so powerful that
Commonalyte’s welfare seems to be contingent on him alone. Why is Nobility
overcome by the threat of damnation despite his initial, clear-sighted skatilt

not Nobility and Commonalyte, who is to blame for these circumstances that
seemingly necessitate their surrender?

Both England and Commonalyte explicitly blame corrupt clergy, particularly
those who withhold the gospel message precisely in order to preserve their own
interests. Indeed, Commonalyte insists that his poverty is not the primary réason w
he succumbs to the Antichrist: “The first is blyndnes, wherby | might taketigt
pope / Soner than with yow [King John], for alas | can but grope, / And ye know full
well ther are many nowghty gydes” (2.443ff). England explains how these “nowghty
gydes’—namely, the “monkes, chanons, and pristes, and mynysters of the clergy”

(2.473)—foster a “blyndes in sowle for lacke of informacyon / In the word of God”
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(2.466). She suggests that Commonalyte continues to support the papacy because he
simply does not know any better, and she blames those responsible for his spiritual
education, accusing the clergy of purposefully withholding the gospel so that
ignorance might facilitate submission and that this submission might, in turn,
cultivate their own self-interests. “Yf yowr Grace wold cawse Goded twobe
tawght sincerely,” she pleads to the King, “And subdew those pristes that wyll not
preche yt [the Word] trewly, / The peple shuld know to ther prynce ther lawfull
dewty. / But yf ye permytt continuance of ypocresye ... Yowr realme sbedr be
withowt moch traytery” (2.469ff.). Indeed, Clergy confirms England’s aticusa
Clergy admits in the opening lines of the play that he is willing to accept theriayt
of the pope over the authority of the king precisely because his own interests are at
stake. He suggests that the king, having lost land in his wars with Francepplans t
seize Church property as recompense. Clergy promises his allegiance to tlesipope
“and abbeye turneth to a graunge” (1.580) and “Holy Churche ... so be browght to
thralldom” (1.602). Clergy later promises that in all his “preachyngesvilhésaye
throwgh his [King John’s] occacyon / All we are under the danger of dampnacyon”
(2.121ff). In this way, Bale’s characterization of Clergy manifestdafiags worst
fears—namely, that the clergy themselves pervert the gospel massaderito
preserve their own self-interests. In this case, Clergy preachestagaiksg in
order to preserve “the tenth part of owr lyvyng” (1.593).

It is interesting that the estates—and not Sedition himself—make the most use
of deception. Just as Nobility casts the Gospel in such a way as to promote his

personal agenda, Civil Order pledges that he will “for the clargyes sake” (2.136)
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uphold “cautyllys,” or deceptions, “of the lawe” (2.138) in order to give the papacy
sway. Civil Order, like Nobility, is also first skeptical of Sedition, but ultehat
pledges loyalty in order to maintain his wealth and elevated status: “Hor ¢fhurch
thryve than do we lawers thryve, / And yf they decay ower welth ys not alyve. /
Therefore we must helpe yowr state masters to uphold, / Or elles owtgsafwtl
cache a wynter colde” (2. 141ff.). In Civil Order, Bale emphasizes the role of
concupiscence in the rise of the Antichrist. Civil Order’s acquiesces foakbeo$
financial advancement, admitting outright that “we may not leve Holy Chyrchys
quarell, / But ever helpe yt, for ther fall ys owr parell” (2.148).

Bale’s emphasis upon victims’ willingness to comply with known evil
demonstrates his specific debt to Kirchmey®@asnmachius Kirchmeyer’s play
foregrounds concupiscence—not deception—as not only the Antichrist's means of
achieving power, but also as the very means that Pammachius, the chief papal villa
himself becomes the Antichrist in the first pld&€ePammachius chooses to become
the Antichrist for exactly the same reasons that Clergy and Civil Oreet reyal
supremacy: namely, in order to prevent a debilitating loss of power and wealth.

For Kirchmeyer, Julian Caesar’s surrender to Pammachius is the lynchpin the
Antichrist’s rise to power. Significantly, Caesar gives in for precigedysame

reasons that Pammachius initially makes his Faustian pact with the devirogiri

*" Regarding, Pammachius “becoming” the AntichristcKmeyer’s play supplants traditional
prophecies about a single Antichrist with a Pratesvision of an institutional one. In turn,
Kirchmeyer reinterprets traditional lore about f#ichrist's birth and origins in order to accodaot

this new reading. Kirchmeyer depicts Pammachiusasof many popes whose collective reign as
Antichrist spans centuries, yet this institutiomzion is incompatible with legendary accountslef t
single, infant Antichrist’'s unholy nativity. Kircheyer stages a new kind of (anti)Incarnation inktea
when the cowardly, feeble Pammachius makes a Rayséict with Satan, the bargain transforms him
into a newly indomitable Antichrist.
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his aide, Nestor, Caesar admits that the loss of power and the affection of lais Rom
populace is too difficult to bear. Like Bale’s estate characters, Caesdy ope
chastises Pammachius’ obvious corruption, yet he too is willing to acquiescerin orde
to preserve his worldly authority. Kirchmeyer suggests that Antichhiss ngpon
Caesar’s concupiscence in order to secure his own authority; indeed, Caese€'s choi
not only yields a bleak conclusion to the drama, but Kirchmeyer’s final lines suggest
that man’s unavoidable selfishness will allow the Antichrist to flourish until the
Second Coming. Worldly comforts are, according to Kirchmeyer, too much of a
temptation and lead otherwise upright individuals to choose evil knowingly and
willingly.

Bale certainly acknowledges the strength of these temptations, yekbaipic
where Kirchmeyer leaves off and writes a more hopeful final scene in viigch t
estate classes recognize their faults and overcome them. Although thay late to
save King John, their conversion strengthens the authority of Imperial Majesty w
with their help, is finally able to wrangle the papal Antichrist. Just asaBdtd
monarch depends upon the support of the estates for the maintenance of power,
Bale’s play suggests that Antichrist’s activities are similadgtingent upon the
cooperation of the estates. Likewise, the defeat of the papal Antichrist dejpemds
their recuperation—and not the Antichrist’s seemingly indomitable charisma

In Bale’s account, the papal Antichrist is something like Homer’s shape-
shifter Proteus, the mythic sea god whom King Menelaus and his knights
cooperatively subdue ifhe Odysseyln George Chapmanidomer’s Odysses

(16147?), the goddess Idothea counsels Menelaus about her father’s deceptive slights:
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when confronted, Proteus will try to escape by “turn[ing] himselfe to every ©he
all things that in earth creepe and respire, / In water swim, or shine in hearenly f
(4.559-61). Proteus is, in this regard, not unlike Bale’s wily Sedition who himself
“shape-shifts” in myriad ecclesiastical costumes—or Tyndale’s Ansicwho, when
unmasked in one “parte,” seeks a new disguising “raiment.” Menelaus resembles
Bale’s King Johan who (aware of Antichrist’s metamorphic capacity) tbeeugh
disguises otherwise intended to distract and deceive. Yet Menelaus need not subdue
Proteus alone: more like Bale’s Imperial Majesty, he enlists the hetpreg“of
them, on whom [he] most relied / For firme at every force” (4.575-76). Encountering
the sleeping Proteus, Menelaus and these three trusted knights “cast s
about him manfully,” restraining him through multiple, successive transfarnsati
until he finally surrenders (4.608ff.). Once ensnared, Proteus must give “true
solution of all secrets” (4.518), revealing to Menelaus and his company the way back
to Sparta. Imperial Majesty and his three new allies, Nobility, Clergly/Cavil
Order, similarly demand that Sedition finally “tell the trewthe” (2.137&)ealing
Usurped Power’s various plots for the seduction of the faithful. The connection
between Antichrist and Proteus is bolstered by Bale’s earlier chazatitsn of an
Egyptian pope as Antichrist—that “proude Pharao” who opposes King John’s
“faithful Moyses” (1.1107ff)—for in addition to being a shape-shifter, Proteusava
mythic King of the Egyptians.

While Bale does not refer explicitly to Proteus, the multiple ways his
characterization of Antichrist resonates with Protean mythology suduestthe

sixteenth-century imagination might have associated its new vision of Astighttn
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this slippery sea god. Certainly, by the mid-sixteenth century referenBesteus,

like those to Antichrist, peppered Protestant theological tracts. Stephen Qg ar
that “to the Elizabethans, Proteus was a ubiquitous figure ... the mythological
representative of two central themes of the literature of the age:nperdaf
inconstancy and the deceptiveness of appearances” (9). The concluding chapter of
this study uses the figure of Proteus to frame its discussion of the Elizabethan
Antichrist—an Antichrist whose ever-expanding aggregate body reseRvolesis in

its malleability and its exoticism. Proteus provides a mythologicadnpatito which

the sixteenth-century Antichrist can fit.
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CHAPTER 4:

PROTEUS, IDENTITY, AND ELIZABETHAN ANTICHRIST

Homer’s Proteus evades his Spartan visitors by transforming himselfahges

from an old man into “a Lion, with a mightie mane; / Then next a Dragon; a pide
panther then; / A vast Boar next; / and sodainly did strain into all water. Lasishe w

a Tree, / Curled all at top, and shot up to the skie” (4.610ff). As A. Bartlett Giamatt
has shown, early modern writers tend to interpret these metamorphoses initwed dist
ways: some use Proteus’s mutability to emphasize “the One behind the Many” (441)
whereas others use the figure “to find the Many in the One” (#41ij the first case,
writers depict Proteus as having one natural body that he conceals thoughiweiccess
transformations. These transformations are the “sleights” of an “old F-¢4g&09)

and eventually yield to his true shape, the aged seafarer “like to a shepherd”. (4.555)
This Proteus is no more a lion than he is a tree; he merely disguises hsrseiha

In the second case, writers imagine Proteus as a composite figure—ome whos
transformations define his identity rather than mask it. This Protassriacha lion

as he is a tree or an old man—that is, he does not have one natural body. Instead,
Proteus is all of these shapes, and his many forms together comprise antaggrega
body that cannot be rendered literally. Time Golden Booke of Leaden G¢#lS77),

Stephen Batman explains that he cannot provide an accompanying illustration for

131 For Proteus in the Renaissance, see Giamattit¢@sdJnbound,” pp. 437-75; Stephen Ordéle
Jonsonian Masquepp. 1-18, 40-2; Edgar Win&agan Mysteries of the Renaissange. 191-217; and
William E. Burns's recent study of Proteus and reltkinowledge, pp. 969-80.
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Proteus because the sea god “hath no shape or likeness” (fdf?28ice Proteus
“could turne himselfe into any shape, whether it were of flaming Fyer, or wfieus
Lion, a grunting Hogge, a running streame, or any thinge ells” (fol. 20r), he lacks
essential corporality. No illustration could represent these limitbesssf Proteus
has a figurative body, not a material one.

These Renaissance conceptions of Proteus resonate strikingly with the
contemporary Antichrist, whom writers imagined as both a single man who appears
in a variety of disguises and as an aggregate body comprised of innumerable
members. Thus far, | have argued that the latter definition supplants the former
among sixteenth-century Protestants. By mid-century, dismissing “okbkviables

and winter tales” about a single Antichrist had become polemical commonplace (A

short descriptionfol. 7r). The anonymous author Afshort description of Antichrist

vnto the nobilitie of England@ 555) insists, for example, that Antichrist “must not be
understanded and taken... for one naturall man, that by nature is as all other be...but
this Antichrist is the name of a misterie and office perteininge to a alidimdi”

(fol. 7r).** Similarly, inThe Figure of Antichrisf1586), Thomas Tymme rejects

“the foolish opinion... that Antichrist shuld be borne in Babylon, and should raigne

certeine yeeres,” arguing that prophecies “doth not speake... of one man, but of a

132 A bibliographic note in the Huntington Library gopf Stephen BatmanBhe Golden Booke of
Leaden God#dicates that the book “may be considered afitsteattempt towards a Pantheon, or
description of the Heathen Gods.”

133 This tract is sometimes erroneously attributeddon Old and Rudolph Walther. The STC entry
notes that “the ascription may arise from confusigthh John Old’s translation of Rudolf Gwalther’s
‘Antichrist’ which is wrongly described in Dict[i@ary of] Nat[ional] Biog[raphy] as another editioh o
this work—Halkett & Laing.”
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king[d]Jome which Sathan shall inioy and possess” (sig. E# rfymme also
demonstrates the degree to which Antichrist’s aggregate body continues to grow as
the sixteenth-century progresses. While Luther and Bale describstifutional
Antichrist comprised of many successive popes, Tymme refers to an entire
“kingdom” and “Empire lifted up against Jesus Christ” (sig. [E6] r). This
Antichristian kingdom is more inclusive than the institutional model; it incorporates
not only the pope but also an ever-growing body of believers who acknowledge papal
authority—not “one man alone but a multitude of men” (sig. [E5] r). In this way,
Tymme envisions Antichrist as a kind of “pestilent contagion that doth inuade and
raigne in the Church of God” (sig. [E6] r). As Antichrist moves beyond the
institution of the papacy, he becomes amorphous—and, in turn, more difficult to
define and contain.

As | have argued above, the traditional tell-tale signs of a physicahaist
were nugatory in the battle against a figurative one, and sixteenth-ceuttooysa
scrambled to compile a new list of identifiers with which to pin down their Protean
villain. Tymme himself expresses frustration with an irrelevant ogia o@f
traditional signs and tokens, namely predictions of “one onely man which should
come in the tribe of Dan, and should be borne in Babylon, and shoulde raigne certeine
yeeres, to the great detrement and hurt of the faithful” (sig. E4r), or simila

predictions that Antichrist would be a “certaine wicked persone, that shuld be

134 Thomas Tymme (d. 1620) was a translator and devakiwriter. He “seems to have studied at
Cambridge under Edmund Grindal, later archbishoPanfterbury... [and] secured powerful patronage
from, among others, the earls of Sussex, Devonsirg Warwick (to all of whom he dedicated
books), as well as Archbishop Grindal” (DNBJhe Figure of Antichrisis an explication of 2
Thessalonians that Tymme compiles from the commiestaf the “best and most approved divines,”
including Augustine and Tertullian (sig. [A1] r-v).
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begotten betwixt a freere and a Nonne, or betwixt a Monk and a Nonne” (A short
descriptionfol. 7 r). As Luther argues, the Protestant theology of Antichrist did not
accommodate a villain who would be born at a specific time in a specific place to
particular parents. Yet Elizabethan Protestants were nonetheless inngstafiling
the likely signs and behaviors of the many members who comprise Antichrist in his
aggregate form. That is, while | have argued for a shift from a literakpbion of a
single villain to a figurative conception of a mystical Antichristian bodygtlhee
still ways that this new Protestant conception of an aggregate Antichristteeeks
incorporate, rather than displace, the older mythology. Antichrist had become a
contagion, and just like the authors of earlier lore, Elizabethan writersiwoul
systematically identify the symptoms. Tymme teaches his readielstify the
“qualities of the Antichrist” (sig. [E6] v): Antichrist's members arengelly
speaking, “euill, wicked, sinfull, prophane, & far from all goodness” (sig. [E&Juf);
Tymme is also quick to fine-tune Antichrist’'s new biography so that his “subtill
deceits” might be “made frustrate” (sig. [L6] v). For Tymme, Anticheidtibits
“three vices especially, namely: To be an adversarie unto God, and his diuine
doctrine; not to be co[n]tente with the true worship of God; and to be proud & to rule
ouer faith, as if he were some God” (sig. [E6] v). These are all charactetfistt
Luther highlights in his own rewritings of Antichrist’s biography, but otheesinth-
century writers introduce new criteria as they specify the nature ofhisti's
wickedness.

Just as the Antichrist becomes a kind of trope—a figurative, aggregate

villain—in the later sixteenth century, so too did Elizabethan writers inoglasely
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on new metaphors to characterize him. This first part of this chapter explains how
Elizabethan writers used the figure of Proteus as a metaphor for thgatggre
Antichrist. The image of Proteus as “many in one” modeled the nature of a
composite villain—one whose many forms together establish Antichrist'soalys
body. Atthe same time, the characteristics of Proteus the man—the “one behind the
many”— helped to define the specific nature of Antichrist’s various membertgeAs
“old Forger,” Proteus was a master of disguise and a reluctant truth-gelkeo were
the members of Antichrist. These Antichrists hid behind their own masks, including
clerical vestments and religious offices, and could continually transformstiees,
adopting new roles and new disguises depending on their audience and situation.
Perhaps chief among their “Protean sleights” was linguistic mutal#litiychrist’s
members were skilled rhetoricians who masked the truth with their words.
Elizabethan writers consistently characterize Antichrist’s sophastirotean: his
language is as slippery as Proteus’s successive transformations. Whé&lvs
subdues Proteus with sheer physical strength, Protestant writers likeshahbi
Matthew Parker and homilist William Fulke seek to overcome Antichrist \wéin t
rhetorical prowess. In a war of words, they attack Catholic argumerdsiputous
detail, attempting to pin down Antichrist by exposing his fallacious arguments.
Yet the Elizabethan Antichrist was not merely a rhetorical threat; hala@as
a foreign military opponent. Just as Elizabethan writers use Proteus’stnaasbns
as a metaphor for Antichrist’s linguistic mutability, they deploy €antmetaphor to
depict Antichrist’s bellicose foreign nationalism. The chapter next atbaes

Francis Davison'$ask of Proteus and the Adamantine R@A&99) is an allegory
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for the Spanish Antichrist and its imposing Armada. As a sea god, Proteus is an apt
metaphor for the Spanish navy, and his identity as the mythic king of the Egyptians
coincides with Elizabethan notions of a foreign Antichrist. Davison alludes to
representations of the Spanish Antichrist in late-century anti-Armada igpkamd in

this way, he casts a Proteus as a threat to Protestant English nationalism.

Davison’s Protean Antichrist brings into focus shifting Elizabethan
conceptions of Antichrist’s whereabouts: as the Antichrist expands from a siagl
to an institution to an ever-expanding kingdom, Elizabethan writers increasingly
characterize him as an exterior enemy rather than an interior one.s,\uhile early
Reformation writers like John Bale attacked the Antichrists lurking withogidhd—
especially those roving the court and ensnaring the ruling classes-bditiaa
writers like Protestant Bishop John Jewel locate Antichrist outside of iiehgl&hile
Davidson allegorizes a Spanish Antichrist, Jewel depicts an Eastern threathepne w
is sometimes Persian, sometimes Turkish, but invariably Other. Jewel evokes
Antichrist’s exoticism in a debate about English nationalism, and the cheguesa
that Jewel uses the figure of the foreign Antichrist to define a Protestamtatat
identity for England. Jewel outlines in his religious polemic what Spensetakes
up in imaginative literature, particularly Book 1 dhe Faerie Queen@590).

Not only does Spenser use Antichrist to articulate his own version of English
Protestant nationalism, but his Antichrist is also distinctly Protean inealWays
modeled by earlier polemic: his Antichrist is an amorphous villain comprésing
variety of shape-shifting deceivers who challenge Red Crosse in bothadletod

physical combat. Spenser’s Antichrist is also an exterior threat akin widepiin
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Davison and Jewel: his exoticism is at odds with Red Crosse’s own Englishyidentit
Granted, the entire landscape that Red Crosse travels is equally akasvitas
outward; that is, the Antichrists that Red Crosse battles—Archimago, Duedshea
Sans-brother—are allegories for qualities that are as much inside of louatséde of
him. Nonetheless, Canto 10 distinctly excludes Red Crosse’s enemies from his
espoused national identity, and in this way, Spenser recapitulates Anticfifit's
from an interior to exterior threat. That is, if Antichrist begins the sixteestury
within known worlds, he becomes by the end of the century an exotic Other excluded
from the possibility of English national identity. The chapter makes thisrengt by
first establishing the use of Protean imagery in Elizabethan Antichrishfaplg then
argues how Davidson uses Proteus as an allegory for Spanish Antichrist. These
depictions of a foreign Antichrist frame subsequent claims about the function of
Antichrist in mid-century debates about English identity; and these debuatedie
Spenser’s depiction of a Protean Antichrist who emerges, in turn, as a distiatt thre

to Protestant nationalism.

ESTABLISHING A PROTEAN ANTICHRIST

Giamatti begins his seminal study of the Renaissance Proteus with at jpbidrai
Protean Erasmus: he recalls a letter written by humanist and physioiamoge Leo
likening Erasmus’s rhetorical mutability to Homer’s shape-shiftinggeelawho “in
varias formas mutasse sese” (qtd. Giamatti 437). Just as Proteus chaisgésriton
various forms, Erasmus changes “from poet to theologian, from theologian to cynic

philosopher, and from cynic philosopher to orator: ‘quae mirae metamorphoses Protei
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illius solius videbantur” (438). Leo presumably pays Erasmus a compliment,
praising his impressive versatility and intellectual breadth; yebuidvseem Erasmus
would rather not be likened to this slippery self-fashioner. With charactevistnd
candor, Erasmus replies that “he has never been other than he is” and “pointedly
compares himself to Ulysses instead” (438). Giamatti speculates as Eragmus
might resist Leo’s metaphor: “Perhaps [he] remembered, as his correspbade

not, that in hig€nchiridion (1503) Proteus had figured the evil passions of man”
(438). That is, while it may have been to some degree flattering “to signifg ma
potential for learning and virtue and, importantly, his artistic or litecapacities
under the figure of Proteus ... of all the interpretations of the shape-changer, some
were by no means benign” (438).

Renaissance depictions of Proteus are, indeed, outright contradictory. Proteus
is at once a benevolent truth-teller and a master of deceit. In Homer’s account
Proteus is a reclusive “old Sea-tell-truth” who lives peacefully amonguNejstseal
pups and minds his own business (4.538). Homer’s Proteus (like the truths he tells)
might be literally hard to handle, but this sea god is no trickster. Instead, it is
Menelaus who tricks Proteus, luring him out of hiding and seizing him in his sleep.
Proteus transforms himself to elude this Spartan ambush, but once subdued, he is
cooperative: he dutifully tells Menaleus and his men the safe way home. Yet other
accounts of Proteus tend to emphasize his efforts to conceal the truth rather #than shar
it. His shape-shifting is not the defensive tactic of a surprised old man but the
offensive strategy of an oracle who hates his job. IBHikotheca Eliotag1559),

Sir Thomas Elyot reports that Proteus was “a prophete, notwithstandyng lieneoul
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geue aunswer but being costrained by Ulisses” (sig. Mmm ij r). Here, &lgbises
Ulysses with Menaleus, and this misattribution overtly signals Elyatie subtle
changes to the Protean narrative. While Elyot recognizes Proteus asleetgrbp
does not explicitly identify him as a truth-teller, nor does he specify taeitye of
Proteus’s “aunswer” to Ulysses. In fact, in the first edition of ElyDitdionary
(1538), an abbreviated entry describes Proteus simply as a “jugglar,” thtif/idg
him as a trickster and also implicitly calling into question the accurieis @racles
(sig. [T iv] r). Elyot also emphasizes that while Proteus is a prophet, he imn¢luc
to “giue aunswer,” only doing so when forced by the strongest of men. Similarly
Stephen Batman describes a Proteus who “neuer gaue foorth anye true, Guacles
when hee was forced or constrained thereunto” (sig. E2 v). Both Elyot andnBatma
present Proteus’s truth-telling as the rare exception to the rule: he isltartlhyf

when coerced.

The sixteenth century is similarly ambivalent about Proteus’s shapeghift
“sleights” (4.550): while some, like Ambrose Leo above, admire the dextrdus sel
transformation, others deplore the deceptive potential of artful mutabilityfathe
the Proteus’s “orbit of action is not fixed, like that of angels or animals, giwethki
power to transform himself into whatever he chooses and become a mirror of the
universe” (Wind 191). Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, the fifteenth-centurytalia
philosopher, expresses direct admiration for this kind of mutability in his o@ton
the Dignity of Man“Who would not admire this chameleon?” (gtd. Wind 191).
Repeated self-transformation yields a range of knowledge and expehaha#dws

for a kind of transcendence. As Giamatti notes, “man’s Protean ability to adiapt a
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to act many roles is the source of the power that enables him to assume the burdens of
civilization, to create cities on earth and win citizenship among the imisiofd&9).
Stephen Greenblatt has also influentially elaborated the role of self-fashioning
allowing man to shape his identity and, in turn, his sense of self in Renaissance
society (Renaissanc®)!® Greenblatt argues that self-fashioning is always (though
not exclusively) achieved through language (9), and it would seem that Amlamse L
imagines Erasmus as just this kind of self-fashioner—a “Protean writer whe know
many things and can assume various forms through and of expression” (Giamatti
447). That Protean mutability is an attractive metaphor for identity faymatet it
can also be deceptive and misleading.

While Proteus can be an image of the “limitless man,” he is also an “ewvil see
and deceitful actor” (Giamatti 444). Elyot brands Proteus a “jugglarigaigc
because he “coulde shewe hym selfe in sondry fourmes” (Dictiosigty[ T iv r]).
Raphael Holinshed similarly associates Proteus’s transformatiamdlusion.
Preempting critics of his Scottish chronicles, he disparages those whoikeay “|
Proteus at their owne pleasure make black seeme white [and], alter eatiereimo
euerie shape” (fol. 405). Holinshed understands Proteus’s mythic transfornaations
inherently deceptive: he expects Protean critics to misrepresent lis Wwikewise,
sixteenth-century authors frequently associate Proteus’s changeatitiityice and

even with the devil himself. Batman notes how Proteus “straungely doth transforme”

135 Giamatti notes the degree to which one’s abibitghape identity is necessary for civic function:
“Man is not Protean because he is civilized; heividized because he is Protean, and the rolea€ ci
Proteus is central to the Renaissance’s view of imanciety” (439).
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and that “some thincke that by Proteus the dyvers affections, of manns mynde are
signified,” explicitly linking Proteus’s mutability with man’s propeysiv sin:
...for somewhat wee take pleasure, for the chiefeste felicitie, when in
verye deede it is but a hoggish affection: otherwhyle Anger haleth vs,
and maketh vs more lyke Tygres, than men: sometimes Pryde
assaulteth us, and maketh us more hautie then Lyons: sometime
swynish affections, and then we become more Dronken then hogs: as
for good cogitations, they haue smalle or no dwellings in our harts ...
Wherefore, if wee wyll reape anye profite by Proteus that is, by these
our dyuers affections, we must bridle theym. (sig. E2 r-v)
For Batman, Proteus’s metamorphoses signify the worst of human behavior—
including at least four of the seven deadly sins: wrath, pride, gluttony, and sloth.
Along these lines, theologians frequently demonize Proteus, likening Satan’s
innumerable names and forms to Proteus’s own myriad transformations. In his
commentary on Revelation, the sixteenth-century Protestant homilisaHulke
explains that St. John represents Satan “with sundrie titles... and alsdrkiggpt
diuers names that wee mighte vnderstand, that... he be an artificer of a thousand
subtilties, and like Proteus, could transforme him selfe in a hundred shapes”

(Praelectionsfol. 131 r)**® Fulke suggests that suppressing Satan is akin to subduing

136 Fulke (1536/7-1589) was a popular homilist and/idit theologian who became “the
acknowledged successor to John Jewel in the thiealadefence of the Church of England against
Rome” in the 1570s and 80s (DNB).
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a struggling Proteus and finds it no surprise that Satan must “be taken andbcast int
boundes” (fol. 131 ¥’

Sixteenth-century writers evoke this more nefarious side of Proteus when they
link him specifically to the Antichrist. In a 1570 sermon, William Fulke again
employs a Protean metaphor, but this time he uses the figure to explain the inature o
shape-shifting Antichrist—an aggregate villain whose many members “chaunge
themselues like Proteus into neuer so vnlikely shapes” (sig. F I r). In one sense,
Antichrist's many members are like Proteus’ own myriad transformatiesan
ever-changing Proteus, Antichrist manifests himself in as many fasrhss
innumerable members. Yet, as Fulke specifies, the figure of Proteus alss saxtel
member’s specific behavior: each one of Antichrist's members candtseife
shape, adopting new roles and new disguises as circumstances demand. Protestant
polemicists Jerome Barlowe and William Roye are perhaps the firstdolaes
Antichrist's members as distinctly Protean.Rede Me and Be Nott Wrot(iE525),
discussed in Chapter One above, they identify Bishop Henry Standish as an advisor to
Cardinal Wolsey who is himself “Antichristis chefe member” (I. 3533, sig. i8})
By associating with Wolsey, Standish too becomes part of Antichrist’s body,sand hi
Protean characteristics become signs of this membership. Standish it teale
more mutable / Then Proteus of forme so variable” (Il. 3502f., sig. i4v). As shape-
shifter, Standish assumes a variety of roles: “thou mayest se of theym iraone,h

Herod, Pilat, Cayphas, and Ann[as], / With their properties severall. / And in another

137 See Revelation 20 where Satan is cast into themiss pit and bound for one thousand years.

138 Henry Standish (d. 1535), Franciscan friar anh&gsof St. Asaph, was “a zealous upholder of the
church and persecutor of heretics” (DNB).
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manifestly, Judas full of conspiracy” (ll. 3495ff., sig. i4v). In order to demonstrate
Standish’s mutability, Barlowe and Roye record a fictive conversatiorebatw
Standish and Wolsey; they note when, over the course of the dialogue, Standish
speaks as each of these biblical traitors. Sometimes he speaks “the writdt (f
3574, sig. i6r), other times he answers “as the bishop Cayphas” (. 3579), and still
others “he did no persones represent/ Th[a]n Judas the trayour malevolent” (Il. 3492f.,
sig. i14v). Standish transforms himself successively into judge, jury, and coospirat
and he is also Protean in terms of his rhetorical style. Standish’s “sopHiistical
arguments against reform demonstrate a linguistic prowess akin to Pratsas’s
physical metamorphoses (I. 3525, sig. i5r). Barlowe and Roye allege thasBtandi
abuses biblical sources in the process of convincing Wolsey to prohibit the vernacular
bible: he uses words to “represent apes, and beares / Lyons, and asses with longe
eares” (Il. 3503-5, sig. i5r). Like Holinshed’s imagined critics who makactbl
seeme white,” Standish manipulates language to support his own interests and
skillfully makes words seem to mean that which they may not. Like Protmug’s
physical transformations, language is the Antichrist's smokescredrjustas
Proteus is eventually unmasked, so too do the Antichrist’s inconsistent and
contradictory arguments eventually collapse. Barlowe and Roye are meddty
the Antichrist’'s Protean rhetoric just as Menelaus is undaunted by Proteus’s
transformations: they demand “to heare... these wordes right interpreted” (I. 3527,
sig. i5r).

The figure of Proteus comes to characterize the members of Antichrist’s

mystical body in the sixteenth-century writing. Barlowe and Roye chrilsien
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metaphor early, and by the middle of the century, the figure of the Protean &htichr
appears to have taken hold in Protestant reform polemic. Archbishop Matthew Parker
is among the first Elizabethan Protestant to associate the two figurds. pst
Tridentine assessment of Catholic doctridgjodly and necessarye admonition of the
decrees and canons of the Counsel of T(&564), he characterizes the papal rules
for receiving communion as both Antichristian and ProtéanTrent reaffirmed the
Church’s position that laymen did not need to receive the Eucharist under both
species, bread and wine, but Parker objects to the practice of reserving thetbe
priest alone. “Thou seest Christian Reader, the steppes of Antichrist, whotlextolle
himselfe aboue God” (fol. 76). Parker insists that the faithful should “receaue both
kinds” and cites the “expresse and manyfest commaundement of ORIBIKE YE,

& he addethAL, namely they whiche eate the same also must drinke” (fol. 77). This
is a commandment, Parker insists, that “the perspicuity of the cou[n]sell cem by
meanes make darke, howsoeuer they turne themselues into all manner of fames li
Proteus” (fol. 77). Like Barlowe and Roye, Parker characterizes Antishrist
members as being as rhetorically dexterous as Proteus is mutableimilarargay,

John Barthlet'sThe pedegrewe of heretiqugd$66) accuses the late Bishop Stephen
Gardiner of being “that Proteus” for advancing the doctrine of transubsiamti&t

Barthlet argues that Gardiner manipulated the “spdaelade is the bodye of Christ

139 The STC attributes the tract to Parker while ithe page only identifiedattias Flacius lllyricus
as author and translator.

140 30hn Barthlet, “a Church of England clergyman aathor, was perhaps one of the many
evangelical laymen who entered the ministry latéfénafter the accession of Elizabeth I” (DNBJhe
pedegrewe of heretiquegs “a reply to Richard Shacklock's translatiotCafdinal Hosius'®e

origine haeresium nostri temporigublished in 1565 abhe Hatchet of HeresieBartlett attempted to
show that all Roman Catholic doctrine was taintgdhéresies traceable to either Judas Iscariot or
Simon Magus. The table of heretics he appendedhawesome length, including such peculiar sects
as ‘Visiblers’ and ‘Mice-feeders™ (DNB).
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to mean f's made the body of Christ &¢fol. 56 v). For Barthlet, this Protean

rhetoric is a sign that Catholics are not only heretics but also members dftitica ¢

of Antichrist... the societie of the mysticall body of sinne and perdition” (fol. 86).

Protestant writer John Bridges likewise characterizes these mamgsvasi “the

shiftes of Proteus” (fol. 433), noting that Antichrist's members use language to

conceal the truth. Imhe supremacie of Christian princes ouer all persons

throughout the[ilr dominiong1573), Bridges responds to the separate tracts of

Thomas Stapleton and Nicholas Sander— Catholics who, along with many other

recusant writers, published extensive defenses of the Council of Trent. Bridges

argues that these recusant “volumes” expose the Protean rhetoric of itsichr

members, “who... chaunging their shapes kketeus,haue so often altred their

religion” (fol. 151):
The experience whereof [of reading these tracts] is dayly to be séene in
the Papists, defending their errors and impugning the truth, in their
subtile practises, in their tyrannicall inquisitions, and cruel torments,
yea euen in this yours and your fellowes volumes, striuing to obscure
and deface the truth: but all these steps notwithstanding, the truth is
and shal be more and more set forth, the Popish errors [le]sse and lesse
begutle vs, and the kingdome of Antichrist detected and forsaken. (fol.
40)

Like the Protean Antichrist described above, Bridges’ Antichrist obscures the trut

with language; and like Barlowe and Roye, Bridges himself is confident that the

members of Antichrist’s kingdom will be discovered and overcome. That being said,
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while Bridges exposes the Antichrist’s illusions, he does not necessaullytimat
the ensuing battle against this Protean villain will be easy. Neither dabEthan
writers imagine Proteus himself as an easy opponent. Francis Davikendask of
Proteus and the Adamantine Rq&k94) is case-in-point.

Davison composetdhe Mask of Proteus and the Adamantine Rod¢lonor of
Henry Holmes, the self-declared “Prince of Purpoole” and Lord of Misrulesat <
Inn during the season of 1594-5. The masque was performed at Elizabeth’s court for
Shrovetide!*! Davison’s Proteus is the familiar shape-shifter who tries to evade
capture by manipulating his appearance, but his transformations are unusual,
seemingly tailored to his individual victim. In Davison, Proteus’s transfoonmsat
arguably become an allegory for the Protestant view of Antichrist, and Dassison’
masque might even hold a place in the tradition of Antichrist literature. Observing
the “gallant shape and budding Youth” of his latest opponent, the Prince of Purpoole,
Davison’s Proteus first transforms into a “goodly lady, passing fairli aopes that
that her “matchless Beauty” will tempt the Prince to release him (fal. \When the
Prince is undeterred, Proteus responds by transforming again, this time intan& serpe
who “might affright” even “th’ undaunted Master of dread Cerberus” (fol. 61)| Stil
ensnared, Proteus then bribes the Prince, appearing as “many Diadems asa@®Rubie

inestimateable worth” (fol. 62). His last resort is to assume severa fdronce:

141 As Orgel explains, “For the season 1594-5, thelgeren of Gray’s Inn had revived the custom of
appointing a Lord of Misrule to supervise the revakting from Christmas to Shrovetide. He was, a
subsequent report tells us, ‘one Mr. Henry Holntéslfnes], a Norfolk gentleman, who was thought to
be accomplished with all good parts, for fit soagre dignity; and was also a very proper man of
personage, and very active in dancing and revéliglmes styled himself ‘Prince of Purpoole,” and
Gray’s Inn became a miniature court during whatesppo have been a depressingly sophomoric two
months. Part of the Prince’s time was taken up @it imaginary voyage to visit ‘the great and myght
emperor of all Russia,’ on ‘Theodore EvanwhichwHs to represent the triumphant return from this
journey that a colleague, Francis Davison, compd$edMask of Proteus and the Adamantine Rock
which also served to conclude Helmes's reign” (8).
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Proteus becomes a “sad Spectacle” and transforms himself into a gistyc@
war-ravaged battlefield, featuring the “mangl’d” bodies of the Princeads and
fellow soldiers (fol. 62). Strikingly, Davison’s Proteus is as resourcaflil a
unrelenting as Antichrist himself, even if he is not immediately or @iplic
associated with Antichrist at this point in the performance. Adso’s Antichrist
similarly uses successive tactics to overcome the faithful—includingtégions,

fear, bribes, and eventually violent coercion. Indeed, Proteus’s final spectacle
Davison’s masque is not unlike the strategy of Bale’s Sedition who, when gifts and
fear prove ineffectual, threatens King John with violent images of war—thamesl
consequence of his continued opposition to Rome.

Archbishop John Jewel continues to apply Adso’s criteria under Elizabeth; in
his posthumougn Exposition vpon the two epistles of S. Paul to the Thessalonians
(1583), he too suggests that Antichrist manifests in various, increasinglethngat
forms—from a singular, simple creature to climactic, catastrophicaable

Such a thorne, suche a beare, suche a serpent is Antichriste. At the
firste he shal seeme softe and gentle, and pretie and innocent. After he
shal growe fierce, and arme himself with sting and poison. ... Euen so
Antichrist, thou hee seeme gentle milde....He growth by degrees, he
wil be like his fire, his pawes wil bee dreadful, hys mouth wil be

deadly. Who so euer know [the] nature and working of an earthquake,
how it growth and how it worketh, know that at the first it is some

little winde... [then] out it breaketh, and teareth the earth, & renteth

rockes, ouerthroweth mountains, shaketh downe townes & Cities...

172



Such is the working of an earthquake: so greate and mightye at the
end, so little and simple at the first. (sig. Viir -V ii v)
Like Proteus, Jewel’s Antichrist transforms himself to deceive; J@anghds readers
of the discrepancy between Antichrist's appearance and his underlyingyidgentit
that they might not be fooled by Antichrist’s pleasant appearance: “a thorndh ihoug
be softe, is a thorne; a beare though he be little is a beare; a serpent thoughe he be
preatie is a serpent” (sig. Vii r). In Davison, the Prince of Purpoole mugadymi
remind himself that Proteus’s appearance as a beautiful woman, fiery serpett
diadems is merely a pleasant “delusion.” Purpoole, like Jewel’s readers, must
continue “still to keep his fastened hold” (fol. 61). This resonance between Proteus’s
calculated metamorphoses in Davison and Antichrist’s own transformatiies tact
could be more than accidental—especially given the body of earlier Ehzaltexts
that explicitly link Proteus and Antichrist.

There are two significant ways in which Davison’s Proteus appears to allude
to Antichrist tradition, both of which arise through his more immediate targets,
Spanish imperialism and Romish Catholicism. Davison’s seafaring shape-shift
alludes most directly to Spain and its grand Armada. This Spanish theme reconnects
Proteus to Elizabethan Antichrist literature because numerous late-century
propagandists frequently and explicitly identify potential Spanish invadegeatsa
of the Antichrist. Spain threatens a Catholic resurgence in England, and gleeyima
of Davison’s masque also draws upon allegorical images of papal authorigy. Thi
more bellicose Proteus, bearing the flag of Spain and the keys of Peter, has the

potential to change more than himself—he can transform others, too. In this way,
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Proteus, Spain, and Antichrist become interchangeable signifiers forculaerti
threat to England’s Protestant national identity—namely, forced submissioa to t
papacy. Stephen Orgel admits that Francis DavisidmesMask of Proteus and the
Adamantine Rocls “by no means the best of the Tudor entertainments, but it is
notable because it is the first one that at all resembles the standard Jacabgae”
(8). This masque also looks forward to later Jacobean formulations of English

identity by advancing a nationalistic rhetoric of its own.

FRANCIS DAVISON'S THE MASK OF PROTEUS

The Mask of Proteus and the Adamantine Raxkns with Purpoole’s Esquire
recounting the Prince’s fictive dealings with Proteus, whom he had encountered on
one of his “many strange Exploits” abroad (fol. 60). Purpoole’s encounter with
Proteus had been much like Menelaus’s. Seeing “porpoises in a great unusual Flock”
(fol. 61), Purpoole had detected the cave of their master, Proteus, who lay sleeping
among his pups. He “seized suddainly upon this Demy-God,” and Proteus “thus
surpris’d, resorted presently / To his familiar Arts, and turning Tricks” §b). A
struggle ensued, but Purpoole eventually subdued Proteus, who finally “fix’d himself
in his own wonted Shape” and begged for his liberty in exchange for a series of
rewards—fortune, honor, fame, and great victories (fol. 62). The prince refused
them all, arguing that he could never take these gifts without “sweat or pabgur

or danger” (fol. 62). Intrigued by the challenge, Proteus agreed to a gamferbd of
his Adamantine Rock, “the Sea’s true Star,” which controls “the wild Empire of the

Ocean” and gives whomever possesses it dominion over the seas (fol. 61). He would
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place the Rock wherever Purpoole appointed, provided that the Prince “should bring
him to a Power, / Which in attractive Vertue should surpass” the Rock’s “wond’rous
force” (fol 63). Eager to compete for a prize so great, Purpoole agreed, even
volunteering that he and seven of his knights enter into the Rock as hostages, to be
released “when this great Covenant should be perform’d” (fol. 63).

Purpoole’s Esquire recounts these arrangements at the outset of the masque,
and Davison devotes the remaining action entirely to the resolution of the game.
Proteus first proudly “blazon[s].. forth” the power of his Adamantine Rock:

What needeth Words, when great Effects proclaim

Th’ attractive Virtue of th’ Adamantine Rocks

Which forceth Iron, which all things else commands? (fol. 63).
Proteus’s Rock is apparently magnetic and attracts even the strongestlef hroat;
nevertheless, the Esquire is undaunted by the Rock’s powerful magnetism asd chide
Proteus for his presumption. The Esquire assures Proteus that Purpoole has the
means to defeat him: “But calm awhile your over-weening Vaunts; / Prefeafe be
and do not use your Eyes (fol. 64). The Esquire then gestures to Elizabeth, seated in
the court audience, and presents Purpoole’s own “true adamant of hearts figextolli
her exceeding virtue (fol. 64). Without as much as a rebuttal, the defeated Proteus
surrenders his Rock to Elizabeth, and the masque concludes with the triumphant
release of Purpoole and his knights. According to the account of the revels in the
Gesta Grayorunf1688), Elizabeth was pleased with the admiring tribute and “graced

every one; particularly she thanked His Highness [the Prince of Purpoole, Henry
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Helmes] for the good performance of all that was done; and wished that their sports
had continued longer” (fol. 67§?

Richard McCoy has argued that the action of the masque refers to
contemporary naval practices with Spain under Essex. The prospect of winning
control of “the wide Empire of the Ocean” (fol. 61) may reflect the “ambiticthef
earl of Essex who began promoting a more aggressive naval policy against Spain at
this time and would subsequently lead a huge expedition against Caliz in 1596 and
the Azores in 1597” (218). Since such an endeavor required the queen’s support,
Essex may have enlisted Davison to compose an “appeal in conventional romantic
compliment” (218). Yet while McCoy postulates Davison’s engagement with
Essex’s contemporary exploits, the masque also resonates with a rangeof earli
Armada propaganda published in 1588-89. The masque, and particularly Elizabeth’s
bloodless victory over Proteus, parodies the failure of the Spanish Armada, which had
similarly yielded naval dominance to England without a fight.

Notably, Elizabeth’s virtue alone—not “Force and the instruments of Wars”
(fol. 61)— instigates Proteus’s surrender. So too do the Armada tracts credit
Elizabeth’s virtue with the destruction of the Spanish navy. The anonymous “Sonnet
of triumph to England” (1588) celebrates Spain’s defeat at Elizabeth’s hand:

England reioyce, the foes of thy welfare,
The foes, that made the former monarkes bowe,

Wrath, warre, discorde, and envy fettered are,

142 The Gesta Greyorunf1688) prints the text 6fhe Mask of Proteusnd an account of its
performance at court; it was apparently preparechfa 1590s manuscript and additionally contains an
extended fictive account of Purpoole’s adventutsad. Significantly, the narrative also makes
explicit reference to Shakespeare’s company andrest@has 1594 court performanceTdfe Comedy

of Errors (see fol. 22).
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Elizabeth, euen with a lawrell bow

Hath vanquished them, that foyles Caesars band

Vpon thy portes, to feat thy forraine foe,

Destruction standes, with blouddy sword in hand,

Within thy Coast, in townes and Country goe,

Plenty and peace, armed with a hasell wande,

Thy subiects true, on mylke and hony feed,

Thy abiects false, consume like flames of reed.
Here, Elizabeth “with laurell bow” single-handedly foils Spanish naval agigresm
the same way that the queen’s “garlands of Vertues, Beauties, and Perfections
overcome Proteus in Davison’s masque. Purpoole praises Elizabeth’s “adamant of
Hearts” which defends “Britaihand’ against its foreign enemies, and he notes that
“upon the force of this inviolate Rock / The Giant-like Attempts of Power unjust /
Have suffer'd Wreck” (fol. 65). Here, the Esquire likely refers to the litera
destruction of the Spanish navy (fol. 65), especially in light of the other wayth¢ha
masque resonates with Armada propaganda.

Theodore Beza's 1588 broadside& Serenissimam Elizabethan Angliae
Reginam similarly extols England’s virtuous queen “for whom both windes and
waues are prest to fight,” but Beza also emphasizes the great pride of théa Spanis
king who, with “swelling heart,” instigated the attack:

Now if you aske what set this king on fire,
To practice warre when he of peace did treat,

It was hisPride, and neuer quenched desire
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To spoile that Islands wealth, by Peace made great

His Pride which far aboue the heavens did swell,

And his desire as vnsufficed as hell.
Davison’s Proteus is similarly known for his swelling pride: the Esquire mdatyora
warns Proteus that “the Seas have taught your speech to swell” (fol. 64) and
mockingly recalls Proteus’s foolhardy assumption that his challenge to Purpoole
“would no way be perform’d” (fol. 63). The Esquire also accuses Proteus of
underestimating the “hearts of Men” when he proudly asserts the strenigéh of t
Rock: “What can your Iron do without Arms of Men? / And Arms of Men from
Hearts of Men do move...” (fol. 64). The authorfoTrue Discourse of the Armie
which the king of Spain caused to bee assembled in the Hauen of Lisbon, in the
Kingdom of Portugal, in the yeare 1588 against EngléiB9), also accuses Spain
of “not onely neglecting the almightie to trust in their owne might: but relying on
themselues and theyr own power to glory and boast thereof vnto the world”
(Archdeacon, trans., sig. [A3] v). Proteus boasts specifically of the power of his
Adamantine Rock, which “by [its] attractive Force, was drawn to light, / Fronindept
of Ignorance, that new found World, / Whose Golden Mines Iron found out and
conquer’'d” (fol. 64). Here, Proteus explicitly links the power of his Rock to new
world conquest, and his apparent investment in transatlantic exploration strengthens
the associative connection between Proteus and Spanish conquest.

Davison’s masque deeply resonates with Armada polemic; although Spain is

never mentioned directly, Proteus (and his failed bid against Purpoole) nonetheless

allegorizes the failure of the Spanish navy. What's more: the same Atraat$athat
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cast Elizabeth as virtuous weapon against a proud Spain also ubiquitously cast Spain
as a proud, deceptive Antichrist. In the final lines offhreeruailous combat of
contrarieties(1588), William Averell earnestly prays for England’s safety in the face
of the impending Spanish invasion, urging his readers to “feare not, neither bee
afraide for the force of Spaniards, nor for al the multitude that is with thegn” (s
[E4v]). He prays specifically for the “confusion of Antechrist,” likenihg Spanish
threat to Antichrist himself (sig. Fv). So too doesghenymougrayer for
Assistance against the ArmalEb88) pray for strength against “the sleights of
Antichrist’—phrasing that resonates with the figure of Proteus whmitasly
known for his deceptive “sleights” (Chapman, 4.550). InAhiarewell Entituled to
the famous and fortunate generalls of our English forces: Sir lohn Norris & Syr
Frauncis Drake(1589), George Peele prays that the forces of England’s counter-
Armada might “deface the pryde of Antechrist / And pull his Paper walles andypoper
downe” (fol. 6)}** These authors associate Spain and Antichrist in passing and
almost off-handedly—as if the connection between the Spanish empire and the
Antichrist needs no explanation. Yet other pamphleteers make a specifiorcthee f
Spanish Antichrist.

In The Spanish Masquerad®589), Robert Greene finds the Spanish
Antichrist in a series of cunning disguises. Green first identifies twelegtos,”
each pledging Spanish allegiance to a specific political or theologittairéty,
including the king, his nobility, his cardinals and clergy, and the papacy itself.

Greene proceeds to expose each figurehead as the clever guise ofshghiage-

143 Drake and Norris led a fleet to the Iberian cémdt589; Elizabeth hoped to take advantage of
Spain’s 1588 failure, but the expedition was ultiehaunsuccessful and the English navy took heavy
losses.
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Antichrist. Just as successive popes masquerade as “Feeders of the flocke” only
“haue prooued rauening Wolues” (sig. Br), so too are Spain’s nobility and tergy
presumptuous brood of Antechrist” who “in their Carnouale...go in Maskes” to
conceal their sinfulness (sig. Cv). Averell similarly depicts the Spanisbhhist as
a masquerader, blasting Spain’s “papisticall lesuites” for donning Lskms in
order to deceive the faithful:
You cannot knowe them by their Priestly garmentes, for sometimes
they iet in Lions skins, but you may discry them by their asses eares,
péeping out from vnder their hoodes. They will faine vnto you outward
holinesse, when inwardly they are verie hypocrites, they will perswade
you they séeke the saluation of your soules, when they meane to
bewitch you with that inchantment. (sig. Cr)
Davison’s Proteus evokes these depictions of Antichrist as a deceiver, even including
the specific image of Proteus as a “shepherd in Lions Skins” in the finabfities
masque. The concluding song depicts Proteus as a false lion who is unmasked in the
presence of Elizabeth, the true “Royal Lion” of England:
Shepherds sometimes in Lions Skins were cloath’'d

But when the Royal Lion doth appear,

The Lion’s Skin, that grac’d our Vanity,
Falls down in presence of Her Majesty. (fol. 67)
Presumably, shepherds disguised themselves in animal skins for the protection of

their flock, and the image of Proteus hiding behind lion’s skins recalls how he too
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uses “wily shifts” to protect himself and evade the likes of Menelaus and tiee Pri

of Purpoole. Proteus’s gallant posturing also becomes a kind of leonine disguise;
Proteus boasts of dominion over the sea, but his boasts are empty next to Elizabeth,
who possesses true dominion over her subjects’ hearts. Davison’s Esquire argues
how Elizabeth inspires the “purest Zeal and Reverence” among Englishmeal—a ze
that “straight put[s] off all temper that is false / All hollow Fear... /.../ Arathd{s]

direct upon the Loyal line” (fol. 64). Averell similarly assures his re;adéthe

strength of England’s true lion in the face of Catholic deception: “the pyihae, is

the armes of your famous Countrie, retaine then his nature, and kéepe his courage,
faint not nor flie from your enemies, but most valiantly beard them to their, thegs
they may knowe the Lion will not shrinke in daungers, nor English hartes faint in
troubles” (sig. Cv). Averall emphasizes how Elizabeth, the Princely lion, inspires
English hearts to remain steadfast against her most powerful enemies.

These images of leonine royalty — a fierce Queen who can roar against the
terrors of both Proteus and Spain—place Elizabeth in square opposition to papal
authority. Once Davison implicitly aligns Proteus with the Spanish Antichrest, t
image of the lion roaring against the rock can be read emblematicaltyiasge of
the Sovereign’s opposition to the pope, the Petrine Rock. When the Esquire recounts
the merits of Proteus’s lodestone, which grants the possessor control of the seas, one
wonders whether this “Empire large” is not literal oceans, but the papalrfsee; a
when the Esquire further insists that Proteus’s gift of the seas “is voidusethe
seas are “already here” (fol. 65), one wonders whether this is becausethliaabe

Supreme Head of the Church in England, already possesses this self-gamesrel
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authority. Proteus himself depicts iron as the “Prince” of metals tremblfogelibe
iron-drawing power of his rock: “Iron, of Metals Prince by ancient Right; / .../
Continually, with trembling Aspect, / True Subject-like, eyes his dread Soméreig
(fol. 63). The image of a prince’s deference to a rock might further suggest the
behavior of Catholic princes who revered the pope as their own “dread Sovereign”
(fol. 63). In Armada propaganda, the subjugation of Elizabeth (and, in turn, her
subjects) is precisely what is at stake in the battle against the Spanidtridint At

the conclusion of hiSpanish Masquerad@reene admits that Spain’s shape-shifting
Antichrist is a threat to England because “the malitious enemie seekexi(ppifiby
ambition and couetousnesse) to subuert our religion, and make a Conquest of our
Island” (sig. C3r). Just as Proteus transforms himself, the Spanish Antsduggit

to transform England, restoring the Old Religion and stripping Elizabeth of her
religious authority. The Spanish Antichrist is, in this way, a distinct thoehe
nation’s Protestant identity. Greene and others respond to the threat with alisitiona
rhetoric of princely allegiance—one that casts Elizabeth as God’saighteader

and the Catholic Antichrist as an usurping Other who is distinctly non-Erdfish.
Davison similarly concludeShe Mask of Proteusy reiterating Elizabeth’s “true
majesty” and her triumph over Proteus’s exotic “Inchantments” and “false

principality” (fol. 66)*°

144 Greene, for example, ends his tract by assuriaders that God protects the English nation by
protecting Elizabeth: “Yet hée that seated our mogll Princesse in her Kingdome, as his Minister
to set foorth his trueth, and plant his Gospeill, stirowds her vnder his wing, and protectes hemf
the violent attempt of all her foes, and breakéttihe whéeles of their Chariotes, that [strive fhw
Pharao,to persecute his people” (sig. C3r). Green faghelizabeth as the biblical Moses who
protects God’s chosen nation from the tyrannicarBah.

145 Davison perhaps alludes to Proteus’s mythic relprince of Egypt. Elyot recalls, “in verie deede
he [Proteus] was kynge of Aegypte in the time dafus kynge of Troy” (sig. Mmm ij r).
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Davison never invokes the name of Antichrist, but a courtier versed in
Antichristic, anti-Spanish, or anti-papal polemic would be able to read Proteus’s
performance as a code for Antichrist. A body of Elizabethan polemic agsociat
Antichrist and Proteus; another body of texts associates Antichrist and Spain. It
would seem that by using Proteus as a metaphor for Spain, Davidson’s masque
doubly resonates as an Antichrist text. Through classical allusion, Davison #noids
scandal of declaring England’s Spanish enemies as diabolic agents of hadife
presents a delightful court entertainment instead. Masking the Antichtist guise
of Proteus enabled the trope to adapt and reproduce in the English imagination so that
polemicists could continue the work of fortifying an English national identity doote
in Protestantism.

Employing this kind of associative web was not uncommon among earlier
mid-century rhetoricians—especially those who had grown exhausted fromiegcess
projection of Antichrist onto ideological opponents. Indeed, before his death in
1571, John Jewel had admitted that English readers were weary of Antidhrist: “
knowe many men are offended to heare the Pope pointed out for Antichrist, and
thinke it an vncharitable kinde of doctrine: therefore | refraine to vse any soasna
and only wyl reporte to you of other, by what tokens Antichrist, when he commeth,

may bee knowne” (Certaine Sermpsig). E6 v- E7 r}*® Rather than name-drop

Antichrist, Jewel fashions a chain of associations that implicitly link Cathtu
Antichrist without using the “offending” moniker. He pledges to focus on the signs

and behaviors of the Catholic Antichrist and, as such, attacks Catholic ceremonies

14%As we will see shortly, Jewel does not frequentida by this pledge.
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and practices, comparing them to those “as in times paste, the Persians didi fier, a
the Egyptians...” (sig. D4 r). Persia and Egypt were contemporary swasdgathe
scriptural Babylon, the legendary birthplace of the Antichrist. Thus, even without a
specific appearance, Antichrist still looms in Jewel's anti-papal poleand Jewel
manages to expand Antichrist’'s new biography at the same time.

Jewel evokes Antichrist’s old vita in order to add to the new one: he
implicates specific Catholic practices as “tokens” of Antichrist astiscthis Catholic
villain as a foreign outsider. Significantly, Jewel’s reference tadarsl Egypt
highlights a burgeoning discourse of Protestant English identity thati @igso
Antichrist, the Roman Church, and Eastern nations and sets these three against the
Christ, the Protestant Church, and England herself. For Jewel and othemaRtotest
pamphleteers, Catholic practice was not only “antichristian” (sig. Cbut)was also
decidedly not English. As Greenblatt has argued, “self-fashioning is adhiev
relation to something perceived as alien, strange, or hostile. This thread¢hearg—
heretic, savage, witch, adulteress, traitor, Antichrist—must be discbeemevented
in order to be attacked and destroyed” (Renaiss&)cel'he same is true for
Elizabethan polemicists who use the Antichrist to define their English igeiiteir
use of Antichrist is akin to the logic of self-fashioning: their sense of &lngss is

achieved in relation to their sense of Antichrist’s foreignness.

JOHN JEWEL, THOMAS HARDING, AND THE ANTICHRIST

In his recent work on Catholic and anti-Catholic discourses in late Tudor England,

Arthur Marotti argues for a connection between emergent notions of English national
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identity and contemporary religious discourse; he is specifically imn¢eres how
anti-Catholic polemic shaped a distinctly Protestant nationalism in postiinede
England™*’ Marotti suggests that beginning about the time of Elizabeth’s
excommunication in 1570, polemical responses to several “religiously-codentsev
fueled early notions of Protestant English nationhood. He argues, for example, that
the failures of the Northern Uprising of 1569, the Spanish Armada of 1588, and the
Gunpowder Plot of 1605 generated a “providential narrative of deliverance in which
God periodically saved an elect Protestant nation from the assaults of tisedfiottoe
Antichrist” (10)*® Here, Marotti’'s reference to “Antichrist” is rhetorical shorthand
for a wide “vocabulary of anti-Catholicism” that demonized English Cathalids a
excluded them not only from the Reformed Church, but also from the emerging
Protestant nation-state (9). As such, Marotti does not argue for a moffespeci
connection between the figure of Antichrist and early English nationalism.théet

late-sixteenth century Antichrist narrative (and related lexicon) tohaMarotti

alludes grows out of an earlier, hostile dialogue with Catholic polemicists who not

471n the opening lines d®eligious Ideology and Cultural Fantasy: CatholindeAnti-Catholic
Discourses in Early Modern Englaniarotti argues, “English Nationalism rests orarfdation of
Anti-Catholicism. In the sixteenth and seventeeamthturies English identity was defined as Protestan
so Roman Catholicism, especially in its post-Triden Jesuit manifestations, was cast as the hated
and dangerous antagonist, most fearfully embodiedpapacy that claims the right to depose
monarchs. Politically intrusive popes’ vision oférnational order directly conflicted with the #iof
political autonomy implicit in the ideology of theewly emerging nation-state. From the time of
Queen Elizabeth’s accession in 1558 to that of2legious Revolution of 1688. Catholicism was for
the majority of nationalistic English both an enewithin and an enemy without. A vocabulary of
anti-Catholicism or anti-Popery was developed aglayed for a wide variety of national and
international political circumstances, becoming iensed finally in the post-1688 era in a Whig
narrative of English history” (9-10).

148 pope Pius V's issued his Bull of Excommunicati@egnans in Excelsig February 1570. While
the 1569 Northern Uprising actually pre-dates thié iy several months, Marotti suggests that
polemicists “retrospectively connected” Elizabetid&«ommunication to the uprising. The bull also
“absolved her Catholic subjects of allegiance todrel this led to the strong link between Cathsiiti
and treason emphasized in the later proclamatiodstatutes directed against priests, especially
missionary priests, and the recusant Catholic lahyp assisted them” (10).
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only sought to define an English national identity of their own, but also spegificall
deployed the figure of the Antichrist against their Protestant opposition.tMarot

makes passing reference to a figure that has otherwise become dselplaemism

for Elizabethan anti-Catholicism; however, the term is actually a comgbexs for

both Catholic and Protestant debates about the nature of the universal Church and, in
turn, English identity.

In the years immediately following Elizabeth’s accession, the fighire
Antichrist was not strictly an anti-papal commonplace, nor was a spdlgific
ProtestantEnglish nationalism a forgone conclusion. The controversial writings of
Protestant Bishop John Jewel and Catholic recusant Thomas Harding suggest that
even after the 1559 Elizabethan Settlement of Religion, both Protestants and
Catholics were still vying for control of England’s religious identity,well as a
powerful Antichrist rhetoric to use against their opposition. In two separate
controversies, Jewel, Harding, and their constituents employ images of tbleriant

to define competing images of the English church and its adver§&rigswel and

149 Jewel and Harding were the protagonists in twoomegntroversies in the 1560s. See Peter
Milward’s excellent summary iReligious Controversies of the Elizabethan Age 1-24; see also his
article “The Jewel-Harding Controversy,” pp. 32Qt34lewel’s “Challenge Sermon” (preached at
Paul's Cross on 26 November 1559, and again at @our7 March 1560 and Paul's Cross on 31
March 31) sparked the first controversy. In itwdeprimarily addresses abuses in the Mass, bat als
broadly challenges “Catholics to justify a numbgspecific points of their belief and practice from
the Scriptures or the Fathers or the General Ctauotthe first six centuries” (Milward, “Jewel-
Harding,” 324). The deposed Dean of St. Paul's,Hezmry Cole, offered the first response in private
correspondence, and Jewel published their exchdoged with a copy of his sermon in 1560.
Thomas Harding published the first major Cathadisponse in 156%n Answere to Maister luelles
Chalenge Jewel followed with hiReplie unto M. Hardinges Answeadrethe same year; Harding
countered wittA Reioindre to M. Jewels Replie1566; and Edward Dering responded on Jewel's
behalf withA Sparing Restrainih 1568. At the same time, Jewel's challenge ta&sn up by
Catholics John Rastell, Thomas Dorman, Thomas &tapl Nicholas Sanders, and William Allen. On
the Protestant side, Alexader Nowell replied torBan; John Bridges confuted Stapleton and Sanders.
Additionally, William Fulke launched an exhaustieotestant counterblast in the late 1570s, taking i
upon himself to leave “no Catholic work of controsqeunanswered” (Milward, Religioug) . See
Milward for additional discussion of this compliedtweb of assertions and replies. Jewkpslogy

of the Church of Englangublished in Latin in 1562 and in two Englishnskations, one in 1562 and
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Harding’s Antichrist was not only God’s enemy; he was also specificatijagd’s;
thus, their definitions of England’s religious identity coincided with their burggonin
senses of iteationalidentity. Both Jewel and Harding identify themselves as
adherents to Christ’s “true Church” at the same time that they idemtifiyselves as
Englishand loyal subjects of their Queen. In the same vein, they consistently
characterize Antichrist as specifically non-English: their Anisths outsider—one
whom they sometimes describe as Persian, sometimes Turkish, but invariably
“Other—whose foreign nationalism is distinctly at odds with “Englishrieskewel
and Harding's debate suggests at the very least that the foundations of English
national discourse were not exclusively Protestant and that polemicists ondesth si
of the Reformation debate were conceptualizing English nationhood nearly a decade
before the national and international conflicts that Marotti emphasizes abdat's W
more: the Jewel-Harding controversies reveal that the Antichrist ke player in
the formulation of these mid-sixteenth-century notions of what it meant to belingli
Peter Milward notes that Jewel and Harding’s elaborate polemical war onl
receives cursory attention in contemporary scholarship; nonetheless, tbese tw
giants—and their massive theological tomes— were considered the Tyndale and
More of their age. One sixteenth-century historian recalls that “Hgrdimd lewell,
were our Aeschines, and Demonsthe[nes]: and scarsely any language insharChri
world, hath afforded a payre of adversaries equivalent to Harding, and leveell: tw

thundering and lightning Oratours in divinity” (qtd. Milward, “Jewel-Harding,”)320

1564, sparked a second, concurrent controversyditapublished his massiv@onfutation of a
Booke Intituled An Apologie of the Church of Englam1565; Jewel published an even lengthier
Defensdn 1567; Harding countered with Detection of sundrie foule errouirs 1568; and Jewel
offered a final salvo in 1570, publishing a seceddion of hisDefensewith additions. Jewel died in
1571, and Harding the following year.
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Although they are adversaries, Jewel and Harding are remarkablyr simigams of
their rhetorical approach: both employ the same strategies as they stoudgilme
their religious and national identity. Both identify their opposition as the Antichris
and both define their religious identity in opposition to this Antichrist, aligning
themselves with the Christ’s one “true Church.” Both then cite the protection of
Queen Elizabeth, God’s appointed sovereign, in the battle against this Anticidist; a
finally, both describe Elizabeth’s enemy not only as an exile from the “tigeorel
but also as a foreign outsider whose Eastern allegiances pose a distinct tiatanal
Significantly, at the beginning of their great debate, neither Jewel nomigardi
imagines that it is possible to be English without being a member of the “true
Church"—that is, to be English was to be opposed to the Antichrist and to be allied
with the leonine Queen who roared against him. In this regard, Harding is
fascinating, if not tragic, for his indomitable but ultimately irreconcddbyalties to
both Queen Elizabeth and the Pope. In his early debates with Jewel, he struggled to
balance his political and religious identities— a struggle familiar toyrearly
modern Catholics who loved their nation just beneath their God. Yet, for Jewel,
counting Elizabeth among the Catholics’ allies only further demonstratesng’s
allegiance with Antichrist. Jewel accuses Harding of willfully nasieg the
evidence: Elizabeth had commissioned Jewel to outline the doctrine of the English
church and, as such, had effectively severed ties with the Rome. By continuing to
fashion Elizabeth as a champion of English Catholics, Harding advanced @aProte
rhetoric that made black seem white; he transformed Elizabeth’s allegiemthe

same way he and other Catholics purportedly transformed Scripture to $eisfy t
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theological arguments. Harding “altret[h], and shifteth himself into sufwinees:
in like sorte, as the Olde Poetes imagin, that one Proteus, a suttle fellowe caskke
was woonte to doo” (Answefol. 451). For Jewel, Harding's slippery rhetoric is a
token of the Antichrist; thus, Proteus remains a viable touchstone for Antichrist—
even as polemicists introduce new exotic metaphors for conceptualizing treeofatur
this villain. Broadly speaking, Antichrist emerges as more Protean thamekiese
mid-century debates: his allegiance vacillates between Catholic ate$tant as
polemicists battle over the religious identity of a nation in flux.

One of the opening salvos in the Jewel-Harding controversy waslthe
Ecclesiae Regimegii560)—the papal bull that announced the third and final session
of the Council of Trent (1561-1563). Significantly, the bull limited participation in
the Council to those who accepted papal authority and, in effect, excluded the English
Church from the proceedings. In response, Elizabeth commissioned Archbishop John
Jewel to compile an official summary of the doctrine of the Church of England that
refuted the accusations of heresy made by the Council and outlined English
theological positions with regard to the doctrine of Rome. If the “Bysshop o€Rom
[could procure] certaine parsons of eloquence yenough, and not vnlearned neyther”
(Apologie, sig. [Avi] r) to compile a complete testament of unified belief, so too
could Elizabeth’s Church produce a document crystallizing the doctrine of thenChurc

of England>® Jewel’'sAn Apologie, or Aunswer in Defence of the Church of England

130 Jewel's Preface explains: “we haue thought it gmoénder a reason of oure faithe by writinge, &
vnto suche thinges as are openly obiected agaissteuly & openly to answer, to the [iJn te[n]teth
whole worlde may see the partes and the foundafitimat doctrine, whiche so many godly men haue
preferred before their owne liffes’ (sig. Biii r). All references to th@&pologyrefer to the 1564

English edition, translated by Lady Ann Bacon, vhig considered to be superior to the 1562 English
edition.
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(1562) creates a single theological identity for English Protestantstaritigi
English national church against the “yoke & tyrannye of the Popes kingdoigeQ(s
r), which he explicitly identifies as the Antichrist.

Jewel begins thApologyby acknowledging the distinct separation between
the English and the Roman Churches. “It is trew we haue departed from them,” he
writes, “and for so doing we both giue thankes to almightie God, & greatlye eeioyc
on our owne behalfe. But yet for all of this, from the primatiue Church, from the
Apostles, and from Christ wee haue not departed, true it is” (sig. Lvi v- Lvii r)
While acknowledging that “it is doubtless an odiouse ma(t]ter for one to leaue the
fellowship whereunto he hath be accustomed” (sig. [Gviii] v), Jewel nonetheless
insists that the English Church remains tied to Christ’s true church. He argues tha
English doctrine “truly and justly... agreeth with Christian Religion,” thgereb
rebuking Trent’'s charges of heresy: “For wher they call us heretikes itrime so
haynous” (sig. Biii v - Biiii r). Jewel not only tries to distinguish between his
opponents (the self-proclaimed “Catholics”) and his own community of believers
(those accused “heretikes”), but he also seeks to reverse the names dsstbiate
each: he holds up the English church as true and universal and charges the Roman
church with heresy.

Yet Jewel does more than call his opponents outright “Heretickes” (sig. J vii
r): he experiments with a variety of names for adherents to the Roman church.
Having asked at the outset, “what man[n]er of men be they? How meete it is to cal

them?” (sig. [Bvi] v), Jewel proposes “deceiuers” (sig. Jii v), “begyléss). Jii v),

151 By 1609, Jewel'#\pologyhad been placed in every Anglican parish in timgétom (Booty xlii).
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“Pylates” (sig. Jii v), “theues” (sig. Hi r), and even “pirates” (#igr). His trump

card seems to be “Antichrist’—the name he uses most often. Jewel accuses the pope
of taking an “Antichristian name,” explaining that “we beleue... that he hathe
forsaken the faith, and is the forerunner of Antichrist” (sig. Ciii r-v); heegiathost

of early theologians who argue that the “Bysshope of Rome himselfe (byeyma)|

is verye Antichriste” (sig. Ji r); and he also links Catholics themselves to the
Antichrist who “after he hath once entred into the Temple of God, should afterward
saye, This house is myne own, & Christ hath nothinge to do withal” (sig. Hi v).
While each of the other names embodyies a different, specific kind of corruption or
sinful behavior, “Antichrist” is a term that embodies all these behaviors, singges
broadly every way that the Catholics oppose Christ. For Jewel, “Antichrestirsd

of Protean catch-all—the one name for the myriad ways Jewel’s oppositisfotra
themselves against Christ’s “true Chur¢pf”

The concluding pages of JeweRkpologyoutline the organization of the
Church in England, detailing its hierarchy and even its relation to the English
universities. In detailing “the manner how the Churche of Englande is adweunist
and gouerned” however, Jewel does not mention the English monarch although,
presumably, it is the divinely-appointed monarch who has the sole authority to
appoint the archbishops and bishops of the realm. (Queen Elizabeth herself had
appointed Jewel Archbishop of Salisbury shortly before he composégdhegy)

Just as Jewel never argues by whose authority he and the other bishops are appointed,

152 Elsewhere, Jewel defines “Antichrist” broadly asamiag “contrarie to Christ”: “You mvste

vnderstande as | vnderstand: you myst heare witle ares, and see with mine eyes: | wil gouerne,
and direct you. He is contrarie to Christ. Thid\rgichriste” (sig. [T vii] v).
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neither does he argue by whose authority he publishes an account of the faith of the
Church of England. Not surprisingly in l@®nfutation of a Booke Intituled An
Apologie of the Church of Englari@i565), Thomas Harding questions Jewel’s
omission. He asks at the outset why Jewel has not evoked a specific authority,
particularly Queen Elizabeth herself:
Ye yeld vp an accompt of your faith in writing ye saye. But to whom do ye
yelde it vp? and by whom is it yelded? From vwhom commeth the same? Do
ye acknowledge no laufull iudge, no laufull Consistorie in the vvhole world?
Committee ye your whole matter to the temeritie of the people? Why baue y
not set your namees to the booke, that conteinteth the profession of your faith
and of your whole conscience? ...Why toke ye not example of the booke
conteining the institution of a christen man set forth in king Henry theightes
tyme? Though the doctrine of it be not in certaine pointes sounde and
catholike, yet the maner of the publication of it resembleth auctoritie and due
order.... (sig. F2r)
Harding refers to th&he Institution of the Christian Mawhich was later revised as
The Necessary Doctrine and Erudition for Any Christian NEs43) and known as
theKing’s Book The text was attributed to Henry VIII and defined the theological
positions of the Church of England under the king’s explicit authority. Harding
points out that thé&pologydoes not similarly carry Elizabeth’s explicit endorsement.
For Harding, this suggests that the Queen was not only remaining neutral in the
debate between the reformers and the Catholics, but that she might acigrally al

herself with her “louing and faithfull” Catholic subjects (sig. * 3 r).
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Harding paints a wholly different picture both of the nature of the “true

church” and Elizabeth’s allegiances. Yet, despite being ideologicallygeing

Harding's rhetoric is remarkably similar to his Protestant opponents’, ama he t

defines the “true church” in specific opposition to an aggregate Antichrist. In one

example, he responds to Jewel's argument that the persecution of the Reformers

(particularly under Queen Mary) is a testament to their righteousmeses: l3ad

argued that since the “true church” is always persecuted, and the refarmbesng

persecuted, then the reformed church must be the “true” one. Harding disagrees:
Your first common place which ye treate, is, that truth is always persecuted...
And this is the chiefe argument ye make in all that huge dongehill of your
stinking martyrs, which ye haue intituled Actes and monuments. But we tell
you. It is not death that iustifieth the cause of dying. But it is the cause of
dying that iustifieth the death. He that dieth for maintenance of a good cause,
is blessed. He that dieth for an euil dede, suffereth his deserued punishment.
He that dieth in defence of your or any other heresies, beginneth his hell here,
and from the smoke of temporall fyre leapeth into the flame of euerlasting
fyre. (sig. D v-D2r)

Harding doesn’t mince words, and his response seems no less vitriolic than if it had

composed by John Bale himself—yet unlike Bale, Harding has little sygnfmath

persecuted reformetd® According to Harding, Jewel's categorical syllogism is

153 Harding specifically demonstrates his ideologidaethence from Bale and also Foxe with his
critique of the Protestant narrative of King Jotifouching king lohn of England, they that write tha

he was poisoned in a drinking cuppe by monkes, thelores make no better then a fable of it: and who
so euer write it referre them selues to hearsaidt@the popular fame. The author of your actek a
monuments reporteth, that many opinions are amuaghronicle writers of his death. For some write
that he died for sorowe and heauines of hart, &glBxus: some of surfeiting in the night, as
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flawed: persecution does nmly befall the righteous. Harding insists that Jewel and
his adherents “hold not of Christ (what so euer they saye) but of Antichrgst” (si
[MMA4] v), and he repeatedly refers to their church as the “synagog of Astichri

(sig, F3 v, sig. L3 ). Elsewhere he maligns the reformers as the “minidter
Antichrist” (sig. YY2 v) and the “practized ministers of AntichristigtSCCC3 v); he
suggests that Jewel's arguments “serueth marvelous wel for AntickigstD2 v);

and still elsewhere, he insists that the reformers are “not of this flocRerist, but

of the herd of Antichrist” (sig. [M4] r). Just as Jewel defines his church in tigoos
to Antichrist so too does Harding define his. For Harding, the pope (as the rightful
successor of Peter) leads the “true church” while the Protestant Agtsdiotlow

Satan himself. “Barke vntill your bellies breake,” he chides, “ye that be the
hellhowndes of Luthers and Zuinglius littor or rather of Sathans, you and thée chie
maister, shall not preuaile against the apostilike see of Peter” (sig. YY2 v).

Thus while Jewel argues that the primitive, catholic church is the one
restored by the reformers—those who reject papal authority and extiabibli
traditions—Harding argues the opposite. Furthermore, he suggests that Eligabet
champion of the Catholic cause. Harding dedicates his Confutation to “To the Right
Mighty and Excellent Prinicesse Elizabeth by the Grace of God Quengylzing,
France, and Irland, Defender of the Faith” (sig. * 2 r). He presents evidence f
Elizabeth’s Catholic sympathies: her alleged preservation of the crirchier

personal chapel, her preference for moderate preachers, her presumed defense of

Radulphus Niger: some of a bloudy flixe, as Rogeuétlen: some of a burning ague, some of a colde
sweat, some of eating apples, some of eating pgars of plummes, some of peaches, some by
drinking of new sydar. Tell vs for truth how heedly before ye burthen the church with that fable”
(sig. [2Z4] ).
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transubstantiation, and significantly, her hesitance to use violence agammsidSat
(despite the entreaties of the most ardent reformers). All of these stmbesting
Elizabeth’s “good inclination towards the auncient and catholike religio[n], which the
authors of that Apologie with an odious terme do call papistrie” (sig. *2'v).
Additionally, Harding’s dedicatory makes plain that neither he nor his conssituent
imagine themselves rejecting the queen’s authority; he very much count# asrse
citizen of the realm and “your maiesties most faithfull subiect” (sig. [*8]A3 such,
he appeals for the protection of his monarch who has a responsibility to all of her
citizens.

In this way, Harding does not see his religious identity at odds with his
national one. In fact, he presents his allegiance to the papacy as furthereswvidenc
his loyalty to his queen who, &dei Defensor“would subscribe to the late councell

of Trent” (sig. | r)**> Harding perhaps inherits this rhetoric from Marian Catholics

%4 The full quote reads: “Of which your good incliivat, (that | seme not to flatter) these both to me
and to others appeare most euident arguments: damsatant bearing and vpholding of the banner and
enseigne of our redemption (the Image | meane obCtrucified) against the enemies of his crosse:
Your princely word co[m]maunding a preacher, tha¢med his levvd mouth in your priuate chappell,
to retire from that vngodly digression vnto histtekholy scripture: Your vvwell vnderstanded lyjkj

of the sobrest preachers, both alvvayes heretodoisk specially on good fryday last openly by vvord
of thankes declared, vwvhen one of a more tempeedtee then the rest, in his sermon before your
Maiestie confessed the real presence: Your grageusission vnto your vvhole people to see, to
heare, to haue, / and to read the defenses, andpaod the Catholike faith against the vnequall
petitions of the contrary part: Your earnest zealéd trauail to bring (if it might be) those disoreie
ministers vnto some order of decent apparel, vwhéttthey vvant the reason tapply them selues vnto.
To conclude, your aduised staye from hasty andogb@rsecution, your quiet bearing of your svvord
vvithin the scabbard, being so lovvdly cryed vpéhate preachers to dravve it forth, the keeping of
your princely handes pure and vnspotted, hauingsbesften and so earnestly solicited vvith bloud to
haue embrued the same” (sig. * 2 v/ * 3r).

*Harding refuses to accept that Elizabeth alignedeiewith the reformers. He counters Jewel’s
claim that “a great number of kinges are becoméepsomurs of your gospel,” explaining that Spain,
France, Portugal, Hungary, Poland have not rejatieduthority of Rome. Apart from Germany, he
counts only Denmark and Sweden as the two kingdbais'’be departed from the obedience of the
Romaine church.” Notably, Harding sidesteps tlegéince of Elizabeth with an unrelenting
literalism: “The realms of England and Scotland;adaese by Gods prouidence the gouernement of
them is deuolued to women, forasmuch as they denges, of whom only ye make your vaunt,
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who had argued a decade earlier that “Englishe hartes... obey so noble a Quene, so
godly a Mary” (Proctor, sig. [C 8] r). For Harding, a Catholic religious itent

defines one’s English national identity, and those reformers who reject iCathol
beliefs are not English, but “Turkes and Saracenes” (sig. LE1® jewel, on the

other hand, ostracizes English Catholics as enemies of the realm, altérnative
suggesting that those who reject the reformed doctrine of the Church of Eagdand
themselvesmfidels, and perhaps evarorsethan the Persians.

In his Defence of the Apolod$567), Jewel responds to Harding’s
Confutationand casts Harding's hope in the Queen’s popish sympathies as vain and
presumptuous. He indicates that the Queen not only approvAgalegy but that
she herself also commissioned the subsequent English translations. He aide rem
Harding that thé\pologywas not intended to persuade the Queen of the reforms but
to justify the tenets of a faith already adopted. Apelogyis an official self-
definition, not a proposed one, and Jewel stresse&pblegys royal authority.

Indeed, in her 1569 ‘Prayer of the Queen to God,’ Elizabeth definitively associates
the Antichrist with Catholicism. She prays “to gain release from the es@fhie
religion as well as those who hate me—Antichrists, Pope lovers, atheists, and all
persons who fail to obey Thee and me” (Marcus 163). Harding’s pleas for

Elizabeth’s Catholic sympathies fall on the Queen’s deaf ears, and detrfigls this

though they haue the full right of kinges, of thespeake not” (sig. E v). Semantics aside, Harding
unwilling to admit that the Queen has, in factesidvith Jewel. As his introduction implies, Hamglin
leaves the door open for a Catholic England andiee® who openly rejects the reform agenda of
Jewel and others. He later aligns Elizabeth with Brank king who, as he has specified above, had
not rejected the authority of Rome.

%6 Thomas More’Dialogue of Comfort against Tribulatiof1533) explicitly glosses Revelation’s

prophecies in terms of the Turkish threat, anddidsussion of Eastern antichrists is a thinly \eile
metaphor for the growing threat of Protestant mafor
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Protestant English national identity by associating English CatholibsEastern
nations.

Jewel effectively suggests that there is no such thing as an English Catholic
To be Catholic is to adopt a wholly different national identity—one that is exotic and
barabarous. These Antichrists are “barbarous Persian-like” (sig. Ji rysotiede
with the likes of “Tamerlanes the kinge of Scithia a wilde and barabous creature
els of Sapor kinge of [the] Persians” (sig. Gv rX/).Jewel also likens them to the
“Mahomytes” who similarly “bragged that they alone were Catholiquesi (H&and
he further suggests that Catholic Antichrists are even more presumptuous (and
dangerous) than these foreign “Others” themselves. Jewel recalls dontaredmout
Cobdon, a Lacedemonian who refused to deliver a state message to the Persians on
account of their playing dice. Just as Cobdon thought it imprudent to make a league
with “Dicers,” so too does Jewel insist that it is even more dangerous to make a
league with the pope and the Catholics—men who are “far more ungracious and
wicked than dicers” (sig. [Pviii] 7

Just as Harding’s rhetoric resonates with Catholic polemicists underddary
too does Jewel reiterate the Eastern metaphors of Marian exiles. In lisr&nti

drama,Christus Triumphang§l555), John Foxe similarly depicts the papacy as worse

157 See John Parker on Marlowe’s Tamberlaine andigfueef of Antichrist, pp. 219-28.

158 The full anecdote reads: “Men / saye that oneddata Lacedemonian, when he was sent
Embassadour to the kyng of the Persians to trdatdegue, and founde by chaunce them of the court
playng at dyce, he returned straight waye homenagé&auing his message undone. And whe[n] he
was asked why he did slacke to doe the thingeshehie had receiued by publique commission to do,
he made aunswere, he thought it should be a grpadche to his comon welth, to make a legue with
Dicers. But yf we should content our selues tomred to the Pope and his popyshe errours, and to
make a couenaunte not only with dicers, but algh wien farre more ungracious and wicked then any
dycers be: Besides that this should be a greatdlotir good name, it shoulde also be a very
daungerous matter both to kindle Goddes wrath agas) and to clogge and condemne our owne
soules foreuer” (sig. [Pviii] r).
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than Eastern enemies. Europa, dismayed because his sister Asia “is sodiyretche
enslaved under the Turk,” exclaims to his mother: “The rumor among the people is
that the Antichrist is about to arise, but I think he’s the Asian Mohammed, who'’s so
troubling our family” (319). His mother, Ecclesia, (representing the Raoites
church) replies, “He is, but he isttie one. There are many Antichrists as there are
enemies of Christ” (319). Ecclesia acknowledges the threat of the “Asian
Mohammed” and confirms that he is an Antichrist, yet she insists that the Turk does
not act alone; and he is not, presumably, the most dangerous enemy of Christ. For
Foxe, enslavement at the hands of the Turk pales in comparison to the threat posed by
the greater Antichrist—one whom Foxe identifies as Pseudamnus, his allegorica
figure for the papacy. This is a charge that Pseudamnus flatly denies;abutisly
he tries to renew focus upon an Eastern threat:

Pseudamnus: Me the Antichrist, was that?

Anabasius:  The very one that the Apocalyptic beast symbolizes.

Pseudamnus: It's astonishing how the world is going mad in its old age.

That beast symbolizes the Mohammedan Turk. (353)

Psuedamnus diverts attention from his own hypocrisy by implicating a Turkish
Antichirst. Jewel himself suggests similarly that “fonde tales” tatggSMohamet is
Antichriste” are among the disguises that Antichrist uses to deceive {Expo®l.
8). Both Foxe and Jewel depict the Turk as Antichrist’'s pawn—a kind of weapon
deployed by the Catholic Antichrist to distract the faithful.

Jewel was certainly not the first Tudor polemicist to associate the €athol

Antichrist with Eastern nations, and he would not be the last. Writers from Ltather
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Spenser frequently describe their Catholic opponents as Persian or Turkish. Yet
Jewel is among the first to evoke Antichrist’s exoticism in a debate aboutlEnglis
nationalism: he uses the trope of an Eastern Antichrist to reassign the nideotia}
of recusant Catholics, thereby further defining Englishness as explastly (
exclusively) Protestant. Jewel's Antichrist is distinctly Other, andigwray differs
from the iterations of earlier writers. Bale had otherwise urged his aedianad his
King) to be wary of Antichrists within England—specifically those lurkingpag the
nobility, clergy, and even the commonality whose complicity with the pope could
endanger themselves, not to mention their monarch and their nation. In Bale, the
fight against Antichrist is an introspective one, and Bale urges his Engtiginae to
weigh whether their own lingering papal allegiances have made theof part
Antichrist’'s aggregate body. Yet Jewel locates the Antichrist not withgtaled, but
outside of it. His Antichrists are not subjects but foreign invaders.

Jewel’s polemic outlines what Spenser takes up in imaginative literature,
particularly in Book | ofThe Faerie Queen@590). Spenser also uses the Antichrist
to articulate a Protestant national identity for England. Antichrist protiges
narrative structure for the legend of the Red Crosse knight, who must slay arfDrago
horrible and stearne” (1.1.3) not unlike the beast of Revelation—one that exegetes ha
long associated with the Antichrist. While Spenser’s allegorical useadl&ion in
Book | has been much-studied, the nature of his Antichrist has received less
attention™® Spenser’s dragon is not the only Antichrist in Book I; instead, Red

Crosse fights against a Protean Antichrist—one who not only manifests as the dragon,

19 For an overview oThe Faerie Queerguse of Revelation see Florence SandiEhge‘ Faerie
Queenean Elizabethan Apocalypse.”
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but also appears as Archimago, Duessa, and the Saracen brothers, Sansftoy, Sansj
and Sansloy. It is often the case in Book | that Red Crosse mirrors the emotions
thoughts, and actions of his opponents, as if his struggles were as much against an
internal force as an external one. That being said, in the arguments that foll

would like to emphasize the latter interpretation by considering Spenseichdsis

as outsiders. In this way, Spenser can be aligned with Jewel and the thadelaAr

texts: his Antichrists exist outside “Faerie lond” and pose an externat thrihe

safety of Red Crosse, Una, and Gloriana'’s court.

SPENSER AND ANTICHRIST

Book | of Spenser'§he Faerie Queehrings together all of the concerns of this
chapter: Spenser rewrites the medieval epic from the Protestant peespesttas
Elizabethan authors reimagine the “sundrie fonde tales of the person Atitto

fit the new Protestant conception of an aggregate Antichrist (Jewel,rC8eianons

sig. Tvr). Spenser’s Antichrist is an amorphous villain comprised of a variety of
deceiving shape-shifters—enemies whom Spenser portrays as foreignesand oft
Eastern. Furthermore, Red Crosse’s quest is both religious and nationalistic: he
battles the dragon both in defense of Una, Spenser’s allegory for Christian Truth, and
on behalf of his “greatest Glorious Queene” (1.1.3). Red Crosse’s victory over the
Antichrist is as much a victory for “holinesse” as it is for Faerieland,iesed

Spenser’s allegory defines Red Crosse’s nationalism in terms of hisusligentity,
particularly his ability to keep roving Catholic Antichrists at bay. Farrtiore, the

marriage of Red Crosse and Una—"with sacred rites and vowes for eued& aby
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(1.X11.36)— links Spenser’s “true Saint George” (1.11.12) with Protestantism
fortifying a Protestant English identity that is distinctly at odds wakhGlic
outsiders like Archimago who attempt to thwart their union.
Spenser describes Archimago himself as explicitly Protean and sedsiam m

a metaphor that not only characterizes Red Crosse’s enemies, but also Spsvrser’
depiction of the Antichrist. Archimago is like Proteus because

... by his mightie science he could take

As many formes and shapes in seeming wise,

As euer Proteus to himselfe could make:

Sometime a fowle, sometime a fish in lake,

Now like a foxe, now like a dragon fell,

That of himself he oft for feare would quake,

And oft would flie away. O who can tell

The hidden powers of herbes, and might of Magicke spell? (118°10)
Like Proteus, Archimago begins as an “aged Sire” but quickly transformslhints
a variety of shapes—including a penitent hermit (1.1.30), a “false PilgiivT.48), a
“craftie messenger” (1.X11.36), and even a gallant knight resembling Ress€r
himself (1.111.24). Despite his abilities to shift and change, Archimaguesteally
unmasked and resumes “the hoarie head of Archimago old” (1.111.38) before he is
finally “bound...hand and foote with yron chains” (1.XI1.36), constrained in order to
be subdued. This image of Archimago bound and “layd full low in dungeon deepe”
alludes to the binding of Satan in Revelation—a scene, as we have seen above, that

William Fulke references when he describes Satan as Proteus. Yet whilerSpens

10 proteus himself also appears as a distinct characBook 1.
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undoubtedly depicts Archimago as a figure of Satan in this scene, Archimago’s use of
“deuilish artes” (1.11.9) nonetheless contributes to his characteneas a figure of

the Antichrist. It is not Archimago’s Protean abilities alone that makeikén |

Antichrist. The Protean trope, while frequently associated with Antichrigipised

widely to describe deception and trickery broadly construed. It iwdlgdrchimago

uses his Protean abilities that resonates with Antichrist exegesisiskaorae, when
Archimago transforms himself into Red Crosse, “that good knight, his late begiled
guest” (1.11.11) and poses as Una’s “long lacked Lord” (1.111.27), he playsdlse f
bridegroom to Una’s Truth. In Revelation, Christ the Lamb is the bridegroom to the
one true Church in the New Jerusalem, and Red Crosse’s eventual marriage to Una is
an allegorical rendering of this apocalyptic scene. By posing as tke fals
bridegroom—duping Una into welcoming him as her “light, and shining lampe of

blis” (1.111.27)—Archimago becomes a figure of the usurping Antichrist; he

deceptively assumes the role properly reserved for Christ alone.

Spenser’s depiction of the Antichrist is not fixed; Archimago demonstrates
aspects of the Antichrist, but he also functions as a figure of Satan, as well as a
corrupt sorcerer more generally. The Antichrist darts and flickers throuBooltl;
just as he manifests in one character, he transforms again, appearing in another. Tha
is, Spenser does not posit one discreet Antichrist figure, and Archimago is not
Spenser’s only Antichrist. Duessa, another Protean shape-shifter, functioassimil
as an Antichrist figure. Like Archimago, Duessa adopts a specific andtweiéd
role in Revelation: dressed in “royal robes, and purple pall / And ornaments that

richly were displayed” (1.VI11.46), Duessa is the Whore of Babylon, sittingh
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mounted on her manyheaded beast” (1.VIII.6). Yet while Duessa undoubtedly
resonates with this specific apocalyptic role, she is also a foil to Una andhis, in t
way, a figure of the Antichrist. In John 14:6, Christ is “the way, the truth, and the
life”; thus, as an allegory for Truth, Una is a Christic figure. Duessa, posing a
Fidessa, can “seeme like Truth, whose shape she well can faine, / And étingeg
to her purpose frame” (1.VII.1). By beguiling Red Crosse, Duessa attemppdaoere
Una, thus usurping Christ’s place in Red Crosse’s quest and serving, like Archimago,
as a figure of the Antichrist. What's more, Duessa first appears in Egatérwith
“like a Persian mitre on her hed” (I. Il. 13). Spenser engages the rhetorfitastean
Antichrist when he depicts Duessa as an exotic queen. Furthermore, the Saracen
brothers Sansfoy, Sansjoy, and Sansloy manifest in their own way as &htichr
figures.

The brothers are distractions for Red Crosse in the same way that Jewel and
Foxe describe the Turk as a calculated distraction imposed by a papal Antichri
Duessa depicts “the proud Sansfoy” as a barbarous lord slain deservifgd by
Crosse: Sansfoy had allegedly seized Fidessa, the daughter of a Rgoeaor evho
“high hath set his throne, where the Tiberis doth pas” (1.11.22). He capturesé&ide
in the same way the papacy feared the Turks would lay siege to Rome. Early in the
century Martin Luther had complained of the papacy’s indefatigable requestarfor
money to keep Turkish threats at bay. Yet Luther suggests that the Turkishevars ar
an elaborate guise—a greedy excuse to fill church coffers and a distrfzotn the

true enemy, the papacy itself:
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When they pretend that they are about to fight the Turks, they send out
emissaries to raise money. They often issue an indulgence on the
same pretext of fighting the Turks. They think that those half-witted
Germans will always be gullible, stupid fools, and will just keep
handing over money to them to satisfy their unspeakable greed. And
they think this in spite of the fact that everybody knows that not a cent
of the annates, or of the indulgence money, or of al the rest, is spent to
fight the Turk. It all goes into their bottomless bag. They lie and
deceive. (“To the Christian Nobility,” 144)

So too does Duessa lie and deceive about her relationship with Sansfoy: her tale of

fateful capture is a ruse that preys upon Red Crosse’s sense of chivalric diggsaD

and the Saracen brothers are not enemies but allies, and Spenser’s Turks serve

familiarly as pawns of a Catholic Antichrist. This is not to say that Spsr&aracen

brothers do not pose their own legitimate threat to Truth; Sansloy’s “lawkss |

(1.VI1) undoubtedly threatens Una after she is abandoned by Red Crosse and

subsequently separated from her leonine protector. Yet as members of thagintichr

Spenser’s Turks adopt the specific role modeled in Foxe and Jewel above—namely,

they act as a dangerous distraction that diverts attention from the papakriahaad

his constituents. Agreeing to protect Fidessa, Red Crosse follows her to theoHouse

Pride, where his subsequent battle against Sansfoy’s youngest brothey Salagje

(and nearly derails) his primary quest to slay the Antichristic dragonehiegt

Una’s realm. The fight against a Turkish Antichrist distracts Red Craxsetie

Catholic one.
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Thus, Antichrist is splintered across Book [Tbfe Faerie QueeneSpenser
presents a parade of Antichrists not unlike the parade of sins at the House of Pride.
Whereas Antichrist began the sixteenth-century as a singular thregt,cosgdined
by the elaborate lore surrounding his birth, life, and death, he ends the century as
amorphous and reiterative. Antichrist is amorphous in the sense that he, like Proteus,
assumes multiple forms; but he is also shapeless in the sense that Spenser does not
explicitly or consistently identify any one character as Antichrig.infDavison’s
Mask of ProteusSpenser never uses the word ‘Antichrist;’ nonetheless, Antichrist’s
tell-tale behaviors are still recognizable. Just as the Protean mekeohloecome a
part of Antichrist’s new vita, so too had the figure of Antichrist himself become a
kind of trope that Spenser could apply subtly and frequétitigpenser recycles this
trope throughout Book I: Antichrist’'s membership continues to grow, and Red Crosse
encounters copious Antichrists, with each encounter serving as a prelude to a new,
subsequent battle against another of Antichrist's members. Battling thicahy
villain has Sisyphus-ian quality to it, and Spenser’s nearly identical Saraxtaerisr
epitomize an overall sense that new Antichrists will perpetually regiaceld ones.
Having defeated Saftg, Red Crosse must then face Jayisyet even with Sansjoy
defeated, Satwy still lurks waiting to avenge his brothers. Duessa also still poses a
threat, having been released by Una to “wander wayes vnknowne” (1.V111.49), and
even Archimago, having been chained in a dungeon, predictably manages to escape

(Il.1.1). The battle against this arsenal of Antichrists is seemimglgr over. Even

81 Florence Sander has used sixteenth-century afoTedb argue that Spenser's references to
Revelation would have been “simple and obvioushwElizabethan reader (149). | argue that
Spenser’s Antichrists would have been similarlyogrizable.
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after defeating the dragon, Red Crosse will “serue againe his soueran@usgene”
(I1.1.2), engaging new threats to holiness.
Yet Spenser does posit a powerful weapon in the war against this Protean

villain: England herself becomes an integral part of Antichrist’s telgol@yring
Red Crosse’s rehabilitation at the House of Holiness, Contemplation revesals “t
new Hierusalem”—the holy city depicted in Revelation “that God has built / For
those to dwell in, that are chosen his” (1.X.57). Red Crosse admits that, until now, he
had thought Cleopolis, the city “in which that fairest Faerie Queene doth dwell,” to be
“the fairiest Citie... that might be seene” (1.X.58). Contemplation assumes
Cleopolis is chief among earthly cities, and those who hope for a place in the
heavenly city of the new Hierusalem, should abide the Faerie’s Queenaiglexa

And well beseemes all knights of noble name,

That covet in th'immortal booke of fame

To be eternalized, that same to haunt,

And doen their seruice to that soueraigne Dame,

That glorie does to them for guerdon graunt:

For she is heavenly borne, and heauen may iustly vaunt.

(1.X.59)
The example of the Faerie Queen promises to keep Red Crosse on “this path... to
yonder same Heirusalem” (1.X.61). Red Crosse’s moral purity is thus tetyica
linked to his loyalty to his “soueraigne Dame.” Indeed, even after a redegdred
Crosse successfully slays the dragon, his quest is not complete: he admits tdat he ha

“nought forgot, how he whilomme had sworne, / In case he could that monstrous
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beast destroy, / Vnto his Faerie Queene backe to return” (I. X11.41). In keeping hi
promise to return to the Faerie Queen, Red Crosse demonstrates loyalty t@ both hi
God and his Queen. Elizabeth expected a similar allegiance from her subjects—
those who, like Red Crosse, were “sprong out from English race” (1.X.60). Just as the
Faerie Queen herself commissioned both the destruction of the dragon and Red
Crosse’s loyalty, so too did Elizabeth petition her subjects to demonstratetfatir
allegiance by rejecting Catholicism. Indeed, Thomas Farrington, a comankerw

in Kent, was convicted and punished for calling Queen Elizabeth herself "Antichrist

in 1599 (Cressy 83). By the end of the sixteenth-century, to be English was to be a

Protestant enemy of a Catholic Antichrist.
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CONCLUSION

The introduction to this study recounts Bishop John Jewel’s observation that

everyone—young, old, learned, and unlearned— had heard of the Antichrist by the

middle of the sixteenth-century. Society was transfixed by expatsor his

arrival, as well as speculations that he may have already arrived. Buthsas

Jewel depicts Antichrist as a fixture in the popular imagination, he goes ppléaine

that Antichrist was no benign curiosity. The Antichrist was so prominent—indeed,

infamous—precisely because he was dangerous. He was the object of both intense

hatred and paralyzing fear:
They hate his name, and detest him, before they knowe him. But here you
may marke the wonderful sleight and sutteltie of Sathan. The worlds shal
looke after the coming of Antichrist. He shal not fayle but come. Al men shal
carie hatred against him, and recken hym abhominable, and yet their dyes sha
bee blinded, and their hartes deceiued, so that they shal not knowe him. They
shal hate his name, & embrace his doctrine: he shal couer himselfe with a
cloke of holynesse. They shal thinke they do good seruice vnto Christ, but

shal therin do seruice vnto Antichrist. (Certaine Sermsigs Tv r)

Men reviled this Antichrist in advance for his total opposition to Christ, yet their
practiced hatred would not sufficiently arm them against Antichrist'getainis
sleights. Antichrist’'s monstrosity was not necessarily his associatibrhuge and
devouring beasts, but instead his capacity for impenetrable deception. Angichrist
modus operandiould be deceit: by disguising his villainy with holiness, he would

conceal the very qualities that make him otherwise detestable and ensnare those
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individuals who would otherwise “recken hym abhominable.” The stakes could not
be any higher: Antichrist threatened the eternal salvation of his “blindetifhei
Not only was his arrival inevitable, but so too was his remarkable effec$vene

In this way, Antichrist was a kind of primal nightmare from which no one
could wake: although his atrocity was anticipated, there seemed to bd little, i
anything, that could be done about it. Antichrist’s success was prophesied,
mandating certain helplessness in the face of his villainy. Adso had subiipedte
only two witnesses would be able to discern Antichrist’s hypocrisy—and even they
would not be able to destroy the Antichrist themselves. Only supernatural
intervention could defeat Antichrist in traditional accounts, usually at the hands the
Archangel, Michael, or perhaps Christ himself. Furthermore, Antichriseislgte
expansion in the sixteenth-century made him even more powerful and, in turn,
increasingly terrifying. Like Stephen Batman’s aggregate Prethos‘'could turne
himselfe into any shape” (fol. 20r), the Antichrist could appear anywheravable
not contained in the body of single man; nor was he confined to a single institution
like the papacy. Instead, the Antichrist was a mystical body that includedeany
opposed to Christ and his Church—not one man, but many men. Yet, in a way,
Antichrist had become even more diffuse than these many members. Was étntichri
the aggregate of his innumerable constituents? Or, had Antichrist become an
ideology—one that was manifest in the words and actions of his members, but that
was ultimately intangible and, thus, impossible to control or destroy? Mesn=dald
finally pin down Proteus’s physical body and force him to submit just as England

could enforce laws that controlled and punished Antichristian behavior. Yet an
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ideology—a point of view that manifests in a variety of forms but that completely
lacks essential substance—could never be manacled or completely eradicabesl
way, Antichrist remained an unnerving aporia in the sixteenth-centurynate;
he had the potential to morph perpetually out of grasp and to reappear continually in a
new form or new context.

Yet Tyndale argues that the faithful could not simply surrender to this
Antichrist, no matter how paralyzing and seemingly ungraspable lasyiseemed
to be. As Tyndale writes ifihe Obedience of a Christian MdiThe nature of God’s
word is to fight against hypocrites. It began at Abel, and hath ever sinceueaht
and shall, I doubt not, until the last day” (“Obedience,” 166). Thus, sixteenth-century
writers still sought to expose Antichrist’'s hypocrisy: Jewel himselfitzscimat he
rails against the Antichrist so asun-blindthe eyes of his constituents, and the
polemicists in the preceding chapters all attempt to “pin down” the Antiahtise
actions of his members, exposing the dangerous ideology they espoused. Luther
himself admits that these polemical efforts might be ultimatelyaoefal;
nonetheless, he is still determined to try: “If it [my book] helps, it helpsdides not,
then may our dear Lord Jesus Christ help, and come down from heaven with the Last
Judgment” (“On the War against the Turk,” 205). While Christ would deliver the
final, irrevocable blow to the Antichrist, Luther’s polemical exposé miglhitird
substantial wound, impeding Antichrist’s progress and thereby postponing Judgment
and Doomsday. Thus, sixteenth-century writers tried to force Antichrist into a
temporary hiatus: Tyndale, for example, anticipates that Antichrist would “go out of

the play for a season” if he were “overcome with the word of God” (“Parable,” 80).
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So too might a righteous English monarch thwart the Antichrist’'s advancesp®erha
the sheer power of polemical writing could also convert hearts and therebyslow t
steady expansion of Antichrist’'s mystical realm. In short, the threat mhminent
Doomsday that was at times so palpable, particularly at beginning of theycent
seems to have subsided by the end. This study demonstrates that transition—a
Doomsday averted.

Yet one needs to look no further than Jewel's debate with Thomas Harding to
see how fragile this sense of postponement really was. Jewel and Harding both
display a remarkable degree of self-assurance in their respectius adfbustrate
Antichrist’'s advances, yet neither had any reason to feel particularlyleonthat his
side would prevail. Elizabeth’s tepid Protestantism, her inscrutableotedigi
sympathies, and even the lingering question of whether she would even survive at all
made any ideological victory tenuous and potentially short-lived. Indeed, with
Elizabeth’s death and James’s accession came new fears that the Aritachagain
infiltrated England’s shores. HEnglandsSickneq1615), Thomas Adams warns that
while “the Trophees of Victory ouer alntichristian enemiemay still bee seene
amongst vs” (fol. 51 r), England was still susceptible and had perhaps already
succumbed to the Antichrist again: “Sicke is the daughter of Sion; and the
complexion of Englandiues her not to be sound. If shee feele her own pulse, and
examin theSymptomesf her ilnes... shee must confesse that her health is empaired”
(fol. 1 r). Adams imagines the Antichrist as a disease that targets the
“spirituall...health” of the realm (fol. 89 r), and he urges England to fortifydtiers

strengthening her immunity. Yet after a century of battling “resolapeskies” (fol.
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39 1), England’s exhaustion was palpable, and fears developed about wheragntichr
still lurked in the emergent seventeenth-century political and religiousdapd.
Thus, even as late sixteenth-century writers championed England’s fresiesic

over foreign, Catholic enemies, the indefatigable Antichrist endured.
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FIGURES

FIGURE 2-1

Luther, Martin, and Lucas Cranach the Eld&ssional Christi und Antichris{irhe
Passion of Christ and Antichrist). Wittenburg, 1521. The Royal Library at

Copenhagen. 22 Mar. 201ttp://www?2.kb.dk/luther/passion/index.h#m(sig.
[B4] v)
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FIGURE 2-2
[Here Begynneth the Byrthe and Lyfe of the Moost False and DeceytfultAmtd.

London: Wynkyn de Worde, 15257. (sig. Aliii v)
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FIGURE 2-3
Der Antichrist Und Die Fiinfzehn Zeichen (The Antichrist and the Fifteen Signs)
Nuremberg, c. 1467. ([fol. 2] v)
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FIGURE 3-1

[Here Begynneth the Byrthe and Lyfe of the Moost False and DeceytfultAmytd.
London: Wynkyn de Worde, 15257. (sig. [A6] r)
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FIGURE 3-2

Chertsey, Andrew. Thordinary of Crysten méondon: Wynkyn de Worde, 1506.
(Title Page)
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