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Chapter One 

Methodology 

 

As we have seen in the introduction, the critics’ discussions on Milton’s 

millenarianism often get bogged down in a quagmire of terminology. Scholars use 

different critical methodologies and employ different definitions of terminology— 

explicit or implicit—while they conduct the study of millenarianism. By and large, 

millenarianism has been studied in two disciplines: anthropology/sociology and 

theology. The anthropologists and sociologists treat millenarianism as a social 

movement, discussing its politico-socio-religo impacts. The theologians, on the other 

hand, focus on the theological meanings of millenarianism. For the theologians, 

millenarianism is a religious belief, but for the anthropologists and sociologists, a 

political movement. 

This chapter is divided into two parts, in which I will discuss the major concerns 

of the two approaches to millenarianism respectively. I will explain why I adopt a 

theological approach in the present research. Nevertheless, I do not suggest that 

theology can be born ex nihilo, nor do I propose that a person’s theological thought is 

irrelevant to his/her political interests. Rather, I argue that the theological significance 

of millenarianism cannot be always pigeonholed into political categories (especially 

when we deal with millenarianism in the seventeenth-century England), and that 

millenarianism cannot be simply reduced to politics. It should be noted that the two 

approaches do not necessarily contradict each other: a person with a theological belief 

in the biblical millennium can be actively involved with political radicalism. 

 

I. Anthropological/Sociological Studies of Millenarianism 

Before 1970, studies of millenarianism had been dominated by anthropology and 
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sociology. “The role of millenarianism,” Bernad Capp noted in 1971, “has received 

more attention from the anthropologist than from the historian” (“Godly Rule and 

English Millenarianism” 106). Taking an interest in the social movements inspired by 

millenarianism, the sociologists and anthropologists tend to compare millenarian 

movements throughout history and across cultures, to discuss the impacts generated 

by the movements, and to provide explanations for the birth of the movements. 

Millenarianism and apocalypticism are often used interchangeably by 

sociologists and anthropologists. “Millennialism,” according to Richard A. Landes 

and David Levinson in the introduction to the Encyclopedia of Millennialism and 

Millennial Movements, “promise[s] to create a better world or usher in a new one” 

(xi). Based on that definition, millenarian movements are synonymous to “crisis cults, 

nativistic movements, messianic cults, cargo cults, chiliastic movements, 

revitalization movements, utopian movements, [and] apocalyptic movements” (xi). 

Such a definition is made to serve as a sociological/anthropological classification 

whose scope is broad enough to encompass as many religious/ideological/political 

movements as possible. In this sense, there is little or no difference between religious 

millenarianism and secular utopianism, and the millennial kingdom is no more than a 

socialist paradise. 

The anthropological/sociological approach is strongly influenced by the 

deprivation theory that interprets millenarian groups as deprived, subterranean 

conventicles. According to the deprivation theory, the millenarians feel alienated from 

the dominant social and religious authorities, particularly in times of catastrophe or 

persecution. On the one hand, marginalized or disaffected, they equip themselves with 

hopes for salvation to wage war against the oppressors. On the other hand, their hopes 

are shifted from this world to another world because of the perceived hopelessness of 

the present situation. Consequently, millenarianism is produced in times of crises—be 
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it economic, political, social, or theological—and promoted by conventicles to cope 

with alienation and deprivation. 

Three sociologists at the beginning of the twentieth century were mainly 

responsible for the establishment of the deprivation theory: Ernest Troeltsch 

(1865-1923), Max Weber (1864-1920), and Karl Mannheim (1893-1947). In The 

Social Teaching of the Christian Churches (first German edition published in 1912), 

Troeltsch designates two types of Christianity: the Church-type and the Sect-type. The 

Church-type Christianity “utilizes the state and the ruling classes, and weaves these 

elements into her own life; she then becomes an integral part of the existing social 

order” (331). The Sect-type Christianity, by contrast, is a voluntary community whose 

members come from “the oppressed and idealistic groups within the lower classes” 

(337). Considering the Church as degenerate and corrupt, members of the Sect-type 

Christianity aspire to set things right. With “the hope of a miraculous Divine 

intervention and the Chiliastic dream” (380, italic mine), they are “driven to take 

refuge in eschatology” (381, italic mine). 

Similarly, Max Weber also distinguishes the “prophetic religion” from the 

“priestly religion” in The Sociology of Religion (first German edition published in 

1922). Members of the second group are the priests who tend to uphold and defend 

the established order, while members of the first group are people from the alienated, 

underprivileged social groups whose “consolation should be sought in genuine 

otherworldly hopes” (140). 

Likewise, Karl Mannheim in Ideology and Utopia (first German edition 

published in 1929) proposed two mentalities: “ideological” and “utopian.” Again, the 

proponents of the ideological mentality are the “ruling groups,” while the proponents 

of the utopian mentality are “oppressed groups” (40). The utopian mentality is 

“strongly interested in the destruction and transformation of a given condition of 
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society” (40), and it is responsible for millenarian movements such as the “orgiastic 

chiliasm of the Anabaptists” (211; italic mine). In summary, millenarianism (be it 

“Chiliastic dream,” “otherworldly hopes,” or “orgiastic chiliasm”) is generated by the 

deprived, alienated, oppressed classes that are furnished with the “utopian” mentality 

to form the “Sect-type” Christianity and to adhere to the “prophetic” religion. Thus, 

millenarianism is interpreted in terms of class struggle. 

The deprivation theory has been adopted by many scholars to deal with the 

issues of millenarianism.1 For example, William Haller states that “[o]ut of the 

desperation of the poor and the humble arose hope of the millennium” (The Rise of 

Puritanism 271). Similarly, Michael Fixler argues that millenarianism “expressed 

among Protestants the demand of the dispossessed for social and economic betterment” 

(9). Norman Cohn stresses the tendency of medieval millenarianism to occur among 

the lower strata of society and the most vulnerable to disasters: “Again and again one 

finds that a particular outbreak of revolutionary millenarianism took place against a 

background of disaster” (282). Michael Barkun also claims that millenarianism occurs 

only in crisis situations: “Men cleave to hopes of imminent worldly salvation only 

when the hammerblows of disaster destroy the world they have known and render 

them susceptible to ideas which they would earlier have cast aside” (1). Keith Thomas 

associates millenarianism with “minority groups to whom the prospect of future bliss 

seemed compensation for their present afflictions” (140). Christopher Hill regards 

millenarianism as “lower-class underground movements” from 1590s to 1640s 

(Milton and the English Revolution 72). 

But the deprivation theory has also been questioned by some scholars.2 In an 

attempt to establish an overarching theory to explain all millenarian groups, the 

                                                 
1 For a survey of the application of the deprivation theory to the studies of millenarianism, see Stephen 
Cook 9-17. 
2 For a critique of the deprivation theory applied to the rise of Jewish apocalypticism, see Stephen 
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sociologists tend to identify common characteristics among as many millenarian 

movements as possible. Expectedly, the theory is vulnerable to counter-examples. 

Some scholars argue that not all of the members in millenarian groups are deprived.3 

To circumvent the problems, scholars have tried several ways to modify the 

deprivation theory. The most significant is the introduction of the notion of relativity. 

First coined by Samuel Stouffer and his associates in their wartime study The 

American Soldier (1949), the theory of relative deprivation was adopted by David 

Aberle (“The Prophet Dance and Reactions to White Contact” 79; “A Note on 

Relative Deprivation Theory as Applied to Millenarian and Other Cult Movements” 

209) and other scholars to the study of millenarianism (Meeks 172; Tuveson 329). 

Relative deprivation occurs where individuals or groups subjectively perceive 

themselves as unfairly disadvantaged relative to their expectations. The introduction 

of the relative deprivation makes the theory almost irrefutable because anyone can 

always claim that s/he deserves better. Though the theory of relative deprivation can 

include more millenarian groups as long as they feel deprived, its lack of objective 

measurements exposes its Achilles’ heel. 

The sociological/anthropological approach is characterized by Marxist economic 

determinism. The deprivation theory suggests that the ideological superstructure of 

                                                                                                                                            
Cook’s Prophecy and Apocalypticism and John Collins’s The Apocalyptic Imagination 37-38; for a 
critique of its application to medieval millenarianism, see Bernard McGinn’s introduction to Visions of 
the End; for a critique of its use in comparative religious studies, see Richard Emmerson’s “The 
Secret.” 
3 For example, the first-century Christians were a typical millenarian group, looking forward to the 
immediately approaching parousia promised by Jesus himself. According to the deprivation theory, 
they must be alienated from the dominant social structures. Near the end of the nineteenth century, 
Friedrich Engels claimed that “Christianity was originally a movement of oppressed people: it first 
appeared as the religion of slaves and emancipated slaves, of poor people deprived of all rights, of 
peoples subjugated or dispersed by Rome” (275). By 1980, however, this view has been generally 
rejected due to more thorough analysis of historical data, and the New Testament historians have 
reached a consensus that a significant number of the first-century Christians came from the middle and 
upper classes and that the early Christianity was under their leadership. For a survey of the 
controversies over the social backgrounds of the early Christianity, see Rooney Stark’s The Rise of 
Christianity 29-47. For a discussion of the “new consensus,” see Robin Scroggs’s “The Sociological 
Interpretation of the New Testament.” 
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millenarianism is built upon the economic base of deprivation. Thus, the Marxist 

interpretation lends itself readily to downplaying the significances of theology, which 

is considered nothing but the outcome of its material base. Karl Marx believes that 

religion “is the opium of the people” (131). For Marxist critics, religion is a mask for 

power, manipulated to serve political purposes, so they tend to treat religion as 

politics, detecting the power struggle hidden in the religious discourses. For example, 

Stephen Greenblatt, who believes that “all religious practices and beliefs are the 

product of the human imagination” (113), associates millenarianism with 

“conspiracies, rebellions, jacqueries, heresies” (93) and argues that millenarianism is 

a weapon used by “God-haunted [revolutionaries]…to liberate men from their 

oppressors and usher in the millennium” (113-14). Fredric Jameson, in a like manner, 

reads “theological discourse…as mystified or distorted anticipations of secular… 

preoccupations,” so he seeks to “disclose the materialist and political kernel within 

the mystified forms of a protestant theology” (39). In this sense, millenarianism has 

its “deeper kinship” with “socialism and political action today” (39). The 

anthropological/sociological approach tends to politicize millenarianism, equating 

millenarianism with revolutionary socialist activism. Accordingly, this approach is 

especially useful for the critics who are interested in radicalism in the English 

Revolution.  

Early studies in seventeenth-century English millenarianism were dominated by 

the sociological/anthropological approach, which, as demonstrated above, tended to 

put millenarianism into political categories. Take A. S. P. Woodhouse’s Puritanism 

and Liberty (1938/1974) and Michael Fixler’s Milton and the Kingdoms of God (1964) 

as examples. Woodhouse divides “the victors of the First Civil War” (1642-46) into 

four groups: the Presbyterians, the Independents, the Parties of the Left, and the 

Erastians. Except for the fourth, the first three groups were guided by religious 
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principles (14). The Presbyterians were “the Party of the Right in the Puritan coalition, 

finding its chief support among the aristocrats who had adhered to the Parliamentary 

cause, and the wealthy merchants, and fearing and hating the Parties of the Left for 

their civil, quite as much as their religious principles” (15).4 The Independents were 

“the Party of the Centre” (16). “The Parties of the Left, the sectaries, religious and 

political, were a heterogeneous company,” including the Separatists, Anabaptists, the 

Levellers, and other radicals (17-18). Millenarianism belonged to some members of 

this group, represented by the Fifth Monarchy Men (18). Like Woodhouse, Fixler also 

places millenarianism in the extreme left of the sects. Based on Ernst Troeltsch’s 

dichotomy of the church-type and the sect-type Christianity, Fixler enforces a similar 

distinction in Protestantism. He identifies the Protestants with the sect-type 

Christianity and argues that “Lutheranism and English Episcopalianism retained for 

some time the apocalypticism of the sects, and the Calvinist Presbyterian churches 

freely shared both the apocalypticism and the Kingdom ideal of their more radical 

brethren” (26).5 

1969 marked a historic milestone in the study of seventeenth-century English 

millenarianism. Within less than a decade, about a dozen books were devoted to that 

subject.6 One of the pioneering books—William Lamont’s Godly Rule: Politics and 

Religion, 1603-1660 (1969)—was still strongly influenced by the sociological and 

                                                 
4 The word “Puritan” has caused some historiographical problems. Simply put, “Puritan” was a term 
used around 1560s to 1640s as a name-calling for anyone who desired further reformation of the 
church polity and liturgy of the Church of England (Hall 283-309). Since “Puritans” never formed a 
discrete, homogeneous, centralized ecclesiological party, different scholars might use it to refer to 
different groups of people. Many recent historians tend to use the term without capitalization on the 
ground that “puritan” cannot be used as a proper noun. For a survey of recent scholars’ effort on 
defining the term, see the first chapter of John Morgan’s Godly Learning. To avoid confusion, I do not 
use the word “Puritan” (or “puritan”) to refer to any groups of people, unless it happens to appear in a 
quotation or a title. Here Woodhouse uses the word “Puritan” to refer to the Parliamentary camp in 
general. 
5 The “Kingdom ideal” is the belief in the realization of the “terrestrial Kingdom of God” (16). It is 
apparent that the “terrestrial kingdom of God” is the millennial kingdom, and thus the “Kingdom ideal” 
is “millenarianism.” 
6 See note 2 of Introduction. 
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anthropological approaches to millenarianism. Following Sylvia Thrupp, a leading 

sociologist in comparative studies of millenarianism, Lamont defines millenarianism 

as “any conception of a perfect age to come, or of a perfect land to be made accessible” 

(9).7 Lamont intends to call the reader’s attention to “how widely eschatological 

preconceptions pervaded in English intellectual life in the seventeenth century” (8). It 

should be noted that Lamont uses the anthropologist/sociologist definition of 

millenarianism not because he agrees to the deprivation theory but because he needs a 

very broad definition to include as many ideas as possible. 

Lamont’s book triggered a series of debates between him and Bernard Capp, and 

their confrontation drew the critics’ attention to the question of the definition of 

millenarianism.8 Some of the later scholars modified their approaches to the studies 

of millenarianism in the English Civil War. For example, Alfred Cohen divides the 

millenarian ideas in 1650 into two categories: “moderate” and “radical” (322).9 

Bernard Capp argues that the Thirty Years’ War turned English millenarianism from 

“gradualist” to “cataclysmic” (“The Millennium and Eschatology in England” 160). 

John Wislon divides English millenarianism during the Civil War into “prophetic” and 

“apocalyptic” eschatologies. Those who held prophetic eschatology advised a gradual 

reformation, while those who espoused apocalyptic eschatology were revolutionary 

extremists (Pulpit in Parliament 198-200).10 Tai Liu employs Wilson’s model “to 

                                                 
7 Lamont’s definition is quoted from Thrupp’s introduction to Millennial Dreams in Action: Studies in 
Revolutionary Religious Movements (12), a book resulting from a conference on comparative study of 
millenarianism convened at the University of Chicago in 1960. 
8 Lamont’s book was first critically reviewed by Capp in “Godly Rule and English Millenarianism” 
(1971). Then Lamont responded in “Richard Baxter, the Apocalypse and the Mad Major” (1972). After 
that, Capp counter-responded in “The Millennium and Eschatology in England” (1972). 
9 Cohen further divides the “radicals” into two groups: “spiritual” (represented by William Erbury) and 
“material” (represented by Vavasor Powell). 
10 According to Wilson, “prophetic” eschatology was built upon “a confidence in Jahweh’s resources 
to bring good out of evil in his relationship to a covenanted people”; “apocalyptic” eschatology, by 
contrast, was developed “as a proclamation of hope in Israel’s darkest hours” (199). The division of 
eschatology into prophetic and apocalyptic was first proposed by Martin Buber (1878-1965) in Kampf 
um Israel; Reden und Schriften (1933) (Hanson 4-5). Although different scholars define the two terms 
differently, they all regard the prophetic eschatology as natural/gradual and apocalyptic eschatology as 
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delineate the metamorphosis of puritan millenarianism and the changing alignments 

of the puritan groups in the twenty years of the English Revolution” (xiv). Cohen, 

Capp, Wilson, and Liu are concerned with the political significances of 

millenarianism, so they categorize the millenarians according to their political 

attitudes. 

We can see that all of the early critics limited their studies to the period of the 

English Revolution, for they regarded millenarianism as revolutionary socialist 

activism. The studies in English millenarianism underwent some changes in the mid- 

1970s, when several scholars tried to trace its origin back to the early seventeenth 

century or even to the latter half of the sixteenth century.11 Later, the Marxist reading 

of millenarianism was further vigorously challenged by some critics focusing on the 

Restoration period. These revisionists found it difficult to concur with Christopher 

Hill’s conviction of “the sudden eclipse of apocalyptic ideas after 1660” (Liberty 

against the Law 310).12 

Take Joseph Mede (1586-1638) as an example. Mede, generally called “the 

father of English millenarianism” (Ball 173; Jue 21), expressed his belief in the 

biblical millennium in Clavis Apocalyptica (1627/ 1632). The book, translated into 

English and published in 1643 under the order of the Parliament, influenced many 

millenarians during the English Revolution. Yet Mede was no “millenarian” according 

to the sociological/anthropological definition of millenarianism, for he, far from being 

                                                                                                                                            
supernatural/abrupt. 
11 See, for instance, Viggo Olsen’s John Foxe and the Elizabethan Church (1973), Paul Christianson’s 
Reformers and Babylon: English Apocalyptic Visions from the Reformation to the Eve of the Civil War 
(1978), Richard Bauckham’s Tudor Apocalypse: Sixteenth Century Apocalypticism, Millenarianism 
and the English Reformation: from John Bale to John Foxe and Thomas Brightman (1978), and 
Katharine Firth’s The Apocalyptic Tradition in Reformation Britain 1530-1645 (1979). 
12 See, for example, James Force’s William Whiston: Honest Newtonian (1985), Richard Popkin’s The 
Third Force in Seventeenth-Century Thought (1992), Philip Almond’s “Henry More and the 
Apocalypse”; Warren Johnston’s “The Patience of the Saints, the Apocalypse, and Moderate 
Nonconformity in Restoration England” (2003), “The Anglican Apocalypse in Restoration England” 
(2004), and Jeffrey Jue’s Heaven upon Earth (2006). 
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oppressed by the authority, maintained good relationship with the Anglican Church.13 

Moreover, the Marxist persistence of the 1660 divide has a hard time explaining the 

continued popularity of Mede’s interpretation of the millennium after the 

Restoration.14 

Therefore, more and more scholars reject the Marxist equation of millenarianism 

with radicalism, claiming that millenarianism did not necessitate fanaticism. They put 

millenarian theory on an entirely different footing, regarding millenarianism more as a 

religious/theological term than a political one. Their works correspond to a trend of 

early modern English studies starting in the 1980s: a “turn to religion.”15 

My study of Milton and seventeenth-century English millenarianism also follows 

the trend. On the one hand, I will demonstrate in this dissertation that a person’s 

political position did not predetermine his/her millenarian stance. On the other hand, I 

argue that millenarianism was a theological issue heatedly debated in seventeenth- 

century England. For example, Samuel Rutherford (1600?-1661), professor of divinity 

at St. Andrews University, claimed that he looked forward to seeing “that the throne 

of my Lord Jesus were exalted above the clouds, the heaven of heavens, and on both 

sides of the sun: and that all possible praise and glory were ascribed to him” (421). 

From the anthrological/sociological perspective, Rutherford was a millenarian 

because he anticipated a perfect world to come. However, Rutherford, though 

expecting Christ’s Second Coming, did not believe in the realization of the 

millennium on earth, so he hastened to add “I mean not any visible reign of Christ on 

earth, as the Millenaries fancy” (421). Rutherford was eager to dissociate himself 
                                                 
13 Sarah Hutton cliams that Mede was “a faithful supporter of [the] church” (“The Appropriation of 
Joseph Mede” 9). Jeffrey Jue suggests that Mede, “actually maintained an equal affiliation” with both 
the Anglican Church and the nonconformists (30-31). 
14 Mede’s millenarianism will be examined in more detail below. 
15 I quote the term from Ken Jackson and Arthur F. Marotti’s “The Turn to Religion in Early Modern 
English Studies” (2004). The essay is mainly concerned with the New Historicist scholars’ “turn to 
religion,” but it also provides a critical survey of the debate between “Whiggish ethnocentrists” and 
“Catholic apologists” (182) in the 1980s and 1990s. 
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from the millenarians because millenarianism was considered by many Protestants as 

a huge theological error at that time.16 Since the seventeenth-century thinkers 

preserved an awareness of the distinction between “millenary” and “non-millenary,” I 

insist that my discussion of the seventeenth-century English millenarianism should be 

correspondingly specific. 

 

II. Theological Approach to Millenarianism 

In terms of theology, millenarianism can be defined as the belief in the 

realization of the biblical millennium, which only appears in the twentieth chapter of 

the Revelation. After the destruction of the Whore of Babylon and the triumphant 

marriage of the Lamb in chapter nineteen, Satan is bound in the bottomless pit for a 

thousand years—the millennium—during which the resurrected saints reign with 

Christ. At the end of the millennium, Satan is released to wage the war of Gog and 

Magog for a while, but God defeats them ultimately and terminates the world with the 

Last Judgment. 

In biblical studies, the issues of the millennium are related to the studies in 

eschatology and apocalyptic literature. Eschatology comes from Greek έσχατος, 

meaning last things. In my study, I use eschatology as a general term concerning the 

end of the world or human history. There are a number of eschatological passages in 

the Bible, many of which are dispersed in different books. Daniel in the Old 

Testament and the Revelation in the New Testament, among other biblical texts, 

provide detailed and graphic descriptions of the end of history. Several similar 

features can be found in the two books. Both Daniel and the Apocalypse have dream 

visions, in which revelations are mediated by supernatural beings to human recipients 

                                                 
16 “Testimony to the Covenanted Work of Reformation Writing during 1638 and 1649” was written 
near Rutherford’s death in 1661 (6). 
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such as Daniel and John. Their visions are about the events of the coming end: a 

series of catastrophes, a universal battle between the godly and the ungodly, a 

temporal victory of the evil, and the final triumph of God. Both books envisage the 

vindication for those who suffer for God—the final judgment, resurrection, and the 

eventual establishment of the new earth and new heaven. Biblical scholars 

conventionally categorize the two books into apocalyptic literature,17 using the Greek 

title of the New Testament Revelation (αποκάλυψις)18 as the generic term.19 

My study focuses on millenarianism. Although the millennium only appears in 

Revelation 20, as indicated above, it is usually interpreted with other biblical texts. To 

facilitate my discussion, I single out four issues that are particularly relevant to the 

present study of millenarianism, though not all of them appear in Revelation 20 per se: 

the Day of the Lord, Antichrist, the conversion of the Jews, and the millennial 

kingdom.20 These terms are widely employed and fervently discussed among 

                                                 
17 John Collins and other members of the Apocalypse Group of the Society of Biblical Literature’s 
Genres Project defines “apocalyptic” as “a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in 
which a revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a 
transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial 
insofar as it involves another, supernatural world” (“Towards the Morphology of a Genre” 9). This 
definition has been widely adopted by scholars (A. Collins, Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and 
Christian Apocalypticism 7; Stephen Cook 23; Emmerson 1611; McGinn, “Early Apocalypticism” 4; 
Reddish 20; Robbins and Palmer 6; Russell 12; Satre 57; Vanderkam 196). Based on the definition, 
many scholars trace the origins of apocalyptic literature back to the myths of the ancient Near East, 
Middle East, and Greece (Clifford 3; Hellholm 2-3; Reddish 33). 
18 The title of the book is translated into English as either “Apocalypse” or “Revelation.” Milton 
generally used the Authorized Version in his texts, though he might prefer the Geneva Bible while he 
retained his sight (Fletcher, The Use of the Bible in Milton’s Prose 20, 93-94). Both versions have the 
same title: “Revelation.” I use “the Apocalypse” and “the Revelation” interchangeably. 
19 In addition to the two canonical books, several other texts have been marked for their apocalyptic 
characteristics. In the Hebrew canon, Isaiah 24-27, Zechariah 12-14, and Ezekiel 40-48 are usually 
labeled as apocalyptic (Charlesworth 3; Koch 17; Reddish 29; Youngblood 214). Moreover, some 
Jewish non-canonical writings, produced between the third century BCE and the second century CE, 
are also often classified as apocalyptic, such as 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch, and 4 Ezra 
(Koch 20; Reddish 28-29: Russell 35-59). In the New Testament, Mark 13 (and its parallels, Luke 21, 
and Matthew 24-25) is customarily called “Little Apocalypse” (Horsley 326; O’Leary 71; Reddish 30). 
As for Christian non-canonical writings, there are many “apocalypses,” such as The Apocalypse of 
Peter, The Apocalypse of Sedrach, and The Apocalypse of Paul (Koch 17; Reddish 32). For a 
comprehensive survey of the apocalyptic genre, see John Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination 1-42. 
20 Like “millennialism” and “millenarianism,” “millennial” and “millenarian” are often used 
interchangeably by many scholars. In the present thesis, I use “millennial” to modify “kingdom,” “age,” 
and “expectation[s]” and use “millenarian” to modify “idea[s]/thought[s]/position[s]” and 
“movement[s]” for the sake of consistency. 
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Milton’s contemporary theologians and thinkers. In the first section of this part of the 

chapter, I will discuss the biblical significances of the four issues. Their exegetical 

significances in the seventeenth century will be detailedly examined later. After that, I 

will offer a brief survey of the history of millenarianism in the Christian Era up until 

the English Revolution. Of course, this sketchy survey is by no means comprehensive, 

and the main goal is to facilitate my discussion of seventeenth-century English 

millenarianism in the following chapters. At the end of this chapter, I will clarify 

some of my usages of the terms relevant to the interpretations of the millennium. 

 

A. Theological Issues with Regard to Millenarianism 

1. The Day of the Lord 

One of the key issues in the studies in millenarianism is the concept of the Day 

of the Lord (or the Day of Yahweh).21 According to the Bible, God is actively 

concerned with the affairs of human beings, constantly interfering in the course of 

human events whether to chastise or to reward, to punish or to commend, to destroy 

or to save. History unfolds under the vigilant eye of God, acted out according to His 

providence. Originally, the Day of the Lord signifies Yahweh’s theophany on His Day, 

be it a festival day or a battle day.22 In the prophetic books of the Old Testament, the 

concept epitomizes the Israel’s idea of God’s participation in their history. On the one 

hand, the Day of the Lord is a terrible day of anger and indignation,23 a day of 

judgment and punishment.24 On the other hand, it is also a day of repentance25 and 

                                                 
21 On a survey of the history of Old Testament historiography on “the Day of Yahweh,” see George 
Elliott’s “Modern Views of the Origin and Nature of the Day of Yahweh.” For a list of the biblical 
occurrences of this term and its related phrases, see Everson 331-32. 
22 Among the theories of the origin of the Day of Yahweh, Sigmund Mowinckel’s cultic theory (125-54) 
and Gerhard von Rad’s holy war tradition (97-108) generated many discussions. Some later scholars try 
to reconcile the two theories (Cross 91-111; Everson 329; Klein 517; Miller 101). 
23 Isaiah 2.19-21, 13.7-9, 37.3; Jerimiah 51.2; Ezekiel 7.7, 19; Joel 2.1-3, 3.16; Nahum 1.7; Zephaniah 
1.14-18; Malachi 4.5. 
24 Isaiah 2.11-12, 13.6, 34.8; Jerimiah 11.11-17, 18.5-11, 46.10; Ezekiel 13.5, 30.3; Joel 1.15, 2.31; 
Amos 5.20; Obadiah 15; Zephaniah 1.7-2.3; Malachi 4.1. 
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restoration.26 The Lord turns His back on Israel and Judah because of their rebellion, 

which leads to the destruction of their nations. Nonetheless, the Lord still loves His 

people and would restore them as long as they sincerely repent for their disobedience. 

The pattern of disobedience/ punishment and repentance/salvation recurs in the 

history of Israel: from the time of the judges, to the periods of the united monarchy 

and the divided kingdoms, and to the post-exilic period. 

The concept of the Day of the Lord gradually developed into an eschatological 

idea in the post-exilic period.27 On the one hand, the Day of the Lord brings an end to 

the present world order: wars, earthquakes, and darkening of the heavenly bodies;28 

on the other hand, it also inaugurates a new age: the terrestrial realization of the divine 

kingship of the Lord.29 The post-exilic prophets came to realize that a consummation 

must be brought to the history of the on-going pattern of disobedience/punishment 

and repentance/salvation. The eschatological sense of the Day of the Lord not only 

stresses Yahweh’s presence with the Israelites but also signifies a fundamental change 

brought to His people by His intervention. 

The later development of the Jewish concept of the Day of the Lord coincided 

with the rise of the hope for the messiah (hywm)—literally, a person who is anointed 

with oil.30 Only two kinds of people were anointed in the Jewish tradition: priests 

(Leviticus 4.3, 5, 16; 6. 15) and kings (1 Samuel 12.3, 5; 16.6; 24.7, 11). In this sense, 

the “messiah” is a political or religious leader chosen by God. The Israelites enjoyed a 

great prosperity during the reign of David and Solomon in the tenth century BCE. 

                                                                                                                                            
25 Joel 2.12-17; Zephaniah 2.2-3. 
26 Hosea 2.18-23; Joel 1.15; Amos 9.11-15; Micah 4.6-8; Malachi 4.5. 
27 A. E. Garvey and Ladislav Černy even argue that the eschatological usage of the Day of Yahweh 
must be “applied to the final and universal judgment, and not to any less decisive intervention of God 
in the course of human history” (qtd. in Everson 331). 
28 Isaiah 13; Ezekiel 32; Joel 2; Zephaniah 1; Zechariah 14.1-8. 
29 Isaiah 24.21-23; Amos 9.11-15; Zechariah 14.9-11. 
30 One of the most monumental study of the concept of the messiah in the Old Testament is Sigmund 
Mowinckel’s He That Cometh (1956). 
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With the siege of Jerusalem by the Babylonians and the destruction of the Temple in 

the early sixth century BCE, however, the Jewish people lost their national monarchy 

and their elites were forced into exile. 

Jewish messianism rose out of the post-exilic milieu. The Jews expected a king 

who would deliver them from their present oppression and restore the glory of 

David’s kingdom.31 In other words, “messiah” was associated with “savior.” 

Although the Second Temple was rebuilt in 515 BCE, the Jewish people still could 

not enjoy their national independence, and they began to lose confidence in the 

restoration of their kingdom. They were gradually convinced that only God’s 

intervention could bring about the desired goal. In this sense, the idea of the messiah 

was incorporated with that of the Day of the Lord. On the Day of the Lord, God’s 

glory would be restored to the new messianic kingdom: a new Jerusalem would be 

built (Isaiah 11; 60; 65-66), and a new Israel would be established (Ezekiel 40-48). 

The expectations of the messiah reached a zenith in the Greco-Roman period, 

during which a certain amount of the Jewish apocalyptic literature was produced.32 

The concept of the messiah was worked into eschatological thoughts during the 

inter-testamental period—the messiah became “an eschatological figure” (John 

Collins, The Scepter and the Star 12; Mowinckel 3). As the savior that would bring an 

end to the present predicament, the messiah would set right all wrongs and vindicate 

his people. The Jews expected that God would intervene in human history to establish 

a felicitous paradise or the kingdom of God.33 In this sense, the messiah embodies the 

                                                 
31 Isaiah 11.1-9; Jeremiah 23.5-8; 33.14-16; Micah 5.2-3; Zechariah 9.9-10. 
32 There are only thirty-eight occurrences of the term “anointed one” in the Hebrew Bible (Vanderkam 
194)—significantly few when compared with the non-canonical apocalyptic writings of the inter- 
testamental period, such as 1 Enoch, the Book of Jubilees, the Jewish Sibylline Oracles, the Testament 
of the Twelve Patriachs, 2 Baruch, 2 Esdras, the Apocalypse of Abraham, the Psalms of Solomon, and 
the Dead Sea Scrolls (Vanderkam 198-221). 
33 The idea of the messianic kingdom appears in several non-canonical Jewish texts, such as 1 Enoch 
6-36, 91-104; 2 Enoch 33.1; Psalms of Solomon 11.1-8; Jubilees 23.27; 4 Ezra 7.28-29; and the 
Testament of Isaac 6-8 (Porter 63). 
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Jewish hope for a future savior who will deliver the people from their present 

oppression and consummate God’s saving history. 

The birth of Christianity coincided with Jewish eschatological messianism. The 

Greek word χριστός (Christ) is the translation of the Hebrew hywm (Messiah). Since 

Jesus was recognized as the messiah (Christ)34 by the Christians, Christianity had 

gained a strong eschatological flavor from its start.35 However, Jesus was neither a 

Jewish king nor a Jewish priest in the literal sense. Rather, he was a spiritual savior— 

not only for the Jews but also for all the people who believed he was Christ. 

The Day of the Lord becomes an exclusive eschatological concept in the New 

Testament. It is associated with the Second Coming (the parousia)36 and the 

Judgment Day.37 Since Jesus is the messiah as well as the Son of God, the day of 

Christ’s Second Advent is tantamount to the Day of the Lord that signifies the 

consummation of human history. Although some passages in the New Testament 

stresses the unforeseeability of the Day of the Lord (Matthew 24.36; Mark 13.32; 2 

Peter 3.10), it is also noted that the parousia, like its counterpart in the Old Testament, 

is preceded by certain signs heralding its approach: wars, earthquakes, and the 

darkening of heavenly bodies (Matthew 24; Mark 13; Luke 21). Most significantly, 

the Second Coming is preceded by the appearance of Antichrist and the conversion of 

the Jews. Throughout history, many historical events have been interpreted as signs 

prior to the Day of the Lord, and many people have tried to calculate its date based on 

some apocalyptic numbers.38 

                                                 
34 Also as “Son of Man,” another messianic designation. For a detailed survey of the tradition and the 
development of the term, see chapters four and five of A. Collins’s Cosmology and Eschatology in 
Jewish and Christian Apocalypticism. 
35 It has been suggested that Christianity began as an apocalyptic sect within Judaism (F. Baumgartner 
9; Charlesworth 3; McGinn, Antichrist 31-56; Käsemann 40; Porter 63; E. Weber 42). 
36 Matthew 24; Mark 13; Luke 21; 1 Corinthians 15.50-54; 1 Thessalonians 4.13-18; 2 Peter 3.8-13; cf. 
Isaiah 27.13; Zechariah 9.14. 
37 Matthew 25; Romans 2.5; 2 Thessalonians 1.7-10; 2 Timothy 4.1-8; 2 Peter 3.7; 1 John 4.17; Jude 
1.6. 
38 As we will see later, many of the theologians in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century England 
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2. Antichrist 

 Antichrist plays a key role in apocalyptic literature, in which dualism and the 

combat motif are two most striking characteristics.39 The biblical reference of the 

term, nevertheless, occurs not in the book of Revelation but in the First and Second 

Epistles of John (1 John 2.18, 22; 4.3; 2 John 7), in which the appearance of Antichrist 

assures the coming of the end of the world. It denies the Father and the Son (1 John 

2.22), negates Jesus (1 John 4.3), and deceives Christians (2 John 7). To sum up, 

Antichrist signifies the ultimate enemy of Christ. 

Antichrist, as its name suggests, functions as the ultimate antagonist in the 

apocalyptic drama. A glance at the extreme polarization presented in the Revelation 

will suffice to explain the role of Antichrist. The ever-going battle is waged between 

the pregnant woman, St. Michael, the saints, and the Lamb on the one hand, and the 

red dragon, the sea beast, the land beast, the scarlet beast, and the Whore of Babylon 

on the other hand. The opposition between Christ and Antichrist can be seen in the 

strong contrast of good against evil, of light against darkness, and of God against 

Satan. Accordingly, though not a literally apocalyptic figure, Antichrist is usually 

associated with the evil forces in the series of the apocalyptic battle. 

In addition to 1 John, 2 John, and the Revelation, the combat motif can be 

detected in some other New Testament texts—such as the “Little Apocalypse,” 1 

Corinthians 15, Ephesians 6.10-17, 1 Thessalonians 4.13-5.11, and 2 Thessalonians 2. 
                                                                                                                                            
were fascinated by the calculations of the chronology of the last events. 
39 A distinct dualism is easily recognized in apocalyptic narratives: good/evil, light/ darkness, 
God/Satan, Christ/Antichrist, et cetera. For dualism, see Abrams 345; Christianson 5; Stephen Cook 
22-25; Cummins, “Matter” 169; Hanson 379; Hotson, “The Historiographic Origins of Calvinist 
Millenarianism” 161; Mowinckel 270-79; Nicholson 190; O’Leary 71; Reddish 23; Robbins and 
Palmer 6; Rowley 174-75; Russell 104-15; Schmithals 22-23. It should be noted that dualism does not 
threaten the validity of Judeo-Christian monotheism. The cosmic battle between good and evil will be 
resolved with the consummation of human history: the final triumph of God. In that sense, dualism will 
be ultimately subsumed into monism. For the combat motif, see A. Collins’s The Combat Myth in the 
Book of Revelation; McGinn Antichrist 22-26. 
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Therefore, it is not surprising that the texts have usually been coalesced by those who 

want to express an apocalyptic hope for a new, transformed world beyond the pains 

and frustrations of the old, present age. 

 

3. The Conversion of the Jews 

It was widely held by sixteenth- and seventeenth-century English Protestant 

theologians that the Jews must be converted into Christianity before Christ’s Second 

Coming.40 According to the New Testament, the conversion of the Jews can be 

interpreted in either general or specific sense. On the one hand, Jesus claimed that the 

gospel must be preached to all nations before the end of the world (Matthew 24.14; 

Mark 13.10), so in this general sense the Jews must be converted into Christianity as 

well. On the other hand, the conversion of the Jews is more specifically mentioned by 

Jesus (Matthew 23.39; Luke 13.35) and Paul (Romans 11.25-26). Moreover, some 

commentators found the idea of the conversion of the Jews in some of the Old 

Testament passages, such as Isaiah 59.20; Ezekiel 37.24-28; Daniel 12.11-13; Joel 

3.14-17; Zechariah 13.1; and Malachi 4.5-6. 

 

4. The Millennial Kingdom 

Now we approach the most controversial question with regard to the millennium: 

When and where is the millennial kingdom? Is it in the past, or in the future? Is it an 

earthly or a heavenly kingdom? Generally speaking, there are three views on the 

                                                 
40 Although the idea of the conversion of the Jews can be found in some medieval English thinkers, it 
was mainly preached by Martin Bucer (1491-1551) and Peter Martyr (1499-1562) at Cambridge and 
Oxford during the reign of Edward VI. The idea was further developed by Theodore de Beza 
(1519-1605), William Perkins (1558-1602), Thomas Brightman (1562-1607), Joseph Mede 
(1586-1638), and other influential theologians. The idea was popularized by Beza’s annotations on 
Romans 9-11 in the margins of the Geneva Bible. For a survey of the development of the issue, see 
chapter 3 of Iain Murray’s The Puritan Hope. 
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millennial kingdom: a-millennialism, pre-millennialism, and post-millennialism.41 A- 

millennialists do not believe in the realization of a terrestrial kingdom of God in the 

future, and they consider the millennium to be in the past or to be equivalent to the 

whole period of church history. Thus, the millennial kingdom can be identified with 

the Christian Church or a spiritual kingdom within man’s heart (Luke 17.20-21). 

Strictly speaking, a-millennialists can not be counted as millenarians, for they do not 

anticipate a future millennium. The belief in a forthcoming earthly millennial 

kingdom can be categorized into two views: pre-millennialism and post-millennialism. 

Pre-millennialists hold that the Second Coming will precede the millennium. In other 

words, pre-millennialists believe that the millennium will not come until Christ brings 

an end to the present age. Post-millennialists, by contrast, believe that the parousia 

will come after the millennium. Notwithstanding, the distinction between pre- 

millennialism and post-millennialism is more than that between “before” and “after.” 

For pre-millennialists, the millennial kingdom launches a quality of existence very 

different from the present age. God’s supernatural intervention and the bodily 

resurrection of the saints inaugurate the sudden and miraculous advent of the 

millennial kingdom. For post-millennialists, the difference between the present age 

and the millennial age only exists in degree. With the assistance of God’s spiritual 

power, the present age gradually merges into the millennial age, and the resurrection 

of the saints means the spiritual awakening of the Christians and/or the conversion of 

the infidels. 

According to the Revelation, after the millennial kingdom and the Last Judgment, 

a new heaven and earth will be created. The description of the New Jerusalem in the 

                                                 
41 Many scholars treat millennialism and millenarianism as interchangeable terms. In this study I never 
use millennialism without a prefix (a-millennialism, pre-millennialism, and post-millennialism) in the 
interest of avoiding confusions, unless it happens to appear in a quotation or a title. In this section, I 
only provide a brief introduction of the three views. More specific details will be discussed in the 
following chapters. 
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Revelation parallels the messianic kingdom of Isaiah 11, 65-66 and Ezekiel 40-48, 

and the blissful kingdom of God will last forever. The orthodox a-millennialism 

interprets the New Jerusalem as the kingdom of heaven that Jesus preached in the four 

gospels. Nonetheless, some people are eager to establish an earthly New Jerusalem, 

which can be either anticipated independently from the millennium—as some 

sixteenth-century German Anabaptists did—or identified with the millennial 

kingdom—as most of the seventeenth-century English millenarians did. 

Furthermore, the fifth monarchy of the Book of Daniel is usually associated with 

the millennial kingdom, especially in the seventeenth century. The fifth monarchy 

appears in two dream visions. In chapter two, King Nebuchadnezzar has a dream of a 

statue with a gold head, a silver chest, bronze thighs, and iron legs: each part 

representing a kingdom. The fourth kingdom (iron legs) is further divided (feet and 

toes of iron mixed with clay), and the divided fourth kingdom is destroyed by a stone, 

whose monarchy will last forever. In chapter seven, Daniel has a dream of four 

beasts—a lion, a bear, a leopard, and a ten-horned beast with a little horn—each beast 

signifying a monarchy. The fifth kingdom is set up after the fourth beast is killed and 

thrown into fire. In both dreams, the fifth monarchy will usher in an eternal regime of 

justice and righteousness.42 On the one hand, the fifth monarchy is the realization of 

Jewish messianic kingdom; on the other hand, the fifth monarchy is usually associated 

with the Christian millennial kingdom in the Revelation.43 

 

B. A Brief Survey of the History of Christian Interpretations of the 

                                                 
42 The references of the first four kingdoms have been interpreted variously. As we will see later in the 
thesis, the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Protestants generally regarded them as the empires of 
Babylonia, Persia, Greece, and Rome. 
43 We should note that the fifth monarchy is not invariably identified with the millennial kingdom on 
earth. It has been more commonly interpreted as the kingdom of heaven. The identification with the 
millennium was first proposed in the seventeenth century. For more details, see the next section of this 
chapter and chapter four. 
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Millennium until the English Revolution 

Although the original theological meaning of millenarianism was narrow and 

specific, different people may variously interpret the biblical millennium to serve 

diverse purposes at sundry times. As we will see in this section, the interpretation of 

the millennium is part of a complicated web woven by various threads—be it 

ideological, political, social, and religious. Some forms of millenarianism can be 

characterized by radicalism, while others cannot. 

Early church fathers—such as Papias (ca. 60-130), Justin Martyr (ca. 100-165), 

Irenaeus (ca. 130-202), and Tertullian (ca. 160-220)—held a literal interpretation of 

Revelation 20.4-5. They believed that Christ would come soon and that the saints 

would be corporeally resurrected from death and would reign with Christ for one 

thousand years on earth (Cohn 26-29; Grenz 38-42; Mathison 23-33). They are called 

“chiliasts,” from the Greek χιλια (thousand), and their millenarian view is termed 

“chiliasm.”44 We can spot a striking parallel between the Jewish notions of the 

messianic kingdom and the early Christian ideas of the millennial kingdom. Both 

anticipate the intervention of God into human history to end the present order and to 

bring a new order of beatitude and bliss, and both expect the temporal length of the 

kingdom to be one thousand years.45 Thus, it can be stated that the seed of early 

Christian millenarianism was planted in the soil of Jewish messianism.46 

Before Constantine legalized Christianity in 313, Christians experienced various 

degrees of persecutions under the Roman authorities. Therefore, in the first three 
                                                 
44 As I have mentioned in the first note of introduction, many scholars use “chiliasm,” “millennialism,” 
and “millenarianism” interchangeably. In the present thesis, I reserve “chiliasm” for the millenarian 
idea of the ante-Nicene Fathers (which is a form of pre-millennialism) in the interest of being specific. 
But we should notice that “chiliasm” was used in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries to designate 
the belief in the realization of a godly kingdom on earth in general. In a derogatory sense, sometimes 
“chiliasm” meant only “fanaticism,” and “chiliast” was nothing but a name-calling. 
45 It is 1000 years in 2 Enoch 33.1 and Jubilees 23.27, but it is 400 years in 4 Ezra 7.28. 
46 For the influence of Jewish messianism on early Christian millenarianism, see Cohn 19-36; 
Daniélou 403; Klaassen 1; McGinn, “Early Apocalypticism” 27; Porter 63; Reeves 295; E. Weber 
41-43. 
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centuries, chiliasm emerged during a time of persecution to offer hope to the 

oppressed early Christian community. They expected the imminent Christ’s Second 

Coming to terminate the persecution and to establish a godly kingdom on earth. 

 However, the radical nature of chiliasm was a double-edged sword in the early 

Christianity. On the one hand, the early Christians needed it to fight against the 

imperial persecution; on the other hand, the church leaders harbored misgivings about 

its anti-institutional tendency. Montanism in the mid-second century materialized the 

misgivings.47 Montanus, a pagan convert from Phrygia, Asia Minor, was a 

charismatic leader and attracted some followers. One of his female prophets 

proclaimed that Jesus would come soon and establish His kingdom in a nearby town 

named Pepuza. They urged the followers to abandon everything to go to Pepuza to 

wait for Christ’s Second Coming. The prophecy failed, of course, but the Montanists 

developed an organized group while awaiting the parousia. They ordained their priests, 

collected donations, and performed sacraments. Therefore, the mainstream Christian 

Church greatly opposed Montanism, for it threatened the authority of the ecclesiastic 

leadership.48 

We can see, then, that there existed a “non-chiliasm” in early Christianity at least 

from the second century. The establishment of the chronology of the age of the world 

(Annus Mundi) also featured that non-chiliasm.49 The chronology of Annus Mundi is 

based on the “cosmic week” theory, also known as the “creation-day world-age” 

theory, which argues that the world from its beginning to the end lasts for 7000 

years—that is, seven 1000-year periods. The belief spread among many of the early 

                                                 
47 For Montanism, see F. Baumgartner 35-38; Boer 63-65; Cohn 25-26. 
48 Despite the opposition of the mainstream Church, Montanism spread beyond Asia Minor into 
Europe and North Africa and lasted for several centuries (Boer 65). 
49 I follow the argument proposed by Richard Landes in “Lest the Millennium Be Fulfilled.” 
Eusebius’s anti-chiliasm is clear (Klaasen 3; McGinn, Visions of the End 25-26; V. Olsen 22). 
Hippolytus’s chiliasm is debated among scholars, but his chronology is generally considered non- 
chiliastic (Charles Hill 111-20). 
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Christian writers, whose arguments were based on Genesis 1 and 2 Peter 3.8.50 

According to Genesis 1, God created the universe in 6 days and then rested on the 

seventh day; in 2 Peter 3.8, a thousand years are a day in the sight of God. As a result, 

the first 6000 years correspond to the six days of God’s creation, and the seventh 

thousand years is the sabbatical millennium, just like the Sabbath Day. 

In the early third century, Hippolytus of Rome (170-236) and Julius Africanus 

(ca. 160-240), with the cosmic week theory in mind, dated the Incarnation 5500 years 

after the creation, which rapidly gained wide acceptance.51 According to that 

chronology, Hippolytus and Julius lived in the 5700s, and the sabbatical millennium 

would begin around 500 CE, which provided a buffer of some 300 years from their 

time. 

A century later, in about 303 CE, Eusebius of Caesaria (263-339) argued that 

Jesus began his ministry 5228 years after the creation, which further postponed the 

date of the beginning of the sabbatical millennium for another 300 years (Landes 139). 

Though not generally accepted at first, Eusebian chronology was later translated by 

Jerome (347-420) into Latin and greatly influenced the Latin (Western) Christians 

(Landes 139).52 The chronology of universal history was part of an attempt to cool 

the then fervent chiliasm by postponing the date of the onset of the millennium into a 

more distant future. 

The chiliastic expectations, however, dissipated after the fourth century. After 

Theodosius proclaimed Christianity the sole official religion of the Roman Empire in 

380, Christianity had no rival religions and saw no urgency in awaiting a sudden 

intervention of God to terminate the present age. Augustinian a-millennialism arose 

                                                 
50 See, for instance, Daniélou 396-404; Erickson 95-96; Grenz 39; Landes 142; Toon, Introduction 10. 
51 For a detailed survey of the patterns of universal history, see Landes’s “Lest the Millennium Be 
Fulfilled.” 
52 Jerome’s translation appeared in 379 CE (Landes 151). 
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accordingly.53 

St. Augustine of Hippo (354-430) in The City of God (425) adopted a spiritual/ 

allegorical interpretation of Revelation 20. The first resurrection of the saints, 

according to Augustine, indicates the resurrection of the soul—the conversion of the 

Christians that had been spiritually dead (975). Consequently, the millennium, during 

which Satan is bound and the saints enjoy the sovereignty with Christ, refers to the 

time from the establishment of the Christian Church to Christ’s Second Coming (983). 

In this sense, the Kingdom of God is the Christian Church, and the millennium began 

in the first century and will last until the end of the world. During the millennium, 

Satan’s bondage does not mean complete cessation of evil but merely signifies the 

confinement of Satan’s activities to those who deny the Church (983). The saints’ 

reign with Christ is understood as Christians enjoying God’s grace in the Church 

(987). After the millennium comes the final Judgment, upon which all human beings 

will be bodily resurrected (988). The figure 1000 does not have to refer to an actual 

length of time, and the millennium simply designates the entire era between Christ’s 

two comings. 

Augustinian a-millennialism dominated the medieval Christianity for many 

centuries, and the belief in a future millennium had been condemned as heresy and 

had been kept silent until the twelfth century. Joachim of Fiore (ca.1130-1202), a 

Calabrian abbot, believed that the Revelation provided a prophetic outline of the 

history of the world, and he divided the history into three ages—that of the Father, the 

                                                 
53 Some critics assert that the Third Ecumenical Council of Ephesus in 431 condemned belief in the 
millennium as heretical (Bradstock 77; Clouse, Introduction to The Meaning of the Millennium 9; 
Grenz 44; Toon, Introduction to Puritans, the Millennium And the Future of Israel 14). Unfortunately, 
those critics do not quote any primary sources to verify their assertion. Michael Svigel traces the 
origins of that critical contention, arguing that the opinion originated from Norman Cohn’s 
misunderstanding in the first two editions of his The Pursuit of the Millennium (1957/ 61). Although 
Cohn removed the assertion in the third edition (1970), the misunderstanding had spread out among 
scholars (Svigel 109-10). For all the acts of the Council of Ephesus, see James Chrystal’s The Third 
World Council.  
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Son, and the Spirit. According to Joachim’s Trinitarian history, the age of the Father 

ended with the birth of Jesus, and the age of the Son would last until the destruction of 

the red seven-headed dragon of Revelation 12.54 According to Revelation 12.6, the 

period of the dragon’s persecution is 1260 days. Based on the year-day principle,55 

Joachim converted 1260 days to 1260 years and concluded that the age of the Son 

would end in the year 1260.56 Then the age of the Spirit would inaugurate a period of 

peace, and the saints in the Church would enjoy the millennium. On the one hand, 

Joachim, unlike Augustine, expected a millennium to come; on the other hand, like 

Augustine, he did not interpret the millennium literally. He considered it as a 

sabbatical period of indefinite length, dated from the defeat of the dragon to the 

loosening of Satan and the battle with Gog and Magog. Unlike the chiliasts who 

believed in Christ’s bodily advent to usher in the millennium, Joachim held that the 

millennium would be initiated by a spiritual (not physical) intervention of Christ in 

the power of the Holy Spirit. In the age of the Spirit (the millennium) heathens and 

the Jews would be converted, and the Church would be purified and elevated to a new 

spiritual status. The idea of Christ’s spiritual intervention in Protestant post- 

millennialism can be attributed to the influence of Joachim.57 

                                                 
54 Joachim identifies the seven-headed dragon with Antichrist, which can be either singular (one 
dragon) or multiple (seven heads). For Joachim’s apocalyptic ideas, see Marjorie Reeves’s The 
Influence of Prophecy in the Later Middle Ages: A Study in Joachimism. 
55 The year-day principle is a method of interpretation of biblical prophecy in which a day actually 
means a year. The principle was developed from Ezekiel 4.6, where God demands that the prophet lie 
on his right side forty days, representing the forty years in the wilderness. Rabbi Benjamin Nahawendi 
in the early ninth century was the first person who applied the principle to the three prophetic numbers 
of Daniel—1290, 1335, and 2300 (Froom 1:713). 
56 Joachim identified the first six heads with Herod, Nero, Constantine, Muhammad, Mesemoth, and 
Saladin. Therefore, the first persecution (Herod’s) began with the birth of Jesus (McGinn, Antichrist 
138-39). 
57 Marjorie Reeves claims that Joachim’s teaching “form[ed] a turning point in medieval thought about 
Last Things” (303). However, Robert Lerner, examining Joachim’s legacy in late medieval age, 
considers Reeves’s conclusion to be an “overstatement” (120). In other words, influential as it was, 
Joachim’s theory did not change the course of the history of Christian eschatology thoroughly. Stanley 
Grenz also points out the ambiguity of Joachim’s place in the development of the apocalyptic thought 
(47-48). Bernard McGinn is more moderate in evaluating Joachim by asserting him “significant” in the 
history of apocalypticism (Antichrist 136). 



 26

The millenarian positions held by the sixteenth-century Protestants can be 

roughly divided into two camps: the Magisterial Reformers and the Radical 

Reformers.58 Generally speaking, the Magisterial Reformers stick to Augustinian 

a-millennialism, while a certain number of the Radical Reformers—especially some 

radical Anabaptists—proclaimed an immediate earthly kingdom of God. 

The radical Anabaptists anticipated a terrestrial godly kingdom, which provided 

a scenario for the German Peasants’ War of 1525 and the Münster Rebellion of 1534. 

Thomas Müntzer (ca. 1490-1525), for example, was one of the representatives of 

German radical Anabaptists. In the “Prague Manifesto” (1521), Müntzer claimed that 

the Turks would soon conquer the world and Antichrist would rule over it. After that, 

the Elect would rise up and defeat Antichrist, so that the Second Coming could 

inaugurate the eternal kingdom on earth (371). Unfortunately, he did not provide 

scriptural references, nor did he elaborate on the nature of the terrestrial kingdom. In 

the “Sermon to the Princes” (1524), Müntzer interpreted Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of 

Daniel 2. Conventionally the dream is understood as about the history of five 

successive empires. Müntzer, however, sub-divided the fourth empire into two—the 

iron and the half-iron-half-clay empires. Accordingly, the fourth (iron) empire was the 

Roman Empire, and the fifth (half-iron-half-clay), the Holy Roman Empire. The stone 

that broke the half-iron-half-clay feet (the fifth empire) was Christ and the saints 

(244-45). An eternal empire would come after the destruction of the fifth kingdom. 

Consequently, it is only natural for us to equate the earthly kingdom of the “Prague 

Manifesto” to the eternal empire of the “Sermon to the Princes”—the last monarchy 
                                                 
58 In sixteenth-century Europe, the Magisterial Reformers referred to the Protestants who gained 
assistance from magistrates—mainly the followers of Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin. The Radical 
Reformers, on the contrary, profoundly disappointed with magisterial supporters, withdrew into 
separatist conventicles— such as the Anabaptists, the Spiritualists, and the Evangelical Rationalists (G. 
H. Williams xxviii-xxxvi). The division of the two groups is based on their political positions. 
Although a person’s millenarian ideas could not be defined by his/her political position in 
seventeenth-century England, sixteenth-century Continental millenarianism was found only in some 
Radical Reformers. 
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of Daniel 2. 

In the Peasants’ War, each peasants’ army had a preacher to stir the fighting spirit 

of the soldiers. Müntzer was engaged in this role in Thuringia and Mühlhausen. The 

belief in the upcoming of an earthly kingdom of God was widely circulated among the 

peasants. They were convinced that the whole world was already up in arms and God 

would ensure that the peasants would triumph in the end.59 

The belief in the imminence of a terrestrial godly kingdom was not crushed with 

the defeat of the Peasants’ War. In 1534, some radical Anabaptists led by John 

Matthijs (ca. 1500-1534) and John Beukels (1509-1536) took over the former 

Catholic town of Münster in Westfalen. Believing in the immediate coming of the 

parousia and the overthrow of the corrupted world, they declared Münster to be the 

New Jerusalem and established a quasi-communistic community to anticipate the 

return of Christ. An army of both Catholics and Protestants put an end to the 

occupation in 1535.60 

The Magisterial Reformers opposed the Peasants’ War and the Münster Rebellion 

and rejected the belief in an earthly godly kingdom. Martin Luther (1483-1546), for 

example, held that the millennium began when the Apocalypse was written and ended 

with the rise of the Turks (408). Luther believed that the Turks would be defeated 

soon and that the Final Judgment would arrive and launch the fifth monarchy: the 

heavenly kingdom of God (300).61 In the seventeenth article of the Augsburg 

Confession,62 the Lutheran Churches condemned those who “sowe abrode iudaical 

opinions that before the Resurrection of the dead the wicked shal be oppressed in 
                                                 
59 For Müntzer’s role in the Peasants’ War, see G. H. Williams 161-65. 
60 For the Münster Rebellion, see G. H. Williams 553-88. 
61 Luther interpreted the first four monarchies as Assyrians or Babylonians, Medes and Persians, 
Greeks, and Romans (295). 
62 The Augsburg Confession was mainly composed by Philipp Melanchthon in 1530. I use the 1536 
English version, translated by Rycharde Tauerner (The Confessyon of the Fayth of the Germaynes 
Exhibited to the Moste Victorious Emperour Charles the. V.). I retain the original spelling of the quoted 
words throughout the entire dissertation. 
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every place; and the good men shal occupy and possesse the kingdome of the world” 

(10). Similarly, the Anglican Church, in the Forty-Two Articles of Religion (1553)63 

denounced those who “goe aboute to renewe the fable of heretickes called Millenarii, 

be repugnant to holie Scripture, and caste them selues headlong into a Juishe dotage” 

(Article 41). Likewise, the Reformed Churches in Switzerland also repudiated that 

belief in the eleventh chapter of the Second Helvetic Confession:64 “Moreover wee 

condemne Jewishe dreames, dreamyng that before the date of Judgements, there 

shalbee in the yearth a golden worlde, wherein the godlie (their wicked enemies 

beeyng oppressed) shall possesse the kyngdomes of the yearth” (30). It is noteworthy 

that the belief in a terrestrial blissful kingdom of God was repeatedly condemned as 

“Judaic/Jewish.” In other words, it was considered a derivative of Jewish messianism. 

Moreover, “chiliasm” in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was generally 

understood as the belief in the realization of an earthly kingdom of God and did not 

necessarily denote any systematic interpretation of the millennium of Revelation. 

Müntzer, for example, did not refer to the millennium in his sermons, yet he was 

called a chiliast. More than that, even an a-millennialist could be labeled as a chiliast. 

For instance, Melchior Hoffman (ca. 1495-1543), one of the most notorious German 

radical Anabaptists, argued that the millennium began with Paul’s ministry and ended 

with the emergence of papacy in the second century. Nevertheless, Hoffman 

anticipated the arrival of the New Jerusalem on earth (Deppermann 248-54; Klaassen 

28-29; G. H. Williams 522-23). In other words, Hoffman was called a chiliast not 

because he believed in a future millennium but because he had faith in the realization 

of a terrestrial godly kingdom. 
                                                 
63 The Forty-Two Articles were composed by Thomas Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, in 1552, 
published by the Church of England under King Edward VI’s commandment in 1553 (Articles Agreed 
on by the Bishoppes). 
64 Written by Heinrich Bullinger (1504-1575), the Second Helvetic Confession was first published in 
German and Latin in 1566. I use the 1568 English version (Confession of Fayth Made by Common 
Consent of Diuers Reformed Churches beyonde the Seas). 
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John Calvin (1509-64) also rejected chiliasm, calling it “too puerile to need or to 

deserve refutation” (265), partly because he detested the Münster Rebellion.65 He 

agreed with Augustine by claiming that the millennium did not refer to “the eternal 

blessedness of the Church, but only to the various troubles which await the Church 

militant in this world” (265).66 Thus, Calvin encouraged every Christian in the 

Church (Kingdom of God) to cope with the worldly corruptions and to pursue “daily 

progress” (190) until the completion brought to them by the final advent of Christ. 

Although Calvin held Augustinian a-millennialism, his zeal for daily progress of 

the Kingdom of God helped to foster an optimistic eschatology of post-millennialism 

in the seventeenth century. One of the central tenets of post-millennialism was the 

doctrine of the latter-day glory, of which Thomas Brightman (1562-1607), an English 

clergyman, was a strong advocate. Brightman’s Apocalypsis Apocalypseos (1609) 

marked a milestone in the history of English millenarianism. Brightman distinguished 

Satan’s thousand-year binding (Revelation 20.1-3) from Christ’s thousand-year reign 

with the saints (Revelation 20.4-6). By this logic, there were two millennia. The first 

millennium (Satan’s binding) dated from 300 to 1300, and then the first resurrection 

(Revelation 20.4) followed. The first resurrection was understood as the revival of the 

spirit of true Christianity; in other words, the saints were regarded as the forerunners 

of the Reformation. After the first millennium came the second one: Christ’s reign 
                                                 
65 For the influence of the Münster Rebellion on Calvin, see Clouse, Introduction to The Meaning of 
the Millennium 10; Holwerda 113; Firth 32; Fixler 28; Patrides, “Apocalyptic Configurations in Milton” 
226; G. H. Williams 507. Calvin’s aversion to chiliasm was shown by the fact that the Apocalypse was 
the only biblical book he did not comment on. 
66 The Church is traditionally divided into the Church Militant (Ecclesia Militans) and the Church 
Triumphant (Ecclesia Triumphans). The Church Militant refers to the assembly of the living Christians 
on earth; the Church Triumphant refers to that of the dead Christians in heaven. A contemporary 
definition of the Church Militant and the Church Triumphant can be seen in chapter seventeen of the 
Second Helvetic Confession: “The Church is distributed into diuers partes, not because it is seuered, or 
torne in pæces in it self, but rather by reason of the diuersitie of the members, that be therein. For there 
is one church, called Militant, an other Triumphant: that is militante, which being as yet on the yearth, 
wageth battalle, and fighteth with the fleshe, the world and the Prince of this worlde, the deuill, also 
with synne and death; But the this Churche is discharged of attendaunce here, it triumpheth in heauen, 
for the victorie ouer all those her enemies, reioysyng before the Lorde, albeit these twoo Churches are 
still united, or unite together.” 
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through Protestantism. In this sense, the second millennium began from 1300, and the 

Protestant Church would enjoy a spiritual prosperity and peace through gradual 

progress of Protestantism. Under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, the Protestant 

Church would experience a latter-day glory on earth—the second resurrection, which 

meant the conversion of the whole world (including the Jews and the gentiles alike). 

At the end Christ would return to the earth. Apparently Brightman followed the 

Augustinian tradition in identifying his first millennium in the past, but his second 

millennium was one of the earliest models of post-millennialism.67 

Whereas Brightman and his followers looked forward to a gradual progress of 

the church under the guidance of God’s Spirit, other thinkers headed for an 

expectation of an imminent Second Coming of Christ. Johann Heinrich Alsted (1588- 

1638), a former outstanding German Calvinist scholar, believed in the approaching of 

the end of the world and the forthcoming millennium. In Diatribe de mille annis 

Apocalypticis (1627), Alsted argued that the millennium would be launched in 1694, 

when the Christ’s Second Coming would cut short the present world (50).68 

The first edition of Joseph Mede’s Clavis Apocalyptica was printed in the same 

year of the publication of Alsted’s Diatribe de mille annis Apocalypticis. Like Alsted, 

Mede was a pre-millennialist.69 Both Mede and Alsted believed that the millennium 

was yet to come and that Christ would return to establish a kingdom on earth for a 

thousand years.70 But he differed from Alsted in that he equated the millennium with 

the Judgment Day. 

                                                 
67 Brightman’s millenarian ideas will be examined in more detail in the next chapter. 
68 I use the 1643 English translation entitled The Beloved City. For Alsted’s millenarianism, see Hotson, 
Paradise Postponed. 
69 Mede has been also called “the father of the premillennialism in the English-speaking churches” 
(Clouse, “The Rebirth of Millenarianism” 62) 
70 It has been suggested that Mede was influenced by Alsted (Clouse, “The Rebirth of Millenarianism” 
60). The traditional view is probably based on Robert Baillie’s Dissvasive (1645): “Alstedius Heterodox 
Writings were not long abroad when Mr Meade at Cambridge was gained to follow him” (224). 
However, recent scholars propose that Mede’s millenarianism was original and independent (Ball 173; 
Hotson, Paradise Postponed 4; Jue 226). 
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Although millenarianism arose in the early seventeenth century, the mainstream 

Protestant millenarian position was still a-millennialism. Take David Pareus 

(1548-1622), a Calvinist professor at Heidelberg, as an example. Pareus’s famous In 

Divinam Apocalypsin…Commentarius (1618) was cited by Milton twice with 

approval.71 Pareus argued that “the thousand yeers of Satans binding, and the 

Kingdom of the Martyrs with Christ in Heaven, (beginning from the overthrow of 

Ierusalem, unto Gregory VII, that Romish Beast) are now past above 548 yeers” 

(525).72 During the millennium, the martyrs were resurrected not corporeally on earth 

but spiritually in heaven, and they reigned “with Christ, not in the Kingdome of Grace, 

which is in this Life, but in the Kindgome of Glory, which is in Heaven” (516). 

In England, millenarianism reached a fevered pitch during the Civil War. The 

English versions of Brightman’s Apocalypsis Apocalypseos, Alsted’ Diatribe de mille 

annis Apocalypticis, and Mede’s Clavis Apocalyptica all appeared for the first time in 

England in 1643-1644.73 Moreover, many divines—such as Thomas Goodwin 

(?-1642), Thomas Goodwin (1600-1680), and Stephen Marshall (c.a. 1594- 

1655)—also enunciated their anticipation of the imminence of the millennium.74 

Although millenarianism flourished in the English Revolution, a great number of 

English theologians still opposed the heresy, defending a-millennialism. Bishop 

Joseph Hall (1574-1656), for example, wrote The Revelation Unrevealed (1650) to 

                                                 
71 In The Reason of Church-Government (1642), Milton argued that “the Apocalyps of Saint Iohn is 
the majestic image of a high and stately Tragedy, shutting up and intermingling her solemn Scenes and 
Acts with a sevenfold Chorus of halleluja’s and harping symphonies: and this my opinion the grave 
autority of Pareus commenting that booke is sufficient to confirm” (39). In “Of That Sort of Dramatic 
Poem Which is Call’d Tragedy,” prefaced to Samson Agonistes (1671), Milton once more drew on 
Pareus in calling the Apocalypse a tragedy: “Pareus, commenting on the Revelation, divides the whole 
Book as a Tragedy, into Acts, distinguisht each by a Chorus of Heavenly Harpings and Song b’tween” 
(3). 
72 Jerusalem was conquered by the Romans in 70 C.E.; Gregory VII was elected the pope in 1073. 
Apparently, Pareus considered the millennium lasted from 70 to 1070, which was why he claimed that 
it was over for 548 years (the book was published in 1618). 
73 The English titles of the three books are The Revelation (1644), The Beloved City (1643), and The 
Key of the Revelation (1643), repectively. 
74 The three divines will be examined in chapter four. 
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“lay forth the weak Grounds, and strange Consequences of that plausible, and too 

much received Opinion” (title page). He accused the millenarians of putting “literall 

construction upon the prophesies and promises of Scripture, which the holy Ghost 

intended onely to be spiritually understood” (102). 

To sum up, there were three main Protestant views on the millennium in 

seventeenth-century England: a-millennialism, post-millennialism, and pre- 

millennialism. The first group followed Luther and Calvin in holding the Augustinian 

view of eschatology, and a-millennialism remained predominant in England until the 

Civil War. Post-millennialists believed in Calvin’s idea of daily progress and 

developed it into the doctrine of the latter-day glory. That eschatological optimism did 

not expect Christ’s Second Coming until the end of the millennium, which was 

already in process. Pre-millennialism, on the contrary, looked forward to the sudden 

intervention of Christ to terminate human history. Nonetheless, some of the 

seventeenth-century English millenarians cannot be pigeonholed into pre- or post- 

millennialists, as we will see below. 

 

C. Applicability of the Trichotomy of Millenarianism 

After 1970, some scholars that paid more attention to the theological significance 

of millenarianism began to employ the trichotomous categorization as a framework of 

discussion. Peter Toon’s Puritans, the Millennium And the Future of Israel: Puritan 

Eschatology 1600 to 1660 (1970) is the first book that uses the model of trichotomy to 

analyze seventeenth-century English millenarianism. The order of the essays reveals 

the editor’s view of the theological evolution of seventeenth-century English 

millenarianism: from a-millennialism, to post-millennialism, and finally to pre- 

millennialism. Viggo Olsen in John Foxe and the Elizabethan Church (1973) argues 

that “[t]he first and fundamental difference between the Magisterial Reformers and 
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Radical Reformers lies in their concept of the millennium” (33). The Magisterial 

Reformers stick to a-millennialism, while the Radical Reformers held pre- 

millennialism.75 Bryan Ball’s A Great Expectation: Eschatological Thought in 

English Protestantism to 1660 (1975) specifically employs the trichotomous model to 

call scholars’ attention to the topics of religion in the study of seventeenth-century 

millenarianism. “[T]he men of the seventeenth century,” argues Ball, “gave as much 

attention to religion as to politics” (5). In Tudor Apocalypse: Sixteenth Century 

Apocalypticism, Millenarianism and the English Reformation: from John Bale to John 

Foxe and Thomas Brightman (1978), Richard Bauckham also highlights the 

“theological and exegetical” senses of millenarianism by adopting the trichotomy 

(15-16). Crawford Gribben in The Puritan Millennium: Literature & Theology, 

1550-1682 (2000) argues that modern scholars should “understand the differences 

among puritans in the same terms as the puritans did,” and he believes that their 

divisions were “theological” (18). Thus, Gribben adopts the trichotomous model of 

millenarianism “to take account of the theological nuances within puritan eschatology” 

(18). 

Nevertheless, the tripartite classification of millenarianism has been criticized as 

anachronistic. John Wilson refuses to tell differences between pre-millennialism and 

post-millennialism on the ground that the distinction is “a theological dispute more 

pronounced during the nineteenth century than during the seventeenth” (Pulpit in 

Parliament 212). Reiner Smolinski argues that the distinction between pre- and post- 

millennialism “must not be read backwards into the emerging matrixes of the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries” (“Caveat Emptor: Pre- and Postmillennialism in 

the Late Reformation Period”146). 

                                                 
75 Strictly speaking, the sixteenth-century Radical Reformers cannot be termed “pre-millennialists” 
because they did not specifically anticipate a millennium following the parousia. See my earlier 
discussions on Thomas Müntzer and Melchior Hoffman. 
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According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the terms pre- and post- 

millennialism came into use during the mid-nineteenth century, principally promoted 

by Reverend George Stanley Faber (1773-1854). Since then, the two terms have been 

considered mutually exclusive.76 For pre-millennialists, the millennium is 

inaugurated by the parousia; the saints are literally resurrected; Christ reigns with the 

saints on earth; the millennium is itself perfect from the beginning. For post- 

millennialists, in contrast, the parousia follows the millennium; the saints are 

allegorically resurrected; the saints reign the millennial kingdom (the Church) through 

Christ’s grace; the millennium is progressed daily until the consummation of the 

latter-day glory. However, we should bear in mind that the mutual exclusiveness did 

not exist in the seventeenth century. 

Although it is anachronistic to use the nineteenth-century terms to characterize 

the millenarian thoughts in seventeenth-century England, we can still recognize the 

key elements of the three views in Milton’s time. In other words, though the 

millenarian ideas of the early modern England do not always fit neatly into one of the 

three categories, many scholars still employ this classification while discussing 

puritan eschatology, as indicated above.77 When we do find some hybrid millenarian 

ideas, we can resort to the exegetical touchstones that constitute pre- and post- 

millennialism—such as the interpretation of the first resurrection and the manner of 

Christ’s reign—to describe their millenarian positions.78 Therefore, the trichotomy 

                                                 
76 For a survey of the development of the pre- and post-millennialism after the nineteenth century, see 
Loraine Boettner’s The Millennium. 
77 Even Reiner Smolinski, who cautions his reader to “avoid superimposing modern paradigms on 
earlier systems” (“Caveat Emptor: Pre- and Postmillennialism in the Late Reformation Period” 166), 
employs the trichotomy throughout his essay. In Milton studies, Barbara Lewalski’s “Samson Agonistes 
and the ‘Tragedy’ of the Apocalypse” (1970) deserves our attention. Lewalski categorizes the 
millenarian positions in seventeenth-century England into Augustinian, Calvinistic, and 
Chiliast—roughly tantamount to a-millennialism, post-millennialism, and pre- millennialism. She 
claims that she follows what Michael Fixler does in Milton and the Kingdoms of God. However, it 
seems to me that the classification is Lewalski’s rather than Fixler’s, for Fixler does not specifically 
compare the three views in his book. 
78 The millenarian idea of Thomas Goodwin (1600-1679), for instance, was a mixture of pre- and post- 
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provides us with a handy framework for discussion as long as we do not read the post- 

nineteenth-century idea of mutual exclusiveness backwards into the seventeenth 

century. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

We have seen that the anthropological/sociological approach to the study of 

millenarianism is closely associated with Marxism. It tends to interpret 

millenarianism from the perspective of class struggle, regarding millenarianism as 

nothing more than a political movement. Millenarianism is habitually located on the 

extreme left of the political spectrum, identified with the conventicles. Accordingly, 

millenarianism is radical and violent in its nature, and it serves no other purposes than 

politics. 

However, I argue that seventeenth-century English millenarianism cannot be 

defined by political affiliations. Also, a person’s millenarian ideas cannot be identified 

even with the religious denominations to which s/he belonged. Furthermore, not all 

millenarians were extremists, as the anthropologists/sociologists assume. Not every 

person with millenarian thinking was oppressed by the dominant authority. Therefore, 

by adopting a theological approach to elucidate the various millenarian stances in 

seventeenth-century England, I problematize the Marxist reading of millenarianism. 

However, I do not claim that theology is independent from politics. Rather, I argue 

that seventeenth-century English millenarianism was a complex phenomenon in 

which both theological convictions and political wrestling came into play. The present 

work attempts to highlight the theological factor that has been relatively downplayed. 

In the Judeo-Christian eschatology, the saving history will consummate when the 

messiah advents on the Lord’s Day. However, not all eschatological expectations can 
                                                                                                                                            
millennialism. The details will be discussed in chapter four. 
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be termed millenarian, for the New Testament millennium can be variously 

interpreted. Though every Christian believed in the parousia, yet not all expected a 

future millennium on earth. A-millennialists are not millenarians because they expect 

Christ’s Second Coming without the anticipation of an earthly millennial kingdom. 

For them, the millennium is either in the past or in the hearts of Christians, and the 

New Jerusalem is the heavenly kingdom of God. 

The millenarians can be roughly divided into two categories: pre-millennialists 

and post-millennialists. Nevertheless, I do not force the seventeenth-century English 

millenarians into the Procrustean bed of the dichotomy. More specific theological 

issues concerning the millenarianism serve as markers for different millenarian 

concepts: the chronology of the last days, the identification of the Antichrist’s reign, 

the attitude toward the conversion of the Jews, the interpretation of the first 

resurrection, the manner of Christ’s reign with the saints, the duration of the Judgment 

Day, and the relationship between the millennial kingdom and the fifth monarchy. 

By foregrounding the theological significances of millenarianism against the 

historical/political/religious backgrounds, I intend to evaluate Milton’s millenarianism 

in relation to his contemporary millenarian writings. On the one hand, I trace the 

development of English millenarianism, providing a picture of variegated forms of 

millenarian ideas at Milton’s time. On the other hand, I delineate the trajectory of 

Milton’s millenarianism in the process of his career, comparing his millenarian ideas 

with those of his contemporaries. It is hoped that my study can shed new light on the 

controversies over Milton’s millenarianism and make a contribution to Milton studies. 


