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Chapter Two 

English Millenarianism before the Civil War 

 

We have seen from the previous chapter that Augustinian a-millenarianism 

remained the mainstream interpretation of the millennium in sixteenth-century 

England. By and large there were two modes of Augustinian a-millennialism. The first 

mode strictly followed Augustine in interpreting the millennium allegorically as the 

whole history of Church Militant. Catholics and some Protestants, such as Calvin, 

held the position. Other Protestants, such as Luther, interpreted the millennium 

literally, claiming it to be a period of time of about 1000 years in the past. I will 

demonstrate that the literalism of the second mode of a-millennialism prompted the 

rise of millenarianism. 

In England, the belief in a future millennium arose at the beginning of the 

seventeenth century and culminated during the English Revolution.1 In this chapter, I 

intend to provide a theological interpretation of the rise of English millenarianism.2 I 

will first depict the mainstream millenarian position in the Elizabethan period by 

examining the interpretations of Revelation 20 of the Geneva Bible and the Rheims- 

Douay Bible. After that, I will select four representative writers—John Foxe, John 

Napier, Thomas Brightman, and Joseph Mede—to illuminate the process of the 

transformation of the millenarian ideas from the late sixteenth century to the early 

seventeenth century England. I will argue that the transformation lied in a new 

interpretation of the Antichrist’s reign. 

 
                                                 
1 In several countries of Europe, millenarianism appeared in the late sixteenth century and the early 
seventeenth century, roughly corresponding with its counterpart in England (Hotson, Paradise 
Postponed 4-5). 
2 The Marxist critics, on the other hand, interpreted the English Revolution as a result of class hostility, 
regarding “millenarianism as a natural and rational product of the assumptions of this society” (Hill, 
The World Turned Upside Down 16). 
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I. Biblical Annotations on the Millennium in the Elizabethan Period 

Three were three major English bibles in the Elizabethan period: the Geneva 

Bible, the Bishop’s Bible, and the Rheims-Douay Bible.3 The first edition of the New 

Testament of the Geneva Bible was published by the Protestant Marian exiles in 

Geneva in 1557, one year before the ascension of Elizabeth I. Three years later, the 

translation of the Old Testament was completed, and a full edition, with a revised 

New Testament, appeared in 1560.4 The Bishop’s Bible,5 the authorized Bible of the 

Elizabethan Church first published in 1568, resulted from Queen Elizabeth’s attempt 

to counter the extreme Protestantism of the Geneva Bible.6 Although the Bishop’s 

Bible was the official Bible used in the Church of England, the Geneva Bible 

remained popular among the Protestants. The Rheims-Douay Bible was translated 

from the Vulgate by Catholic refugees in the continent. The New Testament was 

published at Rheims in 1582, and the Old Testament was printed at Douay in 1609-10 

(Catalogue 96, 129). The Bishop’s Bible did not provide much commentary on the 

scripture, but both the Geneva Bible and the Rheims-Douay Bible were heavily 

annotated. Thus, their annotations on Revelation 20 can represent their millenarian 

positions respectively. 

According to the Geneva Bible, Satan was bound “from Christs nativitie vnto the 

time of Pope Syluester the seconde” (Revelation 20.2).7 It is a revised Augustinian 

a-millennialism, for Sylvester II was the pope from 999 to 1003. The first resurrection 

                                                 
3 For more information about the three bibles, see Historical Catalogue of the Printed Editions of Holy 
Scripture in the Library of the British and Foreign Bible Society. Hereafter abbreviated as Catalogue. 
4 Translated by William Whittingham, Anthony Gilby, Thomas Sampson, and others (Catalogue 61). 
5 A revision of Matthew Parker’s (1504-1575) Great Bible (Catalogue 69). 
6 Elizabeth’s attempt to compromise between the Protestants and the Catholics can be seen in a 
foreword to the Common Prayer Book of 1559, “Of Ceremonies, why some bee abolished, and some 
retained”: “wheras as in this our tyme, the mindes of menne are so diverse, that some thinke it a great 
matter of conscience, to departe from a piece of the least of their Ceremonies (they be so addicted to 
their old customes) and again on the other side, some be so newe fangled, that they would innovate all 
thing, and so do despise the olde, that nothing can like them, but that is newe” (left page of a.iiii). 
7 The note first appeared in the 1560 edition and remained unchanged ever since. I use the 1560 
spelling. 
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was interpreted as the conversion of the Christians that had been “spiritually dead”— 

“to receiue Iesus Christ in true faith, & to rise from sinne in newenes of life” (20.5). 

With the loosening of Satan, “the true preaching of Gods worde is corrupt.” By this 

logic, Satan prevailed at their time, and they expected Christ’s Second Coming to 

terminate the present Antichrist’s reign. After the defeat of “diuers & strange enemies 

of the Church of God, as the Turke, the Sarazins and others,” Christ would descend to 

judge the whole world. 

Understandably, the Rheims-Douay Bible’s annotations on Revelation 20 strictly 

followed the traditional Augustinian interpretation.8 Augustine’s The City of God 

repeatedly appeared throughout the annotations of the chapter. The saints’ reign with 

Christ in the millennium refers to “the soules of Martyrs…during the thousand yeres, 

which is the time of the Church militant, be in heauen without their bodies, and reigne 

with Christ.” It specifically condemned the heresy of “Millenarij or Chiliasts”: “the 

ancient of the Millenaries, that grounded vpon these thousand yeres…that there 

should be so many yeres after the resurrection of our bodies, in which we should 

reigne with Christ in this world, in our bodies…which they called the first 

resurrection.” 

 

II. The Rise of English Millenarianism 

We have seen that both the Geneva Bible and the Rheims-Douay Bible held a- 

millennialism. Now I turn to trace the rise of English millenarianism by examining the 

interpretations of the millennium in the writings of Foxe, Napier, Brightman, and 

Mede. I will illustrate that a revision of apocalyptic chronology prompted the rise of 

English millenarianism. The key transformation is the chronological relation between 

the Antichrist’s reign and the millennium. Generally speaking, the sixteenth-century 
                                                 
8 I use the 1582 edition, translated by Gregory Martin (?-1582). 
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Protestants believed in the chronology of the millennium—the Antichrist’s reign—the 

Second Coming. The first period, the millennium refers to the thousand years of 

Revelation 20.1-6, in which Satan was bound. After a thousand years’ imprisonment, 

Satan is released to incite the nations to wage war of Gog and Magog against the 

saints (verses 7-8). This period is under the reign of Antichrist. Finally, Satan is 

consumed by fire from heaven (verses 9-10), and the world will end as Christ 

descends in Judgment (verses 11-15). Furthermore, identifying the Roman papacy 

with Antichrist, the sixteenth-century Protestants regarded their age as the period 

under the Antichrist’s reign.9 Consequently, the millennium must have come to an 

end. The Augustinian a- millennialism drove them to anticipate Christ’s Second 

Coming to end the world without the expectation of a future millennium. The 

remaining question was when would Christ come? 

 Traditionally, the duration of the Antichrist’s reign in Revelation 20.7-8 has been 

interpreted as three and a half years. The interpretation is based on three numbers 

mentioned in the Revelation: 42 months (11.2; 13.5), 1260 days (11.3; 12.6), and 3 

and a half years (12.14). Apparently, the three numbers are of equal length of time (if 

we follow the Egyptian calendar, considering a month as 30 days). Since each of them 

designates a period of persecution, it is natural to regard them as one event instead of 

three—the Antichrist’s reign. However, three and a half years was too short for the 

sixteenth-century Protestants to interpret the Antichrist’s reign, so they extended it to 

several centuries based on some intricate calculations.10 

Although the lengthening of the Antichrist’s reign fulfilled Protestants’ 
                                                 
9 The full-grown conception of the papal Antichrist can be traced back to the precursors of the church 
reform in the thirteenth century (McGinn, Antichrist 143-72). In England, the tradition of the papal 
Antichrist can be attributed to the forerunners of the Reformation such as John Wycliffe (1329-1384) 
and William Tyndale (c. 1494-1536). But it was not until Henry the Eighth’s official break with the 
Roman Catholic Church in 1533 that the anti-papal interpretation of Antichrist came to the fore. The 
most telling examples are John Bale (1495-1563) and John Foxe (1516-1587). 
10 John Foxe converted it into 294 years; John Napier, 1260 years. Details will be discussed later in 
this chapter. 
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identification of the papacy with Antichrist, it became more and more difficult for 

them to stick to the chronology of the millennium—the Antichrist’s reign—the Second 

Coming. The extension of the second phase meant the postponement of the third, 

which was unbearable for them. The chronology was modified at first, and it was 

totally abandoned at the end. And then English millenarianism arose. 

 

John Foxe (1516-1587) 

Foxe’s Actes and Monuments had a great influence on English Protestantism. 

Since the publication of the first English edition in 1563, the book kept expanding in 

later editions, including more and more stories of martyrs, which earned its sobriquet: 

“The Book of Martyrs.”11 The Convocation of 1571 ordered “[e]uery archbyshop and 

bishop shall have in his house, The Hollie Bible in the largest volume, as it was latelie 

printed at London, and also that full and perfect historie, which is is intituled 

Monumentes of Martyrs” (A Booke of Certaine Canons 6). In other words, it was 

considered as important as the Bishop’s Bible. 

Foxe’s interpretation of the millennium resembled that of the Geneva Bible. The 

title of the 1563 edition of Actes and Monuments reads: “Actes and Monuments of 

these latter and perillous dayes, touching matters of the Church, wherein ar 

comprehended and described the great persecutions & horrible troubles, that have 

bene wrought and practised by the Romishe Prelates, speciallye in this realme of 

England and Scotlande, from the yeare of our Lorde a thousande, unto the tyme nowe 

present.” Foxe in the text explained that the year 1000 signified the loosening of Satan: 

“To be shorte here came in the time, that the reuelation speaketh of, whan Sathanas, 

the old serpent, beying tied up for a thousand yere, was losed for a certaine space, of 

                                                 
11 For the history of the editions of Actes and Monuments, see Haller, Foxe’s Book of Martyrs and the 
Elect Nation 13-14. 
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the which space, here in these bokes…we entend some thing to entreat & speake of …” 

(11). In short, the millennium ended in 1000 CE, when Satan was released. 

 However, Foxe modified his dating of the millennium in the 1570 edition. He 

first divided the history of the Church into five periods: “First, to declare of the 

suffering time of the church, which conteyneth 300 yeares after Christ. Secondly, the 

flourishing and growing tyme of the same; conteyning other 300 yeares. Thirdly, the 

declining tyme of the church, and of true religion, other 300 yeares. Fourthly, of the 

time of Antichrist, reigning and raging in the church, since the loosing out of Sathan. 

Lastly, of the reforming time of Christes church in thse latter 300 yeares” (49). At first 

sight, the periodization is neat and clear, except the fourth period—the time of 

Antichrist. Foxe explained in the beginning of the 1570 edition that “the loosing out 

of Sathan…was about the thousand yeare after Christ” (1). On the one hand, it is 

consistent with the dating of the 1563 edition. On the other hand, it brings two 

problems to this periodization. 

 The first problem is that the numbers are not right. Since each of the first three 

periods lasts for 300 years, the fourth period should begin in 900 CE, not 1000 CE. 

The second problem concerns the nature of the first period. If Satan was released in 

1000 CE, then the millennium should begin with the birth of Christ, as the 1563 

edition claimed. But the first period is described as “the suffering time of the church,” 

which is historically true. The question is: how can “suffering” be part of the 

millennium? 

 The second problem drove Foxe to revise his dating of the millennium, as he 

admitted later.12 To solve the problem, he sandwiched the millennium between two 

                                                 
12 Foxe in the 1576 edition expressed his perplexity of including the suffering of the primitive church 
into the millennium and explained how he came up with the solution of modifying his dating of the 
millennium (100-1). However, Foxe did not correct his five-stage periodization, which can be found in 
the 1576 edition, with only slight spelling variations (30). 
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periods of persecution—ca. 300-1300.13 The period of persecution preceding the 

millennium was under the Roman pagan emperors. After that, with Constantine’s 

legalization of Christianity, the Church enjoyed a period of peace, free from 

persecution. After the millennium, the persecution was restarted with the loosening of 

Satan and the reign of Antichrist—the Turks and the Roman Catholic papacy.14 

 Although Foxe did not specifically date the end of the second period of 

persecution in Actes and Monuments, it was understandable to his readers that the end 

was at hand.15 Most scholars agree that Foxe’s represented a typical Tudor 

apocalypticism—that is, belief in a past millennium and the imminence of the end of 

the world. He did not envision a period of terrestrial bliss for the Protestant Church or 

nations of the world following the destruction of Antichrist. Instead, he awaited the 

upcoming end of all history and the inauguration of the eternal state in the next 

world.16 

One of the debatable scholarly issues is Foxe’s influence on the English 
                                                 
13 Foxe claimed that the first period of persecution lasted 294 years by “taking every moneth for a 
Sabbot of yeres” (139). In other words, he converted 42 months into 294 years (42x7). Moreover, Foxe 
proposed that the persecution started from “the first yeare of the persecution of Christ under the Jewes 
and Herode” (30 CE) (139). Therefore, the millennium might begin in 324 (30+294) and end in 1324. 
But Foxe was not consistent with that calculation. On page 494, he claimed that Satan was bound in 
294 and loosened in 1294. 
14 Foxe’s Antichrist is twofold. As a Protestant, Foxe was naturally preoccupied with the battle 
between the “true” (Protestant) Church and the “Antichristian” Church: “the reformation and purging 
of the Church of God, wherein Antichrist beginneth to be reueled, and to appeare in his coulours, and 
his antichristian doctrine to be detected, & the number of his church decreaseth, and the number of the 
true Church increaseth” (Actes and Monuments 1570 1). He also followed Calvin and John Bale in 
condemning “the Antichristian kyngdome of the Turks” (Actes and Monuments 1570 907). For the 
tradition of the dual Antichrist, see Bauckham 96-98; Firth 34-35, 55; McGinn, Antichrist 218-19; P. 
Olsen 603, 608-10. 
15 For example, Foxe compared the Ottoman Empire that persecuted the Christian Church to the 
Seleucid dynasty that persecuted the Jews in the second century BCE—both had 12 emperors. Foxe 
hoped that the incumbent emperor—“this Solyman”—“may be the last” (Actes and Monuments 1570 
905). 
16 See Bauckham 222; Capp, The Fifth Monarchy Men 26; Firth 252; Hotson, “The Historiographical 
Origins of Calvinist Millenarianism” 164-66; V. Olsen 99-100. However, Palle Olsen challenges the 
“traditional” view and argues that Foxe expresses a “post-Antichrist millenarianism” in his 
posthumously-published Eicasmi (1587). In other words, he claims that Foxe believed “in an ideal, 
this-worldly, future, penultimate and collective state of felicity” (623) after the destruction of Antichrist, 
no matter how short it might be. Palle Olsen follows Robert Lerner’s model of “pre-Antichrist” and 
“post-Antichrist” millenarianisms in “Refreshment of the Saints,” a study of medieval prophetic 
writings. However, I do not agree that it can be called the “millennium,” for Foxe clearly concluded 
that the millennium was over. 
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apocalyptic nationalism. William Haller argues that Foxe was responsible for the 

seventeenth-century notion of England as the elect nation. Haller’s “elect nation 

theory” was first proposed in Liberty and Reformation in the Puritan Revolution 

(1955): “All history, according to Foxe’s Actes and Monuments, centered in the 

agelong struggle of Christ and Antichrist; and England, the elect champion of the true 

faith, was his chosen enemy, especially called by God to be the agent of his 

predestined overthrow” (19). It was fully developed in Foxes’ Book of Martyrs and 

the Elect Nation (1963) and was at first accepted among scholars.17 However, 

Haller’s elect nation theory is questionable, for Haller did not articulate the role that 

England played in the apocalyptic drama. Later critics argued that Foxe was more an 

“internationalist” than a “nationalist.”18 

 

John Napier (1550-1617) 

 John Napier, a distinguished Scottish mathematician, followed Foxe’s dating of 

the millennium—that is, 300-1300—in his A Plaine Discovery of the Whole 

Revelation of Saint John (1593, published in both Edinburgh and London).19 

However, Napier’s concept of the characteristics of the millennium is different from 

Foxe’s. First of all, Foxe’s millennium was characterized by the absence of 

persecution, but Napier’s millennium was featured by the absence of universal wars. 

“The Deuils bondage a thousand yeares,” Napier claimed, “is no waies els, but from 

stirring up of universall warres among the nations” (63). Thus, the defining 

characteristic of Napier’s millennium is not the absence of “errors, heresies, 

                                                 
17 See Fixler 37-38; Lamont, Godly Rule 23; Capp, “The Millennium and Eschatology in England” 
158; J. Hill, John Milton 88. However, Lamont later modified his view in Richard Baxter and the 
Millennium 14. 
18 For critiques of Haller’s elect nation theory, see Bauckham 12-13; Christianson 39-41; Firth 106-9; 
Loewenstein, Milton and the Drama of History 10; V. Olsen 36-37. For a brief survey of the debate on 
Haller’s the elect nation theory, see Gribben 63. 
19 I use the Edinburgh edition. 
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martydom, & provincial warfare” (63) but the absence of universal wars. 

In addition, Napier rejected Foxe’s chronology of the millennium—the 

Antichrist’s reign—the Second Coming. Satan was bound during Foxe’s millennium, 

and the Antichrist’s reign (persecutions of the Roman Catholic Church and the 

Ottoman Empire) began with Satan’s loose in 1300. Napier, in contrast, argued that 

“the Antichrists uniuersal raign ouer Christians” (64) began with the binding of 

Satan.20 In other words, it was not the saints but Antichrist who ruled the Christian 

Church during the millennium. The saints referred to the martyrs who were slain by 

Antichrist, and their resurrection referred to their bliss in heaven, not in this world. In 

this sense, during the millennium, the church on earth was Antichrist’s church, and the 

true church was concealed in heaven. Since Satan was bound during the Antichrist’s 

reign, the two must have different referents. The question is, “Who was Antichrist?” 

Unlike Foxe, who held a dual Antichrist—the Roman papacy and the Turks— 

Napier argued that “The Pope is that only Antichrist” (41). Antichrist must sit, Napier 

insisted, “in the Church of God: Therefore an alleged Christian must he be: for no 

Turke, Iewe nor Pagan hath other sitting, than in their owne Temples” (41). Napier’s 

dating the beginning of the Antichrist’s reign back to Constantine’s legalization of 

Christianity dramatically differed from the ideas of the mainstream sixteenth-century 

Magisterial Reformers. For them, Constantine was praised as a godly prince, a model 

Christian emperor.21 For the Radical Reformers, on the contrary, Constantine was 

responsible for the Antichrist’s reign because he helped foster the Roman Catholic 

papacy. 
                                                 
20 The view that Antichrist began with the establishment of the Roman papacy was first proposed by 
Sebastian Franck in his letter of 1531 to Johann Campanus. Most Anabaptists held that view. See 
Klaassen 54-55. 
21 In the dedication of the 1563 edition of Actes and Monuments, Foxe compared Queen Elizabeth to 
Constantine, who legalized Christianity: “At length the Lord sent this mild Constantinus, to cease 
bloud, to staye persecution, to refreshe his people. In much like maner what bitter blasts, what smarting 
stormes haue been felt in England duryng the space of certaine yeares, till at last Gods pitifull grace 
sent vs youre Maiestie to quenche fire brandes, to asswage rage, to releaue innocentes.” 
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Michael Servetus (1509-1553) was one of the representatives of the Radical 

Reformers who stated that the Antichrist’s reign would last 1260 years. Unlike Foxe, 

who converted 1260 to 294 years, Servetus interpreted the figure 1260 in a Joachimite 

way. As we have seen in the first chapter, Joachim of Fiore, applying the year-day 

principle, argued that the seven-headed dragon’s persecution would last 1260 years.22 

Similarly, Servetus believed that Antichrist would reign for 1260 years. Nevertheless, 

Servetus dated the beginning of the reign from the Council of Nicea in 325, not from 

the birth of Christ, as Joachim claimed.23 

 Napier followed the tradition of the Radical Reformers in holding Constantine 

responsible for the flourishing of the papal Antichrist. Like Foxe, who dedicated his 

Actes and Monuments to Queen Elizabeth, Napier dedicated his Plaine Discovery to 

King James VI of Scotland. Unlike Foxe, who likened Elizabeth to Constantine 

initiating the millennium without persecution, Napier did not compare King James to 

Constantine but urged the king “to proceede to the other degrees of that reformation, 

euen orderly from your M. owne persone till your highnes familie, and from your 

family to your court. Til at last, your M. whol country stand reformed in the feare of 

God.”24 In other words, Napier did not trust the idea of divine kingship, which the 

king greatly promoted in his The Trve Lawe of Free Monarchies (1598).25 

                                                 
22 For Joachim, Antichrist can be either singular (one dragon) or multiple (seven heads). To be more 
specific, the first six heads are “antichrists” and the seventh, “Antichrist.” The first six “antichrists” are 
Herod, Nero, Constantine, Muhammad, Mesemoth, and Saladin. The seventh, “Antichrist,” was yet to 
come. Like Christ, who was a king, a priest, and a prophet, Antichrist, Joachim argued, would pretend 
to be a king, a priest, and a prophet. The hint that Antichrist would usurp the place of the pope marked 
the beginning of the reaction against the papacy, which was to lead ultimately to its identification with 
Antichrist. In this sense, Joachim’s thought paved the way for the doctrine of the papal Antichrist in 
later centuries (McGinn, Antichrist 138-42). 
23 For the Servetus’s ideas of Antichrist, see Froom 2: 439-41; Klaassen 55; V. Olsen 34-35. 
24 However, the 1611 edition does not include the dedicatory epistle. Probably Napier was then sure 
that James would never go back to Catholicism after the Gunpowder Plot of 1605. 
25 “Kings are called Gods by the propheticall King DAVID, because they sit vpon God his throane in 
the earth, and haue the count of their administration to giue vnto him” (B 3). James continued to 
proclaim the idea of divine kingship after he ascended to the English throne. In the speech to 
Parliament delivered on March 21, 1609, he restated his stance: “Kings are not onely GODS 
Lieutenants vpon earth, and sit vpon GODS throne, but euen by GOD himselfe they are called Gods” 
(B 1). 
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For Napier, the Antichrist’s reign even outlasted the millennium. According to 

Napier’s definition, the millennium was not understood as the absence of persecution 

but the absence of universal wars. In other words, the millennium was not a golden 

age but a relatively peaceful period with “all small ciuill warres, skirmishings and 

incursions” (64) until the rise of the Ottoman Turks in 1300. On the other hand, the 

Antichrist’s reign carried on until 1560 (300+1260), when the Scottish Parliament 

passed the Scottish Confession of Faith, which discarded papal jurisdiction in 

Scotland (Froom 2: 448). 

 After the Antichrist’s reign came the last things. Napier argued that the last 

period of world history should begin with the sounding of the seventh trumpet 

(Revelation 11.15-18), which consisted of seven thundering angels (12-13). The first 

angel brought forth “the euerlasting Gospel” (13), beginning from 1541. In other 

words, it took the Protestant gospel about two decades to terminate the Antichrist’s 

reign. The second and third angels would continue to preach about the fall of Babylon 

and to exhort “the last dregs of the Antichrist” (15) to repent. Christ would appear as 

the fourth angel and would come “vnto his great haruest, to gather vp his elect” (15) 

in 1688. Then the Judgment Day would come by 1700 (16), and the last three angels 

would help Christ accomplish the harvest (the judgment) by 1786 (12). 

 To conclude, Napier’s contributions to the English apocalyptic tradition were 

four-fold. First of all, Napier reacted against Foxe’s definition of the nature of the 

millennium. Instead of regarding the millennium as the absence of persecution, he 

defined it as the absence of universal wars. Secondly, Napier turned the Magisterial 

Reformers’ conception of Constantine on its head. Instead of praising Constantine as 

the godly prince, he held him responsible for the establishment of papal Antichrist. 

Thirdly, Napier rejected the received lineal chronology of the millennium—the 

Antichrist’s reign—the Second Coming. Not only did he synchronize the millennium 
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and the Antichrist’s reign, but he lengthened the latter to 1260 years. Fourthly, Napier 

separated the saints’ reign from Satan’s binding, arguing that the former referred to a 

celestial reign, the latter, a terrestrial binding—an invention that inspired Thomas 

Brightman. Notwithstanding, Napier was still within a modified Augustinian 

a-millennialism in holding that the millennium was in the past, so he was looking 

forward to the end of the world, not the millennium. 

 

Thomas Brightman (1562-1607) 

 Brightman’s idea of the millennium was briefly introduced in the first chapter, 

where I considered him as the representative of the post-millennialists. His 

Apocalypsis Apocalypseos was published posthumously in 1609 and translated into 

English as A Revelation of the Apocalyps in 1611.26 Brightman’s principal innovation 

was to propose a model of two millennia. Perhaps inspired by Napier’s separation of 

Satan’s binding and the saints’ reign with Christ, Brightman suggested that there 

should be two millennia: the first (300-1300) referred to Satan’s binding, the second 

(1300-2300), the saints’ reign with Christ. 

 As to the first millennium, Brightman followed Napier and argued that Satan’s 

binding meant the absence of universal wars. During that period, “the Dragon was 

bound, that is, the Heathen Emperours were repressed unto the yeere 130[0]27” (648). 

The rise of the Turks marked the end of the first millennium. Like Napier, Brightman 

also argued that the the Antichrist’s reign (Roman papacy) began in Constantine’s 

time and lasted for 1260 years.28 However, Brightman did not share Napier’s 

                                                 
26 Brightman’s commentary on the Revelation was sent to fire while he was alive. For the history of 
the publications of Apocalypsis Apocalypseos see Clouse, “The Apocalyptic Interpretation of Thomas 
Brightman and Joseph Mede” 183, n. 3; Froom 2: 512, n. 18; Wilson, Pulpit in Parliament 215-16. I 
use the first English edition, published in Amsterdam in 1611. 
27 The text reads “130,” an obvious typo (compared with later editions). 
28 Brightman considered the Antichrist’s reign began in 304, not 300, and his calculation of 1260 years 
was also different from Napier’s. More details will be discussed later in this section. 
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disparagement of Constantine but considered him “the man child” in Revelation 12.5. 

He stated that Constantine “was the first of all that delivered the Church valiantly 

from the tyranny of the enemies, he maintained and defended the fame strongly, 

increased and enlarged it wonderfully, he brought the peace so greatly longed for, 

established it for ever” (330). In other words, Brightman did not hold Constantine 

responsible for the establishment of papal Antichrist.29 

 Brightman’s most ingenious invention was the concept of the second millennium, 

which was later developed into post-millennialism. The second millennium began 

when the first millennium ended: “These thousand yeeres doo beginne where the 

former ended, to weet in the yeere 130[0].30 In which is promised a continuing of the 

truth by the space of a thousand yeres (from that restoring of it wherof wee have 

spoken) in these our nations of Europe, to which also this first resurrection belongeth” 

(656). With the advent of the second millennium, the forerunners of the Reformation, 

such as “Marsilius Patavinus, Iohannes de Gauduno, Iohn Wicklefe, and many other 

excellent men of syncere godlines” (654), reacted against the papal Antichrist, 

revitalizing the true faith. Thus, like Augustine, Brightman interpreted the first 

resurrection of the saints as the spiritual resurrection—the conversion of the “true” 

Christians that had been spiritually dead. It was the worst of times because Satan was 

released, but it was the beginning of the best of times because “every day, thankes be 

to God, the truth groweth more muse” (657). Brightman’s idea of daily progress was 

influenced by Calvin, as illustrated in the first chapter. 

Several events are noticeable in the second millennium: the downfall of the papal 

Antichrist, the annihilation of the Turks, and the conversion of the Jews. For 

                                                 
29 William Lamont contends that Brightman shared Napier’s devaluing of Constantine: “Brightman 
argued against expecting too much from a Godly Prince” because “[t]he Godly Ruler frustrates, not 
advances, Godly Rule” (Godly Rule 51). However, I find no textual evidence to support Lamont’s 
contention. 
30 The same typo as note 27. 
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Brightman, the exact year that Antichrist began to reign was not 300 but 304, “when 

Diocletian, and Maximianus gave over the Empire of their owne accord, the Dragon 

was throwne downe from heaven, to wit, in the yeere of the Lord 304. when the 

desired peace began to be given to the Church, and the Soveraignty to fall to 

Constantine” (297). Moreover, the 42 months of Revelation 11.2 should not be 

understood as 1260 years (according to the Egyptian calendar) but should be 

converted to Julian years, according to which 42 months should make “a thousand 

two hundred two and fourty Iulian yeeres: which from the beginning of the reigne of 

Constantine, doe ende in the sayd yeere 1546” (304).31 However, the papal Antichrist 

did not end in 1546. Since one of the seven heads of the sea beast was deadly 

wounded (Revelation 13.3) for 140 years, Brightman argued that “the last ende of 

Antichrist shall come out at the yeere 1686” (365).32 

 After the first millennium the “Dragon” was released, and “the Turke flyeth the 

dominions of the Empire, he passeth over into Europe, he increaeth his victories, he 

rooteth out the maiestie of the Romane name: he carieth away all things with him as a 

swift running streame” (650). As to the duration of the Turkish power, Brightman 

referred to Revelation 9.15 and counted it 390 years: “But the time of this tyranny is 

but short, to weet, onely for an houre, a daye, a moneth, a yeere, that is, about three 

hundred ninety yeeres, if wee count the yeere by twelve moneths, and every moneth 

by thirty daies” (650). Or it could be 397 years, “[i]f we follow the account of Iulian 
                                                 
31 Brightman was inconsistent in converting the 42 months into Julian years. In the quoted passage, he 
calculated it to be 1242 years, but in his commentary on Revelation 11.2, he calculated it as “a 
thousand two hundred seventie eight dayes” (295). Apparently, the second calculation was correct, 
while the first was wrong. According to the Egyptian calendar, in which a year has 360 days, 42 
months are equal to 1260 days. However, according to the Julian calendar, in which a year has 365 
days, there are 1278 days in 42 months. In other words, there are 18 years more in the Julian calendar 
than in the Egyptian calendar. However, Brightman somehow made a mistake when he commented on 
Revelation 11.7. Instead of adding 18 to 1260, he subtracted 18 from 1260 (1260-18=1242). Thus, he 
claimed 1546 (304+1242) to be the presumably end year of the Antichrist’s reign. 
32 Again, Brightman was inconsistent in counting the duration of the deadly wound. In his comments 
on Revelation 13.3, he argued that the deadly wound referred to Goth’s kingdom “for an hundred two 
and thirtie yeeres” (358), or from the time when “Alaricus about the yeere 415 besieged & tooke it” 
(358) to “the yeere 555, when Iustinian being Emperour the Gothes were destroyed in Italy” (360). 
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yeeres, the impious kingdome shal not be proroged beyond seven yeares more” (650). 

In other words, Brightman predicted the Turks would be completely wiped out in 

1690 (1300+390), or 1697. 

Brightman’s idea of the conversion of the Jews was mainly expressed in A Most 

Comfortable Exposition of the Last and Most Difficult Part of the Prophecy of 

Daniel.33 According to the last three verses of Daniel, the Jews can regain their 

temple 1290 or 1335 days after the abomination. Brightman interpreted the Jews’ 

regain of the temple as the conversion of the Jews, and he dated the abomination to 

360, when Julian became the Roman emperor. Hence, the Jews will be converted into 

Christians from 1650 to 1695: “The former number did end at the first reeling and 

declining power of the Turkes, this second, at the defacing, and utter abolishing of the 

same” (104). 

With the idea of daily progress in mind, Brightman envisioned an optimistic 

view of the latter-day glory of the Church in the future: “We must also yet tary som 

short space before that our brethren the Iewes shal come to the faith. But after they are 

come, and Christ shal have raigned some ages most gloriously on earth by his 

servants, in advancing his Church to most high honour abov all Empire, then also the 

Nations shal embrace true godlinesse…we shortly expect, when the Romish 

Antichrist and the Turke shalbe utterly abolished” (A Revelation of the Apocalyps 

657). 

Brightman’s another important contribution to English millenarianism is his 

nationalistic reading of the Apocalypse. As noted above, William Haller considered 

the English national apocalypticism began with Foxe. However, Haller’s elect nation 

theory was vigorously challenged by some other scholars who argued that it was not 

Foxe but Brightman that was responsible for the nationalistic reading of the 
                                                 
33 I use the 1635 Amsterdam edition. 
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Apocalypse in the early 1640s.34 

Brightman compared the Church of England to the Church of Laodicea, which 

was characterized by being “lukewarm” (Revelation 3.24-16). “In our England, the 

matter is more cleare, where there is such a forme of a Church established, as is 

neither colde nor hotte…Which mixing of the pure doctrine and Romish regiment 

togither, maketh this lukewarmenes” (108). Brightman urged England to “purge out 

all the Romish leven, that thou mayest hange no longer in the middes betweene the 

reformed and the Antichristian Church” (127-28). He hailed that “now that time is 

begun, when Christ shall rule in all the earth, his enemies subdued on every side; of 

which Daniell speaketh in chap. 2.44” (318). In other words, Brightman stated that the 

purification of the Church of England would bring in the fifth monarchy of Daniel 

that would “be infinitely encreased among the Iewes, and at length be translated from 

hence into heaven” (318). By this logic, he regarded the fifth monarchy of Daniel as 

the last part of the second millennium, and England was supposed to play a key role 

in setting up that “eternall Kingdome” (318).35 Brightman’s strong apocalyptic 

nationalism earned him the posthumous designation of “faithfull Watchman” or 

“English Prophet” among the Parliamentary camp.36 

In summary, Brightman played an important role in the seventeenth-century 

English millenarianism. His second millennium pioneered post-millennialism, whose 

optimistic view of the future was best demonstrated in the doctrine of the latter-day 

glory. England held the key to the downfall of the papal Antichrist, the defeat of the 

Turks, and the conversion of the Jews, all of which would be all completed by 1700. 

Then the fifth monarchy of Daniel would come and the earth would enjoy a golden 

                                                 
34 See, for example, Bauckham 223; Christianson 41; Firth 107-8; McGinn, Antichrist 221; V. Olsen 
80-83 
35 For issues of the fifth monarchy and the Fifth Monarchism in the 1650s, see the next chapter. 
36 The title page of Reverend Mr. Brightmans Iudgement or Prophesies Which Shall Befall Germany, 
Scotland, Holland, and the Churches Adhering to Them (1642). 
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age until God transforms the terrestrial paradise into a heavenly kingdom at the end of 

the second millennium. 

 

Joseph Mede (1586-1638) 

As introduced in the first chapter, Joseph Mede was a representative of the 

seventeenth-century English pre-millennialist. His Clavis Apocalyptica was written in 

Latin, first published in 1627. It appeared at first as a pamphlet of mere 27 pages, but 

it was expanded to 294 pages and published in 1632. The second edition was 

translated into English by Henry More in 1641 under the order of the House of 

Commons and was printed with the title The Key of the Revelation in 1643.37 

Mede interpreted the red dragon of Revelation 12 as Satan that appeared as the 

Roman Empire (II.36). With the ruin of the Roman Empire, Satan appeared as “a 

deputed Kingdome” (II.48); that is, the two beasts of Revelation 13, which took over 

the Roman Empire. He considered the two beasts as “a two-fold beast” that reigned 

together “in the same Dominion”: the ten-horned sea beast represented the secular 

power, and the two-horned land beast represents the ecclesiastical power (II.48). The 

land beast was apparently the Roman papacy, and the sea beast is the ten kingdoms 

into which the Roman Empire was divided by the barbarian hosts.38 That two-fold 

beast was the Antichristian beast (II.112). In other words, Mede supposed that the 

Antichrist’s reign was just another form of the Satan’s reign. 

Mede did not explicitly date the Antichrist’s reign in The Key of the Revelation. 

In his second letter to Archbishop Ussher of Ireland (May 22, 1628), Mede articulated 

his chronology. He dated the beginning of the Antichrist’s reign in 476, the end of the 

Roman Empire. Accordingly, Antichrist would fall in 1736 (476+1260). Moreover, 

                                                 
37 The second English edition was published in 1650. I use the 1643 edition. 
38 Mede specifically identified the ten kingdoms as: 1. Briitones; 2. Saxons; 3. Frankes; 4. Burgundians; 
5. Wisigothes; 6. Swedes & Alanes; 7. Vandales; 8. Allmanes; 9. Ostrogothes; 10. Grecians (I. 92). 
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Mede also tried to reconcile his chronology with the cosmic week theory and dated 

Christ’s birth 4264 Annus Mundi, making 1736 the onset of the sabbatical millennium 

(Works 896-97).39 

The issue of the millennium was discussed at the end of The Key of the 

Revelation. Mede equated the blowing of the seventh trumpet (Revelation 11.15-18) 

with the millennium (Revelation 20.1-6) and with the Day of Judgment (Revelation 

20.11-15): “[T]he seventh Trumpet, with the whole space of the thousand yeeres… 

that great Day of Iudgement…circumscribed within two resurrections…as it were 

morning Iudgement of Antichrist” (II.122).40 In other words, Mede compared a 

thousand years to a day (2 Peter 3.8) that would begin with the judgment of the papal 

Antichrist. The millennium “day” would end “after the reigne of the thousand yeeres 

granted to new Ierusalem his most holy Spouse upon this Earth: after the utter 

destruction of new enemies yet to arise, the great Day waxing toward evening and 

Satan being againe loosed” (II.122-23). After the second, universal resurrection, “the 

wicked shall be cast into Hell to be tormented for ever; but the Saints translated into 

Heaven to live with Christ for ever” (II.123). Mede also identified the millennial 

kingdom of Revelation with the fifth monarchy of Daniel: “This is that Kingdome of 

the Sonne of man which Daniel saw” (II. 124). Mede’s literal interpretation of the 

millennium aligned him with the ante-Nicene chiliasts. He argued that he drew on the 

“Orthodoxe Christians”: “This was so plainly perceived by the Christians of the next 

Age after the Apostles that Iustine Martyr witnesseth, that not onely himselfe, but if 

there were, at that time, any entirely Orthodoxe Christians, they did with full consent 

beleeve it” (II.121-22). 

                                                 
39 In an earlier work, The Apostasy of the Latter Times (written around 1617-24, published 
posthumously in 1641), Mede proposed the Antichrist’s reign would end by 1715 (81). 
40 Mede borrowed the doctrine of the equation of the millennium with the Day of Judgment from 
Jewish Rabbis (The Key of the Revelation II.129-35). 
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Mede’s idea of the millennium was pioneering to his contemporary English 

readers. First of all, Mede denied that Satan was bound during 300 to 1300, as Foxe, 

Napier, and Brightman suggested. Since Satan was not bound in the past, Mede totally 

abandoned Augustinian a-millennialism held by Foxe and Napier by arguing that the 

millennium was yet to come. He also disagreed with Brightman’s model of two 

millennia by insisting on only one millennium. Moreover, Mede argued that Christ’s 

Second Coming would accompany with the Final Judgment that would inaugurate the 

millennium. The Judgment would last a thousand years and would end coincidently 

with the millennium. After the millennium, Satan would be released for a short period 

of time, and then came the end of the world. With the endorsement of Parliament, 

Mede’s pre-millennialism gained wide acceptance, and chiliasm was no longer 

heresy.41 

 

Conclusion 

We have seen the transformation of English millenarian ideas: from a- 

millennialism to post- and pre-milelnnialism. Foxe was a typical sixteenth-century 

Magisterial reformer, sticking to Augustinian a-millennialism. Napier was a 

transitional theologian. On the one hand, he held Augustinian a-millennialism; on the 

other hand, he extended the period of the Antichrist’s reign by counting the first 1000 

years of the Antichrist’s reign as the millennium. Moreover, he rejected Foxe’s idea of 

the godly prince, laying the blame on Constantine for the establishment of papal 

Antichrist. Although Foxe and Napier slightly modified the Augustinian millennium 

by postponing it for 300 years, they still believed that the millennium was over, that 

Satan was loosened, and that the end of the world was at hand. 

                                                 
41 Of course, there were still adamant Augustinian a-millennialists (such as Robert Baillie) among the 
supporters of Parliament during the English Revolution. For Baillie, see chapter four. 
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In England, the belief in the future millennium was resuscitated mainly by 

Brightman and Mede. Brightman invented the model of two millennia: the first 

(300-1300 CE) referred to Satan’s binding, the second (1300-2300 CE), the saints’ 

reign with Christ. Brightman’s first millennium was still an Augustinian one, but his 

second millennium became a blueprint for later post-millennialism. A rosy picture was 

depicted for the second millennium, based on the doctrine of the latter-day glory, 

which was influenced by Calvin’s idea of daily progress. Through God’s spiritual 

guidance, but without His bodily intervention, the Church would gradually reach its 

perfection. Mede entirely discarded Augustinian a-millennialism. Like the 

Ante-Nicene chiliasts, Mede anticipated Christ’s Second Advent to initiate a future 

millennium. 

From the theological perspective, the key to the transformation of English 

millenarian ideas lied in the identification of Antichrist with Roman papacy. That 

identification vouchsafed the lengthening of the Antichrist’s reign and led to the final 

abandonment of the chronology of the millennium—the Antichrist’s reign—the Second 

Coming and the rise of the belief in a future millennium. However, Augustinian a- 

millennialism remained predominant in England before the outbreak of the Civil War. 


