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Abstract

Challenging the currently orthodox “New Historicist” conception of Shakespeare’s
English history plays as a kind of “radically secular” historiography, this thesis
attempts to show how Shakespeare’s first chronicle play, 1-3HenryV1, was informed
by and expressive of Protestant providential historiography. By comparing the texts of
the plays with Foxe’s Acts and Monuments, the central text of Elizabethan Protestant
historiography, the author attempts to show how Foxe’s influential history functioned
both as an important source for Shakespeare’s view of the past in 1-3Henry VI and as
a vital intertext in terms of which the play would have been construed as history by
Shakespeare’s audience. At the heart of this source/intertext dynamic is the figure of
Antichrist, a powerful historiographical symbol in Foxe which is adumbrated in
Shakespeare’s dramaturgy, giving the plays’ representation of the violence of the
Wars of the Roses era an ineluctably providential character. Having traced the
Foxeian intertext in Shakespeare’s play, the author concludes by suggesting that,
again contrary to the secularizing bent of much recent “New Historicist” criticism, it
is precisely because 1-3Henry VI spoke the language of Protestant providential history
that Shakespeare’s play was significantly “political” in its original late-Elizabethan
historical moment.

Résumé

Par une mise en question de la conception “New Historicist” des pieces
shakespeariennes sur I’histoire anglaise - une conception orthodoxe en ce moment et
selon laquelle les piéces forment une sorte d’historiographie “radicalement séculiére”
- cette thése tente de montrer dans quelle mesure la premiére pi¢ce chronique de
Shakespeare exprime et a été informeé par ’historiographie providentielle protestante.
A partir d’une comparaison entre les textes des piéces et Acts and Monuments de
Foxe, le texte central de I’historiographie protestante élisabethaine, 1’auteur tente de
montrer comment ! histoire influente de Foxe fonctionnait a la fois comme une source
importante du point de vue shakespearien sur le passé dans 1-3HenriVI et comme un
intertexte fondamental sous 1’angle duquel la piéce aurait été prise par les spectateurs
pour de I’histoire. Au coeur de cette dynamique se trouve la figure de I’ Antéchrist, un
symbole historiographique puissant chez Foxe, qui est esquissé dans la dramaturgie
shakespearienne, ce qui donne un caractére inéluctablement providentiel a la
représentation de la violence inhérente a 1’ére de la guerre des Deux-Roses. Ayant
tracé I’intertexte foxien dans la piéce de Shakespeare, I’auteur conclut par encore une
mise en question de la tendance sécularisante d’une grande partie de la critique “New
Historicist” récente. L’auteur suggére que c’est précisement parce que 1-3HenriVI
parlait le langage de I’histoire providentielle protestante, que la piéce shakespearienne
était considérablement “politique” lors de I’époque originale vers la fin de la période
élisabethaine.
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We cannot deny the demands of our own age, but this need not prevent us turning to the faith of another age

with sympathetic understanding, and recapturing imaginatively some of its vanished power.
Hilda R. Ellis Davidson

The survival value of the god meme in the meme pool results from its great psychological appeal....God
exists, if only in the form of a meme with high survival value, or infective power, in the environment

provided by human culture. Richard Dawkins

INTRODUCTION: 1-3HENRYVI AND THE ACTS&MONUMENTS

Like Shakespeare’s Henry V and other Renaissance epics which begin with an
invocation to the muses, discussions of Shakespeare's English history plays often start
with a reference to E.M.W. Tillyard. Unlike epical invocations, these references are almost
invariably negative: the modern critic demonstrates that he or she rejects all reductive
Tillyardian attitudes and then proceeds to the task of writing about Shakespeare's history
plays, historically. The following analysis of the relationship between Shakespeare's /-
3HenryVI and John Foxe's Acts&Monuments begins with Tillyard, but with the emphasis
reversed. In The Elizabethan World Picture (1943) and Shakespeare's History Plays
(1944) Tillyard was, above all else, perfectly correct to stress the importance of religion
within the culture of Renaissance England. Near the beginning of The Elizabethan World
Picture, Tillyard allowed that he had been perhaps “too insistent on the theological side,”
but urged that this was necessary to counteract an ingrained misconception about
Elizabethan culture: the belief that “the age of Elizabeth [was] a secular period between
two outbreaks of Protestantism: a period in which religious enthusiasm was sufficiently

dormant to allow the new humanism to shape our literature”(Tillyard 1943, 3). Tillyard



‘ stressed the religious because, as he said, “anyone who has realized how general the

opposite error has recently become can hardly avoid excess™:

When the most authoritative history of English literature calls Sir John Davies's Nosce Teipsum “une
sorte d'anomalie en ce temps de madrigaux et de pastorales,” it is difficult to speak moderately. How
can anyone believing that begin to understand the Elizabethan age? ... For it is insufficient to prove
the seriousness of Daniel if the Fairy Queen is still counted pageantry and Arcadia a pastoral
romance, the high philosophical rapture of the Garden of Adonis or the fierce Protestantism of
Pamela in prison quite ignored. There has indeed been a mistaken trend to think of the Elizabethans
as specialists in things secular or religious, as if no Elizabethan explorer could be a theologian, and
no Londoner who heard a Puritan sermon ever saw a play (21).

What is remarkable about this Tillyard, as opposed to the straw version that has been
railed at by Shakespeareans, is how in retrospect the central thrust of his work has been
confirmed. Social and cultural historians have generally validated Tillyard's insistence on
the saturation of Renaissance culture by religious phenomena, intellectual history no

‘ longer rigidly divides Humanist and Christian thought, and Humanism, the Renaissance,
and the Reformation are seen as having been thoroughly intertwined.1 Confirmed, that is,
except by Shakespeareans, for whom the name “Tillyard” has come to symbolize critical
malfeasance, and for whom the idea of a “secular” Shakespeare dominates. This is
particularly true for the history plays: the idea that Shakespeare's histories were religious
or providential is generally considered anathema, and the reverse notion, that the plays
were “radically secular,” has become solidly orthodox.

However, if it is true that, especially after Greenblatt and Renaissance Self-
Fashioning, Shakespeare criticism no longer views the English Renaissance as a pastoral
Arcadia, it is perhaps equally evident that the “opposite error” described by Tillyard is still
largely in force. By and large, criticism of Shakespeare's history plays has failed to

recognize the ineluctably providential character of all Elizabethan historiography,



including the chronicle plays. In other words, the real value of Tillyard's work, then and
now, lies in the way it vigorously challenges any historical criticism which occludes the
religious component of Shakespeare's plays.

Deborah Shuger is one modern critic who has challenged this secular orthodoxy on
numerous occasions.2 She argues that it is utterly unreasonable to “base our entire
understanding of Shakespeare” on some kind of “‘secular miracle” by means of which the
plays could have extricated themselves from the “theocentric orientation informing the
discourses of politics, gender, social order, and history”” (Shuger 1996, 46). Somewhat like
Tillyard, Shuger points to the “paucity of our own cultural models™ as the reason why the

possibility of a positive or formative role for religion in Shakespeare has been elided:

[Religion] has been ignored as a result of the identification of “religion™ in Shakespeare with a
defense of the social order, with, that is, a conservative, aristocratic, ideology. If the plays are
religious in some meaningful sense then (the assumption is) they are politically incorrect and proof
that the canon is an elitist, reactionary construct. Contemporary critics of Shakespeare have
therefore tended to bypass or subvert any religious content of the plays in order to reclaim their
authority for more radical, politicized, skeptical--and therefore more congenial--allegiances
(Shuger 1996, 47).

Again, Shuger's analysis pertains especially to the study of Shakespeare's English history
plays. In the last decade, influential studies by John D. Cox, Graham Holdemess, Phyllis
Rackin, and Michael Hattaway have all contributed to the belief that Shakespeare was a
radically new kind of Renaissance historian.3 The mode of historical analysis these critics
tend to see embodied in the plays is not only secular in an absolute sense, eschewing in
one form or another a religious or providential understanding of the past, but is potentially

“radical” precisely because it destabilizes or demystifies the putatively “traditional” or



“orthodox” relationship between God, history, and, especially, politics. Thus, in his
discussion of Shakespeare’s putatively “radical historiography” in /-3HenryVI, Michael
Hattaway insists that “God'’s purposes are in no way to be deduced from the play[s].”
Rather, he argues, the meaning of /-3Henry VT “depends upon a clarity of historical
analysis that can be understood only if a reader or spectator attends closely to the play's
particular analytic techniques and does not interpret it in terms of any grand
design”(2Henry6, 7-8). Similarly, John D. Cox titles his chapter on /-3HenryVT “Inventing
Secular History.”

In addition to the way these arguments about Shakespeare’s “radical”
historiography tend to simply conflate religious discourse and political orthodoxy, a
critical tendency which Shuger's work has very effectively challengeds, the fundamental
problem with this conception of Shakespeare as a “radical historian” is that it is so
obviously implicated in what Frank Pecora once described as the “New Historicist”
tendency “to conflate methodological self-definition with the historical subject's self-
definition”(Pecora, 26). That is, while these critics have very usefully focused on
Shakespeare's chronicle plays as a kind of Renaissance historiography, the historical
Shakespeare that has emerged often appears to be little more than a simulacra of the
aesthetic interests and epistemological concerns of the critics themselves. Michael
Hattaway admires Brecht and Walter Benjamin, and so defines Shakespeare's Renaissance
historiography as a Brechtian ““art of demonstration,” in which the playwright is
“concerned with an accurate concatenation of definite events,” but not at all with “the way
these events are embedded in the great inscrutable course of the world”(2Henry VI, 7).

Phyllis Rackin's enthusiasm about the possibilities of a skeptical historical analysis today



is reified in her reading of Shakespeare's plays as quasi-metahistorical allegories of
epistemological uncertainty and historiographical skepticism. Without any apparent sense
of anachronism, Rackin announces that “the history I write is like the Renaissance
history-making it describes(Rackin, ix). Graham Holdemess' depiction of Shakespeare's
plays as radical “chronicles of feudalism” is virtually indistinguishable from his own,
Marxist-inflected, thinking. Shakespeare's history plays, he argues:

[O]ffer empirical reconstruction and theoretical analysis of a social formation firmly located in the
past, and distinctly severed from the contemporary world. In this historiographical
reconstruction...society is seen as a historical formation built on certain fundamental contradictions,
and incapable of resolving or overcoming them within the framework of political and ideological
determinants provided by the historical basis itself (Holderness, 19).

The point of this criticism is not to disparage the critics: after all my own interest

in Shakespeare as an Elizabethan historian, and hence in the relationship between his
English history plays and the Acts&Monuments, has in large measure been stimulated by
reading their work. I simply want to suggest, along the lines argued by Pecora and
Shuger, that the idea of Shakespeare as a radically secular kind of historian has been
predicated more on a desire to idealize Shakespeare in certain ways than it has on exigent
historical considerations. Aside from “secular miracles” there is no pressing reason to
believe that Shakespeare did not incorporate, in a significantly functional way, aspects of
the rich language of Tudor providentialism in his plays. He did not, after all, write his
plays to confirm the values of modern philosophers and literary critics, he wrote them to
entertain, and perhaps to educate and influence, his Elizabethan audiences. If the question
is: How did Shakespeare's plays function as history in their original context?, there is no

escaping (and really no good reason to want to escape) the fact that the plays were



articulated within what historian John Pocock has called “the idiom of grace,” a sense of
the past “in which time appeared as the dimension of providence, prophecy, or
eschatology” (Pocock 1984, 107).

A renewed emphasis on the religious component of Shakespeare's English history
plays does not mean, however, a reassertion of the old nostrum that the plays simply
“mirrored” the providential patterning of Polydore Vergil, Hall, or the confused and often
contradictory providentialism of “Holinshed.” This is because Vergil, Hall and Holinshed
do not exhaust the possibilities of Tudor providential historiography. Shakespeare was free
to incorporate the various idioms of providential history that were current and authoritative
in his day, and in ways not in these chronicle sources. Thus, as Shuger has urged, there is
room for a fresh consideration of the ways “religious ideology,” or perhaps better,
religious idioms, functioned in the history plays as part of Shakespeare's “cultural system”
(Shuger 1996, 48).

In this paper I want to examine how /-3HenryVI drew upon and functioned within
the idiom of Protestant historiography exemplified by Foxe's immensely popular and
influential Actsd&eMonuments. Despite the enormous influence Foxe's book exerted in
Elizabethan and Jacobean England, there has been no attempt to explore the relationship
between the early history plays and the Protestant historiography of the Acts&Monuments.
We know that the Acts&Monuments functioned as a source for details such as the
Saunders Simpcox episode in 2HenryVI, but there has never been any attempt to consider
how Foxe's history might have significantly influenced Shakespeare's view of the English
past.s Perhaps equally importantly, there has been no consideration of how the popular

authority of the Acts&Monuments might have shaped an Elizabethan audience's response



to the action represented on stage. I will argue that Foxe's work did in fact have a
definitive impact on Shakespeare's conception of 15th-century English history, on his
representation of the War of the Roses era as an era, and, moreover, that the
Acts&Monuments was a key intertext for Shakespeare's dramatic portrayal of that violent
segment of the English past. I want to illustrate how /-3HenryVI embodies a particularly
Protestant mode of historical representation and analysis. This “Protestant Shakespeare” is
the product of the playwright's imaginative engagement with the Acts&Monuments and, at
the same time, a result of the interpretive agency of an audience whose own sense of the
past was profoundly influenced by the Acts&Monuments.s

From the perspective of the Acts&Monuments, 1-3HenryVI offers a series of
dramatic historical emblems which, rather than simply representing chaotic events and the
careers of tumultuous individuals, provide a moving and intensely probing interpretation
of the violent civil war era. Contrary to the notion of Shakespeare's radically secular
historiography, this dramatic interpretation points unmistakably towards providence as the
reality underlying the violent history represented in the plays. The role of the
Acts&Monuments in this process was twofold. On one hand, fundamental ideas and
attitudes about the past expressed in the plays, and the rhetorical patterns in which they are
represented, were patterned on key features of the Acts&Monuments. On the other, this
patterning would have been so evidently Foxeian, so seemingly reflective of Foxe's
popular and authoritative history, that a recognition of this intertextual engagement would
have been a constitutive element of many playgoers’ experience of the plays. I want to
suggest, in other words, that the Acts&Monuments represents a complete historiographical

context for /-3HenryVI. It is both a source and influence, and an authoritative intertext in



terms of which the meaning of the plays would have been understood by Shakespeare's
audience.

Now, given that Foxe's history has never been accorded any real significance
within the provenance of the history plays, this is obviously asking a lot of the
Acts&Monuments. Yet, in terms of its influence on the historiographical imaginations of
Elizabethans, on the way they understood the past and their ongoing relationship with it,
the Acts&Monuments was literally sui generis. My analysis begins, therefore, with an
examination of the remarkable popular authority that was exercised by the
Acts&Monuments within the mental world of Shakespeare and his audience. Recognizing
the inherently intertextual character of the chronicle play genre, I will discuss the specific
historical themes and rhetorical attitudes which Shakespeare seems to have drawn from
Foxe as he formulated his own dramatic version of the War of the Roses era. From there, I
will turn to the plays themselves and attempt to illustrate how the presence of this Foxeian
intertext would have helped to establish the plays, qua history, in the context of a
contemporary performance.

Notes

1. The continuing animus against Tillyard over the last decade is without question one of the most curious
features of the “New Historicist” approach to Shakespeare. Tillyard asserted that major categories of Tudor
thought such as history and political philosophy were structured, rhetorically and conceptually, in terms of a
series of specifically religious attitudes. He argued, moreover, that while these ideas ( such as “Order,” “Sin”
and “The Chain of Being”) were changing, their use by Tudor writers retained essentially Medieval
characteristics throughout the Renaissance. This was not an argument about Elizabethan culture as a whole,
but rather a description of the discursive practices of an elite, literate sub-culture to which, reasonably
enough, Tillyard assumed Shakespeare belonged. Presumably, had Tillyard called his essay An Elizabethan
World Picture, which would be a more accurate depiction of what he actually wrote, his recent detractors
would be largely disarmed. Rather than denying or occluding the possibility of ideological conflict and



opposition in the Elizabethan period, Tillyard’s contribution was to illurninate a substantial portion of the
conceptual and rhetorical context (i.e. religious discourse) in which that ideological conflict took place.

For an excellent account of the relationship between Renaissance and Reformation with a particular
emphasis on early modern historiographical practices, see Kemp, The Estrangement of the Past. My point is
not, of course, that Shakespeareans are typically unaware of this basic historical principle, but rather that the
neglect of religious issues which is typical in criticism of the History plays, the way Shakespeare’s plays are
almost never linked to religious discourse except negatively, tends to reinscribe the misunderstanding of the
“Renaissance” which Tillyard tried to correct.

2. See especially Chapter One of Habits of Thought i nglish Renaissance. Shuger's definition of
religious culture quoted as a headnote to the conclusion of this paper is from her more recent article,
“Subversive Fathers and Suffering Subjects.”

3. Holdemess, Shakespeare Recycled; Rackin, Stages of History; Cox, Shakespeare and the Dramaturgy of
Power, especially 82-103 on 1-3HenryV]; Michael Hattaway argues aggressively for a resolutely secular
Shakespeare in the series of “Introductions” which he wrote for his New Cambridge Shakespeare editions of
1-3HenryVI. References to these essays will be cited in the text by play and page number.

4. See Habits of Thought, 1-16, and, more recently, the Introduction to Religion and Culture in Renaissance
England by Shuger and Claire McEachem.

5. Perhaps the most remarkable single example of how Foxe has been occluded in studies of the English
history plays is the fact that Henry A. Kelly's often-cited study Divine Providence in the England of
Shakespeare's History Plays does not mention the Acts&Monuments even once, despite the fact that Foxe's
book was by far and away the most influential work of Providential history in the period. The exception
which proves the rule is Shakespeare's Henry VIII, which has been discussed as an expression of Foxeian
historiography by Judith Doolin-Spikes in her article “The Jacobean History Play and the Myth of the Elect
Nation.” For a typically dismissive “New Historicist” response to Shakespeare’s dramatization of Foxeian
historiography in Henry VIII, see below, Chapter One, note 4.

6. My assertion that Shakespeare was a Protestant playwright clearly runs counter to the venerable critical
tradition of Shakespeare’s sympathy for and possible adherence to the Catholic faith. While there is some
evidence of an early association with Catholicism, there is nothing to suggest that the adult Shakespeare was
a particularly devout Catholic, Protestant, or indeed, anything other than an average member of the
Elizabethan church. In any case, my purpose here is not to try to discover evidence of Shakespeare’s
personal faith or beliefs. Such evidence may in fact be in plays such as 1-3Henry VT, but would be, I think,
impossible to confidently assess. Rather, my interest here is to explore Shakespeare’s very demonstrable use
of Protestant iconography and historiography as a public playwright, his imaginative response to the
representation of English history in the Acts&Monuments. It is the way 1-3HenryV] participates in the
discourse of Elizabethan Protestantism, in other words, which underlines the notion of “Protestant

Shakespeare.”
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When one recollects that until the appearance of the Pilgrim ‘s Progress the common people had almost no
other reading matter except the Bible and Foxe's_Book of Martyrs, we can understand the deep impression
that this book produced; and how it served to mold the national character....Take a people just awakening
to a new intellectual and religious life; let several generations of them, from childhood to old age, pore
over such a book, and its stories become traditions as individual and almost as potent as songs and

customs on a nation’s life.
Douglas Campbell

CHAPTER ONE:

‘THAT FULL AND PERFECT HISTORY': FOXE'S POPULAR AUTHORITY

In Eastward Hoe!, Woolf, the jailer, describes the apparent transformation of his
prisoner, Francis, with an allusion to the Acts&Monuments: “I never heard his like! He
has cut his hayre too. He is so well given, and has such good gifts! Hee can tell you
almost all the stories of the Book of Martyrs” (5.2.55-57). In Every Man Out Of His
Humour, the Rustici express a similar sentiment about the “conversion” of Sordid:

2nd Rustic: O miracle! See when a man ha's grace!
3rd Rustic: Had't not been a pitty, so good a man should have been cast away?
2nd Rustic: Well, I'll get our clarke put his conversion in the Acts and Monuments.

4th Rustic: Doe, for I warrant him hee's a Martyr (3.8.58-63).
Whatever the playwrights' feelings about the Acts&Monuments may have been, for Woolf

and the Rustici the authority of the book as an indicator of virtue is clear; the truth of a
moral history, the conversion of Francis or Sordid, is guaranteed by collocation with the
Acts&Monuments. Similarly, in the Induction to The Unfortunate Traveler, Thomas
Nashe's narrator suggests that his “chronicle” will become an authority among the

courtiers by alluding to the authority of Foxe's history:



1

Secondly, whereas you were wont to swear on a pantofle to be true to your puisant
order, you shall swear then on nothing but this Chronicle of the King of Pages
henceforeward. Thirdly, it shall be lawful for anie whatsoever to play with false dice
on a corner of this aforsayd Acts & Monuments (13).
The idea that Nashe plays with here is that of a book with remarkable popular appeal and

authority. It will be “a pawn in times of famine and necessity,” and an object of
deference: “whether by daie or by night, they shall put off theyr hats too and make a lowe
legge, in regard their grand printed Capitano is there entombed”(14). Another London
wit, “Martin Marprelate”, alluded to the Acts&Monuments in his controversial Epistle of
1588: “his grace threatened to send mistris Lawson to Bridewell because she shewed the
good father D. Perne a way to get his name out of the Book of Martyrs where the
turnecoat is canonized for burning Bucer's bones” ( in Lander, 69). In this instance the
Acts&Monuments is not an indicator of rectitude, but rather, as Jesse Lander suggests, a
“register of iniquity” that can be used against the repressive tactics of members of the
established church (69).

These allusions to Foxe's book illustrate an important cultural reality: the
profound and continuing impact the Actsd&Monuments had on the mental world of the
Elizabethans. By the end of the century, it would seem, the book had become a
recognized popular authority that could be used in various contexts and to various ends.
Popular authority here simply means having a wide or popular appeal, a kind of ubiquity,
and being accepted as authoritative by a wide range of opinion. In these allusions the
popular authority of Foxe's book is revealed dramatically by the characters, all of whom

use the Acts&Monuments because to them it is an authority. And, more indirectly,
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because it is the object of parody, the authority of the book is embedded in the allusions
themselves, even if they are satirical.

This image the of popular authority exercised by the Acts&Monuments has been
thoroughly confirmed by recent scholarship.1 Foxe's book has been described as “one of
the most influential English books ever written”’(Wooden, 93). It has been called an
“inescapable text”(Knott 1993, 2) which “became a folk tradition in Foxe's own
lifetime”’(Christianson, 39) and which “at the close of Elizabeth's reign...had achieved the
status of magisterial and unimpeachable orthodoxy”’(Lander, 72). Patrick Collinson
refers to the Acts&Monuments as having “exercised a critical and enduring influence on
the civilization of English-speaking peoples”(Collinson 1985, 31), and suggests that “an
account of the Protestant nation without Foxe is like Hamlet without the
Prince”’(Collinson 1988, 12). William Haller, whose Foxe's Book of Martyrs and the
Elect Nation established modern Foxe scholarship, argues that “there has never been any
doubt about the historical importance of a book which...in the reign of Elizabeth [was]
accepted as an expression of the national faith second only to the Bible as an
unanswerable defense of England's ideological position in the contemporary struggle for
national independence and power’(Haller, 14). The centrality of Foxe's work within late

Elizabethan culture has been persuasively characterized by Helen C. White:

There can have been few books in the world like it, few that would give an innocent reader such a
sense of being in the know, past, present, and future, that would give a man so complete a picture
of the world in which he found himself and how it came to be so; few books that would so
completely furnish forth an untutored mind with a whole intellectual world, so perfectly suited to
its tastes and adapted to its powers, so completely to arm it against the challenges and pressures of

an age of unprecedented moral and mental aggression (White, 2).
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The particular historiographical significance of the Acts&Monumenrits has also
been attested to. Referring to Foxe as “the English Plutarch,” Patrick Collimson has
suggested that “for the three generations which intervened between the Elizabethan
settlement and the puritan commonwealth the Bible and Foxe between them entirely
satisfied the demand for edifying biographical history’ (Collinson 1983, 507). In his
ground-breaking study of late Elizabethan and early Stuart historiography, D.R. Woolf
argues that the Acts&Monuments was “perhaps the most influential book ever printed in
Elizabethan England in terms of its general influence on public perceptions of the nation's
religious history” (Woolf 1990, 37). Woolf has also emphasized Foxe's historiographical
authority by alluding to the way the Acts&Monuments, “perhaps the most widely read
book in Reformation England apart from the Bible,” was “often seen as a [biblical]
supplement, an uncanonical Book of Martyrs to follow the books of prophets and
chronicies in the Old Testament” (Woolf 1994, 23). Similarly, Haller writes that the
“stories told in Foxe's book became, along with the stories told in the Bible, especially
the Old Testament, an essential part of that familiar code of reference and expression
which no one sharing in the life of that age could do without...it supplied a history of the
Church and the nation, seen by the light of what was taken to be the truth of Revelation;
that 1s to say, of a conception of the meaning of history which almost everybody who
thought about the matter took for granted”(14-15). F.J. Levy places the
Acts&Monuments in the vanguard of the development of modern historical analysis
because it “served as a model of how to combine research with organization and with a
point of view.” Levy stresses that Foxe “was read by every literate, historically-minded

Englishman and not just theologians”(Levy, 104-105). Anthony Kemp summarizes this
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theme of popular authority by arguing that “more than any other book, it is to the
Acts&Monuments that one must turn in order to see what the past looked like to the post-
Lutheran world” (Kemp, 84).

This impressive scholarly consensus about the impact of the Acts&Monuments on
Elizabethan historical thought is based on solid evidence. First published in English in
1563, the Acts&Monuments went through six more editions by 1610 (1570, 1576, 1583,
1589, and 1596). The second edition (1570), consisting of over two thousand pages in
two volumes, was the first complete version of Foxe's history (Haller, 128-29). It was
this edition which, famously, was by order of Convocation set next to the Bible in various

places of worship:

Every Archbishop and bishop shall have in hys house The holy Bible in the largest volume...and

also that full and perfect history, which is intituled Monuments of Martyrs...the same bookes
[must be purchased by all Deans] and bestowed in his Cathedral Church, in such convenient place,

that the vicars...and other ministers of the Church, as also strangers and foreigners may easilie
come unto them, and read thereon ( in Lander, 69-70).

Similarly, the Mayor of London had the Acts&Monuments installed in a number of city
orphanages and in the halls of various city companies and, as was remarked in
Holinshed's Chronicles, at Elizabeth's court “every office hath either a Bible, or the
Books of the Acts and Monuments of the Church of England...for the exercise of such as
come into the same”(in Haller, 221).

The public display of the Acts&Monumenits is a striking and unparalleled feature
of the book's history. In terms of the idea of popular authority, the way the
Acts&Monuments is spoken of in the same breath as the Bible is in itself remarkable, but

perhaps moreso is the simple fact that it was made so accessible to the public. Although
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the book itself was expensive, well beyond the range of most playgoers, in a very real
sense it was free. It is certainly worthwhile to recognize that whereas it is at least doubtful
that a significant portion of Shakespeare's audience would have had the opportunity (or
the inclination, or the ability) to read the chronicles of Hall or Holinshed, it is entirely
likely that most if not all would have had some personal knowledge of the
Acts&Monuments.2 Moreover it is hard to exaggerate the public awareness of Foxe's
history because, unlike other examples of contemporary historical writing, the message of
the Acts&Monuments was not confined to print. Because Foxe's work was so immediately
accepted and authorized by the Elizabethan church, it became a choice text for sermons,
especially among the very popular urban lectureships which “not only outdrew
bearbaiting and morris dancing but even in sophisticated London...attracted larger
audiences week after week than Shakespeare and Jonson in their prime” (Seaver, 5,).
Thus, as Haller points out, “echoes of the Book of Martyrs were to be heard throughout
the period from countless pulpits”(Haller, 14). Heard, that is, by the same public who
attended Shakespeare's history plays.

The history contained in the Acts&Monuments was also uniquely accessible to the
public because the book was so richly illustrated. The 1570 edition contained over 160
woodcut illustrations, many of which were carefully integrated with the text to provide
what Foxe called a “plain visible argument” (5. 236).3 Thus, as D.R. Woolf has argued,
while it is a remarkable achievement of elite scholarship, the Acts&Monuments is also “a

work thoroughly attuned to the requirements of those on the margins of literacy’:

His book provided the channel between the oral tales of martyrdoms which required reading and
replication, at the same time digesting the enormous weight of church history into a popular
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form that could be read by the literate but also understood by the illiterate....The text and various
charts and tables were designed for those who have the skills to consult the printed word; the
woodcuts translated and simplified this information into graphic images capable of perception by
the ordinary parishioner, images which in turn would reinforce the effect of hearing the tales read
aloud from time to time; frequently these illustrations were even detached from the book,

coloured, and stuck on walls to provide godly decoration (1994, 6).

Despite its “extraordinary propagation™ and “peculiar attractiveness to the
ideological moment” (Kemp, 84), it might nevertheless appear that a work of Protestant
propaganda, martyrology, and specifically ecclesiastical history would have been entirely
remote from the world of the theater and Shakespeare's chronicle plays. Fundamentally,
the Acts&Monuments was a humanist chronicle devoted in large part to English history.
Within its broad providential framework, the Acts&Monuments was organized, like Hall,
Shakespeare, and other chronicle histories, in terms of the reigns of English kings. Like
them, Foxe focused on the relationship between the character and actions of the kings and
the relative state of the realm under them. As well, the Acts&Monuments provided
readers with a substantial interpretation of the significance, past and present, of the War
of the Roses. There is a tendency among Shakespeareans interested in Renaissance
historiography to portray providential historiography as something which was rapidly
becoming outdated in Shakespeare's time.4 The Acts&Monuments belies this view. By
virtue of its Erasmian spirit of probing and skeptical analysis, its dedication to
documentation and historical veracity based on sources, and, in particular, on the strength
of its effort to provide readers with a substantial interpretation of the significance and
meaning of the past, rather than simply an account or annal of events, Foxe's book
exemplifies exactly the advanced humanist historiographical currents that seem to have

energized Shakespeare's historical imagination.
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If the popular authority of the Acts&Monuments derived from its advanced
historiographical methods, it was also a product of its very popular content and rhetoric.
Typically, Shakespeareans have emphasized the way contemporary chronicles excluded
the commonality to suggest that, by mingling clowns and kings, Shakespeare was
engaging in a very radical kind of historiography.s “That Tudor chroniclers ignored social
history and that their works were exclusively ‘the bokes of great prynces and lordes’ is a
fact,” one recent critic asserts, arguing that it was only in “the secluded space of the
playhouse...in Shakespeare's plays”™ that common people, the ‘“unknown, invisible
individuals...were allowed to speak™(Pugliatti, 181-3). This critical commonplace loses
purchase, however, when considered in light of the content of the Actsd&cMonuments.
Although it does involve monarchs, Popes, and great heroes of reform such as Luther and
Wycliff, the bulk of the Acts&Monuments is in fact devoted to bringing to the foreground
of history a host of figures drawn from the popular ranks of society. As Helen C. White
argues, Foxe presented ‘“a gallery it would be hard to rival for the time, of men and
women of humble life who took the spotlight in at least one scene of their lives and
acquitted themselves with the best for courage and resolution and often, from Foxe's
point of view, intelligence and wisdom”(White, 191). For readers of Foxe, characters
like Michael Williams in Henry V, who upbraids the King on the eve of Agincourt, or the
Messenger in /HenryVI who exhorts the English nobles to “awake” from their collective
“sloth”(1.1.78-9), would not have appeared as radical innovations, but rather as natural
components of an historical argument.s

The Acts&Monuments not only represents popular figures in history, it also

represents history in popular modes. Beyond church history and religious polemic,
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rhetorical modes which were themselves undeniably enjoyed by Elizabethans, the
Acts&Monuments consists, as Warren Wooden has shown, of a “medley of literary
forms...ranging from sermons, tracts, and epistles to doggerel rimes, self contained stories
of romantic adventure...beast fables, mock-epistles, moments of high dramatic conflict,
and scenes of heart-wrenching pathos,” so that “it must have been a rare Protestant reader
who could find nothing to suit him [or her] in the Acts&Monuments™ (Wooden, 42). D.R.
Woolf has illuminated a strong romance narrative element in the Acts&Monuments, and
he has shown how Foxe incorporated a range of typically comic rhetorical elements, such
as popular celebration, irony and other forms of verbal play, providential “jokes,” comic
reversals, in which the high-and-mighty are bested by their social inferiors, and the
grotesque. Thus, Woolf argues, Foxe “gave a work of epic proportions and high sacred
purpose a rhetoric that is distinctly 'low-mimetic,' grounding his own version of
eschatological history in the dirt, flesh, and cloth of the experiential world’(1994, 6-7).
Finally, no account of the popular authority of the Actsd&Monuments would be
complete without mentioning the way the popularity of the book was buttressed by the
almost legendary popularity of Foxe himself. During the last fifteen years of his life
(1571-1587) Foxe gave a series of notable occasional sermons at Paul's Cross, and he
preached on a regular basis at St.Giles, Cripplegate. During these heydays, Foxe lived in
a house in Grub Street, just outside the old city wall. His son has described how “no
man's house was in those times thronged with more clients than his. There repaired to
him both Citizens and Strangers, Noblemen, and common people of all degrees, and
almost all for the same cause; to seek some salve for a wounded conscience.” Foxe's

popularity was so great that he began to be regarded as a kind of Protestant saint, to the
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point where he had to forbid the sick from coming to him looking for cures. “It so fell
out,” Simeon wrote, showing some of his father's flair for irony, “that now some began,
not as a good man to honour him, but as one sent from Heaven, even to adore him,
through the folly of mankind, madly doting upon any thing”’(in Wooden, 13-15).

There is a wealth of anecdotal evidence which attests to the celebrity to which the
elder Foxe attained. Sir Francis Drake brought a copy of the Acts&Monuments on his
voyage around the world, “and on occasion plied his Spanish prisoners with it and whiled
away dull days by colouring the pictures.” After his monumental victory at Cadiz in
1587, Drake wrote to Foxe to thank him publicly for his prayers (Haller, 221). Foxe's
reputation was also enhanced by the courageous stance he took against judicial violence.
His hatred of religious persecution, massively testified to in the Acts&Monuments itself,
was put into practice in several highly publicized instances, such as his support for the
Duke of Norfolk, executed for treason in the wake of the Ridolfi Plot, his attempts to save
two Dutch anabaptists from execution in 1571, and his intervention on the part of the
Jesuit Edmund Campion and his co-conspirators, ten years later. As Warren Wooden has
commented, Foxe's “steadfast opposition to capital punishment, whether the victim was a
friend or a foe, in an age of intolerance is one of the noblest aspects of his character”(14).
There can be little doubt that Foxe's personal celebrity enhanced the status of the
Acts&Monuments, adding not only to its popularity, but also to its truth value, its status
as “that full and perfect history.”

Notes

1. There is a small but solid body of scholarly work on the Acts&Monuments, all of which alludes to the

tremendous influence Foxe exerted, conceptually and rhetorically, throughout the Elizabethan era and
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beyond. The account of Foxe's popular authority in this chapter is based in particular on the discussions of
Foxe's popularity and influence in the works of Massingham, Haller, Helen C. White, Lamont, Levy,
Christianson, Bauckham, Olsen, Kemp, Woolf, Wooden, Lander, Knott, and Collinson.

2. For a discussion of the decline in popularity of these authors compared to the continuing popularity of
the Acts&Monuments, see Woolf, “Genre into Artifact,” 337.

3. All references to the Acts&Monuments in this essay are by volume and page to the Cattley-Pratt edition
republished by AMS Press in 1965.

4. Ivo Kamps, building on the earlier efforts of Phyllis Rackin, is the most recent exponent of this view. In
his “Historiography and Legitimization in HenryVIII” Kamps announces that he “will show there is reason
to cenclude that Cranmer's unifying historiography sounded archaic and unsophisticated not only to more
learned Jacobeans but also to those who were raised on the popular histories of Holinshed, Hall, Grafton
and others” (195). However, compare Kamps' view of the supposed archaism of prophetic politics and
history in the Early Stuart era with Christianson, Reformers in Babylon, and Collinson, “The Protestant

Nation” in Birthpangs of Protestant England and “The English Nation and National Sentiment in the
Prophetic Mode.” Typically, and despite his insistence that he is describing a “kind” of early Jacobean

history, Kamps constructs an image of Shakespeare’s history plays as a kind of dramatic

metahistoriography which (very much like Rackin's “anti-history”) bears little or no relationship to the

actual practices of Jacobean history writers:
Taken as a whole, therefore, the play focuses not on the inevitable outcome of historical process,
as Cranmer submits [i.e. in the baptism scene] but on the various historiographical strategies that
can be employed to make the outcome appear inevitable. Henry VII[ draws our attention to the
operations by means of which historiography and historians mystify those operations by
sanctifying them”(197).

5. This notion was also a key argument in Rackin's influential Stages of History.

6. All references to 1-3HenryV] are to the New Cambridge edition of the plays edited by Michael

Hattaway. All other references to Shakespeare's plays are to the Riverside Shakespeare.
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CHAPTER TWO:
"THE LOOSING OUT OF SATAN': 1-3HENRYVI AND THE FOXEIAN INTERTEXT

The historiographical milieu in which Shakespeare set out to produce chronicle
history plays was in a very real sense dominated by the figure of Foxe and his
authoritative book. The popular authority exercised by the Acts&Monuments converges
with Shakespeare's chronicle plays because, as historiography, the plays functioned
intertextually: that is, by virtue of a dynamic relationship between authorial
representation and audience interpretation. To be clear, this dynamic was not in itself
textual: it was, rather, a function of the complex intellectual and emotional response of
playgoers to the history represented on a stage by actors. It is intertextual, however, in
that it is apprehended by us, historically, through analyses of the texts of the plays, scripts
we use to imagine what performances of the plays would have been like, in conjunction
with the various texts of contemporary historiography, which, however limited the result
may be, provide the basis for our understanding of the body of historical concepts and
rhetoric in terms of which the plays were able to function as history. This intertextual
process is admirably summarized in Irving Ribner's definition of the chronicle play genre

as:

[A] play drawn from a chronicle source which we know that a large part of the audience accepred
as factual [and which] appears ro fulfill what the Elizabethans considered to be the legitimate
purposes of history (Ribner, 25; my emphasis).

The verbal sequence in Ribner's definition underpins his useful characterization of the

chronicle play as the successful fulfillment of a kind of intellectual contract between the

play and its audience. As such, Ribner's common-sense understanding of how chronicle
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plays worked is similar to the notion of “concretization’ which is central to the “reception

theory” of critics like Roman Ingarden and H.R. Jauss. According to Jauss' famous

formula;

{A] literary work, even when it appears to be new, does not present itself as something absolutely
new in an informational vacuum, but predisposes its audience to a very specific kind of reception
by announcements, overt and covert signals, familiar characteristics, or implicit allusions...it
awakens memories of that which was already been read, brings the reader to a specific emotional
attitude, and, with its beginnings arouses expectations for the 'middle and end,' which can then be
maintained intact or altered, reoriented, or even fulfilled ironically in the course of the reading
(Jauss, 23).

Although Ribner and reception theory are hardly more fashionable today than Tillyard, it

difficult to imagine a better framework for understanding Shakespeare's chronicle plays
as a kind of Elizabethan historiography. This way of thinking is particularly valuable
because it makes essential the shared agency of playwrights, whose authority was

‘ expressed, however imperfectly, through the actors, costumes, and other components of
theatrical representation, and of playgoers, who authorized the plays, so to speak, by
recognizing their authentic historiographical character. As examples such as the Prclogue

to Henry V make clear, Shakespeare was keenly aware of this authorial agency:

Piece out our imperfections with your thoughts:

Into a thousand parts divide one man

And make imaginary puissance

Think, when we talk of horses, that you see them,

Printing their proud hoofs i'th' receiving earth;

For tis your thoughts that now must deck our kings (23-28).

Rather than an irrelevance or incidental after effect, the authority of the audience was
written into the plays themselves. Thus, while there was some room for innovation, the

more pressing epistemological reality is that for Shakespeare the act of fashioning
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dramatic historiography was carried out with the authority of the audience firmly in view:
creating chronicle plays involved conforming to an idea or complex of ideas which the
bulk of the audience could be expected to accept as history. While this might seem to be a
general rule, applying equally to Shakespeare as, say, Oliver Stone, it is also a distinctive
feature of a particular late Elizabethan cultural context in which conformity to pre-
existing models and authorities, rather than the production of radically new ideas and
perspectives, was understood as the cornerstone of authentic history (Woolf 1990, 29-30).

Emphasizing the essentially intertextual character of the chronicle play genre
brings the relationship between Foxe and Shakespeare clearly into focus. Given its unique
popular authority, the Acts&Monuments was undoubtedly a key component in the “that
which was already read,” which allowed the plays to be realized as history in their
original Elizabethan context. That is, assuming that Shakespeare was not only aware of
Foxe's popular authority, but that he also accepted and participated in it, we can
reasonably expect to find, written into the plays themselves, a Foxeian intertext in terms
of which the action represented on stage can be understood as history, from the
perspective of the Acts&Monuments. I-3HenryVI does in fact contain just such a Foxeian
intertext, one which works, overall, to position Shakespeare's representation of the
violence of the Wars of the Roses firmly within Foxe's providential understanding of the
same terrible era of England's 15th-century past. As a kind of prolepsis, the staging of
Henry's piety in /-3HenryVI provides an excellent example of how the Acts&Monuments
did in fact figure, intertextually, in Shakespeare's dramatic historiography.

Following his sources, Shakespeare represented the king as an extremely pious

man. Moreover, as an historian, Shakespeare interpreted Henry's piety by making explicit
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the notion that the terrible disasters which befell the country during Henry's tenure were
in part a causal reflection of the king's over-zealous religiosity. However, Henry is not
portrayed as simply over-pious, but as pious in a specifically Catholic sense; Shakespeare
does not merely allude to Henry's Catholicism, he insists on it over and over again. Thus,

according to Margaret in 2HenryVI:

...all his mind is bent to holiness,

To number Ave-Maries on his beads;

His champions are the prophets and apostles,
His weapons holy saws of sacred writ,

His study is his tilt-yard, and his loves

Are brazen images of canonized saints.

I would the College of Cardinals

Would choose him Pope and carry him to Rome
And set the triple crown upon his head:

That were a fit state for his holiness (1.3.50-59).

Shakespeare's Henry is not just a religious king, he is, from the perspective of
Protestantism, an apostate one. Now to a modern reader, this moment is a classic instance
of Shakespeare's remarkable ambiguity. It works, to borrow a phrase from one of the best
modern readers, David Bevington, by “setting up a conventional moral appeal,” the
inappropriateness of Henry's overzealous Catholic piety, but in a “morally indefensible
context,” the seditious plotting of Margaret and her fellows (Bevington, 217). As a result,
this dramatic moment contributes to what looks like a quintessentially Shakespearean
questioning of the relationship between morality and politics. However, from the
perspective of the Acts&Monuments, the effect is somewhat altered. While the rhetorical
ambiguity is still central, the charge of “popery” still problematized by the fact that it is

made by the seditious adulteress Queen Margaret, the overriding impression of “popish”
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error remains. That is, whereas for a modern reader Henry's zealous Catholicism can be
dissolved into a generalized “piety” or “morality,” for Shakespeare's audience it invokes a
world of specifically Protestant, and perhaps specifically Foxeian, historical thought. As
will be discussed more fully below, Foxe's readers had not only been inculcated with the
notioa that royal apostasy was perhaps the most devastating of historical problems, but
had, moreover, been trained to understand England's 15®-century civil war era as a
manifestation of precisely the kind of ‘““zealous popery” attributed to Henry. Thus, by
invoking a panoply of “popish’™ errors in the context of a causal interpretation of the Wars
of the Roses era, Shakespeare's language produces an emblem of royal apostasy which, in
turn, invites a Foxeian reading. Shakespeare encourages the audience to “deck out the
King,” so to speak, in terms of Foxe's Protestant providential view of history.

The staging of Henry's seemingly debilitating “popish” apostasy can be viewed as
a Jaussian “announcement,” signaling not only the presence of a Foxeian intertext in the
play, but also that the play intends to take its history seriously. To be sure, Shakespeare's
deliberately ambiguous portrayal of royal piety is an important part of the relationship
between I-3HenryVI and the Acts&Monuments.1 Much more central, however, is the way
Shakespeare's staging of historical violence throughout /-3Henry¥7 resonates with
Foxe's interpretation of the meaning of the Wars of the Roses era. Before turning to the
plays, then, it is necessary to see how this dark era was represented by Foxe in the

Acts&Monuments.

THE LOOSING OUT OF SATAN
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. In Richard II, the Bishop of Carlisle prophesies that the immediate future will be
marked by the “woefullest division...That ever fell upon this cursed earth:

The blood of England shall manure the ground,
And future ages groan for this foul act.
Peace shall go to sleep with Turks and infidels,
And in this seat of peace tumultuous wars
Shall kin with kin and kind with kind confound.
Disorder, horror, fear, and mutiny
Shall here inhabit, and this land be call'd
The field of Golgotha and dead men's skulls (4.1.136-144).
For viewers, Carlisle's prophecy works retrospectively to define the action already

represented in /-3HenryVI in terms of an apocalyptic vision of total societal breakdown.
At the nadir, Carlisle predicts, English society will descend into a violent disorder worse
than that of the notorious Turks; England will become a scene of death linked,

. typologically, with the biblical crucifixion. As Tillyard demonstrated, Carlisle’s prophecy
relates the violent action of the earlier plays to the “Tudor Myth” of English history, the
idea that the 15™-century was an era of unprecedented and chaotic violence.2 When
Tillyard discussed the English history plays as an expression of the Tudor Myth he
focused, naturally enough, on what he considered to be the relevant source for this idea,
the providential argument of Hall and, to a lesser extent, Polydore Vergil. Hall provided
Shakespeare with one version of the 15th-century; John Foxe provided him with another.3

In writing the Acts&Monuments, one of Foxe’s main goals was to prove,
historically, that the Reformed religion was the true Christian faith and the direct
descendent of the apostolic church of Christ.4 To do so, Foxe effectively brought to bear
the entire rhetorical arsenal of humanist scholarship in an effort to prove the existence of

l an unbroken succession of true believers stretching back to apostolic times. Moreover, in
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addition to claiming that Protestantism was the true church, Foxe charged that the
Roman church, which had falsely asserted its own apostolic succession, was in fact one
manifestation of the Antichrist foretold in Apocalypse and other prophetic parts of the
Bible. These two streams of Protestant historical thought--that a “hidden church” of true
Christians existing since apostolic times had recently emerged as the reformed religion of
Wrycliff, Luther, and the Elizabethan settlement, and that the Roman church ruled by the
Popes was the apocalyptic Antichrist--coalesce in the Acts&Monuments in the
martyrological narratives themselves. As both Jane Facey and D.R. Woolf have pointed
out, Foxe would have liked to have been able to show an unbroken succession of
practicing Protestants since the time of Christ, but, since no such doctrinal continuity
could be truthfully asserted, he developed a complex rhetorical structure in which
persecution and martyrdom themselves functioned as the key indices of both the
existence of the true church over time and of the fact that Roman Catholicism was the
historical Antichrist. Thus, at the heart of Foxe's immensely influential history was a
modally diverse yet tightly controlled and expressive rhetoric of antichristian persecution
and true Christian martyrdom. This rhetorical paradigm, a kind of anatomy of
persecution, was itself imbedded in the firmament of providential explanation and
biblical prophecy.

As D.R. Woolf has shown, Foxe's distinctive rhetoric of persecution and
martyrdom worked by combining what is essentially modern historical scholarship--the
realistic depiction of discreet historical events unfolding within a tightly specified
chronology and supported by incisive argument and documentary evidence--and a richly

articulated metaphorical idiom. In this way, the discreet reality of historical persons and
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events was simultaneously asserted and yet reduced to a single dialectical opposition of
persecutors and their prey, members of Antichrist and true Christians. As Warren
Wooden has suggested, the effect of this remarkable synthesis was to create a
“paradoxical combination of an anachronistically moderm and realistic foreground within
a mythic controlling framework(Wooden, 24). As mentioned, Foxe's mythic framework
was based on eschatology and biblical apocalyptic. Unlike the eternal dualism of
Augustine, Foxe's providential dialectic functioned as a dynamic process within history,
with the relationship between persecutors and martyrs changing in nature and intensity as
time unfolded according to the pattern laid out by God and predicted in the scriptures.s
Following the historical exegesis of Luther, Tyndale, and, especially, John Bale, Foxe
developed a millennial conception of history which revolved around the idea of God's
providential “binding up” and “loosing out of Satan” as the key process underlining the
course of human history. Although he continued to revise his interpretation of biblical
prophecy throughout his life, in the Actsd&Monuments itself Foxe outlined a persuasively
simple three-part providential pattern:

The years and time of the loosing out of Satan
By these words of Revelation, here recited, three special times are to be noted.
First, the being abroad of Satan to deceive the world.
Secondly, the binding up of him.
Thirdly, the loosing out of him again, after a thousand years consummate, for a time (2.724).
While he allowed for numerous kinds of providence to function within this pattern, it is

the relative state of antichristian power which, for Foxe, ultimately defined the nature of

historical events at any given point in time.
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As Christopher Hill among others have illustrated, the Protestant apocalyptic
conception of providential history exemplified by Foxe's time scheme required a
systematic redefinition of the nature of Antichrist. The older conception of Satan as a
mythic figure who would return and be defeated by Christ at the end of time was
supplanted, in Protestant exegesis, by a radically historical Antichrist understood, in the
words of Foxe's contemporary, William Fulke, as “a whole succession of men, in one
state of devilish government”(in Emmerson, 210). This Protestant Antichrist existed not
in the extra-historical past and future, but functioned primarily within history as a kind of
energy or power which pervaded human institutions, politics, and individuals . The
Roman church could be viewed as one Antichrist, or group of Antichrists, the Ottoman
Turks another, King Henry V another, because, as Hill has argued, Antichrist was
understood to represent essentially all kinds of “political repression in the name of
religion, for the coercive organs associated therewith, and especially for the persecution
of the righteous™(Hill, 5). Thus, while it is still linked with the mythical figure of Satan in
one sense, Foxe's conception of Antichrist more emphatically stresses the translation of a
spiritual reality, satanic apostasy, into the secular realm of human behaviour and
institutions: while it is infused with eschatological fervor, Foxe's Antichrist is really the
politics of persecution in history.

If Foxe did not exactly invent this historical Antichrist, he certainly developed and
embellished it, putting his stamp on an idea that became central to Protestant historical
thought. As William Lamont has suggested, Foxe “domesticated the apocalypse,” making
the “pursuit of the millennium respectable and orthodox”(Lamont, 33-4). One way Foxe

appears to have deepened the appeal and relevance of apocalyptic history for his English
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readers was by altering the eschatological time-frame he inherited from Tyndale and Bale
so that it could be used to explain that cynosure of Tudor historical thought, the Wars of
the Roses. Whereas both Tyndale and Bale had dated the millennial binding of Satan
from the time of Christ, Foxe moved it forward to the 4th-century conversion of
Constantine. As a result, the end of the millennium and the “loosing out of Satan,” now
coincided perfectly with the reigns of Richard II and Henry IV, the period which all
Tudor historians since Polydore Vergil had identified as the origin of the civil war era.¢
The first period, then, which lasted roughly 300 years, was dominated by the terrible
persecutions of the early Christians by Roman emperors. Paradoxically, though, this
satanic raging failed to wipe out the faith and the early church flourished. In the second
period, which lasted 1000 years, Satan was bound by God and so persecution ceased, but,
again paradoxically, this worked as a kind of backsliding time in which the Roman
church grew and the true church almost disappeared. The final period, to which the bulk
of the Acts&Monuments is devoted, begins in earnest with the persecution of Wycliff
under Richard II, “at whose time this furious fire of persecution seemed to take his first
original and beginning™(2.791). Again, paradoxically, the “fire of persecution” works to
reveal Antichrist in the Reformation, and hence ensures the imminent triumph of the
godly.

The relevance of Foxe's revised chronology of the millennium for the period of
the English civil wars is unmistakable: by placing these epochal shifts in the nature of
human history where he did, Foxe effectively subsumed existing historical attitudes about

the 15th-century era of unrest within his Protestant providential scheme. In this “time of
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Antichrist and loosing out of Satan,” Foxe argues at numerous points in the book, “both

doctrine and sincerity of life were utterly, aimost, extinguished” (1.4-5):

[Tlhis is out of all doubt, that at that time, the world was in 2 most desperate and vile estate, and
that the lamentable ignorance and darkness of God's truth had overshadowed the whole earth...the
whole state and condition, not only of worldly things, but also of religion, was depraved and
corrupted (2.792).

As a ecclesiastical historian devoted to exposing the antichristian character of the Roman

church, Foxe naturally focuses on the Papacy and the Catholic clergy as the chief
exemplars of satanic persecution: “the whole glut of monks and friars was set in a rage
and madness, who, even as hornets with their sharp stings, did assail this good man {i.e.
Wycliff] on every side” (2.796-7). However, as the quotation just previous illustrates
(2.792), Foxe's portrait of apostasy is intended to include the “whole state and condition™
of society, and not just the church. The image of the clergy, consumed by “rage and
madness,” and transformed into a swarm of vicious insects is symbolic of the way the
whole country, with the exception of a godly minority, had descended into apostasy and
antichristian persecution.

From the perspective of the rise of satanic power, the already well-established
“Tudor Myth” of a dark period of societal upheaval and unprecedented violence,
culminating in the “Wars of the Roses,” became a natural component of Foxe's argument.
Near the beginning of the Acts&Monuments, Foxe makes the antichristian character of
the 15™-century civil war era explicit when he identifies it with the “furious rage of
persecution” of Roman emperors like Domitius Nero, who “reigned fourteen years, with
such fury and tyranny, that he slew the most part of the senators, and destroyed the whole

order of knighthood in Rome”’(1.90). Just as the Romans in the first era of Satanic
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. liberty were “consumed and plagued by their own emperors, but also by civil
wars”(1.91), likewise in 15®-century England:

[IN]Jot many years past, God, seeing idolatry, superstition, hypocrisy, and wicked living, used in
this realm, raised up that godly-learned man John Wycliff, to preach unto our father's repentance;
and to extort them to amend their lives, to forsake their papistry and idolatry, their hypocrisy and
superstition, and to walk in the fear of God. His exhortations were not regarded, he, with his
sermons, was despised, his books, and he after his death, were burnt. What Foliowed? They slew
their right king and set up three wrong kings on a row, under whom all the noble blood of the
realm was slain up, and half the commons in addition thereto. What in France, with their own
sword in fighting amongst themselves for a crown; while the cities and towns [i.e. in England]
were decayed, and the land brought half into a wilderness, in respect of what it was before. O
extreme plagues of God's vengeance! (1.93).

Here in a nutshell is the material of the “Tudor Myth,” only set in an entirely different

providential context. Like earlier Tudor apologists Foxe places the origins of the “long
division between the two houses of York and Lancaster”’(3.739) in the reign of Richard II,
. but his interpretation has little to do ultimately with God's displeasure with one noble
lineage or the other. Rather, what is important is the way the nation as a whole had
descended into a “state of devilish government,” manifestly indicative of the renewal of
Satanic power in the world. Again, while Foxe's main focus is the history of the church,
the Acts&Monuments is in no way a strictly ecclesiastical history. When he describes
15"-century English history, Foxe makes it perfectly clear that the renewal of
antichristian power had been manifested as much in the apostasy of the English monarchy
and ruling aristocracy as it had in the church. This apostasy was manifested in the
violence and divisiveness of the Wars of the Roses. In one of the prefaces to the 1570
edition, Foxe urges readers to compare their “present felicity” with the “state and times of

. our other countrymen and blessed martyrs aforepast™:



33

[W]hat storms of persecution they sustained, what little rest they had, with what enemies they
were matched, with what crosses pressed, under what princes, under what prelates, they lived, or
rather died, in the days of King Henry the fourth, King Henry the fifth, King Henry the seventh,
King Henry the eighth; queen Mary, etc....at what time children were caused to set fires to
fathers, the father adjured to accuse the son, the wife to accuse the husband, the husband the
wife, brother the sister, sister the brother; examples whereof in this book plenty are to be seen (1.
XXXiv).

Later, near the beginning of his account of the reign of Henry VI, Foxe again highlights

the theme of royal apostasy as the defining reality of the violent era:

[T]hus it may appear how Kings and Princes have been blinded and abused by the false prelates of
the church insomuch as they have been their slaves and butchers, to slay Christ's poor innocent
members. See therefore, what danger it is for Princes not to have knowledge and understanding,
themselves, but to be led by other men's eyes, and especially trusting to such guides, who, through
hypocrisy, both deceive them [i.e. Princes], and through their cruelty, devour the people (3.229).

Naturally, Foxe contrasts the “great and troublous times and horrible darkness” of life
under this succession of tyrannical “slaves and butchers™ with the fact that, under the
godly Princes Edward VI and Elizabeth, the “true, natural, and imperial crown” had been
restored and the “brightness of God's word was set up again to confound the dark and
false-vizored kingdom of Antichrist”(7.466).

Although it has been virtually ignored by Shakespeareans, Foxe's providential
interpretation of the degraded state of the 15%-century monarchy and of the violence of
the civil war period was, thanks largely to the Acts&Monuments itself, at least as familiar
to Shakespeare's Elizabethans as Vergil, Hall, or “Holinshed.” More importantly, there
can be no doubt that, by Shakespeare's time, Foxe's view of the 15"-century past as
having been shaped by Satanic power was profoundly more authoritative. To borrow a

phrase from William Haller, the way Foxe harnessed the already well-established “Tudor
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Myth” to his account of the historical “loosing out” of Antichrist is a perfect example of
how in the Acts&Monuments “‘history was authenticated by prophecy and prophecy was
confirmed by history”’(Haller 1962, 27).

In what follows, I want to show how Shakespeare's representation of the civil war
era was influenced by Foxe's Protestant providentialism. The staging of historical
violence in /-3HenryVI is constructed around a Foxeian intertext which reflects the
historical Antichrist adumbrated in Foxe's account of the 15®-century English past and,
indeed, throughout the Acts&Monuments. Of course, given the extreme secularizing
tendency of criticism of the English history plays since Tillyard, the suggestion that /-
3HenryVI was not only providential, but deeply indebted to the apocalyptic
providentialism of a church historian and martyrologist, will no doubt seem highly
unlikely. However, as John Pocock has argued, it is not altogether surprising to discover

new levels of meaning even in well-studied writers such as Shakespeare:

[T]he author's use of this or that language may not be indirect or concealed but perfectly explicit;
it may simply have been neglected by scholars who have been trained to look only for forms of

thought considered important for reasons sometimes not historical at all (Pocock 1987, 27).

Notes

1. This thesis originally contained a chapter on the relationship between Shakespeare's representation of
King Henry and the Acts&Monuments. Very briefly, there is a strong resemblance between Foxe's deeply
ambivalent view of the 15th- and early 16th-century English monarchs and Shakespeare’s structurally
ambiguous portrayal of the saintly King Henry. Writing from the perspective of a total commitment to the
concept of godly rule, Foxe's narrative charted the near eclipse of true Christian kingship in England in the
15th-century and then its miraculous recovery under Edward VI and Elizabeth. This was a kind of “skin-
of-our-teeth” story which found a ratural conclusion in the remarkable power and authority of the pious
boy-king Edward VI and the miraculous survival of the young Elizabeth under Marian rule. Foxe's view of
the earlier monarchs was deeply divided between his sense of the continuing righteousness of the Crown as

an institution over time and the fact that a whole series of apostate English monarchs had played the role of
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antichristian persecutors. The most expressive example of this ambiguity is Henry VIII, whom Foxe
celebrates as the instigator of the Reformation on one hand, but castigates as a terrible persecutor of the
godly on the other. Foxe represents Henry VIII as type of the true Godly Monarch and yet, ina
remarkable apostrophe addressed to the dead King, he goes as far as to suggest that Henry may have been
consigned to hell for killing Christians. Similarly, because of its explicitly “popish” content, Shakespeare's
staging works to place Henry VI at the center of an emblem of royal apostasy on one hand, and yet,
because it is also the root of his pacifism and dramatically exigent moral goodness, Henry's piety also
positions him very much outside of the descent into antichristian violence dramatized throughout 1-
3HenryVI. In short, the play can be read along with the Acts&Monuments as a dramatization of the
preservation of godly kingship in the figure of Henry VI, even as Henry VI, like Foxe’s Henry VIII, also
stands for its opposite. This Foxeian reading gains credence, moreover, in light of the distinct parallels
between Shakespeare's emphasis on Henry's child-like and pious “bookish rule”” and Tudor iconography of
Edward V1], a great deal of which was actually preserved in the Acts&Monuments. As John N. King has
illustrated, in Edwardian iconography the image of a pious boy king armed with a book was a potent
symbol of royal power. In a fashion similar to the relationship between Joan and Queen Elizabeth which
will be discussed in Chapter Three, Shakespeare's Henry VI both parodies the Edwardian image of
Protestant kingship and looks forward to its recovery in the future: Henry's “bookish rule” pulls England
down; Edward's sets it up again.

On Foxe and the concept of Godly Rule see Haller Foxe's Book of Martyrs and Lamont, Godly
Rule. On Edwardian iconography see King 1989, 90-101 and 1983, 161-68. The anonymous painting
“Edward VI and the Pope” (c.1548-49) shown on the cover page of this essay is an excellent example of
idealized Protestant image of true kingship by a pious and “bookish” youth.
2. See Shakespeare's History Plays, 235.
3. Margaret Aston's essay “Richard II and the Wars of the Roses” is still by far the best survey of the
varieties of the “Tudor Myth” in English historiography leading up to Shakespeare. Aston has identified
the three basic characteristics which defined the “Tudor Myth” of the Wars of the Roses era: an
exaggerated emphasis on the violence and chaos of the conflicts, the belief that the origins of the troubles
were in the reign of Richard II, and the belief that Providence was reflected in the events. It is perfectly
evident, at least from the perspective of Aston’s research, that Shakespeare’s English chronicle history
plays constituted a dramatic version of the “Tudor Myth.” Indeed, as Aston points out, providential
interpretation of course notwithstanding, what is striking to medievalists is the persistence with which
Shakespeare’s plays continue to propagate the “Tudor Myth” today (280-81). In addition to establishing
the historiographical context of Shakespeare’s version of the Wars of the Roses era, Aston is the only
writer I have found who has recognized the authority of Foxe's Protestant version of the 15th-century crisis
in the late Elizabethan period. Unfortunately, because she focuses solely on Foxe's view of the reign

Richard II, Aston neglects Foxe's Apocalyptic framework and thus largely misrepresents Foxe's view as an
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ecclesiastical version of Hall (291-300). Although it is not exactly argued in opposition to Hall's
providentialism, Foxe's view of the period is nevertheless quite different. In particular, because it is based
on the millennial “loosing out of Satan,” Foxe's account places no particular stress on God's anger towards
the houses of Lancaster or York. Consequently, while he is an antichrist, Richard IIT has no special role to
play. Nor, for that matter, does Henry VII, who is a very negative figure in Foxe's view. In Richard HI
Shakespeare's thinking became much more closely aligned with the providential pattern in Hall than was
the case in 1-3HenryV1, but that does not mean, as both Hattaway and Cox have argued, that the earlier
plays had no mythic or providential content whatsoever.

4. The following account of Foxe's historiography is indebted in particular to D.R. Woolf's outstanding
essay “The Rhetoric of Martyrdom.” Professor Woolf was kind enough not only to provide me with a copy
of his article prior to publication, but also to spend some time talking with a complete stranger about the
shape of Foxe's historical thought and its impact on 16th- and 17th-century political culture. Woolf's work
on late Renaissance historiography offers, I think, a model of what truly interdisciplinary literary historical
scholarship should be. In addition to Woolf, I have tried to make my account consistent with the
discussions of Foxe's historical method in Christianson, Haller, Wooden, Facey, Bauckham, Olsen, and
Levy. The emphasis I have placed on the 15"-century civil war era within Foxe's Apocalyptic framework,
the suggestion that existing attitudes about the Wars of the Roses era might have influenced Foxe's dating,
and that this would have contributed significantly to the authority of his work, are my own. On Foxe and
the Protestant redefinition of Antichrist and antichristianism, see especially Hill 1-40; Emmerson, 204-236;
Bauckham, 91-144; and Christianson, 9-46.

5. The difference between Foxe's providential dialectic and the Augustinian dualism is discussed in detail
by Kemp, 66-105.

6. This point is illustrated in detail by Aston, 284-86.
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CHAPTER THREE:

'ANTICHRIST DECIPHERED SEE': JOAN AND APOSTASY IN 1HENRYVI

In the opening scene of /HenryVI, the Duke of Bedford vows that he will make
“Bonfires in France...To keep our St. George's feast withal” (1.1.153-4). In Act Five,
these fires are seemingly materialized in the burning, albeit offstage, of a pregnant
woman. This transformation of a celebratory vision of future martial victory into one of
terrible judicial violence arguably reflects the deflationary attitude towards militarism
displayed in /Henry¥T and typifies the basic anti-war stance which characterizes /-
3HenryVI as a whole. It also suggests, by virtue of the potent resonance between the
buming of Joan and many similar persecutions in the Acts&Monuments, that there is a
Foxeian subtext operating in the play which links the action to the providential pattern of
history in Foxe. In /HenryVI, Shakespeare begins his dramatic account of the Wars of the
Roses era with a representation of foreign war centered on Joan. Tracing the relationship
between Shakespeare's Joan and the Acts&Monuments reveals how the playwright used
Foxeian thematics to represent the French as an emblem of royal apostasy. This
essentially comic portrait then becomes a mirror in which the spiritual degradation of the

English nobility is revealed.

FRANCE'S SAINT

In her well-known “topical” reading of /HenryVI, Leah Marcus has argued that

Shakespeare's treatment of the war in France is centered on the “disquieting figure of
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Joan,” and her resemblance to the “real-life Queen Elizabeth”(Marcus, 52). Marcus is
right, but her reading largely ignores the Protestant iconographical and historical modes
in terms of which Joan is portrayed, and hence would likely have been interpreted by
many playgoers. As John N. King has demonstrated, Tudor iconographers represented
monarchs typologically in terms of exemplary royal figures and, simultaneously, in
terms of inverted parodic opposites of those figures. Moreover, after the break with
Rome, royal iconography was virtually always produced and interpreted in terms of
religious polemic. Thus, to summarize a very large topic, Elizabethan iconography
typically involved elaborate comparisons with royal figures representing positive
Protestant virtues and simultaneously contrasting or parodic images of false, Catholic,
and hence satanic, power.1 A familiar example is Spenser's Una, the poet's “archetype for
a faithful princess or queen,” who reflects Elizabeth positively in terms of the
Apocalyptic figure of the Woman Clothed with the Sun, and negatively, in terms of her
demonic parody “the harlot Duessa, modeled on the Whore of Babylon”(King 1989,
262). Similarly, Redcross Knight is both a type of princely virtue when he champions
Una and its opposite, princely apostasy and error, when he falls under the spell of Duessa.
Because it is so apposite to Shakespeare's representation of Joan, King's point about the
dual registers within Elizabethan iconography is worth quoting fully:

Although explicit references to the Blessed Virgin were effaced by Protestants hostile to the
mariological cult, Elizabeth I took over many of the virgin's epithets as part of an effort to channel
traditional devotional forms in support of her regime. These titles include Virgin, Bride, Mother,
and Queen.... The many vestiges of Catholic iconography in the praise of Queen Elizabeth as a
wise and faithful Queen incorporate a critique of Catholic ritualism, the veneration of the Blessed
Virgin Mary, and even the Marian regime associated with those practices (1989, 203; emphasis

mine).
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Contemporary iconographic practice, then, confirms Marcus' suggestion that
playgoers would have recognized in Joan “a distorted image of Queen Elizabeth™(53), but
not her assumption that this would have been something disquieting, unorthodox, or
subversive. The essential point to be made about Elizabethan iconography, one which
Marcus occludes, is that it was totally predicated on the ability to distinguish between
true and false images of royalty. That is not to say that Protestant iconographers weren't
concerned with the possibility of error, contamination and idolatry. Spenser's Redcross
Knight does fail to distinguish between Una and Duessa, but surely the point is that
Spenser's readers never would have.

Readers of the Acts€&cMonuments in particular were well schooled in the art of
distinguishing between true princes and false, apostate, counterfeits. This education is
exemplified in the title page of the Actsd&Monuments, which includes paired woodcut
emblems contrasting true religion with its false double (fig. 1). Although the images are
very similar, the parody is easily discernible by virtue of its popish content: prayer beads,
incense and candles, raised idols, and other symbols of Catholic worship. Similarly, royal
iconography in the Acts&Monuments constructs numerous examples of contrasting true
Protestant and apostate Catholic royalty. The most expressive of these, one easily
interpreted even by those incapable of reading, is the “Proud Primacie of Popes” woodcut
series (fig. 2). These satirical illustrations show a series kings and emperors variously
prostrating and abasing themselves before the Pope, and thus adumbrate a parody of true
kingship, rendered false by Catholic apostasy. This composite image of false rule is
contrasted elsewhere in the book by mirror-like images of Edward VI, Henry VIII, and

Elizabeth I triumphing over the Pope.2
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At the risk of belabouring the point, Marcus' analysis fails precisely because she
obscures the language of religious polemic which structures and gives dramatic meaning
to the portrayal of Joan in the play: “all the popish rites with which the French surround
their venerated martial maid eerily resemble the quasi-religious ritual that surrounded
England's virgin Queen(Marcus, 67). There was, however, nothing “quasi-religious”
about Elizabethan iconographic practice—it was accepted and endorsed by an
overwhelming majority of Protestants as an expression of Elizabeth as a true Christian
monarch. Nor is there anything particularly “eerie” or covertly subversive about the
resemblance between Joan and Queen Elizabeth in /HenryVI. Rather, Shakespeare's
drama explicitly imitates contemporary iconographic practice in a way that would have
been readily understood by playgoers. Precisely because she mirrors Elizabeth, Joan is
shown to be a false prophetess Queen, a type of the biblical Whore of Babylon who
becomes the object of idolatrous worship by the French. Such a dramatic project might
have been suggested to Shakespeare by Hall, who also emphasized Joan's satanic

falseness in order to deprecate the French leaders:

[R]ebersyng to hym, visions, traunces, and fables full of blasphemy, supersticion and hypocrasy,
that I marvel moch that wise men did believe her...I write how she declared such privy messages
from God, our lady, and other sainctes to the dolphyn...so was he deluded, & so was he deceived
by the devil's means...This wytch or manly-woman (called the maide of God) the Frenchmen
greatly glorified and highly extolled, alledgying that by her Orleance was vitailed: by her, King
Charles was sacred[sic] at Reynes, and that by her the English were oftentymes put backe and
overthrowen. O lord, what dispraise is this to the nobilitie of France: what blotte is this to the
French nacion...this woman was not inspired with the holy ghoste, nor sent from God, (as the
Frenchmen believe) but an enchanteresse, an organe of the devill, sent from Sathan, to blind the

people and bring in unbelife (in Bullough, 3:57-61).
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While Shakespeare was neither an iconographer nor a religious polemicist, his use of
these modalities subserves an effort to create dramatic emblems which express his sense
of the real historical past.

Gabriele Bernhard Jackson has suggested that Joan should be interpreted in terms

of

[T]he way in which a character is perceived by the audience at a particular moment of dramatic
time...it is a matter of the character’s consonance with the key into which the movement of the
play has modulated.... [this] permits us to recognize and give individual value to the phases of her
portrayal, which, not untypically for Shakespeare, is partially continuous and partially distinct
(Jackson, 43-44).

Although Jackson's analysis of Joan follows a much different trajectory than mine, her

view of Joan's dramatic role clarifies rather precisely Shakespeare's use of Foxeian
motifs in the play.3 As an historical character, Joan has a distinctly realistic identity
which is continuous throughout the play: she is a resolute, sexually intrepid, and
energetic, but also naive and deeply deluded, peasant girl. As such, Joan has a distinctly
Foxeian provenance in that she recollects the many poor, illiterate women who are
foregrounded in the Acts&Monuments. Like them, Joan emerges from social obscurity
due to her religious vocation, challenges authority, and, as a result, is burned at the stake.4
In the course of the play, Joan’s essential and historically realistic identity is placed in a
series of emblematic dramatic contexts in which significant meaning is produced as a
result the audience's assessment of the way various male characters interact with her. The
first of these dramatizes a process analogous to the one illustrated in Foxe's “Proud
Primacie” series: the rise of the spurious whore/saint/queen Joan la Pucelle through the

apostasy of the Dauphin and the French nobility. The second centers on the struggle
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between Joan and the English champion Talbot, and modulates, to use Jackson's terms,
from the essentially comic key of French apostasy to a much more serious examination of
the spiritual malaise that lies at the heart of Talbot's death. This shift in historiographic
tone is completed in Act Five, where the Foxeian language of persecution and martyrdom
is used to reveal the deeply degraded state of the English nobility.

Again, these dramatic emblems should be viewed as fundamentally
historiographical: they work to establish the action of the plays in terms of an
interpretation of the shape of the English past. Although we don't see God's hand at work
in the events, Elizabethan playgoers could have readily identified the providential pattern
at work because of the way the play evokes Foxe's conception of the civil war era as one
of universal apostasy and the “loosing out” of Antichrist into the world. Initially located
in the figure of Joan, the enemy, the play forcefully illustrates the working of an
Antichrist-like power among the English.

Read as an inversion or parody of Elizabethan iconography, it is easy to see how
Act One dramatizes royal apostasy and the rise of a popish idol. Joan is introduced to the
three French rulers, the Dauphin, Reignier, and Alencon, by the Bastard of Orleans, an
innovation which allows Shakespeare to introduce the leitmotif of falsehood and sexual
misconduct. This sexual leitmotif is associated, from the outset, with prophecy: “The
spirit of deep prophecy she hath,/ Exceeding the nine sibyls of Old Rome”(1.2.55-6). For
readers of the Acts&Monuments, this allusion to the sibylline prophecies might have had
a familiar ring because the sibylls were something of a favourite topic for Foxe. He refers
to them as having predicted, among other things, the birth of Christ and the Reformation

(3.721; 4.115-16). This potentially positive association is immediately undermined when
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. Joan describes her vision in terms of the cult of Mary, thus identifying her with the new,
rather than the “old” Rome, and so with false prophesy, idolatry, and error:

Heaven and our Lady gracious hath it pleased
To shine on my contemptible estate.
Lo, whilst I waited on my tender lambs
And to suns parching heat displayed my cheeks,
God's mother deigned to appear to me
And in a vision full of majesty
Willed me to leave my base vocation
And free my country from calamity; (1.2.74-81).
As in the many images of false worship in the Acts&Monuments, the mariological content

of Joan's story identifies her new vocation as the spurious product of popish error. Joan's
belief in her vision and calling remains steadfast and consistently Catholic throughout the
play, suggesting a pointed inversion of the true faith which structures the lives of Foxe's
. many women martyrs. Whereas true faith was the key to Christian life, such “deceitful
delusions,” Foxe argued, were a powerful force working to undermine both individual

Christians and Christendom as a whole:

By such deceitful prophecies it cannot be lamented enough to see what inconvenience, both public
and private, groweth to the life of men, either causing them falsely to trust where they should not,
or else wickedly to perpetrate what they should not....to this pertain also the great inconvenience
and hindrance that grow by the fear of such prophecies in the vocation of men, forasmuch as there
be, who, fearing some one danger, some another, leave their vocations undone, and follow
inordinate ways (3.757-58).

Charles' response to Joan's narrative—"Thou hast astonished me with thy high terms”

(1.2.94)—which only partially conceals his sexual excitement, is the antithesis of Foxe's
advice to “Christian men” who, he says, should “be well instructed, neither to marvel
greatly at them, though they seem strange, nor yet believe them, though they happen

. true”(3.756). To see just how explicitly Shakespeare is using the Protestant rhetoric of
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“popish” apostasy here, we can compare Charles' enthusiastic desire to make “‘proof” of
Joan's “valor’(1.2.94) with Duke Humphrey's emphatically Protestant response to the
popish “miracle” of Saunders Simpcox's restored vision in 2HenryV1.

The identification of Joan as a false prophet, and the Dauphin's failure to see her
as such, establishes the play's pointed dramatization of royal apostasy because, as King
has illustrated, the link between the monarchy and biblical evangelicalism and prophecy
was central to Protestant iconography (1989, 7-8). Thus, in an encomium of Elizabeth
which he wrote for a 1560 performance of King Johan, John Bale associated the Queen
with “that Angell, as St. John doth hym call,” and with the prophet Daniel: “Inx Danyel's
sprete she hath subdued the Papistes/ With all the offsprynge of Antichrist's
generacion”(in Bauckham, 129). As Richard Bauckham explains, the angel referred to is
from Revelation, a figure which Bale associated with all true prophets and preachers, and
“Danyel's sprete” refers to “the spirit of Daniel's prophetic denunciation of
antichrist”(129). Explicitly Catholic, Joan's prophetic power is thus a parodic inversion of
true Protestant royalty.

It is worthwhile to look closely at Joan's “spirit of deep prophesy” because the
ironic pattern it develops underlines the more obvious allusions to Elizabethan
iconography which follow. Charles praises Joan as “an Amazon” who “fightest with the
sword of Deborah(1.2.104-5), both of which figures were common aspects of Elizabeth's
iconographic identity as a Protestant champion. Whereas Deborah was a Hebrew
prophetess who rescued Israel from Canaanite idolatry, Joan seduces the French into
error. Bale's Elizabethan epigram, “Nam Iesabel quondam tortrix, sed Deborah vindex”

(in King 1989, 225) prefigures Shakespeare's dramatic point perfectly. Joan's comic aside
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about her sword, “The which at Touraine, in Saint Katherine's churchyard/ Out of a great
deal of old iron I chose forth”(1.2.101-2), is a source detail from Hall (Bullough, 3:57)
which Shakespeare pointedly highlights as a parody of an Elizabethan iconographic motif

made famous by Spenser:

But at her feet her sword was likewise layde,

Whose long rest rusted the bright steely brand;

Yet when as foes enforst, or friends sought ayde,

She could it sternely draw, that all the world dismayde (FQ 5.9.30).

The aside pointedly contrasts Joan's Tamburlaine-like militarism with Elizabeth's
reputation as a Prince of Peace, while at the same time revealing Joan's “valour” to be a
sham and an imposture. The Dauphin's praise of Joan as “Astraca’s daughter” (1.6.4) is
an even more obvious parody. As Frances Yates has amply demonstrated, Astraca was a
central figure in Elizabethan iconography. Yates describes George Peel's 1591 pageant
Descensus Astraeae, where Asraea/Elizabeth appears as a virgin shepherdess opposed by
“Supersticion, a friar, and Ignorance, a priest, who attempt in vain to poison the flock
from which her flock is drinking” (Yates, 60). Shakespeare’s Joan perfectly inverts the
pattern by abandoning her pastoral vocation in order to “poiscn’ the French nobility with
her false prophesies and rule over them as a perverse whore/saint.

These are just a few examples of the series of densely packed allusions which
clearly establish the Dauphin's response to Joan as a parody of Elizabethan iconography.
One which is unmistakably Foxeian is the Dauphin's reference to ‘“Helen, mother of great
Constantine(1.2.142). This recollects Foxe's distinctive and elaborate portrayal in the
Acts&Monuments of Elizabeth as a second “Constantine the greate and mightie

Emperour, the sonne of Helen an Englyshe woman of this youre Realme and countrie
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(moste Christian and renowned Pryncesse Queene Elizabeth)” (8.appendix, np.). This
prose encomium was accompanied, in the 1563 edition, by a famous woodcut image of
Elizabeth as Constantine trampling on the Pope. (fig. 3) Thus Shakespeare has the
Dauphin parody a piece of well-known and explicitly Foxeian iconography which was, at
least according to Yates’ reading of the Acts&Monuments, “the ciitmax of the whole
book™(Yates, 44). The dramatic effect of these allusions, clearly enough, would not have
been to confuse Joan and Elizabeth, but to cast Joan and her followers in the light of the
many similar Protestant royal parodies.

Behind these allusions, moreover, the fundamental parallel which structures
Shakespeare's portrait of royal apostasy is between “la puzle,” the whore, and the biblical
Whore of Babylon. Playgoers would have readily seen Joan's rise as a reflection of how
the apostate Roman church had “set up that great idol, the Whore of Babylon, Anti-christ
of Rome, whom they call pope”( in Emmerson, 205). This apocalyptic historical idea,
quoted here from Tyndale's widely read The Obedience of a Christian Man, was central
to the argument of the Acts&Monuments, and was easily among the most familiar ideas in
Elizabethan England. Very typically, Andrew Willet's 1591 emblem book, Sacorum
Emblematum Centuria Una, describes “the harlot” in terms of the royal apostasy that

creates her power:

To her euen Kings do bow the knee
Thus antichrist deciphered see
As if in marble graven were hee (in Emmerson, 205).

Both the powerful image of a king kneeling before a harlot and the latent homosexual
implications in the iconographical tradition are an obvious part of Shakespeare's staging.

Probably responding to Hall's claim that Joan's “foule face” was commonly known (in
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Bullough, 3:56), Shakespeare has Joan refer to her miraculous beauty in a comic aside
which calls attention to the fact that “she” is a boy actor and that her beauty has been

created by a wig and stage make-up:

In complete glory she revealed herself;
And whereas I was black and swart before
With those clear rays which she infused on me
That beauty am I blest with, which you may see (1.2.83-6).
Thus, the Dauphin's desire to “buckle’ with Joan is not just a comically sexual double

entendre, it can be seen as a Shakespearean counterpart to the scene in Bale's King Johan
where Sodomy is seduced by Idolatry.

It is Foxe, however, in his play Christus Triumphans, who provides perhaps the
most expressive dramatic link between Joan and the biblical Whore. Foxe's play, which
was written while he was in exile, dramatizes the essential features of the providential
historical scheme which he later developed in the Acts&Monuments. The Apocalyptic
figure of the Whore of Babylon is represented in the play by a naive girl named
Pornapolis (Rome). In Act Four, following the release of Satan from his millennial
captivity, Satan describes how Pomapolis is to be “decked out in exquisite clothes and

completely abandoned to the clamour of royalty”:

You'll also give her this cup of fornication with which to intoxicate kings with the poison of
harlotry. You'll infect everything with lechery and pleasures. So it will happen that you'll sink

these people into ignorance--for pleasure unteaches men virtue (4.4.80-88).

This fairly typical piece of Protestant typology comes to life, dramatically speaking,
when Pomapolis herself comes on stage to describe how she has met “three kings” and

“toasted them with this cup of fornication™:

Then and there they all fell down and adored me exceedingly. Why they even kissed the tracks of

my feet. Soon three kings came to meet me. I toasted them with this cup of fornication. When the
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wine grew warm in us, first everyone expression began to slacken, and then they began to
whisper back and forth to each other...and when we were alone, they began: what my beauty and
their prime--well, how uncontrollable the shaft of love would be on either account....They said,
The more we look at your face, the less we can bear up.” What to do then? “Do grant us the riches
of one night.” They urged, begged, implored, sighed. I paid close attention to the men's faces,
their eyes and gestures; [ watched everything they did. When [ saw that they were serious about it,
I began to be a little coy, as we courtesans usually do when we want to make our eager clients
more eager. Finally, when I saw that they were on fire, I began to appear more friendly to them.

At last, to be brief about it, I took their pledges, and I told them to return tomorrow (4.8.11-40).

I have quoted Pornapolis' speech at length because it is such an interesting
intertext for Shakespeare's portrayal of Joan. Using conventions derived from medieval
religious drama and Roman comedy, Foxe's play offers an emblem of royal apostasy
which is linked in historical time to the era represented in Shakespeare's play, and which
is rendered in the strikingly familiar image of an earthy young prostitute slyly and
purposefully enthralling three princes with the promise of future sexual favours. Foxe's
Pomnapolis prefigures both the content and the tone of Shakespeare's dramatization of the
rise of Joan la Pucelle, and hence suggests how Joan might have been recognized by
playgoers in terms of Protestant historiography. This is almost certainly true at least for
readers of the Acts&Monuments who were also familiar with Foxe's play.s Again, the
fundamental dramatic emphasis is not Joan's quasi-mythical status—Joan is always
essentially Joan—but rather on the way the French prostrate themselves before an idol of
their own devising. There seems to be no doubt that Charles' enthusiastic encomium at
the end of Act One establishes the theme of royal apostasy as the main dramatic thrust of

the play thus far:

Divinest creature, Astraea's daughter

How shall I honour thee for this success?
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France, triumph in thy glorious prophetess!

"Tis Joan not we, by whom the day is won;
For which I will divide my crown with her,
And all the priests and friars in my realm

Shall in procession sing her endless praise.

No longer on St. Denis will we cry,

But Joan la Pucelle shall be France's saint (1.6.4-29).

JOAN AND TALBOT

Rather than an eerily subversive portrait of the real monarch, or a “tangle of
contradictory allusions”(Jackson, 48), Shakespeare's initial representation of Joan
functions as a controlled translation of Protestant iconography onto the stage. In Joan and
the Dauphin, the playwright creates a resonant dramatic symbol of royal apostasy which
would have worked to structure the audience's response to the main action of the play, the
tragic career of John Talbot.

Although the play ends with a victory of sorts, the dominant theme of /HenryVI is
certainly English military defeat. The death of Talbot at Bordeaux is therefore the climax
of the play, and so, consequently, Shakespeare's extended representation of Talbot's
demise is designed to evoke as much pathos as the stage could afford. That he was
successful is confirmed by Nashe's famous image of Talbot “newe embalmed with the
teares of ten thousand spectators at least”(in Evans 1837). Shakespeare’s staging of this
climactic scene culminates in a tableau-like image of Talbot, the “great Alcides of the

field,” lying “stinking and fly-blown” at the feet of a triumphant Joan la
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Pucelle(4.7.60,76). This moment recollects, albeit in a very different emotional register,
the earlier “victory” of Joan over the Dauphin. Seemingly in order to evoke just such a
recollection, Shakespeare has Lucy express the same familiar language of Elizabethan
iconography used in Act One: “but from their ashes shall be rear'd/ A phoenix that shall
make all France afear'd” (4.7.92-93). The sense of dramatic doubling or mirroring
becomes even more pronounced in light of the way the play has already made an explicit
comparison between Joan's victories in single combat over first the Dauphin and then
Talbot in Act One. In the former, the tone is essentially comic and the audience
participates in the dramatist's satirical portrayal Joan's specious beauty overcoming a
Dauphin who is clearly eager to be made a “prostrate thrall:”

Impatiently I burn with thy desire;

My heart and hands thou hast at once subdu'd

Excellent Pucelle, if thy name be so,

Let me thy servant and not sovereign be (1.2.117, 108-111).

This comic combat is mirrored in the fight between Joan and Talbot in Act One, scene
five. Although it doesn't involve a great deal of speech, this crucial scene shows not just a
hand-to-hand fight between Joan and Talbot, but also a fairly elaborate depiction of Joan
in the role of military commander gaining a decisive victory. The two-part single combat
between Joan and Talbot is sandwiched between two large scale battle scenes in which
Joan's soldiers drive off Talbot and the English. The French recapture Orleans and thus
confirm Joan's “vision” that she was “ordained...to raise this tedious siege”(1.2.53). Joan
accurately predicts a future, this time conclusive and fatal, victory over Talbot just as she

had earlier promised the Dauphin future sexual conquests:

I must not yield to any rites of love
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For my profession's sacred from above;
When I have chased all thy foes from hence,
Then will I think upon a recompense (1.2. 113-116).

Talbot, farewell, thy hour is not yet come; (1.5.13).
These episodes of Joan in combat, then, offer parallel images or emblems of what

could be called Joan Triumphant, and hence invite some kind of cognate interpretation:
How is the Dauphin like the Talbot? Moreover, the play amply demonstrates that Talbot's
defeat at Bordeaux was caused by the treachery of York and Somerset, rather than by the
virtue of Joan and the French forces alone. Even the egotistical Dauphin acknowledges
that “Had York and Somerset brought rescue in,/ We should have found a bloody day of
this (4.7.33-34). Thus, the historical problem raised in the play seems to be: How does
the loss of France, an unmitigated military disaster symbolized by Talbot's pathetic
demise, constitute an historical process analogous to the apostasy of the French?

Recent criticism has addressed the problem of Joan's power by focusing solely on
gender; that is, by showing how the play stages the release of a female power, repressed
in Elizabethan culture, which triumphs, temporarily, but which is eventually contained or
retrenched by the burning of Joan at the play's end.6¢ As relevant as this approach
undoubtedly is, it fairly begs the question of how Shakespeare's representation of the
defeat of the English champion at the hands of a woman contributes to the
historiographical project of /-3HenryVT as a whole. While there were doubtless numerous
interpretive possibilities inherent in Shakespeare's staging of Joan’s victories, for readers
of the Acts&Monuments the treachery of York and Somerset, and the consequent military

disaster, Talbot's failure to defeat Joan, would have been readily interpreted as
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manifestations of the same historical phenomenon already adumbrated in Joan's relations
with the French. That is, in the behaviour of York and Somerset, to which can be added
the contention between Duke Humphrey and Cardinal Winchester, and the origins of the
York/Lancaster feud in the Temple Garden episode, the play creates a dramatic image of
internal division which is materially and symbolically identified with Talbot's inability to
vanquish Joan. From the Protestant historical perspective offered by the
Acts&Monuments, this combination of bitter military defeat and profound internal
divisiveness would have been readily identifiable as an emblem of English apostasy, a
serious version of the popish idolatry earlier represented by the Dauphin.

Despite his valour, his military intelligence, demonstrated in his besting of the
Countess Auvergne, and his obvious physical prowess, Talbot simply cannot defeat Joan:

Where is my strength, my valor, and my force?
Our English troops retire, I cannot stay them;

A woman clad in armour chaseth men.

Heavens, can you suffer hell so to prevail?
My breast I'll burst with straining of my courage
And from my shoulders crack my arms asunder
But I will chastise this high minded strumpet (1.4.1-3,9-12).
In the course of the struggle, in which he singularly fails to “chastise’ the “strumpet”

Joan, Talbot tries to comprehend his defeat by attributing Joan's success to witchcraft:

Devil or devil's dam, I'll conjure thee:
Blood will I draw on thee—thou art a witch—
And straightway give thy soul to him thou serv'st (1.4.5-7).
However, just as Joan's generalship belies the notion that she is a mere strumpet, the

concept of witchcraft adduced by Talbot here hardly seems to offer a serviceable

explanation of Joan's power. As Keith Thomas has demonstrated, contemporary attitudes



53

towards witchcraft, especially among urbanites like Shakespeare's audience, were
characterized by a growing skepticism about the efficacy of magic power and by a
recognition of the social fact that recourse to witchcraft was largely a product of
desperation, poverty, and impotence (Thomas, 517, 620-24 ). It is this contemporary
attitude which seems to be dramatized later in the play when Joan desperately tries to use
black magic to avoid defeat but is easily overcome by York. Talbot's reference to the
belief that a witch's power can be broken by a scratch suggests weakness rather than
supernatural strength and, while he identifies Joan as a witch, Talbot expects to defeat her
nonetheless. Similarly, while he refers to Joan as a “strumpet,” there is no suggestion that
he is in any way charmed by Joan's sexuality, feminine or otherwise. Unlike Spenser's
Redcross Knight or Artegall fighting the Amazon, Radigund, Talbot is neither tempted
nor softened by Joan's femininity. Quite the opposite: he relishes the thought of literally
ripping Joan (and the Dauphin) to shreds. It is this kind of Senecan violence, the desire to
literally obliterate Joan's body, which underlines Talbot's identity as the “terror” and

“bloody scourge” of France (4.2.16):

Puzel or Pucelle, dolphin or dog-fish
Your hearts I'll stamp out with my horse's heels.
And make a quagmire of your mingled brains (1.4.106-108).
Seemingly, the sexual lust which characterized the relationship between Joan and the

Dauphin is transformed, in the figure of Talbot, into an unnatural lust for blood.

The play raises the specter of black magic, just as it has evoked the image of the
biblical Whore, in a dramatically ironic fashion. What the audience actually sees is that
Talbot is defeated by “a woman clad in armor” in spite of his ferocious strength, because

of the fearful credulity of his troops, and through the pernicious divisiveness of York and
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Somerset. It is precisely this kind of thorough analysis of causes which has led critics to
insist upon the anti-providentialism of these plays. However, there is a palpable
continuity between the degraded state of the English troops, typified by the figure of Sir
John Fastolf, Talbot's bloodthirsty but ultimately impotent militarism, and the *“vulture of
sedition” which, as Lucy exclaims, “feeds in the bosoms™ of the English nobility (4.3.47-
8). This continuity points towards a deeper historical causality, a sense of general
apostasy which, in the interpretive context of the Acts&Monuments, points ineluctably
towards the providential pattern of Foxe's apocaiyptic historical scheme. The English
cannot win because, in a very real sense, their enemy is the antichristian spirit raging
within themselves. Shakespeare carefully constructs his representation of complex
political causes so that his audience can discover the underlying providential reality.
Moreover, recollecting the intertextual character of the chronicle play genre outlined
above, it is precisely because Shakespeare accommodates this providential reality that the
play could be understood as authentic history.

Thus, to return to the resonant figure of Joan triumphing over Talbot,
Shakespeare's dramaturgy works to create a dramatic emblem of bitterly tragic defeat in
which a series of moral maladies—credulity, bloodlust, and rancorous division—internal
to the English are manifested in an enemy who is cast in terms of idolatry, witchcraft,
sexual perversion, and, as well, a threateningly real military power. This staging, which
arrestingly redefines the comic apostasy of the Dauphin, can be read with remarkable
precision in terms of the dominant themes of Foxe's view of the same historical period as

a dark age of satanic apostasy.
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The theme of division, for example, is one of the key terms in Foxe's composite
figure of the historical Antichrist. As D.R. Woolf explains, “the real rebels in Foxe's
stories are not the martyrs who guard the Gospel, but the ecclesiastical and civil forces
that over the course of centuries have divided Christendom, just as more recently they
have divided, through mutilation, the physical bodies of the saints”(Woolf 1994, 13).
This historical theme, in which popish apostasy, persecution, and rampant militarism are
facets of the same divisive satanic force, is hammered home by Foxe in numerous
examples, ranging from the endless squabbling of monks to the constant fighting among

Christian nations. Foxe dwells so insistently on this truth, he argues, so that:

[T}t may notoriously appear to all readers, what strife and debate, what dissention and division,
what little unity and concord hath always followed the pope's catholic church, wheresoever the
corrupt religion and usurped ambition of the pope prevailed...upon which continual strife and
variance among them, the reader hereof may judge...in the mean time, my judgement is this; that
where such dissension dwelleth, there dwelleth not the spirit of Christ (2.296-98).
Shakespeare’s dramaturgy invests political division, the “vulture of sedition,” with a

symbolic weight which belies a purely “politic” interpretation; the Acts&Monuments
provides a providential heuristic in terms of which the play's emphasis on division could
have been interpreted as history by playgoers.

Foxe's exhaustive historical treatment of the theme of real Christian unity versus
false satanic division culminates, in the first volume of the 1570 Acts&Monuments, in the
remarkable figure of the Turk. In a lengthy account of the Ottoman empire, centered on
the numerous failed attempts by Christian armies to destroy it, Foxe presents the rise of
Turkish power as a kind of false imperium, analogous to the apostasy of Christendom

under the papacy. Thus, the ubiquitous and pernicious dissension among Christians is
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represented in terms of a contrast with the false unity of the Turks. The apostate
Christendom in the west is seen in the mirror of the counterfeit religiopolitical unity of
the Turks centered on their “devilish Mahomet” and his “ridiculous Alcoran”(4.21). The
complex irony of Foxe's interpolated history of the Turks is difficult to paraphrase, but
the essential point is that rather than a conflict between “good’ Christians and “evil”
Turks, Foxe urges his readers to recognize both the Turks and their Christian foes as
aspects of the same satanic force operating in history. There is a remarkable similarity
between Foxe's treatment of the failed effort to defeat the Turk and Shakespeare's
representation of the war in France. Like Foxe, Shakespeare uses ironic mirroring to both
contrast and identify the false unity of the French, centered on the “devilish” Joan and her
“ridiculous” prophecy, with the divisiveness of the English. And like Foxe, Shakespeare
uses dramatic irony to position his audience so that they can perceive the fundamental
historical reality which underlies the action of the play. Fighting and dying in a fruitless
struggle in France reveals, as in Foxe's account of Turkish history, the first stage in a
providential process by which England sinks into apostasy.

At the beginning of his account of Turkish history, Foxe raises a question which is
identical to that asked by Talbot in the wake of his defeat at the hands of Joan la Pucelle.
That is, Foxe asks how it can be that the Christian armies have time and time again been
defeated by the Turks: “now how we have fought these many years against the Turk,
though stories have kept silent, yet the success declareth”(4.19). The answer to Talbot's
desperate question, “Heavens, can you suffer hell so to prevail?,” is answered, so to

speak, intertextually by Foxe:
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[T]he causes of these great divisions and victories were the division and discord, falsehood,
idleness, inconstancy, greedy avarice, lack of truth and fidelity, among the Christian men of all
states and degrees, both high and low...and what marvel then if Christ fight not with us, fighting
against the Turk? The Turk hath prevailed so mightily not because Christ is weak , but because
Christians be wicked, and their doctrine impure...the name of God is in our mouths, but his fear is
not in our hearts. We war against the Turk with our works, masses, traditions and ceremonies; but
we fight not against him with Christ, and with the power of his glory; which if we did; the field
were won (4.19).

Substitute “French” for “Turk” and “English” for “Christians,” and it would be difficult
to find a more resonant intertext for the ironic perspective of Shakespeare's play. Bedford,
we recall, wanted to make bonfires in France to “keep our great St. George's feast withal”
(1.1.154), and Talbot, devoted to the “ordained” Knights of the Garter (4.1.33-4) fights
for “God and Saint George, Talbot and England's right’(4.2.55, emphasis mine). What
the play shows, however, is that these heroic aspirations cloak a vicious spirit the
effluence of which can only be ignominious degradation and defeat. Thus Shakespeare,
very much along with Foxe in the Acts&Monuments, seems to argue that “he that
bringeth St. George or St. Denis, as patrons, to the field, to fight against the Turk, leaveth
Christ, no doubt, at home(4.19).7

Like his Pornapolis, Foxe's explanation of Turkish power, which is appropriately
glossed as “dissensions among the Christians makes the Turks strong” (4.23), is a
fascinating intertext for Shakespeare's representation of the struggle between Talbot and
Joan. We have already seen how Joan is associated with the Whore of Babylon, so it is
not surprising to find her at least potentially identified with another antitype of the
Protestant Antichrist, the Turk. Defined as an exigent political reality which is
nevertheless a product of the spiritual failings of the Christians, Foxe's Turk seems to

capture perfectly the essence of Joan's power during this invincible phase of her career.
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Talbot cannot defeat Joan because his antichristian bloodlust, like the divisiveness of the
other English nobles and the sexual depravity of the Dauphin, is by definition self-
defeating. The idea that Shakespeare's audience would have recognized the figure of
Mahomet behind Shakespeare's Joan, and hence may have interpreted her victory in
Foxeian terms, gains purchase when it is recognized that the play explicitly connects Joan
with Turkish triumphs. As David Riggs has suggested, Joan's initial self-portrait contains
an unmistakable allusion to Tamburlaine, the invincible pagan tyrant popularized in
Marlowe's dramatization of Turkish history (Riggs, 105-7). As part of his comic
encomium in Act One, the Dauphin suggests that Joan is an even greater warrior/prophet
that the founder of the Ottoman empire: “Was Mahomet inspired with a dove?/ Thou with
an eagle art inspired then” (1.2.140-41). Joan recollects this comment in her emblematic
moment of triumph over Talbot by referring to “the Turk, that two-and-fifty kingdoms
hath”(4.7.73). It is interesting to note, moreover, that the historical Talbot, whose death
caused Shakespeare's audience to weep, actually died in 1453, the same year that
Mahomet the Great conquered Constantinople, an event which was said to have made all
of Europe weep. As suggested above, the pattern of the play echoes Foxe's historical
irony in that Joan's seemingly Turkish power is used as a mirror to reveal the Turkish
weakness of her opponents, Talbot and the English nobility. In addition to the long
account of the rise of the Turks discussed above, Foxe also interpolated a description of
the fall of Constantinople into his account of the reign of Henry VI. His graphic
description of “the bloody victory of the Turks” and their “terrible tyranny” (3.723 gloss)

is worth quoting because it works as an intertext both for Joan's triumph and for the
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’ violent destruction of Joan and the French that Talbot and the English hoped for, but

never achieved:

The city of Constantinople thus being got, the Turks sacking and ravaging about the streets,
houses, and coraers, did put the sword unmercifully to whomsoever they found, both aged and
young, matrons, virgins, children and infants, sparing none...these things thus being done, and the
tumult ceased, after three days Mahomet the turk entereth into the city; and first calling for the
heads and ancients of the city, such as he found left alive, he commanded them to be mangled and
cut to pieces. It is also (saith my author) reported, that in the feasts of the Turks, honest matrons
and virgins, and such as were of the king's stock, after other contumelies, were hewn and cut in

pieces for their disport (3.723).

JOAN AND MARTYRDOM

By portraying Joan's military triumph as an emblem of antichristian apostasy
‘ among the English, Shakespeare shifts the focus of the play from a satirical portrait of the

French to a serious examination of the providential realities underlying the failed
conquest of France. In Act Five, Shakespeare completes the picture of English apostasy
by portraying Joan's death in terms of the most explicit and unmistakably Foxeian
intertext: the burning of a female heretic. The persecutorial treatment Joan receives at the
hands of York and the English dramatizes a kind of vicious misogynistic violence that,
for readers of the Acts&Monuments, would have served a palpable register of satanic
Iniquity, and hence a clear index to the providential reality underlying the action.

The killing of Joan in Act Five is typically understood by critics in terms of the
persecution of witchcraft. Gabriele Bernhard Jackson, for example, assumes that “the
witch is Joan's last topical role” (Jackson, 61), and David Riggs argues that Joan is

. “exposed and burnt as a witch” in order to “make unmistakably plain the truth that lies
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behind her claim to be the chosen agent of God” (Riggs, 107). Because she is assoclated
with witchcraft throughout much of the play, it is quite reasonable to see Joan's death in
terms of the persecution of witches. However, the language of Joan's last scene suggests
a different topical identity: that of a Foxeian martyr. As Jackson herself points out, the
English did not burn witches, they hanged them (Jackson, 62; see also Thomas, 532-34).
Remarkably, Shakespeare alludes to just such a distinction in the parting lines of Joan's
father: “O burn her, burn her: hanging is too good” (5.4.33). Joan herself vigorously
denies that she is a witch, claiming that she “never had to do with wicked spirits”(5.4.43).
Rather, Joan defines her persecution in terms which precisely echo Foxe's rhetoric of
martyrdom. She is the faithful and godly victim and York and Warwick are the graceless

and satanic persecutors:

But you that are polluted with your lusts,
Stained with the guiltless blood of innocents
Corrupt and tainted with a thousand vices
Because you want the grace that others have,
You judge it straight a thing impossible

To compass wonders by the help of devils.

Her “maiden blood,” Joan concludes, “thus rigorously effused/ Will cry for vengeance at
the gates of Heaven(5.4.43-54).

Joan's disavowal of witchcraft is at best a factitious half-truth, and there is no
question of playgoers actually confusing Joan with one of Foxe's martyrs; yet, her
attempt to implicate York and the English within the Foxeian paradigm of satanic
persecution works because it is one that the play has been moving towards from the start.
Without altering Joan's essential identity, Shakespeare creates a powerful scene of

antichristian persecution by allowing Joan's voice to meld with that of Foxe and the
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female martyrs, and by identifying York and Warwick with the ranks of Foxe's
persecutors. We can compare Joan's attack on York with Foxe's prefatory “Address to the
Persecutors of God's Truth” appended to all editions of the Acts&Monuments from 1570

onwards:

[S]ee and behold, I beseech you, here in this story, the pitiful slaughter of your butchery! Behoid
your own handiwork! consider the number, almost out of number, of so many silly and simple
lambs of Christ, whose blood you have sought and sucked; whose lives you have vexed; whose
bodies you have slain, racked, and tormented; some also you have cast on dunghills, to be
devoured of fowls and dogs; without mercy, without measure, without all sense of humanity! See,
I say, and behold here present before your eyes, the heaps of slain bodies, of so many men and
women, both old, young , children, infants, new born, married, unmarried, wives, widows, maids,
blind men, [ame men, whole men; of all sorts, archbishops, bishops, priests, ministers, deacons,
laymen, artificers, yea, whole households and whole kindreds together; father, mother and
daughter; grandmother, mother, aunt and child, etc.; whose wounds, yet bleeding before the face of
God, cry vengeance! (1.xii; emphasis mine).

Joan's high moral tone might be dismissed as desperate hypocrisy, but it is at least as
reasonable to stress the impact that the Foxeian intertext could have had on playgoers'
response to this scene. The Acts&Monuments impressed on its readers, in example after
countless example, the idea that wherever people were burned for their religious beliefs,
Antichrist was to be detected. The prodigious mass of rhetorical material in the
Acts&Monuments is devoted to the single historical argument that the fact of religious
persecution itself proves the reality of Foxe’s Protestant apocalyptic history. For Foxe's
readers, York and Warwick's behaviour would have recollected a very familiar image of
evil, understood in Protestant providential terms as the historical Antichrist. The
identification of York and Warwick as, in effect, antichrists in the world, would have
thoroughly confirmed the sense that the play was representing history in terms of the

“loosing out” of Satan.
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Joan's denunciation of her persecutors and her rhetorically arresting defense of her
beliefs is only one detail which would have elicited the kind of intertextual response that I
have been suggesting. In fact, Shakespeare's language foregrounds the rhetoric of
persecution and martyrdom throughout the dramatization of Joan's arraignment.
Immediately following Joan's rejoinder, Warwick orders the guards to “[s]pare for no
faggots; let there be enow./ Place barrels of pitch upon the fatal stake/ That so her torture
may be shortened(5.4.56-58). This detail appears designed to literally graft the
audience's sense of what is to occur offstage onto the already well-established imagery of
fiery persecution from the Acts&Monuments. Warwick's momentary act of kindness
recalls several famous instances in the Acts&Monuments when the horror of persecution
is worsened by the failure to create a good fire. Foxe's account of the burning of John
Hooper, along with the accompanying woodcut, provides an excellent example of the

powerful image of public burning that Shakespeare's staging tries to evoke:

Fire put to Hooper

Anon commandment was given that the fire should be set to, and so it was. But because there
were put to no fewer green faggots than two horses could carry upon their backs, it kindled not by
and by, and was pretty while also before it took the reeds upon the faggots. At length it burned
about him, but the wind having full strength in that place (it was a lowering and cold morning) it
blew the flame from him, so that he was in 2 manner no more but touched by the fire.

A new fire made

Within a space after, a few dry faggots were brought, and a new fire kindled with faggots (for
there were no more reeds), and that burned at the nether parts, but had small power above,
because of the wind, saving that it did burn his hair, and scorch his skin a little. In the time of
which fire, even as at the first flame, ke prayed, saying mildly and not very loud (but as one
without pains), “O Jesus, the Son of David, have mercy on me, and receive my soul!”

He calleth for more fire

Afier the second was spent, he did wipe both his eyes with his hands, and beholding the people, ke

said with an indifferent loud voice, “For God's love, good people, let me have more fire!” And all
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this while his nether parts did burn: for the faggots were so few, that the flame did not burn
strongly at his upper parts.

The third fire was kindled within a while after, which was more extreme than the other two: and
then the bladders of gunpowder brake, which did him small good, they were so placed, and the
wind had such power.

His last words

In the which fire he prayed with somewhat a loud voice, “Lord Jesus, have mercy on me; Lord
Jesus have mercy on me, Lord Jesus receive my spirit!™ And these were the last words he was
heard to utter.

The blessed martyr long tormented in the fire

But when he was black in the mouth, and his tongue swollen, that he could not speak, yet his lips
went till they were shrunk to the gums: and he knocked his breast with his hands, until one of his
arms fell off, and then knocked still with the ends, until by renewing of the fire his strength was
gone, and his hand did cleave fast, in knocking, to the iron upon his breast. So immediately
bowing forwards, he yielded up his spirit (6.658).

Joan's reunion with her father also has a distinctly Foxeian quality, one which

links Joan to Foxe's women martyrs in particular. As Ellen Macek has shown, women
martyrs “who made the choice to serve their faith above all often experienced violent
rejection by loved ones”(Macek, 74). Joan's father's attempts to cajole her out of her
“obstacle” beliefs(5.4.17), her complete rejection of him, and his violent response, all
recollect the familial strife that was often central to Foxe's stories of the women martyrs.
Again, the point is not that Joan herself is a true martyr, but that Shakespeare’s language
keeps the Acts&Monuments consistently in view. This intertextual presence can also be
seen in terms of the two most striking features of York's and Warwick's behaviour in the
course of this scene: the vicious pleasure they take in the exposure and mocking of Joan's
false virginity, and their willingness to burn a pregnant woman. We can compare the
attitude of York and Warwick to the image of antichristian behaviour in Foxe's account of

the arraignment of Elizabeth Young. What sticks out in Foxe's account is how the
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. examiners repeatedly stress how Young's steadfast religious beliefs make her a “rebel
whore and a traitor heretic’’(8.536). In page after page of dramatic narrative, Young's
persecutors strive to make her admit to being a “rebel whore,” a “traitorly whore,” an “ill-
favored” or “evil-favored whore” and, bizarrely, a “spirit and faith whore”’(8.536ff). The
more Young defends both her beliefs and her virtue—she is a married woman with
children—the more obsessively prurient becomes the men's mocking insistence that she is
a whore. Although Foxe prefaces his account of Young's trials by encouraging readers to
“note how fiercely she was assaulted, how shamefully she was reviled, and how
miserably she was handled” (8.536), Foxe rhetoric here and throughout the
Acts&Monuments works by carefully dramatizing the men's behaviour and by allowing
readers to infer its antichristian character. The mocking response of York and Warwick

' to Joan's confession that she is pregnant might have had a similar rhetorical effect:

York: Now heaven forfend, the holy maid with child?
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