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The Philadelphians, the French Prophets, and the Problem of Prophetic Authority, c. 1706-1715
This chapter looks at the Philadelphian Society in the early eighteenth century. It was during these years that the Philadelphians first met with the French Prophets, a group of radical Calvinists who came to London from southern France to escape persecution. Chapter Four considers notions of gender, prophecy, and authority among the Philadelphians and the French Prophets in the first decade after the French Prophets' arrival in London (c. 1706-1715). Gender was never a stable construct in female prophecy.
 However, the emergence of female prophets who made claims of having been chosen as women for certain roles coincided with the emergence of a type of prophecy that was both more dramatic and more public. This led to the emergence of prophecy—especially female prophecy—as a particularly fraught category in early eighteenth-century London. At the heart of this tension was the issue of prophetic authority, or the authority claimed by the prophet as the putative voice of God. As this chapter argues, Philadelphians and French Prophets negotiated prophetic authority with their audiences through a process of debate, patronage, and performance that involved the prophet, her religious community, her followers, and her opponents. 
Chapter Four begins with a comparative analysis of gender, election, and prophecy among the Philadelphians and French Prophets. I then build on this analysis through an examination of three early eighteenth-century case studies, all of which illuminate the crisis in prophetic authority that preoccupied prophets and their audiences. The first case study, a series of recorded debates between the Philadelphians and the French Prophets (1710-1712), highlights the central role that questions of prophetic authority played in dissolving the merger between the two groups. Next, I consider the dynamics of the relationship between female prophet and follower, and the ways in which this relationship raised questions of prophetic authority. I focus in particular on the relationship between Richard Roach and Sarah Wiltshire, and on an episode involving Wiltshire’s healing of a young woman in 1710/11. The third case study addresses the implications of the “theatricalization” of prophecy for the French Prophets’ authority. I consider Thomas D’Urfey’s satirical play, The Modern Prophets (1709), placing it in the context of broader cultural attacks on the French Prophets, female religious enthusiasm, and prophetic authority.

The Philadelphians and the French Prophets


Before studying how the French Prophets and the Philadelphians negotiated prophetic authority in early eighteenth-century London, it is first necessary to examine their respective beliefs about election and prophecy. The Philadelphians, including Jane Lead, leaned toward an understanding of universal restoration—the idea that all souls would ultimately be reconciled with God. They spoke of “the elect” as individuals (or, collectively, as the Church) who were chosen to undertake specific roles in the millenarian process leading to universal redemption. Jane Lead, for example, believed the Philadelphian Society to be part of an elect and priestly Church. Reconciling the idea of an “elect” with the idea of universal redemption, she wrote:
Then was it further said, That God did well know that so many Ages and Generations were thus to pass away, before the Perfect Redemption should be finish'd, as to the Universality. Yet it was given me to understand that Christ in all Ages was still gathering to him self some who were perfected as the Foundation and Beginning of the Blessed Church, whom he took care of both before and after Death for their Compleatment, to be joined to him. Then was I bid not to sorrow as without hope, but that there would be even in this present Time a New Springing Generation, that should be as the First-Born from the Dead, and carry the Marks of Christ's Resurrection, being redeem'd from the Earth, and from Mortality, into the Number of the Hundred and Forty Four Thousand. For so it was presaged in me by the Prophetical Spirit of Jesus.

Lead also made a similar reference to the 144,000 in her spiritual diary, A Fountain of Gardens, in an entry dated 7 March 1666/7. 
 The number 144,000 appears three times in the Book of Revelation in reference to the number of sealed (or set apart) individuals from the twelve tribes of Israel (cf. Rev. 7:3-8; Rev. 14:1, 3-5).

Lead’s seemingly contradictory comments on election have led Julie Hirst to argue for a theological shift in Lead’s work, from a predestinarian position in The Fountain of Gardens to the embrace of the doctrine of apocatastasis (universal restoration of souls at the end of time) by the 1690s. However, as Sarah Apetrei has recently pointed out, Lead’s predestinarian element does not necessarily conflict with the idea of a future full restoration. 
 While Lead may have believed that she and other Philadelphians were elected for millenarian work and preparation, such a view did not contradict the idea of an eventual universal salvation.

Lead’s statements about theological subjects such as election were inherently linked to the prophetic because she saw herself as an inspired woman. It is important to recognize, for example, how Lead communicated the above statements as being a direct revelation (“For so it was presaged in me by the Prophetical Spirit of Jesus”). The reference to an elect 144,000 is a scriptural one that refers to the sealing of 12,000 persons from each of the twelve tribes of Israel (cf. Revelation 7:1-8), but Lead made clear that the number was given to her through a prophetic revelation. She was not the only prophet to adopt this posture. Antoinette Bourignon made similar statements, noting for example that “the more I forget my own thoughts, the more I receive the inspiration from Heaven, the sense of the scriptures, and the words to be able to express them to others. Numerous persons are astonished how I can adduce so many passages of Scripture without having ever read them.”
 Lead and Bourignon gained clout (and a following) by communicating the idea that they were inspired. While their writings were peppered with scriptural references, they downplayed this aspect in order to stress that their prophecies were direct revelations from God. Paradoxically, however, the presence of such references (even if indirect) also reinforced their prophecy as biblically grounded and in accordance with scripture.


The most ardent advocate for the “extraordinary gifts” of female prophets was the Anglican clergyman Richard Roach, who joined the Philadelphians in 1694. While Roach subscribed to the Philadelphian belief in Divine Wisdom, he developed the idea of the female aspect of the godhead even further by suggesting that women were representatives of Divine Wisdom, a “female embassy” of women millenarian heralders and reformers.
 According to Roach, “It has pleased God, in this last Age, to visit many Persons of both Sexes, but more especially the Female, with his Extraordinary Powers; who have been, as Mary Magadalen was in her Time, Ambassadresses of the Resurrection of Christ, now in Spirit and Power of Dominion.”
 As this statement suggests, Roach did not believe that women were the only favored or chosen ones of his time.
 He did, however, see women as having a particular eschatological role that was unique to their sex.


Roach’s ideas about the female embassy came from his understanding of the periodization of salvation history. Roach believed there were three dispensations. The first was the legal, Mosaic one; it was followed by the Gospel dispensation of grace, and then the age of the Spirit. All three dispensations were closely linked to Divine Wisdom. In the first, Sophia manifested herself as the shekinah, who “joined with Moses and Aaron in the wise and Formal Constitution of their Morall Judiciall and Ceremonial Law.” In the second dispensation, she was at work through Mary, the mother of Christ. In the third dispensation, the one that marked Roach’s time, she commissioned women to join in the work preparing for the coming kingdom.

Furthermore, Roach saw each stage as producing a lessening of the restrictions first placed on the female sex with Eve. Especially important to Roach was the idea of the woman who would bring forth the promised seed, a type that appeared early on in the example of Sarah. This type played an integral role in the process toward women’s restoration to their original state. Roach believed this type would be “completed and perfected” through the female figure represented in Revelation 12, who “shall bring forth that Manchild wherewith she is in Travail: who is to be caught up to God and to his Throne and afterwards to come and Rule all nations with a Rod of Iron.” Therefore, according to Roach, “we must not blame [women] if…they outstrip and run before us in the Glorious Work of this day, less can the man be offended at the Recovery and the Restoration of the Primeval Parity.” Women, according to Roach, had been chosen for special work in these times, and they should be given the freedom to exercise their prophetic gifts.


Roach was certainly not the only one to suggest that women had been chosen for a special role as millenarian reformers. As we saw in the previous chapter, this belief became prevalent among a number of groups and individuals during the late seventeenth century. However, Roach took this idea further than any of his contemporaries. Given the weight that he assigned to the female embassy, it is not surprising that he sought out other women prophets upon the death of Lead.

After the death of Jane Lead in 1704, the Philadelphians grew apart and dispersed. Francis Lee, Lead’s son in-law and a leading figure of the group, eventually ended his affiliation with the Philadelphians and religious enthusiasm. For Lee, the Philadelphians had revolved around the figure of Jane Lead, “our dearest and most Venerable Mother.” Richard Roach, on the other hand, maintained his millenarian Behmenist beliefs until he died in 1730.
 He continued to search for other dissenters who shared his beliefs, including other female prophets. In a pamphlet published shortly before his death, he placed Lead in the context other women, namely Mme de Guyon and Antoinette Bourignon, whom he also saw as millenarian female reformers. Moreover, he became a follower of the prophet Sarah Wiltshire, a former Quaker who left the movement to join with the French Prophets and the Philadelphians.

About the same time that the Philadelphians began to decline and disperse following Lead’s death, the French Prophets arrived on the London religious scene. They came from the Cévennes, in the south of France, where they had engaged in a failed uprising in the aftermath of the revocation of the Edict of Nantes. Three of the leaders first came to London in 1706, and the group met with Roach and other Philadelphians as early as March 1707. The French Prophets, a millenarian Calvinist group, became increasingly anglicized once in London; three-quarters of the total new membership was English. They attracted followers from among the Philadelphians, Quakers, and Baptists. At least ten Philadelphians joined the French Prophets.
 
The influx of English followers from varying religious backgrounds created a relatively fluid theology that eschewed the strict Calvinism practiced by the prophets of the Cévennes. But while the theology of the French Prophets was fluid in the decade after their arrival in London, the prophecy of most who joined the group emphasized the end of the world and God’s judgment. The preface to one collection of transcribed prophecies summed up the French Prophets’ message as “altogether agreeable to Scripture…it calls Men to Repentance. It warns them of the approaching Judgments. It presents to them the tender Mercys of God, and the Graces of the Spirit.”
 The French Prophets focused on what they believed were the two dispensations, mercy and judgment. Compared to the esoteric prophetic knowledge of Jane Lead, the French Prophets practiced a more exoteric understanding of the prophetic role. Their task, as God’s messengers, was to warn audiences to heed God’s call for repentance in this time of God’s mercy, before the judgment of God superseded. One vituperative prophet, Ann Good, proclaimed (in God’s voice): “But if ye will not seek after me, ye shall find no rest, I tell ye. For I will torment every one of you, and that most bitterly in Hell-Fire.”
 We can categorize such a view as a form of pre-millenialism,
 conventionally defined as the belief that universal catastrophe will occur as God intervenes to destroy the world in preparation for establishing a millennial rule and salvation. Even more accurate would be Catherine Wessinger’s term “catastrophic millennialism,” a term that Wessinger proposes in place of premillenialism, stating that the religious pattern is limited neither to Christianity nor to arguments over whether Christ’s arrival will pre-date or post-date the millennium.

In terms of the chosen, the French Prophets spoke both of those who would survive God’s judgment and of those who would prophesy as messengers in these last days. They emphasized that this was a time for repentance and preparation. Contrary to their strict Calvinist predecessors in France, the group had room for a diversity of beliefs. The prophet Ann Watts announced that “there remains Admittance for each particular as will so obey.” Mary Keimer, speaking in the voice of God, proclaimed that “’tis not my Will to cast any off.”
 The French Prophets also spoke of a New Jerusalem that would arise when all abomination was cleansed from the earth. As one prophet stated, God has chosen “you to be some of the Foundation Stones.”
 Who, exactly, comprised this “you” varied in French Prophets’ discourse, but the Prophets themselves clearly saw themselves as belonging to this special group. The Prophets, as messengers sent from God to warn the people, believed they were chosen individuals. Mary Beer spoke of the “instruments,” the “chosen vessels” that God had selected for glorious and great work. John Glover, speaking in the voice of God, announced to the French Prophet Thomas Dutton: “Thou art called, and chosen to be an instrument in my hand.”
 With such statements, French Prophets attempted to make sure that their audience understood their chosen status; they sought recognition of their prophetic authority.

The French Prophets’ audiences, however, rarely responded positively. We see with the French Prophets a return to a more public audience. Like the Civil War prophets and the early Quakers, they spoke to a general—and, often, hostile—public, rather than to a group of like-minded believers.
 Audiences, in general, were urban and public—a far cry from the domestic settings of the Philadelphians or later Quakers. The French Prophets traveled to a number of cities to deliver specific warnings, including Bristol, London, Dublin, and Edinburgh. In this manner, they mirrored mid seventeenth-century prophets, such as Esther Biddle, who delivered warnings to specific cities. A pattern developed among the French Prophets in which a group of several prophets (male and female) would travel to a specific city, prophesy over the course of several days, and then print a transcribed version of their collected “warnings.”
French Prophets often tried to emphasize their prophetic authority to audiences by comparing themselves to biblical forbears. They saw themselves as part of a tradition of biblical prophecy that included both the Old and New Testaments. For example, Mary Turner, who may have once been a Quaker,
 recalled the biblical tradition of traveling to a city to preach:

When your Lord gave Commission to the Apostles, to go and preach the glad Tidings of the Gospel of Peace unto all nations, he warned them, that whenever they went into a City, where their Message was not received, nor the Messengers, that they should depart out of that City, shaking off the Dust of their Feet, for a Witness against that People.

In another case, Mary Beer reminded her audience of John the Baptist’s prophetic role: “You have read in the Scriptures, have read of John, who came to prepare the way for your Lord and Saviour: He said, ‘I am a Voice, crying in the Wilderness, saying, Repent, repent; for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand’…Have you not heard the same Call now, the same Cry?...As John was, then, sent before the Coming of your Lord in Flesh; so are these my Servants sent, now, to warn you of his Coming in Spirit. ”
 The prophet Mary Turner also suggested that John the Baptist and the French Prophets existed in a typological relationship. John, the “great Prophet of old,” was the forerunner to Christ’s first appearance, just as the French Prophets were messengers sent to prepare the way for Christ’s second appearance.


While the French Prophets took time to develop the idea of the “prophet,” they did not theorize the female prophet to the extent that the Philadelphians did. French Prophets did recognize women as prophets, and the idea of the inspired woman was part of their defense of prophecy: “Can you see no fulfilling of the holy Word of God; which sheweth, that this may be the Time, by his Spirit visiting each Sex?”
 The French Prophets emphasized that God, in these last days, would speak through anyone, even the young. Among those who prophesied in 1708, for example, were 11 year-old Ann Good and 13 year-olds Mary Beer and Anna Maria King.
 However, female French Prophets, unlike their Philadelphian counterparts, did not enjoy full participation in all aspects of their community’s religious life. Women prophesied, led assemblies, issued new names to followers, and participated in missions and the publication of books. But men dominated in both the ministerial functions of the group and in number.


Hillel Schwartz, seeking to explain the tensions between male and female French Prophets during these years, suggests that problems may have arisen partly as an unconscious response to sexual feelings that could not be acted upon without violating or damaging the group's moral code. Furthermore, Schwartz proposes that the restricted opportunities available to women within the movement may help explain why female French Prophets chose a more “extravagant” and dramatic style of prophecy than many of their male counterparts. Because women could not participate in many of the ministerial roles of the French Prophets, they were restricted to prophesying. Yet they often did so in a very public way.
 Indeed, between 1708 and 1712, all prophets who broke away from the movement and whom the French Prophets labeled as false were women. In 1709, for example, the French Prophet John Potter expelled Dorothy Harling for proclaiming that she was the woman described in Revelation 12. Harling left with a small number of followers.

Schwartz draws in part on sociological theory in suggesting these explanations, but I would argue that the French Prophets’ behavior must also be placed in the broader context of religious radicalism. When female French Prophets prophesied in a public way by imitating the Whore of Babylon or the woman in Revelation 12, they were acting out roles that would have been familiar to other radical groups of the time—including the Philadelphians. Certainly, there were differences. The French Prophets performed more dramatically than their Philadelphian counterparts, prophesying before large crowds or in public venues. And, as this chapter will contend, the group setting of the French Prophets resulted in female prophets having less autonomy as prophets than they had in the Philadelphian movement. Female French Prophets were subject to the direction of the group in a way that their Philadelphian counterparts were not. Nonetheless, the Philadelphians and the French Prophets both found the idea of a millenarianism in which women had a specifically feminized role compelling, and they both incorporated it into their prophecy. As the next sections will show, however, the French Prophets and the Philadelphians disagreed on fundamental issues of prophecy and election that prevented a lasting alliance between the two groups.

Episode One: A Failed Alliance

The French Prophets and the Philadelphians attempted to join together in the years after the French Prophets came to London. However, differences concerning doctrine and prophecy ultimately hampered the relationship between the Philadelphians and the French Prophets. This section considers a series of debates between the two groups that point to the continued importance of prophecy and election as central points of discussion among early modern radical Protestants. The crucial question at stake in these debates was one of prophetic authority: who had the authority to speak for God, and how did one communicate this authority?

The London Philadelphians had split into two groups—one at Hungerford Market and the other at Baldwins Gardens—several years before the arrival of the French Prophets in 1706. The latter group had joined with the “New Prophets,” as Roach called the French Prophets, and Roach noted that “many of the Scattered of the Philadelphian fold were Collected and United to this fresh and new Appearance.” Over time, however, the Baldwins Gardens’ group dwindled to merely a few members. Roach was called upon to remedy the situation, and the Philadelphians and French Prophets mutually decided to end their alliance. A second attempt at a merger occurred in 1707, when the Philadelphians, French Prophets, and even some Quakers began meeting together at Stocking Weavers’ Hall. Roach was involved in this attempt, as well, but the merger did not produce what he hoped an alliance between the two groups might achieve.

By 1710, the association between Roach and the French Prophets still remained uncertain. It was in this year that Roach decided to join forces with a fellow Philadelphian, Sarah Wiltshire, to attempt a synthesis of the Philadelphians and French Prophets. He hoped through this merger to fix the imperfections of the two groups.
 Roach believed that Wiltshire had received what he called “a gift of a different kind,” being a partaker “of a spirit of both ministrations in union.” According to Roach, Wiltshire spoke in the voice of God like the French Prophets, yet she prophesied without bodily agitation like the Philadelphians.
 But Wiltshire, even if she operated as a sort of bridge between the two groups, could not reconcile their differences. The attempt to merge the two groups ended in failure.

We have two accounts of debates that came out of this failed merger. One comes from Samuel Keimer, a disillusioned former member of the French Prophets who had originally joined the movement along with his mother and sister. Keimer’s critique of the French Prophets emphasized the group’s violent tendencies. He described Wiltshire as “a Woman of great Accomplishments, who had receiv'd fine Promises from the Spirit, who preach'd that Christ Jesus had interceded with his Father, that the Judgments which the rest of the Prophets had predicted, should not be inflicted.” According to Keimer, however, the French Prophets did not acknowledge Wiltshire’s proclamations: “this Doctrine was oppos'd and exploded by the Spirit thro' Mary Keimer, and the Spirit precipitatedly hurry'd a young Fellow to Sarah Wiltshire, and under Agitations, he beat her in a violent manner.”
 Here we see the body used not as an oracle through which prophecy emanated, but rather as a physical force used stamped out false prophecy. 

Keimer’s account of the incident forms part of a larger criticism of the group’s violent tendencies. But the same event—or a very similar one—is detailed in the French Prophets’ “Polemica Sacro-Prophetica Anti-ROACHiana-WILTSHIREiana,” a manuscript account of debates between the French Prophets and Roach and Wiltshire. In this account we gain insight into what, exactly, the debates between the two groups were about and how the violent exchange came to take place. These debates, transcribed by the French Prophets between June 1710 and June 1712, show the main cause of doctrinal disagreement to have been one of an emphasis on mercy versus judgment. The French Prophets accused Roach (and Wiltshire, his “copartner in the Philadelphian Way”) of emphasizing “the love of God” at the expense of God’s “equally glorious attribute of justice.” In response, Roach accused the French Prophets of privileging the Law over grace.

The doctrinal debate here was over the nature of the approaching millennium and whether the emphasis should be on God’s great judgment or on preparation for a universal restoration. The later Philadelphians, as stated above, espoused a theology that leaned toward universalism, in which all would ultimately be restored to salvation through God’s grace. Indeed, Roach publicly acknowledged his position on universal restoration by writing the preface to Jeremiah White’s book, The restoration of all things: or, a vindication of the goodness and grace of God. To be manifested at last in the recovery of his whole creation out of their fall (London, 1712). The French Prophet John Lacy responded in November of that same year with an inspiration “occasioned by the perusing” of this book, in which he attacked the book’s views on the “universal salvation of wicked men and devils also: (according to Origen's Doctrine).”

But while this doctrinal conflict divided the two groups, there was a larger issue at stake: the question of prophetic authority. In a letter to a member of the group at Baldwins Gardens during the time in which they were meeting with the French Prophets. Roach had harsh words for any person who required “a Confirmation in and through himself” for any prophecy given to someone else. He asked, “Would one of the Ancient Jews to whom God sent his Prophets with a Message of his Will say I will not Believe thee O Samuell O Nathan etc. unless God give me an Extraordinary Manifestation of this Message also?”
 Here we see key issues at play over who had the authority to prophesy and, as it followed, whether one’s audience should recognize such prophecy as God’s message. This debate over prophecy and authority continued to plague the interactions between Roach and the French Prophets for several years.


At a meeting of the French Prophets in June 1710, the debate boiled over in an exchange between Mary Keimer and Richard Roach. Roach began to read some of his prayers, along with an “inspiration or two” of Wiltshire’s that she had first given at Baldwins Gardens. At this point, “the Spirit came upon Mary Keimer.” With closed eyes, she grabbed Roach’s left sleeve with her left hand. Shaking an imaginary rod in her right hand, she began to speak in a loud voice:

M.K. Who sent thee?

R.R.  The God of Love.

K. By what dost thou know?

R.  By the witness of his Spirit with ME, in his Love.

K. Take thou care, lest a false-Peace have possess'd thy soul, and thou goest on believing thou art sent from God, when thou art not sent from Him.

R. 'Tis more than a Peace in the Soul; 'tis a Testimony.

K. Take heed: God is the same. He Manifests not himself in many things, nay in very many which thou blindly believed He does. For, He can in no wise, nor in Any case Contradict Himself. Has He not Already Declar'd that this is not his Word? How darest thou then Presume in this Manner to Appear Declaring that It is the Voice of God when it is not?

R. How Knowest thou that this is not the Voice of God? Or by What Spirit speakest thou? Speakest thou by the Eternal Love, or Speakest thou in part from the Eternal Justice?

The debate centered on Roach’s sense of assurance regarding his prophetic authority: was it real or did he have a “false-peace?” Roach emphasized his authority, claiming that he had a “testimony.” But Keimer countered with the suggestion that Roach was a false prophet, even if Roach did not recognize it himself.


Differences in how the two groups prophesied contributed to these questions of prophetic authority. As we see in the above example, Roach read aloud prayers and written prophecies that had already been given in another meeting. Like other Philadelphians, Wiltshire and Roach spoke without significant physical animation (or “agitation,” as they and the French Prophets called it). Both Roach and Wiltshire were literate, and they delivered much of their prophecy through the written word.
 Keimer, on the other hand, while not unconscious, prophesied with her eyes closed. Her prophecy was highly physical; she shook one arm as if it held an imaginary rod, while grabbing onto Roach with her other arm. She prophesied in a loud voice. Moreover, she alternated between her own voice (which spoke of God in the third-person) and the voice of God (which used the first-person to refer to God). For example, immediately after Keimer engaged in the above dialogue with Roach, she shifted to the voice of God: “Consider Thou, O Man! I will confound thee, yea and bring my lofty thoughts down…How Darest Thou Presume to speak unto Me? I can with the Breath of My nostrils, blow thee into Dust. I am, I am, I am, I am, I am! And by that Name will I be known.”
 The use of the first-person was not only a powerful rhetorical tool, but it also suggested higher personal authority: the less the prophet had to channel God, the more she demonstrated her prophetic power to her audience.

Moreover, prophets did not merely alternate between their voice and God’s, but the “voice of God” transitioned from prophet to prophet. For example, as soon as Mary Keimer finished her speech against Roach, the prophetic spirit left Keimer and transferred to Ann Topham, who continued to prophesy in a similar manner.
 It is important to note that this type of prophecy required a group context. As the next section will show, the French Prophets often performed prophecy as part of a group, in which the individual’s prophetic performance formed part of (and also became subject to) the narrative of the larger group.

The somatic effects of the French Prophets’ prophecy also served to reinforce prophetic authority. According to Susan Juster, the French Prophets emphasized through their prophetic performances that God spoke through rather than in them. Rather than prophecy flowing through their bodies, spiritual power pulsed through their limbs and muscles causing jerky and convulsive movements.
 I propose that in addition to exhibiting a different transmission of prophecy through the body, the French Prophets’ somatic effects of prophecy communicated a different message about God and power, especially in contrast to the trance-like utterings of a “passive vessel” like Sarah Wight. For example, in the debate between Mary Keimer and Richard Roach, Keimer’s shaking of her arm and her loud voice made a statement about God’s impending judgment just as her words did. So while the body was not passive in the sense that it agitated, it was under the control of divine inspiration. The body worked to reinforce both the prophet’s message and her prophetic authority.

The manifestation of prophecy via the individual and her body was a considerable part of prophetic authority, but it was not the sum. In the debate between Keimer and Roach, for example, the central debate over who spoke the true word of God also involved fundamental questions of prophecy’s origin. As Roach asked Keimer, did she speak on behalf of a God of “eternal love” or a God of “eternal justice?” These were questions of origin: from where did the prophecy originate? From God? From delusion? From demonic inspiration? Was it doctrinally sound? Did it contradict scripture? In other words, was this prophet God-inspired or a “false prophet?”


The idea of the “false prophet” came to the forefront in the debates between the French Prophets and the Philadelphians. We have already seen how Keimer accused Roach of having a false peace that led him to believe he had been sent from God. The issue of false prophecy arose in other debates between the two groups, as well. In late September 1710, Wiltshire, in attendance at a meeting between the two groups, began to speak “very deliberately” when Louis Joyneau, “under Agitations, went to her.” Joyneau “[was] made to Fence against her with his Head, hitting against her many times.” Wiltshire continued speaking, while Joyneau continued to assault her every time she uttered a statement. At one point he hit her so hard “so as by shaking her to shatter her voice.” Two years later, the French Prophet Henrietta Irwin was “made to go and select out a letter of Mr. Roaches (in vindicating of his spirit)…and then to tear it in pieces.” In the voice of God, Irwin proclaimed this act “as a sign whereof I have now torn in pieces that which is none of mine; but a spirit, deluding the simple.”

These attacks on false prophecy formed part of a broader discourse on religious enthusiasm. Ann Taves has shown how anti-enthusiasts such as Meric Casaubon and Henry More redefined enthusiasm in the mid seventeenth century. They distinguished enthusiasm, which they associated with false inspiration or false experience, from sectarianism, which they associated with false ecclesiology and heresy. Furthermore, with the publication of Robert Burton’s Anatomy of Melancholy (1621), anti-enthusiasts began to frame religious dissent in terms of mental disease rather than heresy. Now enthusiasts became “deluded” in scientific terms.
 Rather than being intentionally heretical or schismatic, they had a natural, scientific cause behind their religious enthusiasm.
Anti-enthusiasts frequently portrayed the French Prophets as an example of enthusiasm and false or deluded prophecy.
 But, as these debates show, the French Prophets also leveled claims of false prophecy against their own opponents, the Philadelphians. The question of prophetic authority and the origin of prophecy was thus one that any opponent of a prophet could draw upon. According to Mary Keimer, for example, Roach was not only theologically wrong: he was deluded by a “false peace” into thinking that he had the authority to speak for God. Moreover, as the behavior of Keimer, Joyneau, and Irwin indicated, such false words needed to be drowned out, beaten out, or torn to shreds by the true voice of God.

Episode Two: Roach, Wiltshire, and the Healing of Mary Heath       
Prophetic authority was not only an issue between the French Prophets and the Philadelphians, but also within their respective groups. This section examines how the dynamics of the relationship between female prophet and follower raised questions of prophetic authority in the Philadelphian movement. It analyzes the relationship between Richard Roach and the female prophet Sarah Wiltshire, focusing on the role of gender and prophetic authority in Wiltshire’s 1710/11 healing of Mary Heath and Roach’s subsequent handling of the event.
Followers not only helped the female prophet to secure her position within her religious community: they also allowed her to reach an audience beyond that of her immediate community by funding, promoting, and even printing her prophetic messages. Networks of religious minorities arose around female prophecy to support and promote its existence. Like the economic networks that David Hancock has described, these religious networks involved relationships that were personal, nonhierarchical, and voluntary. 
 The individual agency of prophets must be studied alongside their role as members of these larger networks because the former relied heavily on the support of the latter.
In groups such as the Philadelphians, where women took leading roles, relationships between the prophet and her followers became highly defined. This was not the case among all female prophets during this era. Early eighteenth-century Quakers like Deborah Bell continued to defend female prophecy based on biblical justifications, such as the one that there was neither male nor female in Christ (Galatians 3:28). They did not elevate female prophets to the soteriological role that the Philadelphians did.
 But women such as Jane Lead, Antoinette Bourignon, or Eva von Buttlar did not just prophesy—they became leaders of religious communities whose members believed that these women had a special millenarian role. As Bourignon suggested, her admirers in Germany considered her a representation of the female figure in Revelation 12.
 This type of prophet could not maintain her role without the support of a following who worked actively to ensure that her prophecy entered the public sphere.

In most cases, these followers and patrons were male.
 In both Europe and Britain we find examples of male followers who promoted, facilitated, and funded the prophecy of women. These men served as brokers of female election, allowing female prophets such as Bourignon, Asseburg, and Lead to achieve the status they did in an age where women’s travel and interaction in the public sphere were restricted. Pierre Poiret (1646-1719), for example, played an invaluable role in the dissemination of Bourignon’s writings. A Reformed pastor from Metz, Poiret had connections throughout Europe. He spent time with Spener’s group while serving Huguenot refugees in Germany, where he first discovered Bourignon. He was also in contact with the English Behmenists and with Scottish Bourignonians. Poiret edited Bourignon’s writings, as well as those of the mystic Mme de Guyon.
 While there were a number of such followers who facilitated female prophecy—including Johann Wilhelm Petersen, Baron von Knyphausen, Francis Lee, and Christian de Cort—nowhere was the relationship between female prophet and follower more developed than in the example of Richard Roach and Sarah Wiltshire.

Roach saw Wiltshire as part of the manifestation of female prophets or “ambassadresses.” In order to support Wiltshire in this role, Roach served as a liaison between Wiltshire’s prophecy and the public. Nearly twenty years after Roach read aloud Wiltshire’s prophecies to the French Prophets, sparking his debate with Mary Keimer, he published excerpts of Wiltshire’s written prophecies in The Imperial Standard of the Messiah Triumphant. These prophecies, addressed mainly to the “elect,” were exhortative and millenarian in nature.
 But Roach did more than just ensure that Wiltshire’s messages were disseminated to a broader public. He also entered into a partnership with her. Writing to a friend in February 1710/11, he proclaimed that “this person [Wiltshire] and I have been joined in a work together, to wrestle against the ministration of judgm[en]t in the Late Prophets and have had several contests with them in their public meetings.”
 The events surrounding Wiltshire’s healing of a young woman in 1710 provide the clearest example of the multi-faceted partnership between Roach and Wiltshire. In this narrative of healing, Roach served a hybrid role as promoter, mentor, and partner of Wiltshire.

Sarah Wiltshire’s healing formed part of a larger trend in late Stuart England. Jane Shaw has noted that the 1690s were a particularly fertile time for miracle claims, due in part to the political and religious upheaval that followed the Glorious Revolution.
 There were two types of women associated with healing: those who received spontaneous healing, and those who healed others. Among the former type was the French Huguenot Marie Maillard. On 26 November 1693, the thirteen year-old Maillard was miraculously healed of a limp while reading a passage from the second chapter of Mark (specifically, the healing of the paralytic at Capernaum). Maillard, a refugee and servant in London, garnered immediate attention from neighbors, doctors, ministers, and the general public. Even Gilbert Burnet, then Bishop of Salisbury, paid Maillard a visit. Within the year, an anonymous ballad and a narrative of the miracle appeared in print. Maillard’s healing also produced several similar cases among young women in London during the mid-1690s.
  
As early as 1 February 1693/4, only about two months after Maillard’s healing, the Philadelphian prophet Ann Bathurst commented on the event in her diary.
 Bathurst had an interest in healing, in part because she believed that she also had received the power of healing. In 1691, she wrote, “I had very sensible union and strong communion with an overflow of love from the Spirit or Soul-Essence of a Friend…and thereafter an exerting forth to sensibility, the power of healing.” After the earthquake in Jamaica in 1692, Bathurst described the power of healing as emanating from her “left hand, warming and glowing into my hand and arm.” In 1696, she noted that she had once been healed by another Philadelphian “by a warm touch from his right hand on the palm of my right hand, impressing a warm tincture in my hand as you would press wax with a seal.”

By February 1710/11, when Sarah Wiltshire performed her act of healing, the broader cultural response to miracle claims had undergone a recent change. Increasingly, claims of miracles and healing were rejected without investigation. As Shaw argues, the French Prophets caused this turning point. Shaw suggests a number of reasons why French Prophets failed to attract interest in their claims. For example, French Prophets’ miracles often took place in private houses, and witnesses came from within the group, leading to the opinion that such miracles were less than credible. Moreover, the behavior of the French Prophets when under inspiration was seen as outlandish and uncouth; it was contrary to the norms of emerging politeness discourse and to the expected behavior of gentlemen, who made up a sizeable portion of London’s French Prophets. Perhaps the most salient reason for the lack of investigation into the claims came from the French Prophets’ failure in 1708 to achieve their well-publicized attempt to resurrect Thomas Emes, a medical practitioner and French Prophet, several months after his death.
 

The extant sources on Wiltshire’s healing do not reveal whether the event failed to reach the printing presses due to the new climate regarding miracle claims, or whether other reasons kept the healing out of the public sphere. The sources do suggest, however, that Roach played a critical role in trying to publicize the event and shape its narrative form. Both Roach and Wiltshire wrote accounts of the healing. It is clear that Roach’s goal in writing an account was to set up Wiltshire’s own narrative, which he did by giving the background on the situation. We learn that the idea for the healing first came from a Philadelphian named Mrs. Laughton, whose niece, Mary Heath, had been at Bethlem Hospital for the past few months suffering from “lunacy and lameness.”
 Roach commented that Heath “had been a studious and ingenious person” before she was “seized with a distraction of the worst kind.” On 15 January 1710/11, Sarah Wiltshire first received a vague answer to prayer that a miraculous healing would take place. Three weeks later, on 5 February, Heath was released from the hospital and went to stay with her aunt in London. Roach noted that Heath “had also lost the use of both her legs, and could move no otherwise than upon her knees.” Desperate for a cure, Mrs. Laughton had appealed to the churches, to the meetings, to the Philadelphians and even to the University of Halle, “where she had heard there was a fresh spring of faith rising.”

The healing took place in two parts. In the first part, Roach played an integral role. Heath’s aunt and Roach sat in a room together with Heath, and Roach described how he had a sort of spiritual battle that almost led to a fainting fit. After a “fresh and powerful gale of the Holy Spirit,” he broke forth in prayer and received an answer in which the word “miracle” was repeated several times. He also indicated that he felt called at this point to leave the room. Shortly after Roach left, Heath regained her senses and “took the Bible or some other book into her hands and read with good understanding.”
 At this point, then, Heath had been cured of her “distraction.”

Roach was not present for the second part of the healing, which took place on 14 February. As with the first part, he believed that it was God’s will that he should leave the room. Wiltshire, in her account, described how “the Power came upon me.” She felt Heath’s leg and found “the sinews to be very hard,” which worried her because she had received the promise from God that a healing would take place. Fifteen minutes later, however, this promise was fulfilled. In words strikingly similar to Ann Bathurst’s description of the healing power, she wrote that “I felt an unusual warmth in my right Hand, which caused a throbbing like the motion of a pulse, and I heard a soft still voice pronounce these words, ‘Do thou touch, and I will heal.’” At this point, Mrs. Laughton commented to Wiltshire that she had known miracles to be performed “by the healing operation.” Wiltshire did not reply; she spoke of the healing to no one until she had the chance to discuss it with Roach. Two days later, Wiltshire heard that Heath had walked across the room without a cane or other assistance.

Immediately, Roach began to take an interest in how he presented the healing to others. Ten days after the event, he wrote a letter to a friend, in which he discussed the healing, among other events in the life of the Philadelphians and French Prophets.
 Roach and Wiltshire wrote longer accounts of the healing much later (Wiltshire’s was dated 12 August 1713). These accounts likely came about because Roach decided to get the miracle recognized and validated by the Philadelphians. He took great interest in how he and Wiltshire presented the story. Wiltshire’s account, for example, carefully emphasized that she spoke with no one about the healing until she had the opportunity to relate the whole matter to Roach in private. Moreover, Roach’s precision in listing specific dates, names, and places suggests that he considered himself a credible witness. What stands out most in this process, however, was Roach’s effort to “coach” Wiltshire by editing her narrative. Roach went through a draft of Wiltshire’s account and made several suggestions to improve it. For example, he commented on her description of the power she felt in her hand at the moment of healing: “That description of the power in the hand is very good—viz—‘I felt an unusual warmth in my right hand, which caused a throbbing like the motion of a pulse’; (and may be inserted to good advantage).” Elsewhere in the text, where Wiltshire had described how she felt Heath’s sinews and prayed to God, Roach noted: “It should be expressed what that voice was, viz. ‘do thou touch and I will heal.’”


Crucially, Roach also edited Wiltshire’s statement that she left the room without mentioning the miracle to anyone, so as to make her remark more emphatic.
 This suggests that he saw himself in a role that lent authority to the situation. Wiltshire, as a female healer, did not declare the miracle; rather, she spoke to a reputable male member of her religious community who could then vouch for her. Roach’s relationship to Wiltshire in this respect brings to mind similar cases in seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century Venice, where—as in the Philadelphian community—women dominated as visionaries. There, male spiritual directors or confessors could become “brokers” of female visionaries, just like Roach was of Wiltshire’s prophecy and healing: they advised, corrected, validated, and (in some cases) promoted female visionaries. They were also acutely aware of how others might scrutinize the motives of the female visionaries with whom they associated.

After Roach and Wiltshire finished writing their accounts, Roach sent them out to be considered by other Philadelphians. In a letter dated 10 December 1713, he received a reply. Francis Lee, J. Coughen, and James Keith—all physicians—examined the account at the request of Roach, Wiltshire, and Mary Laughton (Heath’s aunt). They read and compared several accounts and decided that, while they believed in the sincerity of several persons, “there doth not appear to us any sufficient evidence that the cure wrought upon the said Mrs. Mary Heath can strictly and properly be called miraculous.”
 The decision did not accuse Wiltshire of being deluded or a “sham healer,” but neither did it confirm the healing as a miracle. In analyzing how this decision came about, we cannot overlook the fact that there was considerable tension among the Philadelphians at this point. Lee and Roach had drifted apart after the death of Lead, and there was also dissension among the Baldwins Gardens meeting group. Evidence from Roach’s and Wiltshire’s correspondence suggests that the elders at Baldwins Gardens did not get along with Wiltshire.

More broadly, however, the entire case points to an awareness among those involved of the need to establish spiritual authority. Female prophets such as Wiltshire, Rosemund von Asseburg, Antoinette Bourignon, and Jane Lead relied on well-connected male followers to promote their prophecies in the public sphere. It was Roach who edited Wiltshire’s narrative and presented it to Philadelphian doctors for verification; it was Roach who entered into partnership with Wiltshire and read aloud her prophecies to the French Prophets. Moreover, it was Roach who published Wiltshire’s prophecy in The Imperial Standard of the Messiah Triumphant. This relationship between female prophet and male “broker” came at a cost, however, in that it raised questions of prophetic authority by inserting another human agent into the prophetic process. Roach’s public promotion of Wiltshire as a prophet and healer required him to participate in the prophetic or healing process. In editing Wiltshire’s narrative and presenting it to Philadelphian doctors for verification, in reading aloud Wiltshire’s prophecies to the French Prophets, and in publishing Wiltshire’s prophecy, Roach became involved in the transmission of the message from prophet to audience.

This process could—and did—lead to accusations that the prophecy of a female prophet was not her own. For example, Francis Lee received a letter from the clergyman Henry Dodwell in 1698 questioning whether Lead’s prophecies were really her own:
I know not how your mother in-law is qualified to write the style in which her books are penned. But this I have observed, that there are many things ingredient in that style, which are quite out of the way of the education, or conversation, or even reading of women…I very much doubt whether she would be able to give an account of the terms used in the writings which go under her name, if she were critically examined concerning them. But I think I have discovered footsteps of another, and a more likely author of them. I mean Dr. Pordage. I find she has been very intimate with him ever since the time that she has set up for prophetic visions. She calls him her fellow-traveller; she generally pretends to have her revelations when he was praying by her.
Drawing on examples from the early Church, Dodwell reminded Lee how it was frequently the case among heretics “to make their women disciples believe themselves prophetesses.”


What we see in this episode, then, is a return to the question that marked the debate between Keimer and Roach: how did the inspired person communicate that her prophecies—or healings or miracles—originated from God? Roach and Wiltshire were conscious of this problem as they framed their narratives of Wiltshire’s healing of Mary Heath in order to get the miracle recognized by other Philadelphians. But the styling of prophecy to address questions of its authority and origin came at a cost, especially in the case of female prophets such as Wiltshire. The reliance of female prophets on followers who could help validate their prophecy or bring their work into the public sphere raised questions of prophetic authority because the role of the followers became an issue. While Wiltshire’s audience did not directly accuse her of feigning the miracle, Roach and Wiltshire clearly expressed a heightened consciousness of how they conveyed the event to others. There was an element of performativity in the process. The next section will explore this connection between prophetic authority and the performative nature of prophecy more fully through a study of the French Prophets.
Episode Three: The French Prophets, Theatricality, and D’Urfey’s Modern Prophets
A defining feature of the French Prophets was the extent to which their agitations, healings, and prophecies occurred in public settings. While Civil War prophets had performed in the streets, late seventeenth-century prophets—including Pietists, Quakers, Labadists, and Philadelphians—had generally restricted their non-written prophecies to meetinghouses and domestic settings. But the French Prophets returned once again to a more public “stage;” indeed, one could argue that they produced a more theatrical prophecy than that of their late seventeenth-century counterparts. Not only did they sometimes prophesy in settings that attracted crowds of onlookers, but their performances also generated a flurry of printed works condemning these strange agitations as contrived. The French Prophets’ theatricality and prophetic authority thereby became a central issue. This last section considers prophetic authority as negotiated between prophet and critic. It looks at the French Prophets (and in particular the prophet Elizabeth Gray) to consider how the treatment of prophecy as a “performance” highlighted the problem of prophetic authority.
In his brief consideration of the French Prophets’ theatricality, Hillel Schwartz explores how French Prophets’ performances might have reflected the personal concerns of the actors. In other words, he looks at the group for clues about the individual.
 My focus here, however, is to consider how the theatricality of the French Prophets raised new concerns about prophetic authority. Theatricality, as Elizabeth Burns defines it, is “any kind of behavior perceived and interpreted by others and described (mentally or explicitly) in theatrical terms.” In ordinary life (as opposed to the theater) theatricality implies or indicates composed or constructed behavior.
 For prophets, then, accusations of theatricality equated to attacks on prophetic authority because constructed prophecy was not divinely inspired. The human agent of such prophecy, rather than being a passive vessel of God’s message, instead became a scheming or deluded actor.


The French Prophets faced such accusations immediately after they came to London. The millenarianism of the French Prophets, which Hillel Schwartz describes as “turbulent and menacing,” 
 came across as threatening or far-fetched to most early eighteenth-century Londoners. More than one periodical referred to the arrival with disdain. The Observator, a paper that took a polemical stance against Jacobitism and High Church interests, had written in support of the “Protestant interest” in the Cévennes on multiple occasions.
 However, in 1707, it greeted with opprobrium the Prophets’ arrival in London, making fun of their “phrensical Notions of Religion.”
 The Observator’s criticisms fell in plentiful company. According to Schwartz’ calculations, some ninety books, pamphlets, and periodical articles were published against the French Prophets between 1707 and 1710.
 This was a considerable number, especially considering that only a few hundred persons were affiliated with the French Prophets.
 Criticism spilled over into the streets, as well. One account from Birmingham described how a mob attacked the French Prophets at their meeting there.


Critics were responding to something new in the prophecy of the inspired.
 The French Prophets’ behavior was often troubling to audiences, who wondered, as Schwartz puts it, whether such prophecy was not symptomatic “of something abnormal in the soul-body alliance.”
 As one opponent declared, “their Bodies are strangely and amazingly Agitated, and the Organ of their Voice is Over-ruled and commanded, and used by this Spirit of the Lord, as a supernatural Agent.” Richard Roach, writing after his falling out with the French Prophets, described the Prophets as “speaking in violent agitations of Body.”

Opponents labeled the prophets' behavior as exaggerated and outré, while the prophet's audience became “civil.” Like early Quakers who donned sackcloth and ashes or engaged in the practice of going naked as a sign, the French Prophets were often drawn to dramatic or signifying behavior. One French Prophetess “undress[ed] her self stark Naked at the Popish Chapel in Lincoln's Inn Fields” and preached before the congregation. She received sympathy from several of the men and women who believed her to be a “poor distracted person.” The author of the account remarked how “she refused their civility and would not be cover'd.”
 Other criticisms emphasized the French Prophets’ foreign connections. One particularly patriotic critic wondered how the French Prophets could believe that God would send messengers to warn England; after all, these prophets were no longer under persecution but were living in a Protestant country where “we have all Toleration.”
 Not surprisingly, some opponents went so far as to link the French Prophets to the stock villains of the early eighteenth century, the Jacobites and Jesuits.


From their earliest days in London, the French Prophets had associations with theatricality. Starting in November 1706, François-Maximilien Misson, a Huguenot, recorded the experiences of the émigrés who had witnessed the prophecy and miracles in the Cévennes. This publication came to print in April 1707 under the title Le théâtre sacré des Cévennes; ou, récit de diverses merveilles nouvellement opérées. John Lacy translated the work into English that same year.
 Hillel Schwartz notes other theatrical elements of the French Prophets. For example, the three original French Prophets from the Cévennes—Daudé, Fage, and Marion—were sentenced to stand on the scaffold (a sort of stage) at Charing Cross after being convicted of blasphemy and sedition. They attracted a large crowd of spectators, who pelted them with various objects. While they were forced to stand on the stage, and thus not “actors” in the sense of those who chose to engage in prophetic performances, their response suggests a certain performativity—especially the delight they received in drawing tears from some spectators.
 Even the cycle of many of the French Prophets’ prophecies and miracles had a theatrical element. When French Prophets delivered warnings to the various cities they visited, they often traveled in a group like a theater troupe, performing their prophecy before large crowds and then leaving.


As Susan Juster and Hillel Schwartz have both shown, opponents of the French Prophets used the idea of prophecy as a theatrical performance against the French Prophets. Many critics suggested that the French Prophets were posturing. For example, “pretended,” a term that had been thrown at the Quakers and Philadelphians, became one of the most frequently used terms in published attacks on the French Prophets. The anonymous author of one pamphlet wrote how “those Pretended Prophets, acted by ill designing Persons, continued their Assemblies in Soho, utter'd their False Predictions with great Noise and Vociferation, to the great Scandal and Disturbance of the Sober Inhabitants of the Part of the Town.”
 Another pamphlet described the actions of a female prophet who was “inspired with a pretended Spirit.”
 A third included tests or rules to determine whether a prophet was “false.”


Accusations that the French Prophets were pretending often drew on theatrical language. Jonas Barish has noted that terms borrowed from the theater and used to describe others almost always had a negative connotation.
 Such was the case with opponents of the French Prophets, who drew on theatrical expressions to suggest that the French Prophets were playing a role. This mode of observation about the French Prophets dated back to the Cévennes. As Jean Louvreleul noted of a nine year-old Camisard boy’s performance at a Mass, “it appear’d that he had been taught to play the Enthusiast, and had learnt a short Speech.”
 One critical account of the French Prophets in London included an extended metaphor on their theatricality. The pamphlet noted how the French Prophets, “having been so unpolitick as to erect their Stage here in London, their Legerdemain was soon smell’d out.” Yet, despite the sentencing of several Prophets for blasphemy, the group still continued its theatrical behavior: “the Ring Leaders resolv’d to pursue the Plot, and to act themselves in the Farce…John L[ac]y…undertook the Topping and Shining Part.”

This notion that the French Prophets were “playing a part” had ramifications for their autonomy as prophets. Hence while Ann Bathurst and Jane Lead suggested that they—whether under inspiration or not—had been chosen as representatives of the apocalyptic female figure in Revelation 12, female French Prophets tended to imitate such figures when under inspiration.
 Elizabeth Gray impersonated the Whore of Babylon, the female figure known as “Babylon the Great, the Mother of Prostitutes and Abominations of the Earth” whose apocalyptic downfall is prophesied in Revelation. Gray barricaded the door, took off her clothing, and put on a wig and hat that she found in the room.
 Keimer remarked that he saw his sister, a “lusty young Woman, fling another Prophetess upon the Floor…stamping upon her with Violence. This was adjudg'd to be a Sign of the Fall of the Whore of Babylon.”
 Another account reveals a similar reenactment involving a French Prophet who, “in his Inspiration fell upon a Prophetess inspired too, with all Violence beating her on the Breast, striking, stamping on her, and kicking her, using some such Words, ‘Thus shall it be done to the Whore of Babylon’, and yet the Woman rose and felt no Pain.”

These women were engaged in a different behavior from their Philadelphian counterparts. They were not “ambassadresses” of Divine Wisdom; they were enacting a role while under prophetic inspiration. This role involved enactment of the apocalyptic events prophesied in the Bible, but it also required that the prophet operate within a group context. The prophet’s words and actions only made sense in the context of another’s (or others’) prophecy. Here we see another point of contrast with Philadelphians such as Jane Lead. The French Prophets emphasized the judgment that would characterize the end times, and thus part of their focus was the apocalyptic events surrounding this judgment. But Lead, who emphasized universal restoration, directed her attention to the unsealing and revealing of new secrets in the last days. She believed that the second coming would involve a peaceful and smooth transition to the next world, one involving continuity rather than rupture.
 She had a highly individualized role as a prophet, sharing esoteric spiritual insights and secrets that had been opened to her.

Moreover, the association with Divine Wisdom was empowering for female Philadelphian prophets. Richard Roach went so far as to frame Lead’s prophetic activity and the eschatological role of Divine Wisdom in terms of female messianism.
 While some female Prophets claimed to be the woman in Revelation 12, not all roles that female French Prophets took on in their prophecy were positive. The Whore of Babylon—one of the most negative constructions of the female—was a role that female French Prophets enacted. But it was not one that male Prophets took on, which once again points to the subjugation of female French Prophets’ authority to larger group interests.

In one arena, however, the emphasis on the group over the individual helped female French Prophets. In general, female French Prophets were subject to the broader criticisms lobbied at the French Prophets, but they were not singled out for criticism to the extent that earlier female enthusiasts such as the Quakers had been.
 Notwithstanding, a few women did attract considerable negative attention for their prophetic behavior. One of these women was Elizabeth (Betty) Gray, who faced opposition and criticism both from within the French Prophets’ ranks and from outside the group. While the French Prophets never expelled Gray, she eventually lost her respected status as a prophet.
 Her problems began as early as August 1707, when she proclaimed that John Lacy would heal her. The miracle never materialized (although Gray claimed that it merely had been deferred). Later that year, Lacy struck Gray dumb for disobeying divine orders; Richard Roach later restored her voice. Gray also attracted attention for her dramatic imitation of the Whore of Babylon in public. Then, in 1712, John Lacy left his wife to live with Gray, claiming that it was God's will.
 Starting with the failed miracle, Gray began to alienate her fellow believers. Sarah Wiltshire, for example, wrote a letter to Roach in which she proclaimed how Gray’s example served as a reminder to avoid self-exaltation: “for none of the prophetesses was so highly blessed being set as a figure of the Church and Spouse of Christ for a time and now who is less than she? She’s now like an empty useless vessel.”

Self-exaltation conflicted with the idea of the prophet as a vessel through which the word of God flowed. But there was also something else at work here. Gray, as a French Prophet, prophesied as part of the entire group of French Prophets. By engaging in acts that conflicted with group interests and that drew attention to herself, she became “useless” not only as a prophetic vessel but also as a member of the group and its collective prophecy. This suggests that women in the French Prophet movement like Dorothy Harling and Elizabeth Gray, while accorded full status as prophets, were not accorded the authority that the “female ambassadresses” of the Philadelphian movement had.
Gray’s controversial reputation extended well beyond the French Prophets. When Thomas D’Urfey decided to write a play deriding the French Prophets, he chose Elizabeth Gray as the model for his female protagonist. In his preface, he implied that Betty Gray was well known for being a pretended prophet, scandalous and abominable. She may also have been on the stage. His comment that her character was known by the “play-house, and half the town besides” may refer to Gray's having had an association with Drury Lane at one point.

Religious enthusiasm had a longstanding connection to accusations of lewdness and lasciviousness, and women enthusiasts especially were often labeled as sexually immoral. Such a label was a variation of the construction of the “disorderly woman,” who threatened social order through her sexuality and power. The French Prophets were not exempt from such associations. But Gray’s opponents also linked her to the theater (or at least to theatricality), and the connection between theater, gender, sexuality, and social instability was particularly heated at the turn of the eighteenth century. It was during the Restoration that female actors first portrayed women on stage. Jean Marsden has argued that the representation of women could not be separated from the representation of their sexuality, leading to the stage becoming a source of cultural anxiety in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
 Stage women became more than actresses; they stood before the public and represented the cultural view of proper social codes of behavior and propriety.
 This understanding of the troubled connection between gender and theatricality at the beginning of the eighteenth century informs our understanding of the French Prophets (and especially Betty Gray) as theatrical beings. The public agitations of the female French Prophets were filtered through the same lens of social and cultural anxieties that shaped the early eighteenth-century London stage.

In the case of Thomas D'Urfey's satirical comedy, The Modern Prophets: or, New Wit for a Husband, the theater and the French Prophets’ theatricality came together. D'Urfey's play, produced at Drury Lane in late 1708, lasted three performances. In his preface to the published edition (1709), D'Urfey pointed out the bad timing of the play's release, which included the death of Queen Anne’s husband and the dispersion of the French Prophets. D'Urfey believed that, had the play been performed during the French Prophets’ trial or after the failure of Lacy to resurrect Emes, it might have run for much longer.
 Nonetheless, he did manage to get the play published the following year.

D’Urfey’s play was one of several written in the first half of the eighteenth century that satirized religious enthusiasm’s theatricality, the immorality or gullibility of its female devotees, and the corrupt power of its male leaders.
 One such example was Luise Adelgunde Gottsched’s 1736 comedy, entitled Pietism in Petticoats (Die Pietisterey im Fischbeinrocke). The play was partly her own and partly an adaptation of a satire on the Jansenists authored by Guillaume Hyacinthe Bougeant several years prior, called La femme docteur, ou la théologie janséniste tombée en quenouille (The Female Scholar, or Jansenist Theology from the Distaff Side).
 Gottsched’s play revealed both the gullibility and the naïveté of the female zealots under a Pietist minister’s sway. She reworked the language of Pietist tracts, creating a parody out of the mystical language of Pietist theologians.

A similar attack on religious enthusiasm appeared in the mid eighteenth-century plays that satirized the transatlantic revivalist George Whitefield. As Harry Stout has argued, Whitefield’s dramatic preaching had clear parallels to theater, especially in London and Bristol, where theater was a familiar institution of eighteenth-century life. Critics such as Alexander Garden and the Boston Evening Post remarked on Whitefield’s theatricality when he preached.
 The comparison likely cut deep for Whitefield, who detested the theater and frequently preached against it. The war between Whitefield and theater culminated in the publication of two plays that satirized the evangelist, turning around the accusations of sexual immorality that Whitefield leveled at the theater. The first play, Charles Macklin’s A Will and No Will (1746), included the character of an adulterous Methodist itinerant preacher. The second, Samuel Foote's The Minor, included the character of “Dr. Squintum” (a reference to Whitefield's strabismus). Squintum associated with a procurer, Mrs. Cole, who encouraged a young girl to a life of Methodism and prostitution.

Thirty years before “Dr. Squintum,” D'Urfey recognized that the theatricality of the French Prophets could be mimicked on stage. D'Urfey wrote an epistle dedicatory and a preface to the published version of his play, in which he explained his “satyrical endeavour to expose [the Prophets] as they deserved:”
My intention in writing this Comedy was very serious and moral, and grounded on a resolution, encourag'd by some, both wise and learned Persons, which was to expose the ridiculous Attempt of some Impostors, to set up for true Prophets, undermine reveal'd Religion, and covertly allure the Mob to favour the late Invasion, and the Pretender's Interest.

D'Urfey connected the French Prophets to a number of cultural anxieties, including Jacobitism, a fear of all things French, and religious radicalism. Indeed, he took the moral cause of his play—to expose these prophets as false—so seriously that he reversed a common trope in the satire of religious enthusiasm: he wrote the plot “in a graver method than usual,” avoiding “loose intriguing, cuckold-making, etc. which generally stuff other plays.”

D’Urfey made much of this decision, and he even included an epilogue from his lead actress that poked fun at him: “Of all the Maggots that infest the Brain,/Our Poet has the strangest, I'll maintain:/For that this Play should be design'd for taking,/Without Intrigue, or Smut, or Cuckold making.”
 D’Urfey accomplished his task by reconstructing the female protagonist of the play. In an age where the actress was an emblem of female sexuality, this was a striking move. Elizabeth Gray became Betty Plotwell, a clever schemer but hardly the “lewd” woman that D’Urfey claimed Gray to be. His excuse for this creative license was that he feared the “original nauseous character would shock the virtuous part of the female audience.” One scholar has suggested that D’Urfey may have been responding in part to pressures to cut down on the amount of female sexuality portrayed on stage.
 But D’Urfey’s reworking of Gray into Plotwell not only spoke to increasingly squeamish audiences: it also went against the broader cultural reputation of female agitators—and, more specifically, the reputation of Elizabeth Gray herself. It portrayed the female enthusiast not as lascivious but as a schemer aiming for marriage.

More importantly, the less sensational character of Betty Plotwell also served to further D’Urfey’s goal of exposing false prophecy. Rather than focusing on intrigue and cuckolding, the play highlighted the falseness of the French Prophets. It underscored the theatrical nature of Betty Plotwell, thus destabilizing the French Prophets' authority. Betty stood out because she was so blatantly clever in constructing her false prophecies and her theatricality. A schemer (hence the name Plotwell), Betty had made a deal with her lover, Ned. She would join in the prophets' agitations in order to get close to Ned's uncle, Squire Whimsey, and win his estate for Ned. In return, Ned would agree to marry Betty. Betty spoke openly of her theatrical skills as a false prophet to Ned: “I'm a rare actress you must know, and perform my rants, and my groans, my flights, and my fancies with exact method: I manage my soap for a foaming, better than any eastern gypsy; and have so pretty a trick to make my belly swell.”
 She was not the only “pretender.” All of the French Prophets in the play (most of whom were based on actual Prophets) were “impostors” or “sham-prophets.” Indeed, Betty commented to Magus, the leader, that “our Prophetical Design is only a Roguish Trick to disturb the Nation, and advance our own Profit.”


D'Urfey continued his attack on the French Prophets' authority throughout the play. In one scene, three tradesmen attempt to define prophecy. One asks what a prophet is, and a second struggles to come up with a definition: “a Prophet of the Old Times was a kind of a, sort of a, as one might say in a manner look ye, by the way upon Occasion, do ye mind me Neighbour, was one that by way of Learning or so, could a—a—.” The third man tries to help him out by saying, “write and read, and cast accompts I warrant.” D’Urfey contrasted this nebulous understanding of the ancient prophet with the “modern” French Prophets, who were easy to define: “a parcel of illiterable maggot heads, that go about groaning and snuffling, only to hatch roguery.”
 D'Urfey also made fun of the prophets' language, much like Gottsched later ridiculed that of her Pietist subjects. For example, when Betty tells Kate, the Prophets' hostess at Enfield, that Ned “is shortly to be one of the Chosen,” Kate responds, “Chosen! Ay, amongst young Wenches he's one of the Chosen indeed.”


D'Urfey further solidified the link between the real French Prophets and the characters in his play by adapting several of the French Prophets’ highly publicized events to his plot. Betty Plotwell impersonated the Whore of Babylon as her real-life model, Elizabeth Gray, had done. She also beat several other Prophets and struck Ned with a rod, in what was likely a reference to similar attacks instigated by female prophets such as Mary Keimer.
 Act IV included a failed resurrection of a doctor, in what was clearly a reference to John Lacy's botched attempt to raise Dr. Emes from the dead. The end of the play rings true to D’Urfey’s promise to produce a moral: the Prophets are carted off to prison to await their trial for blasphemy—yet another parallel to the real French Prophets, who were brought to trial for the same crime in 1707.

Through all of these examples, D’Urfey ridiculed the prophetic authority of the French Prophets. By reworking Plotwell’s character, D’Urfey created a character that gained attention for her prophetic posturing, rather than for her comedic intrigues. Moreover, D’Urfey’s work demonstrates how religious enthusiasm and prophecy in early eighteenth-century London became conflated with other cultural tensions. By the end of the play, the Jacobite invasion plot that the Prophets had attempted to participate in had been foiled, but not before D’Urfey planted a strong association between these prophetic “pretenders” and “the Pretender.” The French Prophets essentially used their prophecy as a pretext to hide “rebellious evil.”
 Thus, The Modern Prophets serves as an example of how critics used the theatricality of the French Prophets to undermine their prophetic authority. Through highly publicized miracles, prophecies, and trials, the French Prophets performed acts of prophecy that had some resonances with the theater. But such public, dramatic performances came at a price: their audience could turn the spectacle around and attack these “actors” who feigned their prophecy for corrupt ends. 

Conclusion
As all three cases in this chapter have shown, it was impossible to separate prophecy from its critical reception, whether that reception came from within the group or from outside audiences. Like the other prophets in this study, the Philadelphians and the French Prophets debated doctrinal notions of election, judgment, and grace. But they also debated notions of election as it related to prophetic calling: how did one validate the origins of his or her prophecy? What did true prophecy look like? What was the relationship between prophet and audience? The parameters of these questions adapted over time as prophecy itself changed. Hence as prophets reconstructed the relationship between prophecy and gender, and as prophecy entered the public sphere in new ways, the Philadelphians and French Prophets encountered new challenges in communicating and negotiating their prophetic authority, as the above examples show.

While the three cases considered here speak to questions of gender, performance, and prophetic authority, they also share a time and place in common: early eighteenth-century London. Prophetic authority came into play any time a person—male or female—claimed to speak for God. But it became a particular issue after the arrival of the French Prophets, as the myriad publications against the Prophets indicate. What made late Stuart London an environment in which questions of prophetic authority proliferated? In answering this question, one cannot overlook the role played by religious and political crisis. Recent scholarship has begun to challenge historiography that frames the mid seventeenth-century Civil Wars as revolutionary, while relegating the Glorious Revolution to a peaceful afterthought. Scholars such as Tim Harris, Tony Claydon, and Steven Pincus have shown that there was a substantial crisis over the nature of Protestantism and its relationship to the British state in the late Stuart and early Hanoverian periods.
 Tim Harris, for example, has argued that a fundamental transformation to British polity took place between the 1680s and 1720s, one whose heritage dated to the Glorious Revolution rather than to the British Civil Wars. This transformation involved the solidification of Britain as Protestant and as safe from the threat of continental “popery.”

If we approach the late Stuart period as a time of crisis and transformation, then we gain new insight into why the French Prophets’ prophetic authority became an issue. Their prophecy emerged out of a period of religious and political crisis, just as the Fifth Monarchists’ or early Quakers’ prophecy had. In 1706, the English were zealously Protestant yet at the same time closely linked to the European continent, which was majority Catholic. They spoke a language of national election, but at the same time they identified as part of an international Protestant community that included continental Europeans.
 It was into this environment of paradox—a pull between British Protestantism as national and British Protestantism as part of a cosmopolitan Protestant community—that the French Prophets arrived. As Hillel Schwartz points out, this paradox informed all levels of society. The illiterate had sympathies for those whom the Catholics persecuted, yet they were suspicious of all French people. The literate were aware of current controversies regarding revealed religion versus reason, yet they had not yet abandoned either.

The French Prophets also arrived at a time when “Anglicanism” was a contested term between High Churchmen and Latitudinarians. Moreover, they arrived at a time when the perceived threat of Catholicism remained a present concern, and when Deists, scientists, and radical Protestants debated miracles and prophecy. Britons with varying interests thus approached the French Prophets as an opponent whom they could attack as they staked out broader claims about religious enthusiasm and its relationship to science, religion, politics, and the public sphere. 
 As “outsiders” who came to England in a time of crisis, the French Prophets drew considerable attention from all—including the Philadelphians who had hoped to find in these French Prophets a possibly ally.

Years after the French Prophets’ movement died out, a cultural memory of the group continued. Susan Juster and Jon Butler have pointed out, for example, that later eighteenth-century Britons traced religious enthusiasm in their own day back to the French Prophets rather than to the Civil War sectarians. The French Prophets became the “antihero of the transatlantic revival.”

The association of the French Prophets with their later eighteenth-century legacy and the emphasis on the Civil Wars at the expense of the late Stuart crises are two factors which have led to the development of a historiographical narrative that creates a divide between seventeenth-century prophecy and eighteenth-century prophecy, and that tends to gloss over prophecy in the period between the Restoration and the arrival of the French Prophets.
 I would argue, however, that this division between seventeenth- and eighteenth-century prophecy is artificial. Prophecy continued throughout the period, and the connections between its seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century representations were considerable. A more complete picture of early modern British Atlantic prophecy can be gained from considering prophecy as a series of manifestations that recurred throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. A number of factors defined these manifestations. One was the natural ebb and flow that occurred within various radical religious movements as they entered their second generation. Also at play were changes that cut across religious movements, such as the shift to a more gendered female prophecy in the late seventeenth century. Another factor was the intensity of outside social and political crises, such as those that arose out of the Civil Wars, the Restoration, or the aftermath of the Glorious Revolution. And, as the final chapter of this dissertation will argue, transsectarian and transnational encounters among radical Protestants also determined the course of prophecy during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Lastly, there were the adjustments in how the prophet and her audience negotiated prophetic authority. But while prophecy and the factors that shaped prophecy changed over time, the need of the prophet to establish prophetic authority—to convince her fellow believers, her followers, and her broader audience that God had chosen her as a vessel of prophecy—remained constant.
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