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Introduction

One of the privileges of working at the intersection of one academic discipline
with another is the realisation that the two disciplines have evolved in quite different
directions, and that new developments in one can engender fruitful work in the other.
This thesis is concerned with ecclesiastical music and religion in early Stuart
England, and is thus located within and between history and musicology. Its objective
is to discover how people in early Stuart England understood the place of music in
worship, how music could affect the hearer and how one was to determine what was
appropriate music for the task. We shall discover that previous suppositions about
how such understandings mapped onto categories of theological analysis current in
the historiography are inadequate. In the realm of musical practice, through an
examination of the available evidence of practice in selected cathedral and collegiate
churches, we will find that variations in practice equally do not match our patterns of
liturgical variation. It will also become clear that scholars’ current tendency to take
particular cases as exemplary of more general patterns is one that presents more
problems than it solves.

It would be fair to say that the dominant trend in early Stuart scholarship for
the first half of the twentieth century was to look for continuities and evolutionary
progression in the politico-religious events of the period, and to stress the stability
and harmoniousness of the Stuart polity. The key factor in the outbreak of war for
figures such as S.R. Gardiner and Charles Firth was the emergence of an agitatory
Puritan minority with designs on the overthrow of the whole structure. The economic,
class based analyses of the Civil War, following the seminal work of R.H. Tawney,
and latterly most associated with Christopher Hill, were a valuable corrective to the
Whiggish tendencies of previous interpretations. However, they also dealt with the
Puritans as prime movers in the outbreak, ranged against a relatively homogenous
Anglican establishment.1
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Since the early 1970s, against the backdrop of dominant socio-economic
analyses, the role of religion in shaping the events of the 1630s and 1640s has firmly
been reasserted, leading John Morrill to describe the cataclysm as the last of Europe’s
wars of religion.2 One of the lynch-pins in this continuing debate of definition among
English churchmen has been the distinctiveness or otherwise of those clergy
associated with the ascendancy of Archbishop Laud, variously known as ‘Laudians’,
‘Arminians’ or ‘Anti-Calvinists’. Firth had interpreted Laud and his group as of a
continuum with the broader English church, ranged against a distinctive and agitatory
Puritan minority.3 Nicholas Tyacke on the other hand has sought more to stress the
distinctiveness of the ‘Anti-Calvinists’ in theological terms, and took the doctrine of
grace as a touchstone of a fundamental division between Calvinists (encompassing
both Puritans and moderate conformist figures) and ‘Anti-Calvinists’. The Jacobean
church for Tyacke was characterised by a general consensus between nonconformist
and conformist figures over certain touchstones of Calvinist theology, a balance
fatally disturbed by the Arminian group, which found its genesis in the 1590s but
achieved hegemony under the patronage of Laud and Archbishop Richard Neile. 4
Since Tyacke’s thesis was first advanced, much work has been done on
locating both ‘Puritanism’ and ‘Arminianism’ in the spectrum of the church, and
within a line of continuity of development. It has been demonstrated that Puritanism
was in some senses doctrinally of a kin to the Tyackean ‘Calvinist consensus’ (as it is
termed) of the Jacobean church, and that one of the achievements of James’ rule was
to bind the majority of the most nonconformist clergy into the church by a
heterogenous policy of patronage to the episcopal bench, and by a light hand of
enforcement of ceremonial uniformity. At the same time Puritanism has been shown
to have been at the very least in the vanguard of Calvinist theology, with a more
marked personalisation of the doctrine of election, and with an imperative for
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personal renewal and reform of society and the visible church by the saving remnant
of the godly .5
Likewise, much work has been done exploring the nature of Arminianism.
Ken Fincham and Andrew Foster, inter alia, have sought to demonstrate the
radicalism and coherence of Arminianism, specifically in styles of episcopal
government and in attitudes towards the relationship between the church and secular
government, but also with regard to ceremonial conformity and the attention paid
towards church fabric and the altar.6 At the same time Kevin Sharpe, Peter White and
George Bernard have sought to demonstrate the continuities between Arminian
thought and that of conformist figures, and that Laud’s policies in the 1630s were
nothing more than a more rigorous enforcement of policies inherent within the
Jacobean church. Sharpe has also cast doubt on how much Laud was in fact the prime
mover in these polices, emphasising the role of Charles. 7
Alongside these analyses, significant work has been done on the middle
ground of the English church. The work of Peter White and Judith Maltby, amongst
others, have drawn attention to a significant constituency of those who were neither
intransigent Puritan nonconformists, nor supporters of Laudian innovation, but rather
had grown attached to the ideal of the church as settled under Elizabeth and James.
Maltby’s analysis of petitions to the Long Parliament in support of episcopacy and
the Book of Common Prayer reveals a body of opinion opposed to perceived Laudian
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innovations (in direct counter to the work of Christopher Haigh) but supportive of the
reform rather than the uprooting of the English church.8

In the last decade, the debate on how to define religious ‘types’ has undergone
a further refinement, with increasing attention being paid to religious ‘styles’ or
‘cultures’, loose concatenations of forms of religious behaviour, some or all of which
a ‘Puritan’ or ‘Arminian’ might display. Christopher Durston and Jacqueline Eales
have recently identified Puritanism not as simply a coherent doctrinal system, but as a
‘common spiritual and cultural outlook’, a ‘highly distinctive cast of mind or
mentalite which displayed itself … as an unique and dynamic religious culture’9
Puritanism is then a ‘culture’, some or all of the aspects of which a ‘Puritan’ may or
may not display at various times and places, and evidence of one or more such
behaviours does not necessarily add up to one being a Puritan.10
Similarly, Peter Lake has identified a ‘Laudian style’, which despite having no
summa (rather being a patchwork of responses to individual problems) represented ‘a
coherent, distinctive and polemically aggressive vision of the Church, the divine
presence in the world and the appropriate ritual response to that presence’.11 Lake
however denies the existence of a list of shibboleths, the presence of one of which
8
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betrays the presence of ‘Laudianism’. The distinctiveness of Laudianism lies in ‘not
so much any of the individual opinions that made up the whole, but the overall
package, the ideological synthesis, and the resulting style, the polemical orientation
and aesthetic and argumentative tone of the whole position.’12 Lake has elsewhere
stressed the danger of stressing one element of the synthesis over others, and taking
one element as the ‘hallmark’ of a Laudian. In this view, Laudian polemic has
maximum and minimum positions, capable both of extreme positions on the authority
of the Old Testament and of patristic precedent, and of a conformism to the power of
the prince over adiaphora indistinguishable from Whitgift. The coherence of Laudian
aesthetics ‘was not underpinned by an equally coherent argumentative or
epistemological foundation.’13
Much work has been done in recent years on investigating these components
of Puritan or Laudian style. The varying attitudes to ‘church art’ whether it be the
altar or altar furniture, or public crucifixes, or depictions in stained glass have
attracted much scholarly attention over recent years, as has the question of church
building, and the altar policy itself.14 Much of this work has pointed to a distinctive
Laudian view on both the permissibility and the usefulness of the visual image in
worship. Thus Jacqueline Eales has referred to a ‘revival of church art’ in the 1620s
and 1630s which was ‘spearheaded by the King and the Court and was endorsed by
the religious grouping headed by Archbishops Neile and Laud, who were widely
dubbed “Arminians” by contemporaries’. This was part of a wider debate over
religious imagery and its symbolic significance, waged between ‘on one side the
Crown and its advisers [who were] alarmed by what they perceived as a Puritan threat
to political order and hierarchy; [and] the Crown’s critics [who] feared that
traditional English liberties, including right religion, were being sacrificed in pursuit
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of Catholic-inspired authoritarian rule.’15 Margaret Aston has also referred to royal
endorsement of a policy of setting up images and altars under Charles I. Aston
mentions ‘Laudian’ figures such as Laud himself, Samuel Harsnett, John Bridgeman
and John Cosin, as well as more ambiguous figures such as John Williams, Bishop of
Lincoln, and Godfrey Goodman of Gloucester.16
It will be clear that the scholarship relaying to the cultures of early Stuart
religion has so far tended to stress the distinctiveness of the clusters of religious
behaviours designated as ‘Laudian’ or ‘Puritan’. The state of understanding relating
to the place of music in these syntheses is less clear.
The research done on music in the early Stuart church has tended to fall into
two (albeit not mutually exclusive) categories: that done by historians, and that by
musicologists. Perhaps not surprisingly, given the specialist nature of the analytical
tools needed, the treatment of church music by historians has tended to eschew issues
of performance practice, style and composition, and has dealt more with the tangible
aspects of music: traditional forms of historical evidence such as the incidence and
use of the organ, the mode of dress of the choir and the behaviour and numerical
strength of singers and organists. Hence Stanford Lehmberg, in his work on English
cathedrals deals with numbers, remuneration and behaviour of musicians, and also
with the use of organs and instruments, but only at the level of noting the existence of
such. Issues of repertoire and performance practice are not treated. A similar set of
priorities inform the work of Claire Cross on opposition to the perceived abuses of
cathedral establishments.17
An examination of the historiographical treatment of Cosin’s activities at
Peterhouse is instructive in this regard. T.A. Walker, the historian of the College
pauses only to note the installation of a new organ under Cosin’s mastership.18
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Similarly, F.J. Varley restricts any consideration of musical activity in Cambridge in
the years preceding the Civil War to those passing comments contained in the
documents he transcribes.19
More recent work has been equally unforthcoming on the subject. John Twigg
has suggested that the introduction of organs at Jesus, St John’s and Christ’s indicates
‘an increased musical component in religious worship’, although he did list Christ’s
as one of those colleges whose ‘Laudianisation’ occurred late and through a
recognition of the necessity to conform, rather than from enthusiasm. Twigg does not
discuss the actual use of these organs, and whether this pattern of apparent musical
expansion was repeated across Cambridge.20 Finally, John G. Hoffman, in an
otherwise admirable treatment of the work of Cosin and his predecessor Matthew
Wren at Peterhouse, relies in his account of music in the college (one of the fullest
such accounts in the literature) almost entirely on the work of the musicologist Peter
Le Huray (discussed below) and the cataloguer of the Peterhouse music manuscripts,
Anselm Hughes.21 The judgement that ‘in these choir-books we see the High Church
revival of the reign of Charles I translated into terms of music’ is that of Hughes, and
it is one which I shall examine fully in Part 2.22

In more general work on the period, there has been a persistent but
unsystematic sense that Laudians were in some sense favourable towards music, but
this is never worked out either in comparison to other churchmen, or in terms of its
theological basis or stylistic distinctiveness. Hence Andrew Foster, in work on
Archbishop Richard Neile, noted in passing Neile’s role in providing new organs at
York and Durham and, without any further development, later asserted as part of a
coherent Arminian programme that ‘they reacted angrily when church music was
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abused and saw ceremony as essential to true worship.’23 In a similar fashion, Richard
Cust and Ann Hughes have asserted that Laudians promoted ‘elaborate ceremonial
and visual and musical images rather than the lively preaching of the Puritans’
without a full working out of the evidence for such an assertion, or references to such
work elsewhere.24
The most thorough-going attempt in a work of musicology to address the
period is Peter Le Huray’s Music and the Reformation in England, 1549-1660, a work
yet to be seriously challenged in the thirty-four years since its publication.25
However, its analysis of the theological background to the 1630s is now significantly
outdated, caught as it is in a simple oppositional model of ‘Puritan’ against ‘High
Church’. The Puritan wing of the argument is represented here by William Prynne
(the Histriomastix of 1633) and the arguments of Peter Smart, the Durham
prebendary, against the innovations of John Cosin at Durham, and unfortunately their
views are only illustrated by the colourful denunciations of perceived abuses within
the church more generally.26 No attempt is made to discern what a Puritan view
might be if extracted from the polemically charged atmosphere of the 1630s.
Likewise, Le Huray posits the existence of a ‘High Church’ party, first arising
during the early years of James’ reign, and embodied in Lancelot Andrewes, Laud,
William Juxon and the younger Matthew Wren and Cosin.27 Unfortunately for our
purposes, the defining characteristic of this movement is simply described as that
‘wherever it flourished, however, especial attention was paid to the outward forms
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and observance of daily worship’.28 Within this analysis, the work of Cosin at
Durham is taken to be representative of the ‘party’ as a whole. Le Huray then leaves
us with a view of a Puritan party simply opposed to music in general, and a High
Church party generally in favour of ‘music’, without a clear analysis of why or how
these positions were articulated and practised.
A similar interpretative framework is adopted by Nicholas Temperley in his
influential study The Music of the English Parish Church,29 a work as yet
unsurpassed in scope. The Jacobean church is characterised by a ‘rebellion against
Calvinism’, beginning in Cambridge in the 1590s, best represented by Richard
Hooker, and reaching its zenith with Laud’s accession to Canterbury, and the
innovations of Cosin at Durham. This movement found a renewed ‘appreciation of
beauty as an ornament to worship’ and, implicit in Temperley’s account, a renewed
role for music in the cathedral service.30
A recent work on selected cathedrals and Cambridge colleges has also
displayed a similarly limited view of the linkage between Laudianism and musical
practice.31 Ian Payne’s exhaustive examination of patterns of expenditure on music
copying, work done on organs and the use of instruments first assumes an enhanced
view of music in Laudian thought, and then attributes increases in expenditure on
musical activity to Laudian influence. Hence all the musical innovations in
Cambridge in the 1630s are a ‘remarkable tribute to the influence exerted by Laud via
his carefully selected heads of colleges,’32 and in general the Laudian movement of
the 1630s ‘witnessed a general increase in musical activity on a scale that is rivalled
only by the revival of Catholicism under Mary, and this was concomitant with the
Arminian view that it had a vital part to play in the ‘beauty of holiness proper to
church services.’33 A particular example of Payne’s treatment of the processes by
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which Laudian influence operated can be found in an earlier article on Trinity
College, in which Payne notes the conformist steps taken by the college in 1636 in
decorating the chapel and moving the altar to the east end.34 It is then for Payne
‘perhaps surprising that there is no evidence of increased musical activity at this
time.’35 The work of John Twigg has suggested that it is more probable that such
changes were a recognition of inevitability, rather than positive enthusiasm.36 As will
be demonstrated, Payne’s analysis ignores the complexities of attributing expenditure
on musical activity to Laudian enthusiasm, and attributes Laudian influence to
chapters where there was none, on the basis of an assumption that where there is
increased musical activity, there is Laudianism.
In the most detailed examination of the relationship between musical practice
and liturgical thought to date, Lothar Bleeker, in an examination of the musical
activity of John Cosin, first at Durham and then as Master of Peterhouse, portrays
Cosin as a typical churchman of his type, and in doing so both implicitly and
explicitly extrapolates equivalent musical practice to other Laudian figures,
attributing a consistency of thought and practice to ‘Laudians’ unwarranted by his
analysis.37 Bleeker’s analysis is severely hampered by this concentration on Cosin as
an ideal embodiment of the younger generation of Arminians, his elision of ‘Puritan’
and ‘Calvinist’ thought throughout, and by the fact that his study deals only with
Durham and Peterhouse.38
One study of the relationship between theological and musical thought which
stands rather in splendid isolation is John H. Shepherd’s The changing theological
concept of sacrifice, and its implications for the music of the English church c.15001640 (Cambridge Ph.D. thesis, 1984). This seeks to demonstrate that a recovery of a
late medieval sense of the sacrifice at the Eucharist as a propitiatory one was to be
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found in the writings of some Jacobean divines, followed by later Caroline figures.
Central to this movement were Buckeridge, Hooker and Lancelot Andrewes, as well
as Laud, Cosin, Arthur Lake and Robert Sanderson. It is argued that as a direct result
of this newer understanding of the dignity of human work at the Eucharist, music
found a renewed status in the worship of the church. However, fascinating and
stimulating though the thesis is, it is my contention that Shepherd fails to establish
anything more than a coincidental link, in a small sample of writers, between a
renewed sense of the character of the sacrifice, and some mostly unconnected
thoughts on music in worship as a positive thing. In my opinion, none of the writers
cited at any point discuss music in the terms of sacrifice that would be necessary to
establish such a link in theory. I shall argue in subsequent sections that these
discussions of music must be located within a wider complex of commonplaces of
musical thought which were in fact were common to most, if not all, such theorists.
Shepherd’s work is also hampered by a lack of firm contextualisation, putting
together as being of a piece figures as diverse as Cosin, Laud, the Jacobean Bishop of
Bath and Wells Arthur Lake, the moderate Robert Sanderson, and Interregnum
figures such as Anthony Sparrow and John Gauden.39
In the light of this work, this thesis will demonstrate two related but distinct
points. In Part One, by means of an examination of the printed and manuscript
writings on the role, function and efficacy of music in the worship of the church, it
will be argued that no clear epistemological, hermeneutic or psychological divisions
can be made between ‘Laudian’ and ‘non-Laudian thinkers on these issues. It will be
argued that no coherent Laudian or non-Laudian positions can be posited, but rather
that all parties assented to a number of central principles but were either unable or
unwilling to apply these to specific music in specific times and places. In Part Two,
by an examination of musical practice in selected and cathedral and collegiate
churches, it will likewise be shown that there can be no necessary mapping of
theological standpoint onto musical practice.
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