
Brierley’s arrival in Grindleton & the Puritan context 

 

Sometime in early 1615 or before, some 20 years after these local enclosure maps, the 

chapelry of Grindleton (still part of Mitton and at least partly subservient to Waddington) 

decided to pay a new curate and chose, on the face of it, an entirely unremarkable 

character; a non-graduate, the son of a husbandman farmer from Rochdale.  

Brierley married 17-year-old Anne Hardman on 6th October 1615 in Bury. Anne was from 

that parish and had been baptised by Peter Shaw (senior), uncle of the Peter Shaw of whom 

we will speak later.  

Rochdale was a stronghold of radical Puritanism, singled out by the ecclesiastical 

authorities. The Midgleys – father and son ministers: Richard and Joseph - demonstrated all 

the typical misdemeanours of the Puritan extreme - plus a few more.  

But the border was the Ribble and Yorkshire was hardly a Puritan stronghold, the local 

concern being that Non-Conformism might creep over from Lancashire.  

However, surface appearances can be deceptive. Wakefield and Bradford had a succession 

of Puritan ministers. In Halifax, John Favour incubated a distinctly Non-Conformist variant 

and ran the local Exercise. But the nature of settlement in the area with its huge parishes 

such as Halifax, meant that there was a range of ‘township’ chapels and preaching within 

these was often more radical.  



 

Brierley lived in a remarkable time within the development of Puritanism. As Tyacke puts it: 

“Shortly after the accession of James I, a darkness seems to descend over the history of 

Puritanism. Or, to switch metaphors, the old roads appear to peter out and new ones only 

emerge on the eve of the Civil War.”  

And this leads to there being a neglected, searching time in the middle. And there is no 

doubt that this contextual setting coloured Brierley’s development. 

 

The Pietist Turn was an inward turning of Puritanism. Having failed to transform the Church 

of England, they concentrated on transforming themselves. At its most extreme it was 

characterised by the Precisianist ‘blissful walking’ of ‘the godly’, even celebrating illness 



which demonstrated that God still wanted to test you. And the people who were most 

influential on Puritans in this period were perhaps Richard Greenham (no picture) and 

William Perkins, whose lifetime sales surpassed even those of Calvin in England. He was a 

proponent of Theodore Beza’s brand of ‘double predestination’ – i.e. if you were destined to 

be damned, there was nothing you could do about it.  

 

The extent to which Brierlism (a term used once – here in Josiah Collyer’s preface to 

Brierley’s ‘Bundle’ as a synonym) and Grindletonianism are to be treated as one and the 

same is critical. They were around in the same place, same time but that does not make 

them identical. Reading Bundle is hard and yields little. We have no early Brierley with 

which to compare it and we do not know what self-censorship was included. Brierley may 

always have considered that everything he was saying was a formal restatement of 

Protestantism. But the respect held for the man in Grindletonian thinking makes it 

exceptionally difficult to support complete disassociation.  

 


