The last of the Shireburnes: the art of death and life in Recusant Lancashire, 1660-1754.

When JM. Turner came to make his sketches of Stonyhurst Hall and the neighbouring
church at Great Mitton, for thefirst timein 1799, he wasimmediately struck by themelancholia and
faded splendour of that part of 'darkest' rural Lancashire. Perched high upon the brow of Longridge,
the mandon commanded sweeping views of the valey beneath, of Pendle Hill and of thedistant
market town of Clitheroe while the thirteenth century church of All Hallows- amod lost in the
foldsof the countryside - sat squaly on theborders of Lancashire and Y orkshire, at the confluence
of the Rivers Calder, Ribble and Hodder, and served as a stubborn reminder of an earlier and less
secular age Redatively untouched by theforces of indudridisation, these buildingsproved addight
to the Gothic imagination of the young artist. The empty pedestals of Satueslong ago melted down
and the scratched and defaced sonelionsthat looked out dong the central avenue of the parkland,
seemed entirely in-keeping with the solemn line of recumbent effigiesto the Shireburnelords of
Stonyhurst, which dominated the north wall of thar private chgpd at Mitton. Consequently, it was
little wonder tha Turner subsequently chose to pass over the hugle and bugle of thenewly re-
established Jesuit schod - which had settled at theHall after the Orde's hagty flight from
Revolutionary Europe - and to ignore themundane scenes of Anglican worship in the nave of All
HallowsOChurch, in order to recapture something of the grandeur and feudd glory of their past *.
Divorced fromthear contemporary roles, Turne'sviews of these sights chose to reflect not only an

idealised landscape but a so the sense of decay and trandgence, which inevitably accompanied the
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declineand eventud extindion of agreat noble house. A geneation later, these very same motifsb
of adoomed family, of the mysteries and semi-magica propetiesof Roman Cathdicisminits
English context, and of the continued wildness of the Lancastrian countryside- would resurface
powerfully in oneof Mrs. Gaskel I bleakest short stories 2. Yet this broading sense of ill-ease and
decay only manifested itself in thefinal years of the dynasty, and would have been entirely out of
place during the peiod from 1660-1702 when successve Shireburnelordsof Stonyhurst grew in
self-confidence and fashioned durable networks of kinship, power, and paronage from their

Northern stronghold.

Having dominated thelandscape and loca pdlitics of North-Eastern Lancashire for more
than a century - through their lavish building projects and increasingly uncompromising adherence
to Roman Catholicism - the direct male bloodlineof the Shireburnefamily had failed dramatically
in 1702, while thedegth of the last direct femae har in 1754 had witnessed thefind eclipse of the
dynasty and the break-up its their landsand propeties . Though thefailure of Roman Catholic
families, amongthegentry in eastern L ancashire and the West Riding of Y orkshire, to reproduce
themsalves was not uncommon during this period: the blow struck to the Shireburneswas
particularly severe and has served to effectively excise the memory of ther influence, onboth a
regiond and nationd leve, from the work of successive generations of political and religious

historians®. Thisisal the more surprising since, in late seventeenth century L ancashire, the
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Shireburnes had been theexemplars of a Roman Catholic family in waiting; thevery people that
James || had looked to in order to form anew palitica classin the wake of the Declarationsof
Indulgence granted by him in 1687-88. Defying notionsof thequietism, paochidism andthe
impecunity of Northern Catholicism they had, by the early 1680s, aready achieved an impressive
local dominancein Lancashire, and hdd estates ranging from Northumberland and Y orkshire to the
Ideof Man; aswell asatownhouse in fashionable Bedford Row, Bloomsbury, and a manor house,
complete with orchards, on theoutskirts of Preston®. The family authorised the prospecting for coal
on Longridge and attempted to foster the growth of the woollen indudry in theRibble Valey; while
Sir Nicholas Shireburne (1658-1717) imported paintings furniture and carvingsfrom asfar afield
asIndia, Chinaand Japan, and amassed alargepersond library which included the original
manuscript of the Luttrell Psalter . Having toured Europeand sat before Kndler'seasdl, this
redoubtable GBrand SeigneurOdevoted hislatter years - aswe shdl see - to forging a series of
dynastic marriages among the English Catholic gentry, which effectively consolidaed his northern
possessions and united the Shireburnes with the enormouspower and prestige of the Howardsof

Norfolk ’.
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Thoughthey had not gained thelevel of toleration and thefreedom of worship that they had
s0 desired, theearly years of the Restoration had brought real benefits to the Roman Cathdlic
community in the North and donemuch to dampen sectarian tengons With thenewly re-
established ecclesiagtica courts proving ineffective, and the High Commission alowed to remain a
distant memory, theenforcement of the Penal Laws was now madelargely dependent upon the
individual judgement of local Sheriffs and Justices of the Peace. Asthese officeswere frequently
saffed by the Shireburnes near neighbours, Protestant friends or clients - such asthe Ashetons of
Whalley, theNowells of Read or the Towneleys of Towndey - prosecution took on afar more
persondlised and, potentially, far more socialy divisive and unwel come aspect. Consequently,
though the townsfolk of Clitheroeand Blackburn might view the Cathdic chapd at Stonyhurst with
grave misrug and the local authorities might, in later years, complain bitterly of thelittle
processons of rura workersfrom the dopes of Pendle to the gates of the Hall, in order that they
might receive the Roman sacrament, little was actudly done to disturb the Shireburnes pattern of
worship. Thiswasin pat ameasure of thefamily'simpressve level of loca dominance, exercised
through the careful combination of paternalism towardsloya tenants and their co-reigionists, and a
ruthless determination to crush al of thosein thar designated oatrimonyOwho had chosen to
disagree with ther aims or had medd ed too deeply in their affairs. The Anglican incumbent of
Great Mitton Church, the Rev. Samud Felgae, was one individual whofelt theforce of thar strong
displeasure. In 1677 despite his concerted objections he coud do nathing to prevent Richard
Shireburne (1636-1689) frominterring his private chaplain within thegroundsof thechurch, with

the bendfit of thefull Roman Massfor the Dead. Moreover in 1682, despite pditioning to theKing
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for redress, Felgate was unable to seetheglebelandsat Mitton restored to the Church of England,
after ther seizure by the Shireburneclan. Beset by the struggle to wrest the municipalities away
from thecontrol of the Whigs it would seem tha Charles |l had little interest in alienating hisrural
Tory supporters and chose ingead to temparise, putting off abinding decisontill alater,

unspecified, date 8.

Such robug public defences of thar rdigiousfaith and property rights did, however, come
a aprice. Despite their successes and the relative lifting of theburden of crippling fineson noble
recusants after 1660, the Shireburneswere gill extremely vulnerable to sudden sea-changesin the
mood of the population a largeand, above dl, to dramatic shiftsin the composgtion and outlook of
the naiond government. More serioudy, thesimple fact that Pend L egidation continued to exist at
all, effectively precluded the expangon of the family's power base into court circles - with the brief,
but sgnificant exception of theyearsfrom 1685-88 - and dramatically limited thewaysin which
expressions of itspditical and dynastic significance might be couched. Denied thetraditiond option
of serviceto the sovereign, through administrative expertise, foreign diplomacy or military service,
the later Shireburnes were forced - of necessity - to display their loydty to the House of Stuart and
their clamsto regiond dominance through congpicuousconaimption, theprovison of charity to the
poor and elderly, and through the commissioning of mgor building works, which explicitly set out
to glorify their names and deeds In thecontext of |ate seventeenth and early eighteenth century
England, such aristocratic projects were by no meansexceptiond or even particularly uncommon.
What did, however, set theactivities of the Shireburnes apart - from bath their Anglican rivalsand

from themajority of their Roman Catholic peers - was the scale and intendty of their pursuits, and

8 J. Bossy, The English Catholic Community, 1570-1850, (London, 1975), pp.122 & 142.
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the explicit link madebeween al of their endeavours and their rigid adherence to thar faithin

adversty.

These themes of congstency and virtue, displayed in times of the greatest ordedl, had gone
some way to offset and to explain the loss of influence occasioned by thefamily's changein status
after the 1620s from GChurch papistsQ indined to trim thdr sailsin accordance with thedictates of
the times, to irreconcilable and overt recusants °. Thuseven though he might not be able to rideto
war againg marauding Scots, as had his great-great grandfather, or sit upon official county
commissions as had his great-grandfather, Sir Nichdas Shireburnehad nevertheless been
bequeathed a powerful counter-tradition of service and self-sacrifice to the cause of English Roman
Catholicism, which had been dramatically chated by the careers of both hisfather and grandfather
19 Degpite earlier tales of family members stuffing up their ears so that they might not have to hear
therecitation of the Anglican rite, theroats of thistradition really became established during the
civil war years. Though he had only given tacit support to King Chales|, Richard Shireburne
(1586-1668) had witnessed the passage of bath the Scottish and English armies across his estates
during ther running batles over Longridge before the decisive encounter at Preston in Augugt
1648, and had twice tha month been forced to play the urwilling hog to Oliver Cromwell and his
saff captainsfrom the New Model Army. Threatened with heavy fines, thoughlessfor his

Roydism than for hisdecision to providea Roman Catholic education for hisheir a the English
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College a St.Omers, hecompounded his estatesin 1649 and - with his hedth failing Bself-
constioudy adopted the personaof the GEminent SuffererQ that of onehad sacrificed everything
that was dear to him, in order to beof serviceto his cause. Thisimage of the devout patriarch, a
gentleman brought low and reduced to the statusof an invalid through the adherenceto hisreligious
prindples, was apaent one which was congstently perpetuated by his descendants and was
afforded the fullest expression in thefunerary monument raised to him, by his daughter-in-law and
grandson, aquarter of a century after his death **. Indeed, even though the Restoration brought
about therapid resurgence of thefamily'sfortunes, the concept of their willing sacrificefor the
conjoined causes of the Stuart monarchy and the Roman Catholic Church in England, was
continually appealed to and successfully reactivated a times of grave criss- whether in 1678, 1688-
89, 1694 or 1715- up urtil thar eventud eschewa of active involvement in Jacohite politics during

the 1740s.

TitusOates fevered revelations of a QPopish PlotOfound a strong echoin eastern Lancashire
and the West Riding of Y orkshirein thewinter of 1678-9, with the evidence submitted to the
authorities by Robert Bolron. Thehall at Stonyhurst was subjected to athorough search, but its
windowless chapel went undetected and its dtar remained hidden from prying gaze behind thick
curtainsand drapes *2. Although thefamily's Jestiit chaplainshad either fled or taken refugein one
of the many priest-holestha honeycombed the house; thedamage doneto the Church'soperation in

the North was considerable. Furthermore, theloca Protestant dites who served as the Judtices of the
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Peace were now forced to play afar more active role in enforcing the letter of thelaw and bringing
known recusantsto tria. Asaresult, on 28 November 1678, theentire Shireburneclan - comprising
Squire Richard (1636-89); hiswife, Isabdla; and their two sons Richard of Wigglesworth (1652-
90) and Nicholas - were indi cted and subsequently fined before the magistrates at Blackburn. Worse
gill, theyounger Richard was specifically implicated in theunfolding alegationsof a concerted
conspiracy and chase, in December 1680, to go into hiding; while hisfather wasforced to endure a

brief spdl of imprisonment until the force of the alegationshad dissipated *2.

The brief reign of James |l promised and, indeed, did deliver much to thefamily. Thereis
evidence to suggest that the Shireburnes had enjoyed cordial relationswith the Duke of Y ork before
his accession to thethroneand that they had done much to advance the military career of oneof
their clients, Sir Edward Chaleton, in his service. Moreover, Nicholas Shireburne appearsto have
come swiftly to Jamess attention and to have been quickly recognised, and rewarded, for hisloyalty
and potentia ability. Despite his postion as ayounge son, it was heBbrather than his shadowy elder
brother, Richard of Wigglesworth - who appearsto have been active in promoting the profile of the
family at court. It may even have been due to this disparity beween theinterests, endeavours and
abilities of his children that led the eder Richard, in hiswill, to place his estatesinto trug for his
wife, during her lifetime. Only after her death, were they to befully appartioned between ther two
sons ™. Whatever the case, NichdasOcareer was clearly in the ascendant in the period from 1685-
88, as heenjoyed thetrug and friendship of the King, and based himself in Londonand at
Cartingtonin Northumberland, while his brother took over therunning of the Shireburnemanor and

estates at Wigglesworth, in North Y orkshire. Having co-ordinated the efforts of James|1&1and
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agentsin Ireland, liased with Tabat about thefuture scheme of government for that kingdom, and
having established cordial relationswith the Irish Catholic gentry, Nichdas was created a Barone B
during thelifetime of hisfather - on 4 February 1686 by agrateful sovereign . Othe officid
appantments followed, which restored the Shireburnes to a prominence within the administration of
Northern England that they had not enjoyed since the Reformation. On 25 June 1688, Sir Nicholas
was oneof anumber of ultra-loyalist gentlemen - induding his kingmen, the Widdringtons and the
future Jacobite agent and plotter, Sir John Fenwick - who were appointed to serve asthe Deputy
Lieutenants of Northumberland; while on 17 September 1688, hisfather was authorised to serve as
aDeputy Lieutenant in theWest Riding of Y orkshire *. The elder Richard was not dowin
asserting his family's growing authority and self-confidence. Disregarding the pend legidation, with
confined theprovison of education soldly to the discretion of the Anglican Church, heemployed
John Cottam - a Roman Catholic teacher - to indruct histenants children in religionand grammar,
in November 1685, before raising and endowing a GreeOschool a Hurst Green early in the
following year. Cottam'slong tenure as master, and the Shireburneésinsistence that Qhesaid
Schodmadte]r E [should] be nominated placed and displaced at the will and pleasure of Richard
Scireburne[sic] and hisHeiresmaeE for ever hereafterQ) does much to re-enforce the picture of a
family whointended to reward good service, while keeping atight control over the running their
estates, and providing tangible evidence of the resurgence of thar faith through the solidity of bricks
and mortar . Thissense of astrict and highly devout, paterndism was given further expressionin

Richard's charitable bequests to the poor and his covert establishment of an ams house on
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Longridge which was possibly aso situated at Hurst Green. Thereis good evidence that he
intended to formaise these arrangements and to build a permanent hastel, circumventing thenormal
operation of the Poor Law entirely and rendering the Shireburnesthemog significant - and

generous- local dispengers of charity and outdoor relief to thepoor and dispossessed *.

However, the sudden, spectacular, and entirely unforeseen collapse of James|i'sregime, in
the winter of 1688-89, brought adramatic halt to all of these schemes and to thefamily'sbid for
regiond predominance. Indeed their strength and loyalty to the King, when combined with the
proximity of ther lands to a possibleinvasion route from Irdland, and Sir NicholasCfirm contacts
with Tabat and the Gaglic Irish, marked the Shireburmes out Bin theeyes of the Northern Whigs-
as being aparticularly dangerousand maignant clan. It isnatable that a curiouspaalyss seemsto
have taken hold of thefamily in theclosng monthsof 1688, for they madeno attempt to muder
troopsor to hdd Chester for James|1. However, in the summer of 1689, when Jacobite agents
landed at Codkerham Sands they brought with them declarationsto raise Lancashire in thename of
thefdlen Stuart King and acommission explicitly empowering the edde Richard Shireburneto
raise aregiment of horsein order to fight in theexpected civil corflict. Though significant quantities
of powder and coin were stockpiled a Stonyhurst, and thefamily took possession of a share of the
Qyreat Quantity of Armsand Warlike Equipage E Kettle Drums, Trumpets, Jack Boots and E
SaddlesOlanded in order to facilitate arising, thereislittle evidence to suggest that Richard and his

sonswere either natural or particularly willing soldiers, and plansfor agreat rebdlion in the North-
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West were quickly and quietly abandoned by them *°. Unfortunately, thiswas not enough to prevent
Squire Richard'sidentification asapatentia Jacobite plotter. Seized by theloca militia, he was
brought to Preston under guard, before bang tranderred to Manchester on 25 June 1689. There he
was kept under house arredt, in therelatively comfortable surroundings of the Bull'sHead Inn, but
was not alowed to Gorferre or discourseOwith any of hisco-rdigionists. Whethe throughthe
shock of hisarrest, or therigours of his hasty and disagreeable journey south, his hedth collapsed
and he died at the Inn, till under the watch of themilitiamen, on 8 Augugt 1689 %°. In adouble blow
to thedynasty, he wasfollowed to the grave only afew months later by hishear apparent, leaving
his widow and younger son to attempt to rebuild the family's shatered local influence 2.
Consequently, arecourse to active Jacobitism appeared to be anaura pah for Sir Nicholas,
offering him the prospect of areturn to power and influence in the event of a second Restoration.
Given thefrailty of William I11'shold on power, in the early 16905 such a course of action certainly
seemed to be worth therisk of an attainder for treason and the Shireburnes buged themselves,
advandng money to the exiled court at St. Germain and maintaining areguar correspondence with
their absent sovereign, and his servants. Unsurprisingy, by May 1693, Sir Nichdas was once more
in trouble with the authorities. Evidence was presented tha, in late 1687 or early 1688, hehad ceded

his landsin Chipping, Lancashire, to Bishap John Leyburn, Vicar Aposolic, Gor the maintenance
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of secular priests of the Church] of Rome3?. However, witnesses were never caled and the case
was unexpectedly dismissed, as Sir Nichdas presented a mass of documentation to prove tha at that
time the landswere smply not histo give. They had been, indead, part of the property of hiselder
brother, who was now safely dead and could nat possibly becaled to give an accourt of hisgifting
of the landsin question®. It may well have been this skilful defence, coupled with the ignominious
collapse of the Manchester Treason Tridsin thefollowing year, which caused the authoritiesto
subsequently relent in ther pursuit of Sir Nicholas. Similar charges, regarding the settling of the
Chipping estate upon GCharles Panket, a Popish priest E [and] at his death in asuccession for ever
to Popish priestsQ were, however, reactivated in December 1716, when the government sought once
more to clamp down upon thetwin threats posed by religiousdissent and by Jacobite pditica
activiam. New depostions suggested tha the original gift of the propety had been made by Sir
NicholasCmother, and not by his elder brother as had been previoudy aleged, and offered
compelling prodf tha Father Panket had lived openly, and in some condderable, styleat ahousein
Chipping Lane ?*. Perhgps more worrying to Hanoverian and Anglican officia's, was the contention
of one of Sir NicholasCtenants Bwhen accused of ignoring his own Quoor relationsOand of
subdividing hisland so that he might be better able to support the covert activities of the missionary
priests Bthat his kinsanen @ould not do him so great kindness as the PriestsQ while affirming that
Gl tha | ever have shdl gofor pioususesO™. However, jus as before, the prosecutionsof Sir
Nicholas and histenants were destined to stall and to fail, not asthe result of alack of compelling
evidence or for the want of patentia informers, but on account of thetotal absence Bon the part of

theloca authorities - of asufficiently strong pditical will and sense of salf-assurance with to pursue
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and to ultimately convict thar troublesome quarry. Moreover, thisunwillingnessto chdlenge strong
and long-established interest groups who enjoyed the suppart of a sizeable cross-section of rura
Lancadtrian sodety, was a so acutely felt by the agencies of centra government. Asaresult, it
seems entirely safe to condude that it wasthis marked reludance, of bath local and nationa
adminigtrators, to directly chdlengeand to bresk Sir NicholasGinfluence through the courts, that
afforded him such remarkable scope for overtly expressing his family® enduring political

alegiance, throughout the 1690sand early 1700s

Hiswife, Katheing shuttled between the port of Harwich and the Dutch coast, with
appaent impunity, in 1693 and agan in 1695, on what appear to have been part of areguar pattern
of annud visitsto the Jacohite court *°. Moreover, when his daughter DMary Bfell sick inthespring
of 1698, Sir Nicholas had no hesitation in sending her on awel publicised tripto St. Germain in
order to find a cure. During her seven-morth stay, the child was touched for the GKing@ EvilOby
James|| in acarefully scripted ceremony which lent itself easily to the creation of effective
propaganda, and was used to both emphasise her father® continued refusal to acknowledgethe
legitimacy of the Engish government and to prodaim hisfaith in thequas-divine properties of the
exiled monarch. On afar more practical level, Sir Nicholas was aso mindful to reward the practical
assistance and care that his daughter had received from Sir William Waldegrave, the King®
persona physician, and gifted him with a gold watch, worth in excess of £26, inreturn for his

sarvices %,
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However, the child® homecoming in December 1698 coincided with the instillation of
other Bfar more durable - monumentsthat were a so explicitly desgned to underlinethelinks
between the Shireburnes, ther religion, andthe Stuart cause. Thewidowed | sabdla Shireburne
mother to Sir Nichdas, appearsto have been awoman of some congderable force andintellect.
Through he carefully compiled account books she had regulated therhythms of life and work on
the family edtates, atuning them to theritual calendar of the Roman Catholic Church, and b
togehe with her daughter-in-law, Katherine- audited therevenues and dispensed ddes every Lady
Day %®. Uponthedeath of her husband, she had projected the remodelling of the Shireburne chapel
a Great Mittonto accommodate her own future tomb, together with those of her spouse, her eldest
son, and her father-in-law. Scul pted from a common basic design, by William Stanton, aLondon
mason, these (BtatuesOPas | sabdla caled them Prepresent the last examples of cross-legged,
recumbent effigiesto becommissoned as pat of mgor, noble funerary art in England and Wales.
Even though thisdecision to have physica representationsof thefamily carved reflects a conscious
medievalism, and adirect appedl to chivalric vaues, Isabellaaso ordered that the Shireburnes
should be depicted in contemporary dress. This attempt to update amonumenta tradition that had
aready goreinto steep declinebeore theonset of the Reformation, was noless strangeand
anachronistic to observers at the close of the seventeenth century asit istoday. Despite the passage
of more than twenty years that separated their deaths of the three maefigures, areall shown inthe
dress of gentlemen of themid- to late 16905 complete with square toed court shoes, curled periwigs
and cravats tied fashionably in the Steenkirk knot. Each of theeffigies holdsasmal prayer book, or
breviary, and Isabdla, asthe only woman in thegroup, was shown as being shrouded in asmple

smock, her head turned to regard her husband, and was Bdoubtiess out of a sense of propriety - the

?* DDSt, Q\ccount book of Catherine[sic] ShireburneQ fols.3-4, 6, 8-10, 12, 15, 18-19, & 21.
DDSt. 5, OVIr. Kemp@ DisbursementsQ op.cit. fols.1-2.



only oneof thegroup not to beshown with legscrossed %°. Thereis evidence that these figures were
originaly railed in, andtha lighted tapersDor candles BDwere sugpended from the sides of each
tomb, to providenot only light in order to illuminate them, but also the tangible proof that prayers

for thedead were bangrecited, regularly, andin gtrict accordance with thar wishes.

That the exated lineageof their family wasimportant to the Shireburnes was underscored
by thehighly detailed, accompanying dedicatory inscriptions which carefully set out the
genealogies of each of thedeceased and traced their complex paternsof intermarriage with other,
predominantly local, nable and gentry families. It is no surprise to discover tha duringthis period,
Sir Nicholas was embarking upon a sugained correspondence and thorough research in order to
clarify and chat bath his own pedigree, and theevolution of his family® coat of arms . It would,
therefore, appear that the Shireburne chgpd wasintended to promote the ongaing cult of family and
to link them directly with ther northern fiefdom. However, asther epitaphsal so make explicit, they
aso intended to providealasting testimony of ther servicesin the Stuart cause and adirect
chdlengeto the authority Anglican state church tha now hdd forma passession of thefabric of All
HallowsOlIt was readily apparent to theworshippers at Great Mitton that the piety and loyalty
celebrated upon thetext of their lordshipsCtombswas ndther to the Established Church, nor to the

spirit of the Revolution Settlement.

2| sabella@ daughter-in-law, Ann Shireburne (nee Cansfield), was not accorded an effigy of her own, even though she
died before the monuments were finally finished and set in place. She was merely recalled in the inscription upon her
husband( tomb. The incongruous depiction of the Shireburne family group certainly excited the interest of antiquarians,
though they were often incorrectly described.

See: the tombs at Great Mitton Church; Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. p.68 fn.; & R. Gough, Sepulchural
Monuments in Great Britain, (London, 1796), Vol.ll Part | p.cvii.
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Having findly taken possession of the Shireburne estates, at Michaglmas 1695, Sir Nichdas
combined the, by now, traditiond pursuits of hisHouse Bpditica Jacohitism, the initiation of
ambitiousbuilding projects, and the provision of charity, based upon religiousmodels Band
pursued them with greater, and far more sustained, vigour 3. He completed therefashioning of the
mortuary chapd, paying those debts of his mothe @ Ieft till outstanding to the artists and masons
and supervised the hauling of the completed effigies, by cart, from the workshopsat Holbarn to the
church at Great Mitton. However, it was his expanson of the mangon and groundsat Storyhurs,
and his attemptsto formalise the operation of hisfamily® charitable bequests that broke new
ground and signalled hisintentionsto both consume congpicuoudy and to place himself on a par
with any gentleman, or courtier, in theland. Coach houses, colossa flanking towers, and marbled
hallways marked theredevel opment of theold Elizabethan hall, while square cut cana's and formal
gardens dretching out from the gates, offered the prospect of adistant echo of Versalllesand of a
possiblerival to Hampton Court. Indeed, when oneregardsthe exhaudive plans drawn up by Sir
Nichol asCarchitects, thelead eaglesimported from Antwerp thet decorated his cupolas, and the
large statue symbadising GrameOthat dominated the ornamental waters, laboriously drained from a
reservoir high upon Longridge Fell, it is not difficult to detect themark of hubris . By the late
1690s hopes of a swift return by the Stuarts were fading, and it would appear tha Sir Nichdashad
resigned himsdf to the progect of afar morelimited public career, than had previoudy been the
case. The papetuation of an influentia Roman Cathdlic dynasty, now appearsto have been his
major preoccupeation and there is something of an intense, MothouseQ atmogpherein the provisions

madefor the education of his sonand har.

¥ DDS, Box 94, item 1.
Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. pp.70-75.



Spelling and grammar books, together with trandationsof Seneca dedicated especidly to
him, were lavished upon the young Richard Francis, dongsde sets of bows and arrows, and
Vaantine Day presents given by a proud father to Gi Child very Extraordinary in al Respects,
both beautiful and forward*. Such youthful promise was, however, to be cut tragically short when
thelittle boy suddenly sickened and died on 8 June 1702, aged barely morethan 8! years. Inthe
wake of the disagter, Sir Nicholas gave expression to his grief in the form of raising an enormous
and macabre tomb for his son, while loca tradition began to continudly rework, and to elaborate
upon, the story. According to oneversion, thechild had becomelog in the maze newly laid out in
the groundsof Stonyhurst by hisfather. With night drawing on, hehad felt the pangs of hunger and
feasted off the poisonousyew beriestha grew inthehedges of thelabyrinth wal, thusfataly
poisoning himself. However, dthough the absence of yew berriesin June givesthelieto thistae,
theimagery of boy@ tomb Bwhich depicts Death thrusting hisway from out of thedepthsof the
earth, in order to snach thechild as he picked ddicate blooms P does tend to confirm the laconic
account of an GDId SextonOof Great Mitton Church, who bdieved that: He went to play in the
gardens when green fruit wasrife, and heeat [sic] somethingtha was poison, and diedO Certainly,
it isnot beyond theboundsof belief tha thelast male Shireburneheir perished in this manner, and

that Deadly Nightshade poisoning was thecause **. His death tranormed, literally overnight, the

%2 Gruggen & Keating, op.cit. pp.56-57; Lofthouse, op.cit. p.152; & Pevsner, op.cit. pp.20, 22, 22 fn, 239-40, & 242.

33 Sherborn, op.cit. Vol.ll p.51.

DDsSt, Box 101, item 35.

% PR 3031/1/1-4, Great Mitton Registers, 1700-1739. The buria register records only that on 15 June 1702, CRichard the
son of Sir Nicholas Shireburne of StonyhurstOwas buried. Histomb, on the west wall of the Shireburne Chapel, was
sculpted by one of William Stanton@ sons.

For adiscussion of the legends surrounding his death, see: JA.. Entwistle, O\ brief history of All HallowsOChurch,
Mitton, LancashireQ (no place, 1979), p.vi; Gerard, op.cit. p.76; Hewitson, op.cit. p.162; Muir, op.cit. pp.73-74; & Sket,
op.cit. Pat 1 p.72;

Sir Nicholas recorded only hisgrief and affection in anotefor an inscription for his child@® tomb, which was later pruned
to exclude his affectionate phrasing, and that GGod@ Almighty Holy Will be doneObeside an accounts entry for the sum
of £237 12s. 1d. for the burial. See: DDSt, Box 101, item 35; and Skeet ibid.

The tomb itself istalianate in both conception and execution, combining al of the essential elements of the traditional
Roman wall-tomb Bsuch asaportrait, the presence of angels, a skeleton and an inscription Bwith astrong narrative



sodal standing and dynastic importance of his sster, Mary, who since he return from the Continent
had been consgned to there ative obscurity of thenursery and the schodroom. It was upon her, tha
Sir Nicholas now fastened hishopes, and it isagross smplificationto bdieve Bas some
commentators have Bthat herenounced all ambition and brought a stop to his building projects after
1702 **. Mary@ weslth, religion and politics made her extremely digible for marriageinto the
declining circle of great Jacobite and Roman Cathdic familiesin Engand. Indeed, afar sronger
case might bemade, that in successfully negotiating the marriage of his daughter - with Thomas
Howard, eighth Duke of Norfolk Bin May 1709, Sir Nicholas had brought off amajor pditica and

dynastic coup, which served to propd hisfamily into thefirst flight of the English aristocracy.

Even though the pend laws prohibited a public wedding, Sir Nichdas degermined tha the
dinne tha followed the private ceremony, hdd at his London home, would be the occasion for
fabulous expense and ogentatiousdisplay. Theprincady sum of more than £668 was spent on gilt
plate as part of Mary@ dowry, while £350 was spent On pat for my daughter@wedding cloahesO
and just over £128 went onfood, consimed by thewedding guestsin the space of just two days *°.
Moreover, with the Howard estates il in ruinsas aresult of damage inflicted during the Civil
Wars, theyoung couple and their train elected to return to Stonyhurst with Sir Nicholas, and spent
the next seven monthsliving off theland revenues and pursuing thedeer which filled the
surrounding parklands. Such largesse did, however, haveto be pad for and it isno surprise to
discover that in staking the future of his House upon both a high-profile marriage, and theimplicit

assumptiontha an heir would in time bebarn in orde to unite the Shireburneand Howard

theme, relating to the life and death of its owner. See: A. Weston-Lewis (ed), Effigies and Ecstasies. Roman Baroque
Sculpture and Design in the Age of Bernini, (Over Wallop, 1998), p.157.

% Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. pp.74 & 76; Hewitson, op.cit. pp.8 & 162; & Lofthouse, op.cit. p.152.
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patrimonies, Sir Nicholas had placed his own finances unde condderable strain. Asadirect result,
the cog of projecting his family@ power was born primarily by thetenant farmers who worked the
Shireburne lands. Thetripling of revenuesfrom 1689to 1716 was, therefore, achieved through the
expedient of sudden and - at timesBcrippling risesin rent. Moreover, bath Sir Nichdas - and
subsequently hisdaughter Boversaw theruming of their estates with aruthlessand clinical
efficiency. Quick to anger, they pursued those tenants and neighbours who resisted thar planswith
relentless vigour and proved themsalvesto be notorioudy litigious. Indeed, the operation of thelaw
was oneof the few areas to which the Shireburnes had direct recourse. Aided by thar wealth, they
enjoyed every chance of successfully utilisingit in defence of their @ightsOor in mourting adirect
assault upon those who pried too closely into their affairs. Sir Nichdas employed the services of a
team of legd expets, which induded Sir Charles Ingeby Bwho had been Judge of theHigh Court
unde James || Band Sir Edward Northey Bwhowasto act asthe Attorney General to both Queen
Anneand King Georgel. However, it was the kill in land conveyanang of Nathaniel Piggott, of
the Inner Temple, which he came to mog significantly rely upon. Though unable to practice at the
Bar, on account of his Cathdicism, Piggott had nevertheless amassed a consderable fortuneasthe
result of hisuncanny ability to dissect the naure of complex contractud obligations and diligencein
protecting theaffairs of hiswealthy co-religionigts. It was hewho had negatiated, and drawn up, the
marriage contract between the Shireburnes and the Howards andit was hewho effectively
preserved Band expanded upon Bthe former family@inheritance and property rights . However,
Piggatt had another Bless secular Bfundion. He was also employed in order to circumvent the

operation of thePend Lawsin regard to theprovisonof private charity.

Skeat, op.cit. Part | p.74.



Aswe have aready seen, the Shireburnes had dways endowed charitable concerns linked
directly to the propagation of their faith and family name. However, this drive reached new levels
upon thesuccession to thelordship of Sir Nicholas and was, under him, formalised and injected
with anew impetus Theneed to maximise profitsto sugain the displays of conspicuous
consumption of thelate 1690sand early 17005 had effectively pauperised or driven out many of
ShireburnesCtenants and labourers. Consequently, an interest in charity was based upon an entirely
practica rationde and enabled thefamily to exercise asense of paernalismin regard to ther
favoured servants, while weeding out of their estates those whose rdligious or pditicd viewsdid
not conform to their own. Despite thegrand claims of his parentsto have firmly endowed charitable
bequests and amshouses, little had been achieved by the mid-1690sthat was eithe durable or
securely financed. Many of the promises for endowments remained smply that . It fell to Sir
Nicholasto confirm and provide for these grants, andto initiate a comprehendve programme of
building which would furthe stamp the landscape with physica evidence of the Shireburne

presence.

While hiswife, Katherine, established an apathecary shop for Qhedistres@ sick and poor
lameQinddethe coach-house at Stonyhurst, he attempted for generate fresh wedlth and stimulate
new patternsof employment through investment in the spinning of Jersey wools. Thislatter project
may have been a short term expedient to aleviate hardship onthenorthen side of the Ribble, for it

was only actively pursued between April 1699 and August 1701. Prefiguring modern job-training

37 @.G.Q A\propos of an Account BookQ Stonyhurst Magazine, no.368 (April, 1948), pp.126-127; Muir, op.cit. p.50;
Skeat op.cit. Part | p.74; Stonyhurst College Archive, MS E.2/4/4 no.3.

¥ DDSt Box 1, items 9-11, 17-18 & 21; Box 94, item 2; Box 95, items 2 & 4.

DDSt. 5., Mr. Kemp@ DisbursementsOop.cit. fols.1, 7 & 9.

Stonyhurst College, E.2/4/4 no.3 & b.

Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. pp.81-83; & Skeat, op.cit. Part | p.74.



schemes, Sir Nicholas made over oneof the courtyards and severa of therooms of hishouse into
workshopsand hired Ga Man to comb the wool, and awoman to SpinQin order to teach his tenants
the trade upon the new wheedls. Accordingy, @GheNeighbours came to Spin E  every day and span
aslongatime asthey could spare Morning and afternoon from their familiesO Onethey had
satisfied their lord and thar ingructors, they were each given Gapound or haf a pound of wool
ready for spinning and awhed! to set up for themsevesO™. Unfortunaely, despite the opinion of his
daughter and her craftsmen that this programme Qlid avast dedl of goodQto the locdity, thereisno
way of evaluating thelasting success of Sir NicholasGinitiative™. However, it is probable tha many
individuals were hdped over the worst of atemporary regiond trade depression by hisdirect
intervention in ther affairs. A more traditiond response to poverty was provided by theregular
doles paid to the old and the degtitute, through the amshouses or directly by the Lady Katherine on
All SousCDay **. Sir Nicholas had been quick to convert hisfather( limited bequestsinto
perpetua endowments, and by 1713 had extended thereach of his charitable concerns to encompass
the GPoareOof Wigglesworth and Guys ey Bwith both places receiving £6 per annum - Carleton
and HambletonBwho were dlotted £7 pe annum between them Band thetownsof Burnley and
Chorley, which received £9 10 s. and £2 respectively . Dependent upon these payments, wasthe
clause that these disbursements should be pad Bby Anglican Churchwardensbevery year, upon 16
August. Thisdae wasrich in symbolism for the Shireburnes, as Squire Richard had died a prisoner
on that daein 1689. It was douhtless with a cold sensation of revengethat Sir Nichdas saw his

father® Jacobite GnartyrdomOhonoured by the Established Church, whileit was- in al likelihood B

%9 Funerary monument to Sir Nicholas Shireburne, Great Mitton Church, Lancashire.
See dso: A.J. Berry, The Story of Lancashire, (London, no date, ¢.1890-1900), pp.240-41.
40 |t
Ibid.
“1 DDSt. 5, Mr. Kemp( DisbursementsOop.cit. fol 1.
Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. p.82 fn.3.
“2DDSt. 5, Mr. Kemp@ DisbursementsQ op.cit. fol. 1.



probably dispensed with asimilar, grudging, ill grace **. Such stringent provisionswere not,
however, only confined to the Anglican clergy. Money wasto beallocated to the Jesuit chgplainsat
the Hall on the understanding that they prayed, three times aweek for 16 named members of the
Shireburne clan, both alive and dead, and that they would regularly travel around thefamily estates

in order to minister to theneedsof thar tenants .

The earlier, much smaller almshouse at Hurst Green, was supplanted in 1706 by amuch
larger building at the nearby sight of Kemple End. From its commanding postionon Longridge the
new almshouse, set Qowards the High WayQ contained a central court and ten double-rooms, which
provided accommodation for up to twenty ederly people *°. Time and money were lavished uponit,
with building work continuing oninto 1710, as stonemasonswere hired in order or the hewing
and setting [of] the[exterior] rails and banisterOand to enaure that the Gtaires [were] to be set firme
withaut shrinkingOd*. Trees were planted outsideand, undernesth the gables, the names of the six
loca townshipsthat had benefited from his charity were inscribed above the door lintels. On the
pediment, Sir NicholasCleaden coat of arms proudly announced his continuing patronage and
enduring presence as benefactor. A smilar patern for the building and endowing of mshouses
would befollowed, ageneration later, by hisdaughter, in her dedication of homesfor thepoor at
Stydd, near Ribchester, confirming thefamily astheleading charitable benefactorsin the entire

locdlity.

“3 Chadwick, op.cit. p.286.

“4 Muir, op.cit. p.51.

“5 The building was moved, stone-by-stone, to its present position on the High Street at Hurst Green, from 1945- 48. It
had lain unoccupied since 1910, on account of its in sanitary position next to apool of copper sulphate.

DDSt Box 95, item 29.
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Even though they had systematically extended their control over thar northern strongholds,
and flaunted portraits of the Popes and theexiled Stuarts upon their walls, the Shireburnes were by
no meansuntouchable®’. The bagsof Jacobite gald, shuttled to and from St. Germain, did not go
entirely unnoticed by theautharities. In 1710, agovernment informer tetified that Sir Nicholaswas
one of those gentlemen in Lancashire whowere reguarly collecting revenues, and soliciting loans
for the Old Pretender cause. Theexistence of a Tory government, influentia friendswithin the
legd profession and memories of thedebacle caused by thetrias of 1694, al combined Bonce
again Bto secure thedropping of al charges, but Sir NicholasCrecusantcy ensured that hefell prey
to sporadic finesthroughout this period “8. This willingness to prosecute half-heartedly, or nat at al,
on thegrounds of religiousdissent, and outright failure to prosecute for political activism, and
insurgency, wasto show itsef even more clearly asthe Jacohite army pushed on towardsPreston, in

the winter of 1715.

Though, asaman gpproaching sixty andin poor health, Sir Nicholas had declined to join the
rebds, he dlowed loca Jacohitesto feast at hishouse, in expectation of victory, andto melt down
20Ibsof lead in orde to cast thar bullets. Coach horses were given fredly to serve as cavary
mounts, and between twenty and thirty men Binduding at least ore of Sir NichdasOservants - were
observed riding away from the Stonyhurst, on the morning of 11 November 1715, carrying with
them a sack full of pistols, severa muskets and ablunderbuss, al of which had been donated from
the Hall®& gun cabinets and secret hiding places *. From his marked absence from the supper paty -
and hiswillingness to de egate the busness of entertaining QuestsOto his steward, George Kempe-

it can beconcludad that Sir Nicholas was unaure asto both thewisdom, and the outcome, of the

“7DDSt, An Inventary [sic] E 12" day of December E 1705Q) op.cit. fols.196 & 198.
“8 Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, 1688-1788, (Cambridge, 1993), p.313.



rebdlion and that he had little wish to be personally associated with therisnguntil the Pretender
was already inddled in Whitehall. His caution was well founded, for asloca government oy
reganed itsfooting in theNorth Wes, following the surrende of the Jacobites at Preston, hewas
rapidly called to account. His political sympahieswere only too well known: his servant BWilliam
Scott Bhad been prominent in the recruiting of men and in the seizure of armsfor therebds, and his
own kingamen Bthe Widdringtonsbhad been captured in the battle and were facing the possibility of
atria for high treason. At the same time, his near neighbours had chosen to turn king® evidence on
those collatera members of hisfamily who had narrowly escaped being taken in therout and who
were now ether on the run, or were desperately trying to protect ther property and estates from
sequestration *°. Worse still, prisonersinterrogated after thebattle clearly implicated CSir Nichdas
Sherburne, a Roman Catholic of avery great estateOin therising and it was reported that aletter had
been found on the Earl of Derwentwater, at the time of his capture, in which Sir Nicholas explicitly

wished thefamousBPand soon to bemartyred Brebd lord Qyoad success to their undetakingO™.

Unde thepretext of searching for William Scott, the erstwhile servant of the Shireburnes
who had escaped fromthebattlefield, Thomas Molyneux and Sir Henry Houghton, M.P., sworein a
pose of twenty townsmen, and Dafter aweek@ dday - dispached them ontheroad to Stonyhurst
unde thecommand of Thomas Watson, the Condable of Aighton, Bayley and Chadgey. They
arrived after dark, on the evening of 27 December 1715, and after gaining entry to thewalled

parkland, presented a search warrant at the gaes of the house and demanded tha the seward

“9 Payne, op.cit. pp.145-47.

0 Payne, op.cit. p.144.

Writing shortly afterwards, Daniel Defoe commented upon the impact of the Qate bloody Action with the Northern
RebelsOupon the mindset of the local gentry families: ot that the Battle hurt many of the immediate Inhabitants, but so
many Families there and thereabout, have been touched by the Consegquences of it, that it will not be recovered in afew
Years, and they seem still to have akind of remembrance of Things upon them illQ D. Defoe, A Tour ThroCthe whole
Island of Great Britain, ed. G.D.H. Cole (London, 1927) Vol.ll p.678.



opened up in thename of theKing. Unimpressed and unafraid, George Kemperefused and Quent
away into the house and staid about a quarter of an hour (asthisinformant [ie. Thomas Watson|
apprehends to acquaint his master)Owith thesituaion. However, upon his return, the steward
refused them entrance and barred the doors agand them. Whether it was dueto thepressing cold, or
to an ingrained sense of deference and an unwillingnessto proceed without further ordersfrom Sir
Henry Hoghton, the resolve of the Congable and his deputies fatered, and then broke. Unwilling -
or unable - to force an entry, they turned about, heading off back home under the cover of darkness,
complaining bitterly that they could nat storm the place as @Qhe house was very strong, having a

greate pair of iron gates to thefront, and apare of wooden gates on the back O™,

The confidence of Sir Nicholas, securein his stronghold and permitted, after al, Qo sit by
his Y ule log undisturbedOwas not, however, once again mirrored by theloca autharities. Plansfor
his prosecution were widdy touted, and then quickly abandoned amid thefeeling tha afresh
treason triad would be counterproductive, unsure of success, andliable only to present the Jacobite
movement with another popular and sympatheic martyr: in this case asickly and prematurely aged
man, who had more of theaspect of the victim, than of avanquished, blood-thirsty foe 3. However,
thisdid not prevent theautharities from pursuing thaose priests who enjoyed the protection of the
Shireburnes, and in the spring and autumn of 1716 fresh attempts were made to convict Sir Nichdas
unde therecusancy laws and to destroy his patronage, through specifically targeting his servantsfor
prosecution. From his office in Preston, Mr. Chambers Slaughter wrote to the government
commissiones, on 15 January 1716, that: CBir Nicholas Sheburnemight beeasily convicted [of

recusancy] by one K empe@ evidence, who was his stewardO Though, due to the pase(3 abject

*1 Payne, op.cit. p.86
*2 Payne, op.cit. pp.146-47.



failure to search Stonyhurst Hall, it would beimpossible to prove tha Jacobite fugitives had
shdtered there after thebatle of Preston, and tha Sir Nicholas, himsdlf, had refused to
acknowledgearoyal warrant, there coud belittle doubt that it was Kempewho had denied them
entry to the property. Thus there was thought to be enough Qrery strong evidenceOof his complicity
in theshielding of known Jacobites to either Onake him hangQas atraitor, or to implicate his former
master as arecusant and arebd >*. However, Slaughter went on to report that Grobody [among the
loca elitesandjudciary] will prosecute at thar own charges, [and that] therefore, if the
Government does not use some method in tha respect, al prosecutions though thefacts benever so
plain, mug dropG™. In asimilar vein, his colleague, William Moore, lamented: Ghad proper
methodsbeen taken [againg Sir Nicholas] and encouragement given, it had been no difficult matter
to have fixed sufficient evidence upon himOto convict him, aongd de Derwentwater, of high
treason *°. Y et this was not forthcoming, as the Houghtonsand Molyneuxs drew back from adirect
confrontation with a gentleman whose family had once sat alongsdether own in theadministration
of locd judice, and whose wealth and titles clearly outranked their own. Asaconsequence no more
search paties descended upon Stonyhurst Hall, and the family and their servants continued to

successfully elude prosecution.

Sir NicholasQlittle victory Din shutting up the gates to his home - had certainly served to
effectively place ashot across the bows of county government in Lancashire, limiting its further
recourse to action againg himself, and hisfamily, but yet, on another level, his atitudetowardsthe

rebdlion of 1715 had marked amarked a more significant switch in pdicy of the Shireburnes: from

%3 Gerard, Centenary Record, op.cit. pp.77-78; & Payne, op.cit. p.xii.
% Payne, op.cit. p.152.

%5 Payne, op.cit. p.152.

*5 Payne, op.cit. pp.86-87.



one of active assistance in the preparation of amajor military rising, to themaking of mere Qyesture
politicsOin support of the Jacobite cause. The commissionsto raise and equip cavalry regimentsin
the service of the Pretender remained safely hidden, gathering dug behind the wainscoting, and not
even al of the cacheof pistols secreted about the hall were offered up to theinsurgents. Indeed,
evenif weallow for an attempt in theaftermath of the failed rebellion Dby both Sir Nicholas and
his servants Bto downplay ther involvement with the Jacobite army, then thar willingnessto
participate directly in the raising of Lancashire was still, at best, lukewarm. Sir Nicholas had chosen
not to St down to diner with his Jacobite guests, leaving his steward to make the practical
arrangements for their arming and billeting, while at least oneof his Anglican servants had tried to
prevent thesoldiersfromtaking dl of thelead tha they wanted for the casting of munitions
Moreover, even though thefate of the Jacobite army in England hung in the balance Band the sound
of gunfire would have been clearly heard, thenext morning, echaingaong thevalley walsto
disturb thetranquillity of Sir NichdasOstudy and billiard room Bthelord of Stonyhurst still did not
see fit to mohilise his own tenants in defence of the cause which heclamed, so passonately, to
espouse. Given hisunwillingnessto venture into thefray, the active mobilisation of men and
resources onthe Shireburneegtatesfell by default to humbler, yeomen activists, such as John
Wareing of Bayley and theformer servant, William Scott, who lacked bath thewealth and soaa
sanding to effectively galvanisetherurd east of county into taking uparms. In thislight, the
sudden descent of Wareing and Scott upon Stonyhurst, on thenight of 10 November 1715, may
well Basthe government informants contended Bhave aimed to persuade Sir Nicholasto join the
Jacobite army and Qo fetch him into the Rebd|s [camp] at Prestond’. It is, therefore, of the greatest
sgnificancethat in this, their prime objective, they so utterly failed, beng denied even the

opportunity of an audience with the man that they looked to as thenatura local leader of the

*" Payne, op.cit. pp.145-47.



rebdlion, around whom supporters of thefalen Stuarts could rally and seek direction. The
reludance of Sir Nichdas Shireburne to commit himsef to the admittedly, high-risk strategy of
open rebellion, reflects thewider failure of the Jacobite movement to transform voca support into
firm action among thase recusant, Tory and dissenting €lites, which it desperately needed to win
over if it was ever to effect a second Restoration through aforce of arms, done. Moreover, the
rgjection of armed struggle by themod powerful and vodferouschampion, in the North-West of
England, of the conjoined causes of Jacobitism and Roman Catholicism, stood in stark contrast to
the bdd actionsof his Whig neighbours, and of Sir Henry Houghton Bin particular Bwho had
raised thelocal militiafor the Crown and had attempted to seize severd artillery piecesfroma
vessdl lying jus off theLancastrian coast, a Sunderland Point *®. However, if Sir Nicholas had
chosen to abandon amilitary route to securing areturm to greatnessfor his House, in favour of
diplomatic aliances, fashioned about marriagetreaties and the creation of a single Bpredominant
noble dynasty, upon which the hopes of the English Catholics might be fastened, then the exterior
threats to the Shireburnes posed by Whig magistrates and mayors were soonto beas nathing when
compared to theinternd pitfals created by the genetic imperfections and the strained marital
relationship of hisdaughter, and ha new husiand. Ironicaly, it wasto be the crowning achievement

of Sir NichdasQlife - the Norfolk marriage- that led to thefind eclipse of hisline.

However great the sums spent upon feasting and hunting with theHowardsand their
dependents, nothing could disguise the failure of the Duchess Mary to provide an har, or hidefrom
public view thegradud Pbuit total - disntegration of her marriage. Thereis little evidence to
suggest that thecouple were ever particularly close and Mary, following thedeath of her father in

1717, maintained a peripatetic existence, continualy in motion between her Shireburne estatesin

%8 C. Hardwick, History of the Borough of Preston, (Preston, 1857), p.219.



the North and themanors owned by theHowardsin the Midlands™®. It is conceivable that a breach
had occurred between husband and wife, in 1715-6, over the Duke of Norfolk@willingnessto
acknowledgethelegitimacy of the Hanoverian successon after thefailure of the Jacobiterisng.
Anxiousto save his brother fromthescaffold, for hiscomplicity intherebellion, andto prevent the
wholesale sequestration of his estates, the Duke had proved himself eager to reach an
accommodation with central government. Unfortunately, the pressing necessity of hisargument and
his appeasto real politik were entirely log upon his wife, who reacted to them with utter scorn.
Worse gill, the Duke® attempts, in 1719, to broker a Concordat between the Pope, the Hanoverian
government and the Roman Catholic community in England, appear to provoked Mary@ open and
vociferousoppostion. Indeed, her influence did much to erode support for the Concordat within the
Ducd household and hardened the resolve of many English Cathdicsto resist cdlsfor the
abjuration of the Stuarts, and the recognition of the legitimacy of King George | and hishers ®.
Narromy escaping charges of complicity in a Jacohite plot of 1722, Thomas Howard had little
furthe desireto bring himsdf to theattention of the authorities and waged a bitter, protracted batle
with hiswife over the choice of priests appainted to their househdd ®*. Though Mary was
eventually successful intheremovad of Frandscans and the appointment of Jesuits to important
snecures within the Norfolk establishment, she and the Duke chose to live increasingly separate
lives. His premature death, on 23 Decembe 1732, enabled her to retire to thehome of he kingman,
Peregrine Widdrington, who shehad known since early childhood and had Bat an ungecified, and
now unknowable pant Dembarked upon asexua relationship with. This common law partnership,

conducted discreetly in order not to give offence to the Howard family Bor to compromise the

% Brenan & Statham, op.cit. Vol.Il pp.499 & 616; Farrer & Brownbill (eds), op.cit. Vol.VII, p.7; Skeat op.cit. Part I
p119. See also: J. Callow, Viary Shireburne, eighth Duchess of NorfolkQ New DNB, (forthcoming 2003).

% Seer British Library, Add. MS. 28252, ff.96-97.
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terms of the settlement of both her origind marriage contract and the terms of her late huband@
will Deffectively removed her, asthelast of the Shireburne dynasty, fromthearenaof naiond and
regiond politics, and conceivably even resulted in alast desperate and divisive breach between her

and her edely mother .

Widdrington, though the brother of an attainted peer, had lost his estates as punishment for
his part in the 1715rising, and was never congdered the sodal equd by ether the widowed
Duchess or wider county sodety. Far more serioudy, the failure of the couple to acknowledge or to
deny, thar relationship caused a seriousbreach with their erstwhile supporters within the Sod ety of
Jesus. Father Thomas Lawson S.J,, the DuchessOpersondl chaplain and spiritud director, had
attempted to reach a compromise with them whereby they would have publicly acknowledged a
morgandic marriage. However, both declined and the priest suddenly fell into disfavour, being
dismissed from the DuchessOservice, on 1 January 1734, and returning to his duties as Rector of
Watten. Thisbreach also served to distance the Duchess from the Jesuit Order, and damaged the
traditional image Bfogered by geneationsof Shireburnes Bwhich explicitly assodated the
activities of thefamily with highmora sengbilities, and identified them as close adherentsto the
Church of Rome, in generd, and to the Society of Jesus in particular ®2. Though her subsequent
attachments to both Roman Catholicism and Jacobitism remained undiminished, after 1734, they
were henceforth manifested only in terms of display - through the raisng of memoriadsband
through limited financia support Bvia charitable endowments and giftsto the supporters of the Old

Pretende - rather than in terms of forceful concrete action. Thepatentially scanddousnaure of her

%2t is notable that, with her last sickness pressing upon her, Lady Katherine Shireburne chose to make anew Bverbal
will on 16 January 1727-8, in which she left Qo Gilbert Talbot, of Cork Street, in the p[arish] of St. James, my whole
personal estate, and declare him my executorQ Her daughter, it would seem, was excluded from thisfinal settlement.
See: Payne, op.cit. p.26.



OnarriageOto Widdrington nullified any advantages that the support of Duchess could have brought
to therebellion of 1745-46, and thereisan abiding sense, implicit in the text of thetablets which she
crowded onto the walls of Great Mitton Church, that the dramawas dready played out. Thewar-
like effigies of old were replaced by homiliesto her father@ GHumanity, Sympathy and Concern for
the good of MankindQ while Dmuch later Bher epitaph to Widdrington revealed characteristics D
f so amiableadispodtionE bangever ready to obligeand act the Friendly part E bath sincere
and agreeablein life and conversationOPwhich owed far more to the congenia world of the
gentleman@ club, or the hearthsde, where good manners and sodability were at a premium, than to
the uncompromising world of the semi-feudd Shireburnes, who espoused aharsh pditical and

religiousmilitancy in equd measure.

As afresh Jacobite army headed south, on theroad to Derby, theaging couple had no
involvement at al in the momentous proceedings, and preferred, instead, to remain in ther safe and
secluded retirement. The symbal s of Jacobite and Roman Cathdlic allegiance remained, but the
form and subgance of Shireburne power had aready been lost, long before therisng of 1745-46,
and eventual deaths of Widdrington in 1748, and of the Duchess some six yearslater. Thecontinud
re-iteration of thefamily@ claimsto prominence, respect and grandeur, through the granting of
chaity and thewillingness of sacrifice Baready outdated, even in the 1690sbcould no longer be
sguared with the reality of an elderly, childless, dowager, whose pdiitical activity was effectively

nullified on account of her unconventiond, and potentially scandaous, extra-marital, sex life.

While there was nothing pre-ordained in this collapse of Shireburne power Bthe DuchessO

gender and religion shoud not be consdered as being fata handicapswhen compared with her

%3 Callow, op. cit; Skeat, op.cit. Part |1 pp.119-21 & Part |11 pp.173-75



failureto give birth to an heir, or to adopt the conventiond roles of, successvely, thewife and
widow Bthe period from 1732-1754 can be seen as marking awatershed in loca pditics. The
extinction of the Shireburnes and the passing of ther patrimony to their kinsmen, the Weldsof
Lulworth, was taken for granted years before the DuchessOservants and retainers turned out to bear
her coffin, on itslast mournful journey, acrossthe fell topstowardsitsresting place in thevault at
Great Mitton. Sheer bad ludk and personal tragedy, in terms of abaren marriage bed andthe
accidental desth of abdoved child, had achieved far more than the enforcement of the Penal Laws,
the accomplishment of the Glorious Revolution, and the sugained hodility of the Hanoverian
government could ever have succeeded in doing. In thislight, the most fitting relic to theend of the
dynasty remainsthegrim memento mori to young Richard Franas. Flanked by carvingsof weeping
cherubim, overturned hour-glasses and the trampled bounty of nature, the monument to thelittle
boy Baready vanddised by 1878 Btoday, makesfor an odd and uncomfortable companionto the
Sunday School playmates whose chars, tables and boxes of crayons are reguarly overturned,
scattered or pushed up about its base ®. The grief of adevoted father coud not be more forcefully
expressed, than in thisidedised depiction of theblame essinfant called Bprematurely - to accept a
heavenly crown, rather than the baron@ circlet. Ultimately however, theemotiond power of this sad
and decaying monument is amost matched by the e oquent testimony it providesto thetransence
of tempora power wielded by a proud and mighty clan who came so close Din the 1680s and early
1700sbto breaking free from the shacklesimposed upon it by the Recusancy statues and to
chating adaing, and remarkable course in thegovernance of thelocality, and of theream, dike. If
today werecall thar names and deedsonly through worn inscriptionsand the hdf-remembered

lessonsof Stonyhurst GDId BoysQ then it was not through their own reticence or negligence, but

% Hewitson, op.cit. p.9.



through the blind operation of fate Bor asthey themselves would have perceived it, of the will of

God Bthé at last caused them to belaid so low: CBic transit gloriamundi O

Dr. John Callow. April 2002



The Shireburnes of Stonvhurst, 1586-1754.

Richard Shireburne
The Eminent Sufferer”.
1586-1668.

Richard Shireburne. (m.) Isabdlalnglesby.
"The St. Omers Boy'. d.1693.
1636-1689.

Elizabeth. Richard Shireburne (m.) Ann Cangield. Nicholas Shireburne (m.) Katheine Charleton.

d.1688. 1652-1690. d.1693. Barond. d.1728.
1658-1717.
|sabd. Richard Francis. Mary Winifreda. (m.) ThomasHoward.
1681-1688. 1693-1702. Duchess of Norfolk. 8" Duke of Norfolk.

1692-1754. 1683-1732



