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NOTES AND NEWS

British Academy medal. David Hall has been awarded the prestigious John Coles Medal
for Landscape Archaeology. The citation reads: ‘He has been awarded the John Coles Medal
in 2015 in recognition of his significant contribution to landscape archaeology through his
research into the Midland open field systems and his role in the Fenland Project.’

* k k& k %

Congratulations are also due to David Harries who has been awarded the British Empire
Medal (BEM) in the Queen’s Birthday Honours for services to the local community.

Quite an illustrious group!

* k k k %

The Victoria County History of England (VCH). The Northamptonshire Victoria
County History Trust is now working on producing the latest volume of the history of the
county. This will be Volume VIII, a standard topographical account of the market town of
Towcester and the rural parishes of Towcester Hundred. It will be a major account of the
town covering boundaries and population, origins and development, buildings, land
ownership, economic, social, political and religious history, and local government. It will

also include detailed accounts of the parishes which make up the Hundred of Towcester:
Abthorpe, Cold Higham, Gayton, Pattishall, and Tiffield.

The volume has been divided into sections, each with an estimated word length. Many of
these sections have been allocated either to VCH professionals or to volunteers from local
history groups, but a number of sections remain unallocated. Whilst much of the research
and written work will be undertaken by volunteers, appropriate expenses may be paid; and
payment to appropriately qualified contributors and to students can be made.

If anyone is interested in being involved in this project, or making a donation, please contact
David Harries at the Society’s office: enquiries@northamptonshirerecordsociety.org.uk
Many of the previous volumes are available online at www.british-history.ac.uk

* k k k %

Future Society lectures. This year’s Autumn Lecture on Saturday, 15 October, will be
given by Dr Gary Howells on Pytchley’s 19th-Century Pauper Immigrants. The 2017
Spring Lecture, following the AGM on Saturday 6 May, will be by Robert Kendall on the
Restoration of 78 Derngate by Charles Rennie Mackintosh. Arrangements are yet to be
confirmed for the 2017 Autumn Lecture that will take place on Saturday 21 October.
Lectures are held at the St Andrew’s Hospital Conference Room and details will be sent
out nearer the time.

* k & k %k

The Library Committee welcomes visits to the Society’s Reference Library by interested
groups and organisations. These visits provide an opportunity to meet members of the
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committee and to see the many interesting books held at the Library. The collection consists
of over 3,600 books, both old and new, covering Northamptonshire and the former Soke
of Peterborough. There are also many background historical works that have local as well
as national relevance. If your organisation would like to arrange a visit, please contact the
secretary who will be happy to make arrangements with the committee members.

* k ok k %

Deadline. Please keep in mind the deadline for material for NP&P which is now the end
of February.

As usual I would like to thank the authors and reviewers for their excellent material and
David Hall and David Harries for their support. Remember to consult the website for the
latest about the Society: www.northamptonshirerecordsociety.org.uk

Barbara Hornby

Notes on contributors

John Buckell has lived in Northampton since 1971, and was a teacher in the town for
over 30 years. He has an MA in Historical Studies from Leicester University, and is the
author of Sacrifice, Service and Survival — Weston Favell in the First World War (2012). Currently,
he is researching, writing and giving talks on the local history of the First World War.
johnbuckell@btinternet.com

Karey Draper is a doctoral researcher in Architecture at the University of Cambridge.
Her PhD thesis, funded by the Society of Architectural Historians of Great Britain, studies
the development of temporary wartime buildings in Britain during the 20th century. Karey
works as a part-time archivist under the architectural historian, Bruce Bailey, at Drayton House.
Originally from California, Karey now resides in Northamptonshire. karey7@mac.com

Bill Franklin lives in Cambridgeshire and has had a career in nursing and healthcare
management. He took early retirement in 2012 and now spends most of his time researching
history. His particular interests are medieval and Tudor history and landscape history/
archaeology. Bill has written three books, the latest of which, By Mere and Fen: A History of
Soham, was published in 2014.

David Hall is General Editor of the Northamptonshire Record Society and can be
contacted via the Society’s website.

Margaret Hawkins. Following a career in public libraries, Margaret Hawkins undertook
an MA in English Local History at the University of Leicester. She is a member of the
Board of Trustees of Delapré Abbey. For further information on Delapré Abbey contact
info@delapreabbey.org

Barbara Hornby has a Master’s degree in Local and Regional History and is the Honorary
Editor of Northamptonshire Past and Present.
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A 17th-century enclosure dispute in Thorpe Malsor
BILL FRANKLIN

In 1622 John Maunsell! (d.1656), the eldest son of Thomas Maunsell of Chicheley (Buck-
inghamshire), purchased the manor and impropriate rectory of Thorpe Malsor. John, a
successful London lawyer and land speculator, started to improve his estate and in 1650
moved to enclose part of the parish of Thorpe Malsor.

In 1650 articles of agreement were drawn up between John Maunsell and other frecholders
in the parish to enclose one of Thorpe Malsor’s three open or common fields. Unlike many
enclosure agreements the agreement between Maunsell and the other freeholders was to
enclose only one field, that which lay west of the village and behind his manor house,
known as Tobex Field. The initial articles were quickly followed by formal agreement by
indenture, between?:

John Maunsell Lord of the Manor & impropriate rector
Matthew Westfield Incumbent Recorded as Rector of Thorpe Malsor?
Katherine Nutt Widow Of Thorpe Malsor

William Cave Yeoman " " "

John Garrett Yeoman " " "

Mary Wite Widow " " "

John Talbott Baker Of Rothwell

Katherine Tyers Widow Of Rushton

William Rice Tailor Of Braybrooke

Richard Garrett Yeoman OfThorpe Malsor

Thomas Feary Yeoman ! " "

Richard Sharman Yeoman " " "

Richard Braybrooke Yeoman " " "

Owen Braybrooke Yeoman " " "

William Clark MA Of Pembroke Hall, Cambridge
George Feary Yeoman Of Grendon

Elizabeth Sharman Widow OfThorpe Malsor

Edward Powers Of Claverdon (Warwickshire)

A surveyor was appointed and the cost of his hire shared proportionally among the parties
to the agreement and formal laying out of the closes was to have commenced in March
1650 and was to be complete by 25 March 1652. The formal indenture agreement shows
that lines marking the new closes were in place by 21 February 1651. A central line was
drawn from a point in Greenlty Furlong to another point in Nether Tobex Furlong, in
Tobex Field. To the east of the line John Maunsell, Matthew Westfield, Katherine Nutt,
William Cave, Mary Wite, John Talbott, Katherine Tyers, and William Rice were to have
their closes. Similarly, to the west of the line, Thomas Feary, George Feary, Edward Powers,
Richard Garrett, Richard Sharman, Elizabeth Sharman, Richard Braybrooke, Owen
Braybrooke, and William Clarke were allocated their closes.

1 In documents of the period the family name of Maunsell is variously spelled as Maunsell or Mansell. For
consistency the spelling ‘Maunsell’ is used throughout. Similarly the family name Feary is variously spelled
Feary and Feerry. Feary is used throughout this paper.

2 The Articles of agreement (loose in the folds of M(TM)59) does not include Katherine Tyers, but includes
additional persons Giles Kirke, Henry Gumby William Sawyer, yeoman and William Bird.

3 The vicars of Thorpe Malsor in the 17th century were all referred to as ‘Rector’, although the rectory was
held by the Maunsells as impropriate rectors.
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Map 1. Thorpe Malsor’s three fields prior to enclosure. (Map created by Bill Franklin)
Tobex Field is shown as the shaded area. The two dashed lines show the location of the
two headlands on which the parish had its five acres.

The agreement stated (1) that the remaining two open or common fields, Brinkwell Field
and Broomfield, were to remain as common fields operating one year as, ‘an high ffeild & a
fallow ffeild’; (2) that everyone who had right of common would retain that right including
the right to ‘keep the same number of cowes & sheep as formerly in these 2 ffeilds w" out any
prejudice to those cottages that have comons & noe land’ (those with a right of common in Thorpe
Malsor were entitled to pasture one cow and five sheep in the common fields); and (3) that
tithes would continue to be paid as previously.

Most of the former headlands and balks were lost in the re-ordering of the field and as the
agreement shows, allocated to the parties to the agreement:

That the Towne hadelands shall be inclosed together w" the land next adjoyning and shalbe
enjoyed by the parties aforsd and their heirs w" in whose lott they fall.

In addition the indenture shows that land known as ‘the Maltground” was also lost by the
town and given to the freeholders. This was most likely the land sown by the churchwardens
for malt for making church ale in previous years.

The final agreement by indenture allowed John Maunsell to acquire a close referred to as
the new Parsonage Close and retain most of the Mill Meadow, which had been split into
two. The lower two-acre portion of this was to be retained as a meadow and mowed every
two years. The new Parsonage Close is probably the Glebe Close known to exist in 1771



A I7TH-CENTURY ENCLOSURE DISPUTE IN THORPE MALSOR 9

(see Map 2). This close was 11 acres in size. The road between Thorpe Malsor and
Loddington was to be made no less than 40 feet wide and on the majority of one headland,
Nether Headland was to be retained as a common cartway allowing, ‘convenientwayes to every
of the closes’.

From a 1683 chancery decree we find that the new closes in Tobex Field were:

Close Name Acreage Owners/occupiers in 1683
(by Estimation)

ARP
Turners Close 500 Randolph Wickes or Sussanah Wickes
Talbots Close 2 26 John Custance
Nutts Close 12 2 0
Garretts Close 12 2 0 Richd Garrett
Sharmans Close 20 0 O Richd Sharman (seized thereof in fee
simple subject to life interest of Frances
Sharman)
Feryes Close 500
Hiti]ler Garretts Close 12 2 0 Wm Ferye
Braybrookes Close 15 0 0 Richd Braybrooke
Thorpe Close 15 0 0 Henry Wills
Vices Quarterne 220 William Rice
Chapmans Close 15 0 0 Edward & Ellen Henchman
the severall parcells John Garrett in lieu of his proportion of
of old inclosed 300 lands or common in the new inclosed
ground called the field

Townsend Close

Of the closes referred to above, only the locations of Nutts Close and Townsend Close can
be positively identified as the names of those surviving as close names into the 20th century.

The Church

The Poor Laws of 1597 and 1601 placed the responsibility for the poor onto the parish
and in particular the churchwardens and the overseers of the poor. The parish income,
mostly from land was therefore particularly important. Thorpe Malsor, like all parishes across
the country, had small areas of land in the open fields designated for either the upkeep of
the church or to provide for the poor. Often such pieces of land had been donated in the
medieval period to provide income for repairs to the parish church and, following the
Reformation, some was used to provide for the poor of the parish.

In Thorpe Malsor such land was split among two of the three fields and three headlands,
which were let out and the income used to provide for the repair of the parish church and
the poor of the village. In Tobex Field the parish ‘Hadlands’ amounted to five acres. The
letting out of these pieces of land was the responsibility of the churchwardens, and while
the churchwardens were not listed in the agreement, some of the individuals named may
have been churchwardens as well as owners of land. The incumbent at the time of the
enclosure agreement was the Reverend Matthew Westfield MA, who had been incumbent
since 6 July 1618, and was one of the signatories to the agreement. From the articles to
which he was a signatory, it appears that in lieu of the loss of the land in the ‘Hadlands’ a
new close was created for in that document we find a reference to a close referred to as the
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Map 2. Tobex Field showing the probable layout of the closes and the cart track.
(Map created by Bill Franklin)
The locations of those closes mentioned in the 17th century and still in existence in the 1930s
are also named. The Glebe or New Parsonage Close is also shown in its pre-1771 location.

‘new parsonage close’ in the occupation of John Maunsell. He may have taken possession of
this new close as impropriate rector of the church and, given that disputes over income to
the church became the subject of another inquiry, it is probable that at some time the
churchwardens and overseers stopped receiving the income.

The churchwardens and overseers would have been acutely aware of the loss of income to
the parish, estimated in 1681 to be £1 15s. per year, a considerable sum at that time. To
appreciate the impact of such a loss of income on church repairs alone, we can take the
works to the church undertaken in November 1680, when we find that a bell had to be
recast and a new bell frame made. Excluding the cost of transport to and from the foundry,
the recasting cost £24. /£7 18s. 0d. was spent on timber and £9 19s. 6d. for ‘Makeing ye
frames and hanging ye bells takeing downe & goeing to Northton two severall times’, £3 11s. 4d. to
the smith for ironwork and other smaller amounts for nails and to the workmen.

Matthew Westfield died in 1653, the year after the completion of the enclosure. His
successor was the Reverend John Courtman, who sometime after taking up post, purchased
two leys of land in Brinkwell Field following the death of Katherine Nutt and a moiety*
of one and a quarter yard-lands in Brinkwell Field following the death of Thomas Case of
Weekley. The one and a quarter yardlands were split in two as part of the agreement of
purchase;in 1662 John Courtman proceeded to exchange the two leys with John Maunsell.

4 Moiety — a half.
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Courtman received from the exchange a piece of land referred to as ‘Pashese Ground’>. This
was part of a close known as Warners Leys, comprising about 38 poles which lay next to an
orchard which John Courtman already had in his possession, and which had been separated
from the remainder of Warners Leys by a stone wall.

It 1s clear that the Reverend Courtman was either paying less attention to his parish than
on other things such as buying land in 1662, or he had not been properly ordained, for in
that year he was sequestrated by the Bishop of Peterborough for ‘non p’formance of the wch
was required of him by a late Act of Parliament for uniformity’®. The income of the rectory was
taken and given to Courtman’s successor, Francis Sawyer, MA. John Courtman remained
resident in Thorpe Malsor, for in 1658/59 he had married Catherine, daughter of John
Maunsell, by whom he had at least one child, a son also known as John, who became rector
of Thorpe Malsor in 1683.

As previously discussed, at some time between 1650 and 1681, the income from the former
‘hadlands’ ceased, or had never been received. Possibly with the death of John Maunsell,
the churchwardens and overseers or the incumbent of the parish, undertook to recover it.
In 1680 they complained to the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal of England, using a statute
passed in the dying years of the reign of Queen Elizabeth I, to have an inquiry into their
loss.

The Statute and Commission for Charitable Uses

In medieval England, the church and common law permitted charitable donors to entrust
property, usually to the church or other public authorities such as gilds for charitable
purposes. These endowments were part of a complex of activities involving the Crown,
noble families, the church, municipal bodies, gilds, and other essentially public entities
through which poverty, dependency, and other needs were attended to.

In 1538 Henry VIII’s dissolution of the monasteries and the actions of the Reformation
ended the power of the Catholic Church and confiscated its property, and in doing so the
reformation put an end to much charitable work. By the reign of Elizabeth I, the effects of
the Reformation, combined with the impact of urbanisation and rapid population growth,
created significant levels of poverty. The Poor Laws of 1597 and 1601 and the Statute of
Charitable Uses of 1601 were the major reforms designed to tackle these problems by
rationalising and clarifying the relative roles of the State and private charitable donations.

The reordering of the law of charity represented by Elizabeth’s 1601 Statute of Charitable
Uses’ was part of a broader reorganization of the system of public and private responsibilities
for the poor and dependent. With the Poor Relief Act of 1601, parliament placed the
administration of poor relief in the hands of municipal authorities. At the same time, the
Statute of Charitable Uses sought to rationalize the administration of private charities, to
specity the purposes for which funds could be devoted to charity, to ensure such funds were
applied to the uses specified by donors, and to place the private charity under the
supervision of the State. Where charitable holdings were misappropriated the Statute gave
the trustees or others recourse to the law through the Charity Commission.

5 NRO, M(TM)74 — Deed of Exchange 1662.

6 Act of Uniformity, May 1662, prescribed the form of public prayers, the administration of sacraments and
other rites of the Church of England. It ensured that ministers followed the rites, ceremonies and doctrines
set out in the Book of Common Prayer. It also required episcopal ordination of ministers. Episcopal
ordination was not required during the civil war (1642-1653) and was not being enforced at the time when
John Maunsell appointed John Courtman.

7 43 Elizabeth I c. 4.
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The first inquiry

In 1680 the Commission for Charitable Uses established a commission to investigate the
case within the Statute of Charitable Uses, in response to the churchwardens’ and overseers’
claim that the land of the parish set aside for charitable purposes had been ‘Misimployed’.
The first line of the Act establishing the Commission for Charitable Uses states that it was:
‘An Acte to redresse the Misemployment of Landes Goodes and Stockes of Money heretofore given to
Charitable Uses’.

The Commission met at Rothwell during October 1680 and the Commissioners, mostly
local landowners and lawyers (Sir Roger Norwich Baronet, Sir Lewis Palmer Baronet,
Randolph Midlemore Esq. William Bateman and William Wellden Gent), summoned
witnesses on both sides and heard evidence regarding the enclosure and the claim of the
churchwardens and overseers regarding the loss of charitable income. In the 31 years since
the enclosure commenced some pieces of land had changed hands and some owners had
died and the Commissioners therefore had to hear from their successors or heirs. These
included Robert Maunsell, the son and heir of John, who was dead. The summons delivered
to Robert Maunsell survives:®

Robert Maunsell Esq’

By vertue of warrant under the hands and seales of sevrall of the comissioners for charitable uses
nowe showed unto you, you are p’sonally to be and appear before the said comissioners att the
sign of the Red Lyon in Rothwell upon Wensday the seventh day of September nowe next
comeing by nine of the clocke in the forenoon of the same day then and there to be examined
concerninge the of sevrall charitable uses heretofore given whereof faile not att your peril.

In taking evidence from the various parties the Commissioners appear not to have identified
the ‘new parsonage close’, described in 1605 as being in the occupation of John Maunsell.
This was possibly because by 1680/81 it had been absorbed into the Maunsell estate and
John’s heir was either not aware of it being the land in lieu of the ‘hadland’s’ or did not
wish to admit to its presence. On 14 January 1681 the Commission set out its findings in
the form of a decree’, finding in favour of the churchwardens and overseers, stating:

for as much as it appears to us, S" Roger Norwich, Barronet, S" Lewis Palmer, Barronet; William
Bateman & William Weldin gent, beinge ffore of the como™: in the said commission named and
authorized to Act persuant to the Statute afore mentioned having duly sumoned, heard and
examined all the parties before mentioned who by their severall appeared and made such defence
as they thought convenient that the three hadlands in the feilds of Thorpe Malsor aforesaid ought
to have been and for the time to come ought to be from time to time and att all times hereafter
imployed for the repaires of the church of Thorpe Malsor aforesaid and for the relife of the poore
of the said parish. And forasmuch as wee conceive that soe much of the proffitts of the said three
hadlands as have binn received by the respective psons in the inquisition mentioned and apployed
to the sevrall and respective uses of the psons in the inquisition named have been misimployed
and abused and ought to be answered by the psons or their representatives who have soe
misimployed the same.

The Commissioners adjudged that:

Robert Maunsell had two of the lost five acres within his closes. These were found to be
of the value of 20s. per year, which should have been received by the churchwardens and
overseers. This amount was backdated 31 years to the enclosure. Robert was liable for two

8 NRO 322p/66/98 (TM92).
9 NA C93/39/28/002.
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Figure 1. A portion of the Commission for Charitable Uses decree 1681.
(National Archives)

years’ worth himself; his mother Susan was liable for three years’ worth; and his deceased
father’s portion was the residue of 26 years” worth. Robert was charged to pay 50s. for his
personal possession of the two acres, and £25 10s. for his parents’ occupation of the land
since enclosure. Just in case he attempted to claim that he had received nothing from his
father (his mother Susan being still alive) the Commissioners reminded him that he had
received £ 100 in money from the estate on the death of his father. The other owners of
the closes were treated in a similar manner.

Robert Sherman. The Commissioners found that half an acre lay within one of his closes.
The income to the parish was said to be 5s.As one of the original enclosers he was ordered
to pay 31 years at 5s. (£7 15s.0d.).

William Feary, probably the grandson of George Feary, had held the land of his father,
also a George, for two years. His father had held it for 13 years before that. One and a half
roods were found to lie in ‘certain closes’ then in William’s possession. The Commissioners
recorded ‘but it is not found who hath rec’d the pffitts thereof for the residue of the said one and
thirty yeares’. The Commissioners required that William Feary repay only the profits due
from his occupation of the lasts, that is 7s. 6d.

Richard Garrett, probably the son of Richard Garrett one of the enclosers in 1650, also
escaped having to repay 31 years’ worth of the 2s. 6d the Commissioners decided was the
value of a rood of parish land which lay in his close. He was found to be the owner for 15
years and ordered to pay 15 years at 2s. 6d. (£1 17s. 6d.).

Edward Hensman of Ecton had purchased land in Tobex Field in 1679/80, probably of
Richard Braybrooke who was his tenant in 1681. Half a rood of parish land was found to
be in one of his closes, with a yearly value of 1s. 3d. He was therefore charged this for his
year’s worth of 1s. 3d. Additionally Richard Braybrooke was found to have owned the land
for 30 years prior to that and was ordered to pay £1 18s. 6d.



14 NORTHAMPTONSHIRE PAST AND PRESENT

Henry Wills of Cransley was found to have half'a rood in his close. Henry had purchased
the land in 1663/64 and was found to be liable for 18 years’ worth of the value of 1s. 3d.
(L1 2s. 6d.). At the time of the decree, Henry’s land was occupied by Mark Warner of
Loddington as tenant.

The amounts owing were to be paid directly to the churchwardens of the parish on or
before the first day of May 1681, allowing time for each person to receive a copy of the
decree. The Commissioners also ordered that the payments were to continue to be made
annually to the churchwardens, who were also given the right to set crops on the land or
to let it to whom they wished, making the ownership and value of the closes very difficult.

The freeholders’ response

It is not clear whether the backdated payments were made to the churchwardens. What is
clear is that the freeholders sought a judgement regarding the ownership of their land from
the Court of Chancery. Randolf Wikes of Haselbeach Esq., John Courtman (the former
incumbent and brother in law of Robert Malsor), Richard Garrett, Richard Sharman,
William Feary, Richard Braybrooke of Desborough, Henry Wills of Cransley (Vicar of
Cransley), William Rice of Blaby, Leicestershire, Taylor, Edward Hensman (or Henchman)
of Ecton and Ellen his wife, John Garrett, and Frances Sharman of Grafton, the owners and
occupiers of the lands in Tobex Field, described as the complainants, brought a case against
the church and the state. The defendants in the case were Robert Maunsell, the Bishop of
Peterborough, the new incumbent, the Rev. Thomas Bullock and the Attorney General,
Sir Robert Sawyer. Robert Maunsell, heir of John Maunsell, impropriate rector, found
himself on the opposite side of the enclosers and their successors in the case in what became
a case against the Charity Commissioners’ decision and the rights of the church versus the
rights of the freeholders.

A draft copy of the letter from the complainants to Sir Francis North (later Lord Guilford),
Lord Keeper of the Great Seal survives!” and from this it appears that after the Commission
for Charitable Uses decree, a new incumbent (the Reverend Thomas Bullock!!) took up
post at Thorpe Malsor. He stirred up discontent amongst the freeholders by threatening to
sue the freeholders and threatening to break down the enclosures. The draft letter states:

the said parties have for divers yeares mutually and respectively acquiessed therein until of Late
the said Thomas Bullock insisting upon it or presenting that he is not bound thereby & that he
is seized in the right of the church, he is entitled to break & will break the said enclosures & will
sue your good orators for all tithes in kind growing or growne upon the premisses & the
improvements thereof

Thomas Bullock would not see reason or accept any argument from the freeholders stating
that the church had suftered a grave injustice, and that he could not:

submitt to or acquise in the said agreement without the assent & approbation of the said Robert
Maunsell who is patron in ffee & is seized ogf the advowson of the said church nor without the
agreem' & approbation of the L' Bishop of Peterborough who is the ordinary of the place, nor
without the agreement & approbation of the King who is supreme patron & head of the church.

The freeholders were therefore left with no option but to take their case to court.

10 NRO 322p/66/98.

11 Thomas Bullock was vicar of Weekley in 1675 and vicar of Hemington from 1677. He was appointed as
incumbent of Thorpe Malsor on 27 May 1681. He was succeeded by John Courtman junior on 6 April
1683. He died in December 1705 and was buried in Hemington.
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The draft letter also refers to the parish having been given several parcels of land in the
enclosure, one of which was probably the ‘New Parsonage Close’ referred to in the
agreement of 1650, which did not feature in the 1680/81 inquiry.

The incumbent or the churchwardens, on knowing of the complaint of the freeholders,
sent their own letter to the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal'?. This summarised the findings
of the Commission for Charitable Uses inquiry and said that they were willing to submit
that, if the freecholders accepted the Commission for Charitable Uses decree, the church
was willing to discharge the freeholders from having to pay the arrears that had been
directed by the decree.This ignored the actual complaints of the freeholders, which did not
include any reference to the arrears.

The second inquiry

In 1682/83 the Court of Chancery ordered an inquiry to consider the complaints of the
freeholders. As before witnesses were summoned. Thomas Bullock was clearly anxious about
this inquiry, in particular that it might overturn the previous decision. From surviving papers
in the parish records it is clear that potential witnesses for the defence were rounded up.
They noted down their views and wrote out a number of questions, some of which were
then sent to Northampton for legal advice from Mr Thursbey of Abington and Mr Lovell
in Northampton Town. This included ‘what if” questions, some of which have survived in
the parish records'. From one of the statements it appears that amongst the evidence they
had to show the Commissioners in support of their case was a ‘Towne-Booke (much defaced
& torne both at ye beginning and end, & something ye 100y old)’, which set out the hadlands
and their useage, that is either used by the village or let out, the income received and the
parish outgoings'*. From the letter to the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal, we find that this
book had been presented and accepted in evidence by the previous inquiry.

The Commissioners listened to all the witnesses and accepted various pieces of written
evidence including the churchwardens’ book and abstracts of their accounts for the previous
100 years, and on 5 December 1683 gave their judgement. They found that the new
incumbent, the Reverend Thomas Bullock, with “such preteness did falsely alledge that the church
had beene and was dampnifyed & prejudiced thereby to a very greate losse’ whereas the
Commissioners actually found that by the enclosure the land had been improved and the
church, which was given the Glebe Close, had been advantaged by the new allocation of
land and the improvements. The judges estimated that prior to enclosure the church land
in Tobex Field was worth /73, whereas after inclosure they estimated it to be worth £80.
Thomas Bullock admitted that he ‘did believe the same were bettered in paymt of value of the sd
inclosure and conceived itt for the advantage of the church in generale and of himselfe & successors’.
Robert Maunsell also admitted that the enclosure had been to the advantage of all the
freeholders including himself and the church and supported the view that the court should
ratify and confirm the enclosure. The two other defendants, the Bishop of Peterborough
and the Attorney General, unsurprisingly said they had no knowledge of the enclosure.

On completion of the inquiry the Commissioners found in favour of the freeholders, the
surviving Decree Roll' stating:

It is this 5™ Dec. 1683 Decreed

12 NRO WY552.

13 ibid.

14 ibid (Document marked TM75).
15 NA C78/1133/6.
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Figure 2. A portion of the 1683 Decree Roll. (National Archives)

That the sd agreements & the inclosure and severall allotments thereupon doe stand ratifyed &
confirmed ... all particulars of wch are to be observed,

But in addition:-

the deft. Bullocke & his successors parsons of the sd ch. & their assigns shall & may over &
besides the sd parcell of land called the Glebe Close allotted to them uppon the sd inclosure
yearely & every yeare for ever hereafter receive & take all & all manner of tithes in kinde small
or greate rate for tythes or other dues whatsoever assigning issuing & growing out of the sd inclosed
lands & improvements thereuppon in the same manner as was heretofore accustomed before the
sd inclosure or as he or they doe not thereby or under colour thereof overthrow lessen prejudice or
destroy the sd agreements & inclosure but receive & take the same in such manner as was thereby
allotted directed & agreed uppon so hath beene ever since accordingly received, taken or in
pursuance & preference thereof .

So for Thomas Bullock the outcome was not all bad news because he still retained the
income from the tithes and the Glebe Close; however, the decree of the Commission for
Charitable Uses was in effect overturned.

Conclusion

The final judgement clearly gave the frecholders what they wanted: legal approval for the
enclosure of the land enclosed between 1650 and 1652, and confirmation of their legal
entitlement. The judgement also confirmed that Thomas Bullock or his successors had no
right to access or rent out the portions of land incorporated into the closes in the 1650s,
because he and his predecessors had been more than compensated by the allocation of a
glebe close. However, the judgement was not a total defeat for the Reverend Bullock as
the judges confirmed his right to the tithes from the enclosed lands.

What remains unclear is why the actions were taken in the first place. As noted previously,
the likely reason is that the income from the Glebe Close, probably that called ‘the new
Parsonage Close’, was not forthcoming, either from the time of enclosure or later. It is also
possible that it subsequently became lost within the estates of John Maunsell or was assumed
to be part of his entitlement as impropriate rector. His son Robert may not have known
that it was in lieu of lost parish land when he gave evidence in 1680 or if he was aware, he
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may have been frugal with the truth. It was not mentioned in the will of John Maunsell'®
dated 30 May 1677. Whatever the reason, it was not mentioned by the Commissioners
hearing evidence for the inquiry under the Statute of Charitable Uses. They were probably
unaware that the close existed and accordingly decreed that those who held land, which
included parts of the former church headlands, should pay a portion of the perceived lost
income. It was unsurprising therefore that the freeholders chose to put right the wrongful
outcome of the Commission for Charitable Uses by seeking a judgement from the Court
of Chancery.

The 1683 Chancery Court decree was final and put an end to the dispute. The remainder
of Thorpe Malsor parish was subsequently enclosed by Act of Parliament in 1771. After this
the church was allocated a close south of the cartway, and over time the manorial park
changed and appears to have taken in at least a couple of the 1650s closes.

16 NA PROB 11/354/157.
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Moreton Pinkney fields
and the enclosures of 1601, 1624 and 1761
DAVID HALL

The enclosure of Moreton Pinkney (SP 57 49) is one of the more complicated in the
county, occurring in three separate stages by agreement. The manor belonged to the de
Pinkeni family until about 1337. It came to the Knightleys of Fawsley in the early 16th
century, tenanted by the Colles family of Preston Capes, and then passed to Samuel Danvers
of Culworth in 1589. In 1720 and until 1821 the manor belonged to the Cope family of
Hanwell, Oxfordshire, after which it passed to Edward Candler.!

Canons Ashby Priory was granted the church and rectory of Moreton in the late 12th
century, and acquired several yardlands, messuages and lands during the 13th century from
the de Pinkenis.? After the suppression of the monastery in 1536, Moreton lands were
granted to John Edmonds in 15383 for /144 10s. 10d. The property consisted of the dwelling
house of the rectory with other lands.* The impropriate rectory passed from Edmonds to
Michael Fox in 1546, who sold it to Oriel College, Oxford, in 1559.5

Open fields

The open-field furlongs and village earthworks of Moreton were mapped by archaeological
survey in 1973. The village then had croft and toft earthworks and fishponds, as well as
several areas of well-preserved ridge and furrow and sunken roads. South-west of the present
settlement is a detached area of small closes, which was once a wood (see below). Many
furlong names survived as enclosed field-names recorded in a farm survey made in 1796°
and on the 1848 Tithe Map’.The furlongs identified are marked on Figure 1.% Some furlongs
have similar name-forms to those of the Middle Ages; of the 81 furlongs recorded in 1601,
26 names occur during the period 1200-1500.

Moreton turlongs were divided into two ‘great fields’ from the date of the earliest
information in the 13th century until the end of the 16th century.’ In ¢.1200, a two-acre
holding had two half-acre lands in both the East Field and West Field.! The same two fields
are mentioned in a grant that gives furlong names and parcels called ‘rugges’, showing that
the lands were ridged in the 13th century.'' An undated terrier of the 15th century describes
12 acres called Prestland,'> which had in the West Field 14 lands in 14 different furlongs
totalling six acres, and in the East Field there were 13 lands in 13 furlongs also totalling six
acres, revealing an exactly uniform division and dispersion.

In 1566 land still lay in the two fields," but by 1601 they had been rearranged into three

1 Bridges, J. 1791, The History and Antiquities of Northamptonshire, ed.Whalley, P. (Oxford) i; 250-2; Baker, G.1822,
The History and Antiquities of the County of Northampton, (London) i; 49-57.
2 BL Egerton 3033, ff. 17-23.
3 VCH Northants ii, 130-3; Gairdner, J. 1893, Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, Vol. 13, part 2, g 1182 (29).
4 In the tenure of ten people some with family names which occur in 1601 (Jeftre, Smyth, and Perker).
5 Oriel College, Oxford, Estate Archives, Shadwell 1175-1178.
6 Added to a copy of the enclosure award, NRO BoxV2792.
7 NRO, Map T215.
8 The names are based on terriers dated 1601-1753 (references in footnotes 9-18) particularly that of 1601.
9 NRO, SSF(B) Bundle (31 deeds of the Hopkins family 1595-1734); deed 30 May 1601.
10 BL Add. Ch. 22320.
11 BL Harl. Ch. 84.1. 25.
12 BL Egerton f.21d.
13 East Field 20.5 acres and the West Field 25 acres; TNA, SC/12,21/6.
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Figure 1. Moreton Pinkney open fields and furlongs 1200-c.1580.
Areas coloured ochre, and lettered A-T, are the medieval demesne pieces.
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called East, West and South Fields.'* Their location can be determined from the furlong
names as shown on the inset of Figure 1. The arrangement continued until 1622'> but in
1624, because the West Field was then enclosed by agreement, a two-field system was
formed by default, consisting of the South and East Fields. These two fields were still used
in 1630 and 1638'7, but by 1656 had been rearranged into three fields; South Feilde called
the Ry Hill Field, Long Field called the Olt Field, and Bridgcroft Field.'® In 1753 the three
fields were called Grant Slade Field, Long Field, and Rye Hill Field.!” At the time of final
enclosure in 1761, there was a large Cow Pasture and four named fields, the odd-shaped
Long Field of 1753 having its northern part called Holt Field or Quarter and Grant Slade
Field was called Green Slade Quarter.?’ It is likely that a three-year crop rotation still
operated in 1761. The change from two fields to three demonstrates that there was an
agricultural desire to have such a system in the 17th and 18th centuries. The reduction of
the three fields of 1601 to two in 1624 was considered unsatisfactory.

The cluster of small closes lying south-west of the village can be identified as former
woodland. They were clasped by short droves on the north and south called lawns, still partly
visible in the field-pattern. Some of the enclosures within were named wood closes, and plain
furlong (a term used for pasture on the edge of woodland) lay next to it; to the north was
wattle green.?! The wood lay close to the village, which can be paralleled at Cransley.
Normally it would be expected to belong to the manorial demesne, but neither Sir Jonathon
Cope in 1796 nor Edward Candler in 1848, owned any part of it.>> The wood is of medieval
origin, since it is referred to in the Canons Ashby Priory charters of the 13th century and
there was a waldfurlong in the West Field (called wood corner in 1601). (Figure 1)

The demesne enclosure of 1601-2

On 25 March 1600 Samuel Danvers of Culworth, lord of the manor of Moreton, leased to
John Dillon of Moreton Pinkney, for 50 years, the manor of Moreton consisting of the
chief messuage and the demesne lands.?* These lands had comprised from time immemorial
‘greate peeces & parcells errable, meadowe & pasture grounde’ dispersed in the fields
containing 400 acres lying in 17 named furlong pieces (see Figure 1). One further unnamed
piece lying next to the manor-house was called Church Close in 1761.

A: Costeede 31 acres, B: The lords leasowe 20 acres, C: Adwell peece 18 acres, D: rye
hill peece, E:sheepe markes, F: the broade 24 acres, G: wood furlonge, H: wood playne,
J: bar furlonge sladd, K: deepe sladd, L: graunde sladd, M: housfurlonge, N: heath field,
P:stone pyttes furlonge, Q: water meadowes, R: newellash meade, S: kings meade, and
T: later called Church Closes. The demesne enclosure of 1601 is marked at the west.
The central village and former wood are shaded dark.

Thirteen of these pieces can be located from the field names recorded on the Tithe Map,

14 A long terrier of the late 16th century and the 1601 terrier suggest a regular tenurial arrangement existed
(for tenurial structure see Hall 1995, 115-22).

15 NRO, SSF(B) Bundle 31, deed 30 Sept 1622.

16 Id. deed, Dadford to Hopkins.

17 NRO SSF(B) Bundle 37, deed 25 Mar 13 Chas 2.

18 Oriel College, Estate Archives, Moreton Pinkney deed, Grime et al. to Beaumont.

19 NRO, SSF(B) Bundle 83, deed Hows to Jarvis.

20 Long Field of 1761 includes Allotment 13 and most of Allotment 10; this was probably the case in 1753 as
well.

21 From the field-names of 1796 and 1848;Tithe map fields 348, 354, 357, 370-2); the lawnde and woode playne
are referred to in 1602.

22 But Jonathon Cope had old enclosure on the north side of plot 28 (Figure 2) in 1761 (Award).

23 1601-2; TNA DR 116 (6); transcript in J. Wake’s notes at NRO, Joan Wake Collection, Box 136.
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and are marked on Figure 1. The pieces had long been enclosed with ‘good anciente
quicksett hedges’. John Dillon had assumed that the pieces belonged to the manor privately
in severalty, but the freeholders said they were commonable for 300 sheep, 40 oxen, and 20
horses or colts.

In a general assembly of the freeholders, after conference with Danvers and Dillon, ‘having
drawn themselves into private conference’, it was agreed on 24 March 1601 that Danvers
and Dillon could have a block of ground on and around Great Ryehill, to be held in
severalty, and enclosed as demesne in exchange for the pieces. All except one piece® of the
ancient pieces were given to the freeholders in exchange, and the lord’s right of common
on them extinguished. Dillon was to remove thorns on the old pieces before 1 May 1602.
From the detailed description giving the bounds and the names of the furlongs enclosed,
the main large enclosure can be identified lying at the west, next to Culworth boundary;?
it was to be surrounded by a new ditch and quickset. At the same time a common cow
pasture of 200 acres was to be laid out next to it.?¢ It is likely that cow pasture was formerly
part of the West Field so that the other two fields were left intact without disruption.

The freeholders were Thomas Cullpepper Esq, a ‘great frecholder in the town and fields’,
Edmonde Whitton, Anthony Plante, and 37 others.?”” They gave their consent, ‘for the greate
benefytt & proffytt’ for the whole town, especially to the poorer sort whose bease pasture’
was much enlarged and improved by the agreement. Some of them afterwards objected, so
a new agreement was made on 10 November 1602, after mediation by Thoby Chauncey,
Erasmus Dryden and Robert Dillon, and confirmed by a decree in Chancery, signed by Sir
Thomas Egerton, keeper of the Great Seal.?

Partial enclosure in 1624

The next stage in the enclosure of Moreton was the conversion of the remainder of the
West Field into severalty closes by the freeholders in 1624. The enclosure proposal seems
to have been led by William Plant, Enoch Whitton, Thomas Hawten and Thomas Palmer
of Moreton, yeomen. They noted that the dispersed lands were inconvenient and that
growing corn was often damaged and the common field was continually overcharged with
cattle. In ‘wett and rayney’ weather, grounds were spoiled and sheep developed foot-rot.
An enclosure would benefit the commonwealth for timber and wood in a champion county
devoid of timber, wood and other fuel, and the value of Oriel College rectory would be
increased. Consequently, all the parcels of the West Field were surveyed and the respective
quantities put into particular plots to be enjoyed in severalty by the freeholders forever. The
freeholders had agreed and exchanged lands, accepted their plots and had entered, and then
ditched, hedged and mounded them at their own expense.

However, the freecholders refused to pay tithes out of the enclosed West Field, which were
needed to make up the payments of £50 due to the College and £40 to its lessee, Erasmus

24 No. B, lord’s leasowe; no. D, rye hill, was enclosed into the new demesne block held in severalty.

25 Belonging to Edward Candler in 1848 and marked on the Tithe map, 187 acres.

26 The Cow Pasture of 1761 was larger than this; perhaps its south-eastern extension was a later addition in
1624.

27 Thomas Hawtayne, Thomas Bull, Edwarde Witmell, William Witmell, Thomas Palmer, Marke Walsby, John
Hopkyns, John Billinge elder, John Billinge younger, Nicholas Rathband, William Parker, Edmonde Gleid,
Edward Smyth, John Hincke, Isabell Walsby, Thomas Fosson, Richard Dixon, Henry Jeffery, William Standishe,
William Tredwell, Edward Paynter alias Usher, William Smythe, Edwarde Hawten, Richarde Dyer, William
Gybbins, Thomas Coles, John Ladkyns, R obert Densey, Thomas Webb, John Parker, Richarde Turner, Thomas
Hopkyns, Anthony Hopkyns, Alexander Hawtyn, John Kyngston, William Handes, and Anne Kyngston.

28 The disagreements may have been fictitious, the parties appearing to be at loggerheads then agreeing to a
Chancery settlement to confirm their titles in law.
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Cope. So another agreement was reached and confirmed by a Chancery Decree. The other
freeholders were Erasmus Dryden of Canons Ashby bart, Erasmus Cope of Canons Ashby,
George Thorne of Hangar Lodge [Whittlebury], gent, Anthony Plant, Thomas Plant and
34 others.?

The agreement reached forbade any enclosure in the East or South Fields, and included
complicated regulations about stinting the common pasture, which was to be fenced off at
certain times during which no pasturing was allowed on the fallow field. The stint per
yardland was four beasts, 32 sheep and 12 lambs. Six ancient cottages were allowed two
beasts, eight sheep and four lambs. Each yardland paid 24s. 6d. and the six cottages £1 in
all to make up the £50 paid to the College. The freeholders were to maintain the church
chancel and rebuild it if required.®

Details of the West Field survey and the parcels allotted do not survive, but the 1848 Tithe
Map marks many groups of fields at the west bounded by straight hedges, contrasting with
the infilling crooked hedges that follow furlongs®!. These are likely to be some of the old
plots, especially those bearing the names of the inhabitants of 1624, of which there were
seven; Plant, Walesby, Bull, Jeffery, Painter, Barker and Turner.3> The West Field was said to
be ‘lately inclosed” in 1628.% The allotment descriptions of 1761 refer to the whole block
of land at the west as the ‘ancient inclosure’ of Moreton.

Once land was enclosed it became more valuable, being free of common rights and not
restricted by village agricultural customs. The new closes were likely farmed by the original
owners in the late 1620s for hay, but could produce crops not planted on the open-field
land. Lands were available to participate in an active land-market. An example of this can
be seen in 1728, when Thomas Oldham, linen draper of Towcester, sold a mixed accumu-
lation of small estates for the high price of £1,200. In Moreton there were closes of pasture
called Priors Pit Quick, 23 acres and Little Hill 18 acres, purchased by John Kingston,
grandfather of Thomas Owen, from Simon Belcher in 1679; and a pasture close called WWood
Plain, four acres, purchased from Simon Adams in 1699.There was also open field land in
Moreton Pinkney and at Wollaston, closes in Abthorpe, and a small amount of meadow in
Nun Meadow at Hardingstone.** Thomas Owen was raising funds from sales of very mixed
assets and 1s to be regarded as a property speculator.

By such transactions as these, the smaller proprietors disposed of their West Field closes, so
that by the time the total ownership is viewed in 1796 and 1848, very few of the owners
of the West Field, apart from two (one the manorial lord), had much land in the former
open fields lying on the east, enclosed in 1761.

29 John Parker the elder, John Kingston, Jacob Hunt, Thomas Fosson, John Gibbons, John Parker the younger,
John Wimbush, Cornelius Hopkins, Thomas Bull, Sabia Bull, Edward Smith, Richard Smith, Anthony
Hopkins, Daniel Hopkins, Henry Jeftery, Edward Wallesby, Robert Tucker, Edward Painter, John Pettifer,
Edward Smith jun, Richard Barker, Thomas Cocker, Thomas Knibbe, Thomas Barnett, John Turner, Richard
Coles, Edward Hawten & his wife Susan, William Billinge, Thomas Wallesby, Thomas Byers, Elizabeth
Hawten, Mary Hawten and Margaret Harris.

30 Oriel College, Shadwell 1185.

31 See Figure 2 between the railways near their intersection and westwards, SP 55 48.

32 Tithe field numbers 487, Plant’s meadow four acres; 485, Plant’s ground, 33a; 486, Plant’s ground, 6a; 457,
Walesby’s close, 5a; 456, Barker’s plot, 8a.

33 NRO SSF(B) Bundle 31, deed Hopkins to Kingston 1628, sale of six acres ‘sometime parcel of the West
Field.’

34 NRO D(W) 68. See also the deeds already referred which show Moreton families disposing of parts of the
West Field (NRO SSF(B) Bundles 31, 34, 67, 83, 88, and 99.
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Parliamentary enclosure in 1761

The remaining half of the parish was enclosed in 1761 by Parliamentary Act. The Bill passed
through both Houses of Parliament with the usual rapidity of the time.?> The Bill was
engrossed and passed at the third reading and taken by William Cartwright (of Aynho) to
the House of Lords on 6 February 1761.3 It passed through the Lords with three readings,
who agreed to it without any amendment on 17 February 1761 and it received the Royal
Assent on 3 March 1761.%7

The Act notes there were about 42 yardlands and referred to the Chancery Decree of 1624
regarding tithes; the vicar of Woodford Halse (Edward Derby) had two yardlands. The vicar
of Moreton was to receive land for tithes of old enclosures belonging to proprietors with
open field land, and for % yardland of open field land, but the impropriate tithe holder,
Oriel College, Oxford, continued to take tithe from the new allotments. The Commissioners
were the Rev. Thomas Price of Greens Norton, Clement Wilson of Watford Gap, Robert
Kingston of Towcester, and Thomas and John Baseley both of Priors Marston, Warks. The
survey was to be completed by August 1761 and the allotments made before 1 December
the same year.

No map of the enclosure survives, but it can be reconstructed from the Award.*® The results
are shown in Figure 2 and Table 1.

The first column of Table 1 refers to Figure 2. The new allotment locations in the Great
Fields were: CP Cow Pasture; RHF Rye Hill Field; LF Long or Upper Field; DQ Deepslade
Quarter; HQ Holt Field or Quarter; GF Granslade Field. The percentages are the total for
each proprietor. The listed commons are for cottage commons; commons in the notes refer
to yardland commons.

[t can be seen that several of the allotments are ‘radial’ lying next to the farmsteads in the
village running out to, or towards, the parish boundary (Plots 4, 9, 10, 18, 19, 20). The
ownership profile is that 33 people shared 1,231 acres of new allotments. Four persons each
owning more than ten per cent of the total held 32 per cent; and seven people owning
more than five per cent (58 acres) each held 59 per cent of the total. The total number of
yardlands was found to be 42.23, mostly held as farms of one quarter to two yardlands, but
six people held more than two yardlands (totalling 23.7).

Of interest is the information given relating to ‘cottage commons’. These are specified to
be the right to pasture one cow on the open fields at certain times of the year. They
originally belonged to the ‘ancient cottages’ of the manorial labourers. Table 1 shows there
were 22 of them in all, nearly all in the hands of the yeoman farmers, only five of them
were held by six people without land in the open fields. One cow common had been
recently purchased by the fourth largest landholder, the Reverend Joseph Key, for which
he was allotted Plot 4b, illustrating the accumulation of cottage commons by the large
farmers. In 1624 there were only six ancient cottages and they had more generous stinting

35 Permission to present a Bill to the House of Commons was given on 15 Jan 1761. It had its second reading
on 20 January and was committed to Sir J. Philipps, and Messrs Cartwright, Bankes, Walter, Trist, Chester,
and 65 other MPs and the MPs for the counties of Northampton, Warwick, Oxford and Buckingham, some
of whom were to meet at 5 p.m. in the Speaker’s Chamber the same day.

36 J. House of Commons XXVIII, 1022a, 1032a, 1060b. William Cartwright of Aynho was active at the House of
Commons in 1761, although Namier and Brooke (1964) record him as rarely present (History of Parliament
(on line)).

37 J. House of Lords XXX, 48a, 51a, 77b.

38 NRO, Inc 31 is the original enclosure award (copy in BoxV2792); Act NRO, G1259 and ZA 6051].
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Modern
Enclosure hedge

Ancient enclosure

Figure 2. Moreton Pinkney enclosure allotments 1761.
The village closes and all the old enclosures are shaded ochre. The new allotments overlie
hedges as mapped by the Ordnance Survey in 1885.

rights (two beast, eight sheep, four lambs). Perhaps these were re-allotted to give fewer rights
to 22 instead of six cottages for one cow only. The overall grazing level is much the same.

No allotment was made in respect of manorial rights, so it seems that manorial rights had
lapsed. However, the Cope tenant of 1796 lived at the ‘mansion house’, lying in the village
at the north of Plot 18, and Edward Candler was described as lord of the manor in 1848.

The enclosed fields in 1796 and 1848

Moreton Pinkney has a detailed survey of the enclosed farms dated 1796 listing owners,
tenants, acreages and field names. For the first time the former West Field closes are named,
as well as the smaller fields that had been inserted into the parliamentary allotments. The
survey was made to levy parish church rates, and was used for a land-tax assessment in 1802.

The holdings in 1796 are very similar to those recorded on the Tithe Map. Overall
ownership was that 42 people owned 2,305 acres, 12 of them had less than one per cent,
20 had one to five per cent, six had five to ten per cent and one, the lord Sir Jonathon
Cope, had 16 per cent (387 acres). In terms of farming, 27 owners farmed their own land
(including a few who held only a little land in-hand) totalling 739 acres. There were 22
tenant-farmers with 1,566 acres, seven of them being members of families that owned land;
the others were tenant farmers who owned no land. Five of these tenanted land from more
than one owner. No map or detailed table has been provided, because the holdings are
almost unchanged in 1848, with the same subtle differences of ownership and land-use
between the west and east as next explained.

Since Oriel College retained some tithe payments after enclosure, there was a map and
survey made in 1848 as required by the 1836 Tithe Act.Vicarial tithes had been exonerated
by the 1761 allotment. The tithe of hay had been converted to a payment, probably in the
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Table 1. Moreton Pinkney enclosure allotments in 1761

Proprietor

Wilson, Thomas

2a Jarvis, John
2b Jarvis, John

3
4a
4b
5
6
7a
7b
8
9
10
11
12a
12b
12c¢
12d
13a
13b
14
15
16
17
18
19a
19b
19¢

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28
29
30
31
33
34
35

Bull, Thomas

Key, Joseph

Key, Joseph
Brimley, Robert
Hinks, George
Mauds, John

Mauds, John
Sheppard, Rich’d
Mobbs, John
Kingston, Mary, wid
Brooks, Thomas
Brockless, Anthony
Brockless, Anthony
Brockless, Anthony
Brockless, Edward
Wilson, Josiah
Wilson, Josiah
Cleaver, Charles
Cleaver, Thomas
Derby, Rev Edward
White, Rev Gilbert
Cope, Sir Jonathon
Stopes, Rev James
Stopes, Rev James
Stopes, Rev James

Adams, Clarke
Feary, Joseph
Kingston, John
Kingston, Mary
Chinner, Sumers
Stop, William
Holmes, Thomas
Freemantle, Thom.
Humphrey, John &
Ann; Mary & Chas
Elkington

Pittam, Henry
Haycock, Edward
Butterfield, John
Malsbury, Will.
Stone pit
Thorton, Ric

Total

Yard Comm- Area

lands

0.625
3.58

0.25
4.25

0.5
0.5
0.25
0.125

4.75
0.75
0.5

1.75

0.5
1.825

0.25

0.75

4.825
35

—_

2.25
1.5
0.5
0.25
1.25
0.5

0.25
0.25

42.23

ons

86

117

20
13

2.5

3 125
24

14

19

20

2

2 15
3 5
44

2

4

50

1 79
1 135
41

46

32

58

31

18
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Middle Ages, since the sum paid was so low (average 12s. 7d. annually). It was noted in the
1624 enclosure agreement that there were two closes at newe digge leys held in lieu of tithes
that by ancient custom were paid by the whole parish for tithe hay at the rate for every
yardland of 4d. one year and 3d. another. The closes were referred to in the 1761 Act and
rent was presumably paid to Oriel as part of the £50 annual sum raised until 1848. The
area liable for tithe in 1848 was 2,319 acres of which 530 were arable and 1,789 acres were
meadow or pasture. Oriel College was the owner of all tithes of corn and grain, for which
the sum £163 3s. rent charge was awarded. The detailed schedule gives the ownership,
tenancies, acreage, field-names and land-use, and shows how the payment was assigned to
each field. Payments were due on the arable fields only, the pasture fields making no
payment.*’

Within the area of the Parliamentary enclosure, the 1848 farms are almost exactly the same
in extent as in 1761 (and 1796), showing there had been very few sales of small farms to
larger landholders subsequent to parliamentary enclosure. Even the three small cow
common allotments made to individuals with no land can be identified, still belonging to
small proprietors. Two of them (Figure 2,27 & 28) had been amalgamated into a single plot
of about two acres by 1848, and the other (Figure 2, 32, awarded to Charles Elkington,
belonging to Daniel Elkington in 1796) had been amalgamated with old enclosure to make
a field of four acres belonging to John Elkington as part of his small farm of 14 acres in
1848.

Opverall there were 50 owners with two acres or more and the land-ownership profile was
that 22 owned less than one per cent (24 acres), 22 had one to five per cent, and three
owned more than five per cent, the lord, Edward Candler, having 16 per cent of the total.*
In 1848 there were 1,448 acres of pasture and 762 acres of arable (34 per cent), totalling
2,210 acres.When the land-use is broken down in terms of the farms lying in old-enclosed
West Field and the 1761 allotments, differences in farming practice emerge. The larger
proprietors Candler and Adams farmed the West Field properties mostly as pasture, with a
higher proportion of arable in their eastern 1761 plots. The small proprietors also had more
pasture in West Field, and for 19 of them it was their only possession with no land in the
east.

In terms of holdings, the allotments that had been made in 1761, totalling 1,280 acres, were
shared among 29 proprietors, and only seven of them had small amounts of land in the
West Field, in all 79 acres. The landholding profile of the 29 was that for the West Field
old-enclosed farms, 917 acres were shared among 26 proprietors of whom three had a
considerable amount of land in the 1761 allotments, and the rest little or none. The amount
of old enclosed land was 42 per cent of the whole parish. This shows that there had been
many changes of landholding since 1624, when the West Field allotments were made to
freeholders who held land in all the open fields, including that enclosed in 1761.Yet by
1761 few of the holders of enclosures in the West Field had any open-field land, as explained
above.

The current series of parish enclosure studies concludes with Moreton Pinkney. Moreton
illustrates the complications that can hide behind what may appear to be a straightforward
18th-century enclosure. The tithe history of Moreton is unusually complicated, as well as
being one of the few examples in the county where the tithe owner continued to take

39 NRO,T215.

40 The village houses and small old enclosures were not included in these analyses of the tithe data which deal
with properties of one acre and more, and hence the totals given are slightly different from the values in the
Tithe Schedule.
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tithes after parliamentary enclosure instead of receiving an allotment. Moreton provides an
example of land-use and ownership after enclosure, showing there was little change in the
size of the farms resulting from the 1761 allotments, in both 1796 and 1848. The small
allotments made to cottagers also survived to 1848. Enclosures record major agricultural
changes controlled by legal processes to ensure that the rights of all proprietors were satisfied;
they were not primarily concerned with the poor. Nevertheless, the rights of ‘the poorer
sort’” were considered in 1624 when their grazing rights on the newly allotted common
were increased. This may be when the six ancient cottage commons of 1624 were increased
to the 22 found in 1761.

The case studies illustrate that it is essential to examine detail for every parish to reveal
underlying complexities, and that places differ, each providing its own particular information
on the enclosure process. The three parishes studied had varying amounts of old enclosure
before final parliamentary enclosure of what was left. Arthingworth had very little other
than the core of medieval paddocks; Ashby St Ledgers had an old enclosed estate comprising
20 per cent of the parish; and Moreton had half of the parish enclosed prior to 1761.

Elsewhere in the county, enclosure types range from places like Great Houghton, Lilbourne
or Preston Capes enclosed in one go by private agreements in 1612, 1620 and 1659
respectively. These contrast with examples such as Kislingbury and Rothersthorpe each
having a single small core of medieval paddocks lying in an expanse of open field comprising
more than 90 per cent of the total area, enclosed by the Parliamentary method in 1779 and
18009.

Acknowledgements

I am grateful to Steve Hastings who helped with local contacts, to all the farmers of 1973
for readily allowing access to their land; to the staff of Northamptonshire Record Office,
to Robert Petre, Oriel College, Oxford, for producing documents, and to Bill Franklin for
preparing the figures.



28

Solving the architectural puzzle: Delapré Abbey decoded
MARGARET HAWKINS

At first sight, Delapré Abbey doesn’t look like a religious foundation. There is no church,
no cloisters and no visible plan of community buildings. Approaching from the road, Delapré
has the appearance of a country house, albeit standing little more than a mile from the
centre of Northampton. The very name is curious; although Delapré was only a small
community, it had the status of abbey, rather than the slightly less important priory which
was usual in the Cluniac order. In fact, St Mary de la Pré, or St Mary of the Meadow, was
founded by Simon Senlis II in 1145 as a Cluniac nunnery, one of only two such houses in
England, the other being at Arthington in Yorkshire. With this foundation, Simon was
following in the family tradition; his father, Simon Senlis I not only built Northampton’s
castle, but also founded St Andrew’s Priory as a Cluniac monastery. St Andrew’s held lands
in many parishes. Its holdings in Hardingstone were identified as a suitable site for the new
nunnery and lands elsewhere were also ceded to it to ensure that the nunnery had adequate
income.

Delapré is not the grandest of houses and certainly not in the first rank of splendour; no-
one would regard it as being amongst the most important houses in the country. As a
religious foundation, Delapré was never a large or rich community, having 20 nuns at the
most, and left to its own devices it might have been remarkable only for being almost unique
as a Cluniac nunnery in England. Nevertheless, Delapré is connected to national, even
international, events, which, although the nunnery was very much a bystander in them,
mark it out as a place of considerable interest. How many other houses can boast of having
an important battlefield site in its grounds, that a queen consort’s coffin rested in it overnight
or that a king was held captive there? Few can claim even one of these, yet all three are true
of Delapreé.

In November 1290, Eleanor of Castile, queen of Edward I, died at Harby in Nottingham-
shire. After embalmment in Lincoln, the coffin began its solemn passage to London, resting
in convenient houses along the route. The nunnery of Delapré was one such house. While
Edward spent the night in Northampton castle, Eleanor’s coffin lay in Delapré, where the
nuns kept vigil and said divine offices.! A stone cross, one of only a handful remaining,
stands on the London road to commemorate the event.

In 1460, during the Wars of the Roses, the Lancastrian King Henry VI clashed with the
Yorkists in Delapré’s grounds and the Battle of Northampton was an important and early
victory for the Yorkists, led by the Earl of Warwick. Apparently, both the Archbishop of
Canterbury and the Bishop of London were spectators at the event, reportedly standing on
the steps of Eleanor’s cross.? Supporters of the earls of Warwick, March and Salisbury during
their exile, it is reasonable to suppose that these senior clerics were delighted by the Yorkists’
success. Quite what the nuns thought of this upheaval in their grounds can only be a matter
of speculation. Although confirmed remains have yet to be found, Leland believed that
many of the fallen were buried in the abbey churchyard, which lay on the site of the present
walled garden. However, if so, it appears that this courtesy was extended only to the Yorkist
dead. Bishop Coppini, a Papal legate tasked with monitoring the course of the war, had
excommunicated the Lancastrians who, therefore, had to be buried in unconsecrated
ground.’ The captured King Henry was held prisoner in Delapré where a mass was said,

1 Wake, J. & Pantin,W. A., Delapré Abbey, Northampton: its history and architecture (Northampton, 1959), p. 3.

2 Chronicle of John Stone, Monk of Canterbury, p. 80. Quoted in Serjeantson, R. M., A history of Delapré Abbey,
Northampton (Northampton, 1909), p. 23 and Ingram, M. The Battle of Northampton 1460 (Northampton, 2015),p. 79.

3 Leland, J. Itinerary, quoted in Serjeantson, p. 23; Wake, p. 4; Ingram, p. 100.
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having been led into the nunnery by the two prominent clerics. Henry was then taken to
Northampton to await transfer to London.*

When not playing host to battles or monarchs, everyday life in the nunnery would have
been dictated by Cluniac routines. Architecturally, the building would almost certainly have
followed the standard pattern, with the principal rooms — chapter house, parlour, guest house
and domestic offices — grouped around an open cloister, with a church on the north side.’
While the nuns carried on their daily life of prayer and contemplation, they depended for
their living mainly on Delapré’s estates in Hardingstone and elsewhere, supplemented by
the right of estover, that is to collect firewood, in Salcey forest. Their founder also donated
a tun of wine (252 gallons) each Pentecost to allow the nuns to celebrate mass.®

Along with other religious houses, Delapré was dissolved by order of Henry VIII. Although
a valiant fight by its last abbess, Clementina Stock, achieved a brief reprieve, Delapré was
dissolved on 16 December, 1538.To add to Delapré’s woes, it suffered the indignity of
having its bells removed and the lead stripped from its roof. The land was farmed for a few
years and then transterred in 1543 to John Mershe, a London property speculator, in
exchange for other land he owned. There is no record of what Mershe did to Delapré. As
far as we can gather, he did little to the buildings and the land continued to be farmed until
Mershe sold it to the Tate family in 1548, or to be more accurate, to Anne Tate and her
third husband, Andrew Wadham, who bought it for Anne’s son by her first marriage to
Bartholomew Tate. Although not a household name, the Tates were a notable North-
amptonshire family and leading London merchants. Bartholomew’s rise in London society
had resulted in his being appointed to an office in the royal household and in the military
service of Henry VIII. He and Anne had a son, Bartholomew II who, like his father, became
involved in public affairs. He was elected MP for Coventry in 1573 and Sheriff of
Northampton in 1585, whereupon he made Delapré his principal seat.

As well as being a public figure, Tate was well-connected, his most prestigious relation being
Sir Christopher Hatton, Queen Elizabeth’s Chancellor and builder of Holdenby House.
Bartholomew himself served Elizabeth during the reign of her sister Mary.” Bartholomew
II had two sons, William, later Sir William, Tate, who also served Northamptonshire as Sherift
and Member of Parliament, and Francis, a respected lawyer and noted antiquary.
Bartholomew II's public reputation was sufficient to enable him to arrange a match between
his son William and Elizabeth, daughter of Edward Zouche, 11th Lord of Harringworth.®
As well as prestige, Elizabeth brought a considerable fortune to the marriage, from which
their son, Zouch Tate, and Delapré, would benefit.

Zouch followed in the family tradition of public service. A staunch supporter of the
Parliamentary cause, he represented Northampton in both the Short and Long Parliaments
of the English Civil War. In 1645, Tate moved the Self-denying Ordinance, by which no
member of the House of Commons or the House of Lords could hold a commission in
the army. This paved the way for the creation of the New Model Army, which was to prove
so effective. Ironically, Zouch Tate, although not a soldier, was himself excluded from
parliament in Pride’s Purge, which removed all those MP’s who did not support

4 Wake, p. 4. Ingram, p. 104.

5 Wake, pp. 12-13.

6 Wake, p. 2.

7 Thorpe, S. M. ‘Bartholomew Tate’, www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1558-1603/member/tate-
bartholomew (18 02 16)

8 Moseley, V. C. D. & Healey, S. ‘Sir William Tate’, www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1604-
1629/member/tate-sir-william (18 02 16)
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parliament’s hard line with the king.” Parliament’s loss, however, was Delapré’s gain as
Zouch now had more time to spend at Delapré, where he made a substantial and lasting
contribution to the appearance and prestige of the abbey.

Like most houses, Delapré has been altered and added to over the centuries to suit the taste
and the needs of'its occupants, its many changes of level signalling incremental development
(Figure 1).Yet it is neither fraudulent nor a pastiche. In many ways, Delapré is a very honest
house. It makes no pretence at being what it is not, nor does it make statements of grandeur
to which its owners are not entitled. It is an intimate and very homely house, easy to imagine
oneself living in.Yet Delapré is far from ordinary. Standing on a gently sloping site, it abounds
in cellars and staircases, doorways and passages. Hidden in its fabric are many tantalising
clues to the house’s past.

Upon taking possession of Delapré, Anne Wadham and her son had set about transforming
the nunnery into a home. Their first efforts appear to have been devoted to the north range,
the site of the nunnery church and the least suitable for domestic occupation in its original
state. The Tates were staunchly Protestant and would have wanted to eradicate the trappings
of Catholicism.

At first sight it appears that the church and the entire north range of the nunnery were
demolished and replaced with new building and, indeed, this may be so. Serjeantson
certainly believed that no nunnery fabric remained.!” However, there are clues to suggest
that the religious house was not entirely destroyed. It is tempting to think that the corridor
represents the outline of the original cloisters. It probably does, although there is no
documentary evidence to prove it. Nevertheless, some of the cloister walls are ancient, but
whether they are part of the nunnery fabric or built during the first stage of conversion
into a house has not been ascertained. If the latter, was the original stone reused? Pantin
believes that the outer walls of the north range represent the shell of the church nave and
that traces of an ancient window can be seen overlapping the present ground floor and first
floor."

Thus it is probable that the rooms of the new north range used the foundations of the
nunnery. A room in the north-east corner has some medieval walling and is thought to
have been built on the site of the nuns’ chapel. The rebuilt room appears always to have
been a service, rather than a living, room. In Zouch Tate’s time it was probably a dairy or
buttery and was later a beer store. The adjacent butler’s pantry has a circular staircase in the
south-west corner, which is certainly no later than the 16th century and could be earlier.
If the conjectural plan of the nunnery is correct, then the guest house and abbess’s lodgings
in the west range and the nuns’ dormitory in the east may have been suitable for medium
term occupation without rebuilding.!?

Into the wall of the westernmost room of the north range Bartholomew Tate inserted a
four-centre arched doorway to the corridor. The stone at the base of the doorway is very
worn, suggesting that it may have been made in an existing wall, or even that the original
doorway was altered to suit the fashion of the day. The passage beyond this room marks the
end of the north range of the nunnery. Its west wall is very thick and is almost certainly

9 Hollis I1I, D.W. ‘Zouch Tate’, www.oxforddnb.com (18 02 16); D. Scott, ‘Tate, Zouch (1601-1651) of Delapré
Abbey, Hardingstone, Northants, and Great Piazza, Covent Garden, London’, www.historyofparliamentonline
(draft) (18 02 16)

10 Serjeantson, p. 4.
11 Wake, pp. 12-14
12 Wake, p. 14.
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Figure 2. Medieval fabric excavated spring 2016.
(Courtesy of Ian Soden, IS Heritage Services)

part of the nunnery fabric. The 17th-century external doorway is clearly cut through earlier
fabric.

The access corridor adjacent to the north range was probably built on the foundations of
the cloister to serve the new north range rooms. Set into the north-east and north-west
corners of this corridor are two mediaeval lantern niches. If this is their original site, these
would have lit the nuns’ way to the chapel, but it is possible that they were relocated from
elsewhere.

John Walker, in his Sufferings of the clergy, states that Zouch Tate “...built on the scite of the
nunnery and part of the church; turning other parts of it to profane uses, particularly the chancel
to a dairy, buttery and other such offices.’* As well as modifying his grandfather’s north range,
Zouch Tate rebuilt the east range to provide further domestic offices. Of these rooms, the
kitchen is the most likely site of nunnery fabric. The outside stonework shows building from
several periods. The lowest two metres are of dark brown ironstone while above this height the
wall is of a lighter-coloured stone, built with more regular blocks — evidence of later
workmanship. The upper courses are of brick. This may have been a cost-saving measure
employed on an elevation that was meant to be seen only from the courtyard or, alternatively,
it may originally have been built in stone and rebuilt in brick after a serious fire in 1893.

If claims of remaining nunnery stonework are beset with caveats and speculation, there is
some fabric the medieval provenance of which can be pronounced with confidence. Recent
excavations in preparation for the building of a new kitchen have revealed the footings of

13 Conservation plan: Delapré Abbey, Northampton (Cirencester, 20006), p. 95.
14 Walker, J. Sufferings of the clergy (1714), 1, p. 91, quoted in Serjeantson, p. 35.
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Figure 3. West front. (Watercolour by Caroline Vernon, 1863. Delapré Abbey Preservation Trust)

a 15th-century structure immediately behind the east range of the abbey and continuing
under the south wall of a 17th or 18th-century cottage. These may be the foundations of a
dorter, i.e. a dormitory, or possibly of a hospital. Archaeology has yet to confirm this. The
excavations also uncovered a circular well, the walls of which appear to have been built
high enough to allow water to be drawn from the first floor (Figure 2). If this is correct,
then it would have been quite an innovative feature and suggests that for all their seclusion,
the nuns of Delapré were not entirely divorced from secular progress.'>

Zouch Tate’s most obvious and most prestigious work was the remodelling of the west
front to form an E-shape, and in the contemporary Jacobean style (Figure 3).The approach
along the drive brings one to a grand entrance, boasting a recessed porch flanked by two
wings with gables shaped in the Dutch fashion.!® If Tate intended his impressive west front
to emphasise his social position, then he certainly succeeded. This is an arresting sight,
appropriate to a gentleman, not just a country squire. Behind the facade, however, lies a
curiosity. The entrance of similarly grand houses of the time opened into equally grand
apartments, typically a saloon and withdrawing room. Tate’s, however, does not. Rather, it
opens into a corridor following the footprint of the west cloister and giving access to the
north and south ranges.!” Quite why Tate took this approach will never be known. It may
be that he intended to rebuild the south range to accommodate his principal rooms, as
Hardy was to do later, but that, for some reason, the work was not carried out. Alternatively,
Tate may have had more mundane reasons. Possibly he did not want to encroach on the
courtyard or perhaps his extensive works had begun to make serious inroads into even the

15 Soden, L., report not yet published.
16 Conservation Plan, p. 38.
17 Conservation Plan, p. 39.



34 NORTHAMPTONSHIRE PAST AND PRESENT

vast fortune his father’s marriage to Elizabeth had brought to Delapré. With the information
available, we can only speculate.

Sometime after Zouch Tate’s death, chambers were added at the north-west corner of the
house.The ground floor room appears to have been intended for family, rather than service,
use as it enjoys a pleasant view across the park. Adjacent to it was added a commodious
housekeeper’s room and above each is a bedroom. A staircase between these chambers allows
access to the attic rooms, used as servants’ quarters. Pleasant as these first floor rooms may
have been internally, the west gable mars both the symmetry and appearance of the west
front. Not only does the extra bay spoil Tate’s E-shaped plan for the west front, but the new
gable is in a much plainer style. Why it should have been built in vernacular, rather than
matching, style is unclear. Whether it was for the sake of economy, because the architectural
fashion had changed or for some other reason will almost certainly never be known.

Unless they were the builders of the north-west rooms discussed above, then the next two
generations of Tates seem to have been content with Zouch’s remodelling of the house, for
they made no major changes. The next significant developments are believed to have been
made by Zouch’s great grandson, Bartholomew IV, who rebuilt the south range. There is
very little information about what the south range rooms looked like. Possibly they were
only one storey high, but they must have added considerably to the comfort and amenity of
this increasingly grand house. The new south range did not long remain as Bartholomew
built it, however, because in 1749 he gave Delapré as a dowry when his daughter Mary
married a sailor, Captain Charles Hardy, later Admiral Sir Charles Hardy. Mary did not have
long to enjoy being mistress of the ancestral home as she died within 18 months of her
marriage. Hardy, who later remarried, retained Delapré for a time and undertook a significant
remodelling of his father-in-law’s south range to match his growing reputation. Domestic
misfortune was to dog Hardy as his second wife died in childbirth and his infant daughter a
few days later. Hardy’s career, on the other hand, flourished. He was promoted R ear Admiral
and then appointed Governor of New York in 1755.Although he was not often in residence,
Hardy set about improving the comfort and amenity of his new home. His major attentions
were devoted to the south range, which was greatly enhanced in the neo-Palladian style and
which, to this day, contains by far the most splendid rooms in the abbey.

On entering the south range, visitors find themselves in the saloon — an outstanding example
of an 18th-century room, high-ceilinged, beautifully proportioned and boasting Ionic
columns, panelled walls and doors, and sash windows with shutters. One of Hardy’s
successors installed a Gothic-style, green marble surround to the fireplace, to add splendour.

On one side the saloon led to a small family eating room and, on the other, to the
withdrawing room and the dining room, both of which are large, light and airy, suitable for
entertaining a sizeable party of guests in the manner befitting a gentleman of substance.
Although altered atter Hardy’s time, both rooms retain many 18th-century features, includ-
ing panelling, sash windows and, in the dining room, an Adamesque marble fireplace. All
the south range rooms look out on to the south lawn and it is apparent that Hardy intended
these to be his major entertaining rooms. The first floor rooms were bedrooms, possibly
signalling a change of sleeping quarters from the north range.

Although some were later replaced by French doors, Hardy’s ground floor rooms all had

sash windows looking out on to the south lawn, in accordance with the contemporary
philosophy that gardens were for looking at, rather than interacting with.'® The rear facade

18 Conservation Plan, p. 16.
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Figure 4. 18th-century stables. (Photograph: Delapré Abbey Preservation Trust)

of Hardy’s south range, i.e. the wall facing the courtyard, is built of brick, indicating that
this wall was not intended to be seen from the house."”

Elsewhere in the house, at some time in the 1750s,a door was made in the passage adjacent
to the rooms in the north-west corner of the house allowing these to be used as a self-
contained abode. It is possible that these were occupied by the mother of Hardy’s second
wite. While this theory cannot be proved, if true, it might explain why Hardy did not sell
Delapré until 1764, in spite of the fact that his career kept him almost permanently away
from it.2

Hardy’s building works were not confined to the house. He is widely credited with
constructing the orangery, a little apart from the east end of the south range, although this
cannot be verified. Regardless of who is responsible for it, this is a remarkable building. It
is five bays long and topped by a Welsh slate roof. The skylight, added in the 19th century,
is almost as long as the building. Hardy certainly added a coach house and stables, capable
of accommodating 20 horses. Both are attractive, if utilitarian, structures, built of local

19 Conservation Plan, p. 38.
20 Conservation Plan, p. 41.
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ironstone and having slate roofs. The stables are, perhaps, the more impressive (Figure 4).
The building has three bays, the central one being flanked by a recessed bay on either side.
The central bay has a cupola on the top of its hipped roof and set into the cupola is a clock.
The roof is hidden by a parapet. The lower floor has a central arched window that is echoed
by a semi-circular one to the first floor. The side bays have sash windows. The first floor
rooms presumably provided sleeping quarters for the grooms.The coach house sits at right
angles to the stables and has three identical openings, each with a wooden door topped by
a fanlight.?!

One has to wonder about Hardy’s siting of these structures. They may be handsome, but
they are working, not domestic, buildings, with all the noise and smell that is involved with
horses and carriages, and not calculated to make a favourable impression. Anyone approach-
ing the house along the drive would have to pass them and alight near them. It seems
curious that they are so close to the house, especially as in the 19th century, new stables
were built a little further away, still convenient, but out of sight. There is no other approach,
nor any other entrance, to the house and one wonders why Hardy did not also use the later
site. Again, we can only speculate.

Following her father’s death in 1762, Hardy’s third marriage to Catherine Stanyan brought
him the estate of Rawlins and this provided an alternative family seat. After Hardy’s
appointment as Governor of New York, Delapré was let for a time and in 1764, when it
was apparent that he would never live there, Hardy sold the house to Edward Bouverie, in
spite of its being entailed on his eldest son.?? The sale price was £22,000, equivalent to
£1.8 million at today’s values.?® This seems a modest sum to pay for such a house and
demonstrates how far property price inflation has outstripped that in other fields.

Bouverie was the second son of Sir Jacob Bouverie, later Viscount Folkestone, and Edward
enjoyed a prominent position in local and national social life. He served Salisbury as Member
of Parliament from 1761 to 1771, and Northampton from 1790 until his death in September
1810.%* In 1764 he made a glittering marriage to Harriet Fawkener, a brilliant socialite and
intimate friend of Georgiana, the notorious Duchess of Devonshire. R eckoned to be a great
beauty, Harriet had her portrait painted by Sir Joshua Reynolds. With such connections,
Delapré was at the centre of upper class social life. The guest list included the playwright
Richard Brinsley Sheridan, but there is, alas, no evidence that Georgiana Devonshire visited.
Their marriage appears to have been rather unconventional and Harriet was, for many years,
the mistress of Lord Robert Spencer, whom she married in 1811, the year after her
husband’s death. As far as can be ascertained, Bouverie’s only change to Delapré was to add
the word ‘Abbey’ to its name, presumably to add to its prestige.

Edward was succeeded at Delapré by his eldest son Edward II. Although he did not follow
his father into parliament, Edward II was nonetheless a staunch Whig supporter and he
strongly supported the 1832 Reform Bill, a cause that brought him the gratitude and
affection of the citizens of Northampton. Away from public life, Edward II’s interests appear
to have been rather scholarly. This may be why he added the library to the west end of
Delapré’s south front. Construction of the library involved enlarging Hardy’s small eating
room and demolishing Zouch Tate’s westernmost gable. This was replaced by a gothic
structure, which spoils the symmetry and coherence of the west front. Originally, this

21 Conservation Plan, p. 19.

22 Serjeantson, p. 32.

23 Wake, p. 6.

24 Drummond, Mary M. ‘Bouverie, Hon. Edward (1738-1810) of Delapré Abbey, Northamptonshire’,
www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1754-1790/member/bouverie_hon_e
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extension would have been covered in lime-based render, but this was subsequently replaced
by cement, much to the detriment of the fabric.?> Fortunately, current restoration work is
reinstating a lime mixture at ground floor level.

Internally the library is pleasant and retains its original shelving, as well as its sash windows
and shutters. It boasts a black marble fireplace with Doric columns. The green marble
fireplace in the saloon is of similar date and it is likely that Bouverie revamped Hardy’s
original.?® Bouverie also upgraded the first floor rooms to provide more comfortable
sleeping accommodation.

After Edward IT’s death, Delapré passed to his son Everard, hero of the Peninsular War, Aide
de Camp to the Duke of Wellington and equerry to both Queen Victoria and Prince
Albert.?” His busy career almost certainly left Everard Bouverie with little time to make his
mark upon Delapré. Nevertheless, it has been suggested that he rebuilt the main south range
staircase on the grounds that he disliked the creaking of Hardy’s wooden circular staircase.
However, there is no evidence to verify this. Furthermore, although the gothic appearance
of the window glass is consistent with the style of the library, the style of the staircase itself
is later, suggesting that it was built after Everard’s time, probably by John Augustus Sheil
Bouverie, as embedded in the window is the Bouverie crest and motto.28 Situated none
too discretely at the foot of this staircase was an 18th-century toilet. While it may be de
rigeur nowadays to provide such comforts at the entrance, it was almost unknown in its
day and suggests either a wish to impress or simply advanced thinking.

The childless Everard was succeeded in 1871 by his nephew, John Augustus Sheil Bouverie,
who took possession of the abbey after a lengthy court battle to prove his claim. John
Augustus’s early life had been spent in obscurity and relative penury. Having struggled to
gain recognition by the Bouverie family, he appeared determined to enjoy his wealth and
to make the most of his new-found status. He embarked upon an extravagant programme
of aggrandisement to the south range.

Externally, Bouverie added a balustrade to the roof of the south front for no apparent
structural reason, so presumably he thought it added to the house’s appearance and prestige.
He also replaced the saloon window with French doors, creating access to and from the
garden. Additionally, there is a false French door, complete with outside step, in the wall of
the dining room. Above waist height, however, what appears to be the original sash remains.
Possibly, this was once an active door, although the dining room is not a natural route to
the garden.Yet again, Delapré delights and puzzles us.

John Augustus’s most ambitious undertaking, however, was to raise the ceiling of the dining
room to match that of the saloon and withdrawing room, creating a space of impressive
proportions — a room far larger than would normally be found in a house of Delapré’s size.
The decoration of the ground floor rooms of the south range also dates to this period. All
three rooms are flamboyant and impressive, with ceilings bearing depictions of exotic
animals and flowers. A false door is sited in the north-west corner of the saloon, marking
the entrance to what was once Hardy’s small eating room, although whether this was added
by John Augustus or his great uncle is uncertain.?” The saloon bears the monogram JAS
Bouverie. An interesting personal touch can be seen in the drawing room, the ceiling of

25 Conservation Plan, p. 43.
26 Conservation Plan, p. 82.
27 Wake, p. 11.

28 Conservation Plan, p. 44.
29 Conservation Plan, p. 83.
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Figure 5. Conservatory. (Photograph courtesy of Far Cotton History Group)

which bears small portraits of John Augustus’s wife and daughters. This room also boasts a
marble fireplace with a mirror above.?

Bouverie’s ground floor alterations, particularly the raising of the dining room ceiling,
necessitated corresponding works to the first floor, and the bedrooms were refurbished.
While a corridor provides entry to these bedrooms, there is no separate access to them for
the servants, a feature it would have been usual to provide at the time. That Delapré does
not is curious until one looks at the layout of the house. A servants’ corridor on the south
side of the rooms would exclude natural daylight from the bedrooms by separating them
from the windows, while to introduce a corridor on the north side would result in two
parallel corridors. Furthermore, natural light would be enjoyed only by the servants’
corridor. The current arrangement appears to have been the best that could be achieved in
the circumstances.

John Augustus Sheil’s aggrandisements were not confined to the interior of the house. He
built a conservatory on the end of the south range (Figure 5) which served to connect
the dining room to the orangery, which he converted into a billiard room. Unfortunately,
the conservatory has been lost. A photograph taken in 1939 clearly shows that it had been
demolished by this time, presumably having fallen into disrepair. Alas, there are no records
of what it looked like internally. However, all is not lost. The restoration plan includes the
rebuilding of the conservatory for use as a café; preparatory excavations have revealed a
central circular pond in brick with the spigot for a fountain in the middle of the
conservatory area. Brick and stone planting beds have also been uncovered. Unfortunately,
it will not be possible to retain any of these features, but the outline of the pond will be
highlighted in contrasting tiles to create a link with the space’s history.

30 Conservation Plan, pp. 44-45.
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The converted billiard room appears to have been quite remarkable. The five arched bays
were glazed with semi-circular tops to the windows. The central bay featured two French
doors. The interior walls are lined with a form of lincrusta, finished to give the appearance
of leather. The most remarkable feature, however, is a series of exposed heating pipes,
originally standing proud of the floor in the spot where the billiard table would have stood.
These were intended to keep the table at a constant temperature, thus ensuring that the
baize remained completely smooth at all times. This space is destined to become a restaurant,
and raised pipes are clearly not practical. The pipes are to be retained, however, and dropped
to sit underneath the floor. Glass panels will be incorporated so that the pipes can be seen
by the diner.

John Augustus Sheil Bouverie died in 1874 and was succeeded by his son of the same name.
The works of John Augustus Senior, though clearly intended to lay an indisputable claim
to a leading position in Northamptonshire society, are not at all displeasing and blend well
with the 18th-century architecture. However, these works cost a substantial amount of
money and soon depleted the family fortunes.To add to Delapré’s woes, the upper floor of
the east wing was severely damaged by fire in 1893. Bouverie did not have the funds to
undertake a full restoration, which may explain why some upper storeys have been rebuilt
with brick; indeed, the childless John Augustus II’s straitened finances did not allow him
and his unmarried sister, Mary Helen Bouverie, to live in the house and in 1896 it was let
to John Cooper, a London boot and shoe manufacturer who had set up a factory in
Northampton.?'

The last Bouverie to live in the house was Mary Helen, who returned there in 1914. While
she was active in the local community, Miss Bouverie did not have the means to carry out
great works at Delapré and the house began a slow decline. It was requisitioned by the War
Oftice in September 1940. Upon requisition, Miss Bouverie moved to Pond House in
Duston, returning to Delapré in 1942, in the final months of her life.

Delapré was then inherited by her nephew, Major Uthwatt Bouverie, who had no use for
the house. In 1946 it was sold to Northampton Borough Council who, quite frankly, had
no more idea than did Major Bouverie of what to do with it. Between 1948 and 1953
Delapré was occupied by the County Agricultural Committee and then languished for
some years. In 1957 the Borough voted to demolish it. A public outcry arose and a vigorous
campaign, led by Miss Joan Wake, raised £20,000 for essential repairs and to allow the house
to be leased to Northamptonshire County Council for use as a record office, a function it
fulfilled from 1958 to 1992, when the archives department moved to its present premises
in the grounds of Wootton Hall.*?> The Record Office era entailed a number of works to
ensure adequate heating, lighting and humidity, and these improved the house’s environment
significantly, although the works are often not pretty. Strip lighting and sprinklers do not
sit well with highVictorian décor. Delapré achieved listed status at Grade IT* in 1968, saving
the house from the threat of demolition.

After the Record Office moved out, the Borough was once again at a loss as to what to do
with Delapré, which it could not demolish. It looked destined to be sold or leased for
commercial purposes until a campaign began to raise funds to restore the house and open
it to the public. Delapré Abbey Preservation Trust was formed and a joint bid between the
Trust and Northampton Borough Council to the Heritage Lottery Fund secured monies
to carry out necessary repairs and to restore the south range. Work began in March 2015
and Delapré is soon to be open to the public for the first time in its 900-year history. Never

31 Conservation Plan, p. 44.
32 Wake, pp. 11-12.
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quite in the first rank of country houses, Delapré will nonetheless have much to offer the
visitor, with imaginative interpretation and a wealth of spaces for functions and community
use.Visitors will be able to see the many stages of Delapré’s rich history and arrive at their
own solutions to its architectural puzzles.

The author would like to thank colleagues at Delapré Abbey for their help during the
writing of this article, especially Vikki Pearson, Community Engagement Officer.
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John Smith (1652-1743): mezzotint engraver
BARBARA HORNBY

(This paper is based on a paper by Antony Griffiths, formerly Keeper of Prints and Drawings
at the British Museum, who has kindly given me permission to quote from it'.)

Just inside the north door of St Peter’s Church in Marefair, Northampton, is a memorial
tablet to John Smith, mezzotint engraver. What is not so visible are the two slabs in the
centre aisle of the nave commemorating John Smith and his family, the lettering on which
is now almost obliterated. Fortunately, The Rev. Serjeantson recorded the wording on the
slabs in his 1904 book on St Peter’s.? They read:

Here lies the body of John Smith of London, Gent., Engraver in Mezzotinto, who died
Jany the 17,1742, Aged 90 years. In memory of Mrs Sarah Smith, the beloved wife of
John Smith, of London, Gent. She was a good Christian, an affectionate wife, a tender
Parent, and a faithful friend, who departed this life May 16, 1717. Also Ann, their
daughter, wife of James A’Dean, of London, druggist, dyed Oct. 26, 1743. Aged 33.

and:

Here underneath in one grave lye the bodyes of John Smith, Senior, and John Smith,
Junior, sons of John Smith of London, Gent., and Sarah his wife. The elder dyed July
15,1712, aged 7, and the other dyed Nov. 3, 17[12], aged 2 months. Of such is the
kingdom of heaven. A.S. Feb. 1727.

As we know from the memorial by the church door, there was a son Benjamin who survived
both his parents, dying at the age of 45 in 1756. Sadly, we learn from the aisle slab that their
daughter, Ann, who shared the great inheritance of £20,000 with her brother, died a year
after her father.

John Smith was born in Daventry in 1652, son of John Smith, also described as an engraver,
and three times bailiff of the town. The young John left Daventry in early youth to study
with a painter named Tillet of Moorfields in London. On completing that apprenticeship,
he studied mezzotint engraving under Isaac Becket and JanVan derVaart, two of the greatest
exponents of the art at the time.

At this point it would be useful to explain the process of mezzotint. ‘A mezzotint is a
distinctive tonal print made using a copper plate that has been worked or “grounded” using
a semi-circular fine-toothed hand tool known as a “rocker” so that the entire surface is
roughened with tiny pits. In this state, when inked, the plate will print a solid black.
Grounding a plate by hand is a very laborious task and needs to be done in a systematic
way — down the plate, across the plate and diagonally. Printmakers soon handed over the
task to apprentices. ... It is a lot easier and quicker to produce a mezzotint compared to
the highly skilled and laborious technique of engraving. The design itself is created by
scraping down and polishing with a burnisher areas of the plate. These will hold less ink
and so print more lightly than the unpolished areas.

‘The invention of the mezzotint process is particularly associated with Ludwig von Siegen

1 Griftiths, Antony. ‘Early Mezzotint Publishing in England — 1. John Smith, 1652-1743’. Print Quarterly, VI,
1989, pp. 243-257.

2 Serjeantson, The Rev. R.M. A History of the Church of St Peter, Northampton, together with the Churches of
Kingsthorpe and Upton. Northampton, William Mark, 1904.
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(1609-¢.1680) but also with Prince Rupert, Count Palatine (1619-1682), also known as
“Prince Rupert of the Rhine” who was a Royalist Cavalry Commander during the Civil
War. Rupert was among the earliest members of the Royal Society and part of the
intellectual milieu that included ... Robert Boyle, Robert Hooke and Christopher Wren.
Rupert showed the mezzotint technique to John Evelyn who had a specimen of the art by
Prince Rupert, which has the distinction of being the first published mezzotint in England.’

In the first half of the 18th century, people on the Continent began to recognise mezzotint,
which quickly came to be known abroad as ‘la maniere anglaise’. More than anyone else,
John Smith, whose working career spanned nearly 50 years from 1683 to 1729, raised the
quality of mezzotint so that even the French were impressed. In the process he became the
first British printmaker of European reputation; foreigners in London commissioned and
bought his works. Vertue* acknowledged this remarkable fact in his obituary notice:

As his fame was universally known to all ingenious persons of his time in England, so
his work was of no less esteem abroad in foreign countries in France, Holland, Flanders,
Germany & Italy, all concurring in a settled opinion, for this due praise & the honour

. of this nation, that he excelled all others in that art that had been before him, nay
that he first brought it to perfection here equalled by none other since.’

Published information about Smith’s life is scarce and Vertue’s invaluable obituary is only
supported by a few anecdotes preserved by other contemporaries. Yet as the central figure
in early British mezzotint, Smith is of crucial importance. The appearance of a complete
contemporary collection of Smith’s works at Sotheby’s in London led Mr Griffiths to think
that perhaps more could be found out, and started the search that led to the discovery of
two vital albums in the New York Public Library.

The starting point for information on Smith’s connections with Northampton and the
county and his wealth must be Vertue’s obituary notice, of which the second part has already
been quoted (see footnote 5).

1743. In the beginning of this year in January dyd the most famous and ingenious
artist of England, Mr John Smith mezzotinter (born near Northampton, aged 81/2/3
and left a very plentiful fortune to his two children a son and a daughter, which he by
great industry and parcimonious way of living had amassed together. He was carried
into the country to be buried near Northampton, I have heard, where he received his
birth. For many years before his death he had left oft doing any new works, but at
times when able (being much debilitated by the gout) did retouch & print his plates
and ordered by his will they should be all rubbed out. Some of the most esteemed [of
his works] are sold (if first impressions) at great prices & before his death became very
scarce. He died a good age above 80 at his house in Russell Street, Covent Garden.
He had formerly purchased an estate near Northampton valued near £500 per annum.

The correctness of this account is easy to confirm. We know of John Smith’s memorial
plaque in St Peter’s Church, Northampton. His will® supplies much information about his
origins and wealth. He had a large group of cousins of the Smith, Shortgreave, Montgomery
and Cole families living mostly in Northampton. Their occupations, where given, are cutler,

3 ‘“The early mezzotint’. A lecture delivered at the National Portrait Gallery, 20 November 2003.

4 George Vertue was an English engraver and antiquary whose notebooks on British art of the first half of the
18th century were valuable sources for the period.

5 Vertue Notebooks, III, pp. 113-14 (Walpole Society, XXII, 1934).

6 PRO Prob 11/725 f£.321v-323r.
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ironmonger, watchmaker and in one case civil servant (in His Majesty’s Stamp Office in
Lincoln). Clearly Smith had emerged from the class of skilled craftsmen and gone to seek
his fortune in London. Having made it, he invested the proceeds in land back in his home
county.

His property was divided in his will between his son Benjamin and daughter Ann. Benjamin
got his estate in Upper and Lower Boddington, Northamptonshire. The will lists eight
distinct parcels of land which Smith purchased from as many vendors and which contained
at least two farms and one cottage. Unfortunately it does not value them but there is no
reason to doubt Vertue’s remark that they produced an income of £500 a year.” We know
of one parcel he bought in Upper Boddington because it is mentioned in the memoirs of
the rector of the time, Dr Edward Maynard, who records that the Dowager Countess
Sunderland was selling off the land in Upper Boddington following the death of her
husband who had accrued rather high debts. Maynard says that traditionally the town bull
and boar were kept at the farm but the villagers felt Smith was too rich to be so compelled.

Ann was equally well provided for; she was bequeathed an estate in Warwick as well as his
house in Northampton opposite St Peter’s Church ‘with the garden, orchard ... and the
two little houses in the land adjoining’. Nor was this all. Smith clearly had a large sum
invested in government securities, of which £2,000 was to be paid outright to Ann, and
the residue divided equally between the two heirs.

It is notable that although Smith lived most of his life in London and died there, he owned
no property there whatever. His dwelling at the Lion and Crown in Russell Street was only
rented. He seems to have moved there in 1693, which is the first year that his name appears
in the rate book.The last date in the rate book is 1717, the year his wife died. He first began
to use the sign of the Lion and Crown there in 1699.%

A few clauses in the will relate to Smith’s prints. ‘Item it is my will that the work or
engraving on my copper plates shall within three months next after my decease be so
defaced and rubbed out that the same shall not be fit to print again and that then the said
copper plates shall be sold and disposed of by my said executors.... [tem my will is that my
Italian Dutch and English engraved prints and drawings be sold at auction and that my
mezzotinto prints of my own doing be sold in that manner excepting my best mezzotinto
prints which T would have preserved and disposed of at a better price.” The only other
reference to prints in the will is that, besides all the contents of the Northampton house,
Ann was bequeathed ‘two volumes of my works bound in rough leather’.

These remarkable stipulations speak volumes about Smith’s personality. The great pride in
his plates and care for money led him in opposite directions. He could not bear that his
best impressions be sold for less than he thought they were worth, and so he specifically
excluded them from auction. Yet his plates, which were still a very valuable commercial
property, were to be destroyed as he did not want his posthumous reputation, like that of
so many other printmakers, ruined by a flood of bad late impressions.

But here Smith was doomed to disappointment. His son, as executor, was not to blame. He

7 Baker, George. The History and Antiquities of the County of Northampton, 1, London 1822-30, p. 477, records
that at that time, the Rev. Francis Montgomery of Milton, near Northampton, owned 520 acres in the village
of Northampton, making him the largest landowner in the area, even larger than Earl Spencer, the lord of
the manor. A Francis Montgomery was one of Smith’s executors, and it seems reasonable to suppose that
Smith’s estate was still in the family 80 years after his death.

8 See Survey of London, XXXVI, 1970 (The Parish of St Paul Covent Garden), p. 193.
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inserted into the Daily Advertiser of 20 December 1743 the following: ‘“The mezzotinto and
other copper plates of my late father, Mr John Smith of Russell Street Covent Garden, that
he left, and I have seen scraped out in pursuance of the direction of his will, of which having
given the preference to George Kitchin of Bartholomew Close (printer to him many years
and to the time of his death) to be by him repolished and disposed of, which he proposes
to sell by the pound: and the remainder of the prints therefrom will be disposed of at the
usual price by Mrs Watkins, his late servant at No.2 in Stewart’s Rents in Drury Lane, and
by other the print sellers of London and Westminster.” The plates were indeed scraped, but
they were never repolished. Instead they were re-mezzotinted and found their way to
Boydell, who was already advertising Smith’s plates in his catalogue of 1767.

The auction specified in the will finally took place after Benjamin’s death, on 8 April 1754
and the five following evenings at Langford’s in the Great Piazza, Covent Garden.'”
Presumably Mrs Watkins had sold what she could, but what remained was still enormous.
Smith’s own works were sold in bundles of between 12 and 50 per lot, in nearly 300 lots.
The rest of Smith’s stock was much smaller in quantity and consisted mostly of other
portrait prints, mainly French engravings, but with a sprinkling of Italian etchings and a
few engravings after Rubens and Van Dyck. There were no Old Masters such as
Marcantonio or Durer, although ‘a wood print in 12 sheets by Titian’ (obviously the Crossing
of the Red Sea) was included with 29 other items in one lot. It is also worth noticing three
albums: two of 34 and 36 prints respectively, were ‘by Mr Smith, of gentlemen and ladies,
pasted on card paper, and in a calves leather cover, first impression’. The other was ‘a

compleat set of Mr Smith’s works, of the very best impressions, in 2 volumes in folio, neatly
bound.’

Another story told about him relates to this or another album maintained by Smith: ‘Smith
the mezzotinto scraper had a blue paper book, in which he had pasted many proofs of his
works, really taken to observe the progress of the plates. Some time after he had left oft
scraping, he was much followed by the collectors for these proofs. He affected great hauteur,
and used to give audience to them, sitting on his close-stool. He required much entreaty, as
well as an advanced price, to part with a print from this book. The marks of blue paper,
sticking to the corners of a print, was considered as an undeniable proof of the goodness of
the impression. Smith finding how readily and at what high prices the prints went off,
procured some ordinary impressions, which he trimmed close, and stuck into the blue book,
from whence they were purchased as proofs.’!!

But even if these albums are now dispersed, a number of others survive, which were either
assembled by Smith himself and sold complete to clients (such as those mentioned in the
1754 sale), or were made up by those clients from groups of impressions he had sold them.
At the time of his paper, five such collections were known to Mr Griffiths:

1. The first is in the library at Christ Church, Oxford, from the bequest of Dean Henry
Aldrich. It contains 224 prints.

2. The second collection was sold by the Earl of Haddington at Sotheby’s in London

9 This is quoted from the manuscript volume of notes relating to engravers compiled by Francis Buckley, now
in the British Museum.

10 A catalogue of the genuine and curious collection of prints and drawings of that most excellent artist Mr John Smith, late
of Russel Street, Covent Garden ... which (by order of the executors) will be sold by auction by Mr Langford (Lugt
834).The only listed copy is in the British Museum.

11 Strutt, Joseph, A biographical dictionary ... of all the engravers from the earliest period of the art of engraving to the
present time, I1, 1726, p. 325.
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in 1988 and is now in a British private collection. It contains 284 mezzotints.
3. The third is in the library of the National Portrait Gallery, London.

4. The fourth collection is in the Hunterian Gallery, Glasgow, and in all probability
comes from Dr William Hunter’s own collection bequeathed to the University of
Glasgow in 1783.

5. The fifth and last collection is the most important. It is in the New York Public
Library, and comes from the library of the Earls of Derby at Knowsley Hall. There
are 342 prints in total, almost all in extremely fine impressions, mounted into two
albums both of which have manuscript indices at the front. These reveal that a
turther ten prints have at some point been extracted. What makes the collection
utterly different from the others is that almost every print bears a manuscript date
added in brown ink, and that the prints are arranged, barring a few minor
disturbances, in the order of these dates. The ink annotations are of two kinds: many
are written in a bold confident hand, while the others are in the trembling hand of
a very old man. There can be no doubt that this hand is Smith’s own, and that he
had put this collection together at the end of his life for a rich client, possibly the
Earl of Derby (although there is no print by Smith of any member of the Stanley
family). Those with bold annotations must have come from a stock of impressions
that he had dated at the time they were made. The other dates he added after the
prints had been pasted into the album, as can be seen from the fact that one of these
dates is not on the print but on the backing sheet.

The discovery of the New York albums makes it possible to date almost every print that
Smith ever made.This in turn allows us to reconstruct the course of his career.

In the production of early mezzotints there were three interested parties: the artist
responsible for the painting reproduced, the engraver and the publisher. If it was a portrait
mezzotint, there was a fourth: the sitter. Now that we can date Smith’s prints, we can trace
the development of the relations between the four. Smith’s first plates were made in 1683,
and all his early work was for other publishers. The first two plates that he published under
his own name (and therefore at his own risk) were made in 1687. In 1688 he published
nothing, but in 1689 he began the first of the long series of portraits that he published after
Sir Godfrey Kneller, one of the major portrait painters of his day. During 1690 and 1691,
as Smith was establishing himself, about half his production was still made on commission
for other publishers, but from 1692 onwards every plate that he produced (with one
exception in 1693) was published by himself, if it was not a private plate.

The importance of becoming one’s own publisher was evident. As Hogarth was to discover,
it was impossible for an engraver to earn a proper living by working for other publishers.
The printsellers paid a flat fee for engraving a plate, and the engraver got no share in the
profits from the sale. The amount paid in 1692 to R. Williams for his mezzotint of
Theophilus, Earl of Huntingdon was /1 1s. 6d. At this rate, Smith would have earned for
the 350 or so plates he made in his career a total of about £375.The lesson was clear: If
you wanted to grow rich, you had to control your own plates and become your own
publisher. For a mezzotinter this offered additional advantages. Because such plates wear
very quickly, they need to be constantly ‘refreshed’ (that is, reworked) if they are to retain
anything of their original quality. Most publishers would either not bother to do this or
would get it done so badly that the effect was lost. By doing this work himself, Smith could
ensure that the quality of his impressions was maintained at a level unprecedentedly high
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in the field of mezzotint. This in turn enabled him to raise the status of the medium, and
thereby his prices. Instead of appearing to be a cheap variety of line-engraving (which is
what it soon became on the Continent), mezzotint became a luxury printmaking medium
in its own right, breeding a new class of collector passionate for rare proofs.

If we now examine Smith’s early activity from 1683 to 1691, we find that he worked
principally for five publishers. The first was Richard Palmer, who employed him for all five
plates that he made in 1683, but none thereafter. Palmer was primarily a map publisher, and
none of the five plates bears the name of a painter. In their effect they are close to being
popular prints. The following year Smith began working for Edward Cooper, the publisher
at the Three Pigeons in Bedford Street, Covent Garden. In the ten years of their association,
Smith made 26 portrait plates for him, 19 of which were after paintings by Wissing and/or
his assistantVan derVaart, and three subJect plates after Loir. Of the remaining seven portrait
plates, two each are after Van Dyck and Kerseboom and on two the artist is not identified.
The last, after Riley, was jointly published in 1690 with Richard Tompson, with whom,
despite hlS 1mportance in early English mezzotint publishing, Smith otherwise never
worked. Tompson’s major rival, or possibly partner, in the early days of the late 1670s and

early 1680s was Alexander Browne, and for him Smith produced seven plates. Two each
were after portraits by Wissing and Largilliere, and the remaining three were subject plates
after Old Master paintings by Titian, Parmigianino and Elsheimer. Smith also produced five
subject plates for the idiosyncratic Pierce Tempest, after Lemens, Heemskerk, Van Dyck,
Titian and one anonymous artist. In 1685 he made one print after Kneller for Isaac Beckett;
in 1688, four more plates after Kneller for G. Beckett, and in 1690 he produced two portraits
of the Chancellors of Oxtord and Cambridge Universities after Kneller and Riley for David
Loggan who used them for binding in as frontispieces to his Oxonia and Cantabrigia Illustrata.

This list may make dry reading, but its point will now become clear. In general, of the main
contemporary portrait painters after whom Smith worked before 1691, all the plates after
Wissing and his assistantVan derVaart were published by Cooper, and all those after Kneller
by Isaac or G. Beckett. The two apparent exceptions in fact confirm the rule rather neatly.
The two Knellers published by Loggan were not single sheet prints, but book frontispieces,
while the two portraits by Wissing produced by Alexander Browne in 1685, of Lady
Brownlowe and her daughter Elizabeth, only remained in his hands for a very short time.
Most impressions that Mr Griffiths has seen have Browne’s name crossed out, and that of
E. Cooper written in its stead. It is possible to guess what lies behind this almost unique
occurrence.An entire album of Browne’s publications now in the National Portrait Gallery
comes from the collection of the Brownlowe family at Belton, and establishes the
connection between them and Browne. Presumably they asked him to have the paintings
engraved; he complied, but only to run into trouble with Cooper who forced him to hand
over the plates, or all the prints, or both.This could only have happened if Cooper thought
that he had a monopoly on prints after Wissing’s paintings, and the only person who could
have given such an authority was Wissing himself.

Let us now formulate a working hypothesis: the constant central relationship in early English
portrait mezzotint is between the painter and the publisher. The painter would give all his
works to one publisher, who would then have them engraved by whomever he felt like
commissioning among the pool of mezzotinters seeking work. If the publisher was himself
a mezzotinter, he would probably make the plate himself, but could equally well farm it
out to another. To see if this hypothesis is born out by the evidence, let us first return to
Wissing, who, it is important to remember, was the most promising of Lely’s assistants, and
after the latter’s death in 1680, perhaps the most successful portrait painter in Britain. It
was only Wissing’s early death in 1687 at the age of 31 that left the field clear for Kneller
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to dominate for the next 35 years. Wissing’s paintings were engraved by a number of
mezzotinters besides Smith, primarily Isaac Beckett and R. Williams. Of the 24 plates that
Williams produced after Wissing, 23 were published by Cooper; of the seven other plates
that he made for Cooper, all are after deceased artists such as Lely and Van Dyck. The
situation with Isaac Beckett is more complicated, since he was a much finer engraver than
Williams, and published the great majority of his 102 recorded plates himself. In fact only
20 plates are for other publishers; of these 12 were for Cooper, and of these nine are after
Wissing. Beckett does seem to have made three plates after Wissing on his own account,
but two are repetitions of the plates made for Cooper. Finally, Jan Van der Vaart himself
made three plates after Wissing; these too were all published by Cooper.

Nearly a third of Beckett’s plates are after Kneller portraits. There are 28 of these, all except
two published by Beckett himself.Vertue records that Beckett was Smith’s teacher'?, and so
it 1s not surprising that the only plate after Kneller by another engraver that Beckett
published was Smith’s Madam Loftus of 1685. Besides these, six plates after Kneller were
published by Robert White in around 1683, and a few more by R. Williams, probably in
the same period. It seems reasonable to guess that these predate the establishment of firm
relations between Kneller and Beckett. Beckett died early in 1688, and on 8 July that year
his widow put the following advertisement in the London Gazette: ‘Mr Isaac Beckett, so
eminent for working in mezzotinto, being lately deceased, his widow doth continue in the
trade at the Golden Head in the Old Baily; where all persons may be furnished with all the
newest and best sorts of mezzotinto prints, likewise all other things appertaining to the
painting them on glass’. But to maintain the production of new plates the widow had to
find another mezzotinter, and one who would satisfy Kneller’s standards. Thus it is that we
find Smith pressed back into service for the first time since 1685 to make four more plates
after Kneller in 1688 for ‘G. Beckett’, who must have been Isaac’s widow. The following
year the business was taken over by the line-engraver John Savage, which explains why one
plate by Smith after Kneller of 1689 was jointly published by Smith and Savage. But this
arrangement must have been unworkable, for Savage was swiftly pushed aside, and every
later plate that Smith made after Kneller was published under his own name. Smith went
further in trying to protect his monopoly of Kneller portraits by acquiring as many as
possible of Beckett’s Kneller plates from Savage (as well as a few other items). In this he
was more or less successful, and would have been entirely so if Cooper had not got hold of
five of them first.

There is abundant later evidence of how close the relations grew between Kneller and
Smith. In 1696 Kneller painted Smith’s portrait, and dedicated it to him (Tate Gallery 243,
fig. 96; the dedication is on a label on the back)'3. In Kneller’s will Smith is one of the few
bequeathed a mourning ring. Smith in return dedicated his translation of Le Brun’s The
Conference upon Expression to Kneller in 1701 with a fulsome preface: ‘Having nothing of
my own sufficient to return the least of your favours, I therefore beg your acceptance and
protection of this offering which I make you at the expence of another; to whom I am
obliged for this opportunity of making a publick acknowledgement to the world of the
great sense [ have of the many favours you have heaped upon me, and of the honour I
enjoy in being enroled in the number of your friends’'*.

12 Vertue, op. cit., I, p. 43.

13 It is curious that this was engraved only in 1761. Presumably by then Smith felt himself to be a sufficiently
great man to join his own portrait series. In 1696 this would have seemed presumptuous.

14 Much of this evidence will be found in Stewart, J. D., Sir Godfrey Kneller and the English Baroque Portrait,
Oxtford 1983, p. 34.The copy of The Conference upon Expression in the British Library (pressmark 1043 d.48)

has numerous manuscript alterations that give every appearance of being in Smith’s own hand.
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Figure 1. John Smith the Engraver by Sir Godfrey Kneller, Bt (1646-1723),
1696. (© Tate, London 2016)
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Figure 2. Mezzotint of Smith holding print of Sir Godfrey Kneller, Bt,
engraved by Smith, 1716. (National Portrait Gallery)
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The evidence in the cases of Wissing and Kneller, then, supports the hypothesis about the
relations between painter and publisher. Enough has been said to demonstrate that the role
of the painter was crucial from the very beginning. And, if we stand back from the evidence,
it becomes apparent that this really had to be the case. A portrait mezzotinter was dependent
on a constant supply of paintings to engrave. He might get a few from sitters, but if he was
to be on top of fashion he had to get the latest paintings off the easels of the most successful
painters before they had disappeared to their destinations in houses in distant parts of the
country. Only the painter could intercede with the sitter to beg the short delay needed to
run oft a mezzotint. If the engraver could not get hold of these canvases, he was condemned
to work down-market, after the paintings of third-rate painters, after drawings, after historical
portraits or after prints imported from abroad. Moreover, the mezzotinter could then rely
on the painter’s assistance in correcting his proofs. No direct evidence of this happening in
the case of Kneller and Smith is known, besides the implication in Vertue’s footnote that
Smith ‘went to work at Sir G. Kneller’s house’*>.

The pressure on the painter was not dissimilar. It was to his advantage to have his latest
canvases broadcast in print form, for otherwise (unless they were state portraits) they would
be known to very few. This was much the most effective method to establish or confirm
his reputation and bring him more commissions. The better the quality of the print, the
more attention it would attract. There is no reason or evidence to suggest that the painter
at this period had any financial interest in the plate; he benefited enough without needing
this as well. And what of the sitter? He could have his vanity flattered by seeing his portrait
or that of members of his family admired by many who would never see the original
painting. This would be at no cost to himself, although doubtless the engraver hoped to sell
a number of impressions to him for distribution among his family or dependants, much in
the way that portrait photographs are used today. All he suffered was a short delay in the
delivery of the painting, a delay that was greatly lessened by the speed of mezzotint as
compared with line engraving.

One rather important implication of the process outlined here is that in general it can be
assumed that paintings were engraved immediately after being painted: the need for access
to the original derived from the fact that once it was sent out of London it was in effect
unavailable. If a portrait remained in London of course this was not the case, but we must
remember that it was in the painter’s interest that his newest style, not his old one, should
be broadcast. Although there will be enough special cases to make it essential to review
each painting independently, we can claim that in general it can be presumed that a new
portrait painting of some contemporary worthy was engraved within a few months of its
being finished. A minor confirmation to this proposition is Smith’s occasional custom of
putting the date of Kneller’s painting on the plate when it differs from the date of the
engraving. It can be argued that in cases where he did not do so, the two dates did not
diverge. The ability to date the prints is thus of great significance for the dating of the
paintings on which they are based.

A new market thus sprang up, cemented by bonds of mutual interest between artist, sitter
and publisher/engraver. As it matured, the mezzotinters soon forced the publishers out of
the business by dealing directly with the painters, and power then gradually shifted from
the sitter and painter to the mezzotinter. The primary cause of this was the establishment
of'a new collectors’ market for the mezzotints as fine prints in their own right, which made
the mezzotinter more independent. The most evident symptoms of this was the new market
for proofs. Few genuine working proofs touched by the artist survive, but a large number
of proof states exist, many before all letters, sometimes with the names of artist and engraver,

15 Vertue, op. cit., I, p. 43.
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but before the sitter’s name or with his coat of arms alone. Unlettered states frequently have
manuscript writing added in the margin in Smith’s own hand.

If it 1s difficult to reconstruct the relationships of the painters, publishers and engravers, it
is even harder to find out much about the collectors and the prices they paid. The impression
before letters of Lady Brandon in the New York album bears the annotation Cost 5 shill.
Granger records that Smith himself in later life was offering a guinea for impressions of his
print of the Duke of York of which the plate had been lost. The evidence of the Christ
Church and Haddington albums suggests that Smith’s primary clients were the sitters
themselves; clearly he was adept at the hard sell, and a sitter found it difficult to avoid ending
up buying more than his own portrait. Some were evidently quite happy to do so; Gilpin
records that the great collector of prints and drawings Lord Somers ‘was so fond of the
works of this master that he seldom travelled without carrying them with him in the seat
of his coach’®. It is equally possible to suggest that it was those who were already collectors
of prints (as were Aldrich and Somers) who wished their portraits to be mezzotinted by
Smith. Others, such as the strongly Hanoverian Haddington, would perhaps have been more
interested in the collection as a document of the Whig supremacy.

But it was not only portraits that concerned Smith. The New York album originally
contained a total of 71 subject plates that he had made, of the most diverse kinds. Some
were low life or bawdy scenes, some were small-scale genre scenes or landscapes. Others,
from 1700 onwards, were from Old Master paintings in collections in London, most
prominently that belonging to the painter-dealer Simon du Bois. A special case is the set of
nine plates of the Loves of the Gods after paintings thought to be by Titian, then at
Blenheim. These were made in 1708-09, just when Smith seems to have briefly fallen out
with Kneller, and were doubtless intended to fill the gap. They were dedicated to the Duke
of Marlborough and equipped with an engraved title plate by George Vertue, but, to judge
from the number of sets left in the auction of 1754, the project was not a success.

Finally we must remember that the albums in the National Portrait Gallery and the
Hunterian reveal how many plates by other engravers Smith bought second-hand, and
republished possibly after some rework, with or without a new address. On the other hand,
there is very little if any evidence that Smith ever published new plates that he had
commissioned from other mezzotinters.

In conclusion, it is worth stressing Smith’s most surprising procedure, one which is difficult
to parallel in the work of any other engraver. This is his habit of putting together complete
collections of his own work. This cannot have been easy. He would have had no stock of
the early plates that he had made for other publishers, and he therefore had to buy them
back piece by piece. The signs of this are very evident in the albums described above, for
the impressions of these early prints are often worn and damaged. Likewise, he would have
had to keep for himself supplies of all the private plates that he had made — with or without
the knowledge of the person who had paid for the engraving. This must often have been
difficult.

It 1s unlikely that Smith went to this trouble simply for the sake of bringing in some extra
income. Rather, it seems to be a sign of his remarkable self-consciousness. He was fully
aware of his own value and historical importance, and was determined to assemble the
evidence that would not merely demonstrate how good he was, but also the route that led
him from his rude beginnings to the great accomplishments that won him a European

16 Gilpin, William, An Essay upon prints, 3rd edition, London 1781, p. 124. Smith apparently never advertised,
which rather confirms the thesis that his primary market was among the sitters and informed collectors.
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reputation. It can only be this that led him to assemble such an extraordinary document as
the album in the New York Public Library. Such astonishing self-confidence makes him
Hogarth’s precursor, and was possibly his greatest legacy to British printmaking.
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A tale of two brothers:
The Stopford Sackvilles and the First World War
KAREY DRAPER

The centenary of the First World War provides a unique opportunity for remembering not
just the countless lives lost, but also to reflect on the devastating, long-term effects it had
on British society. On a broad scale, families across Britain suffered the loss of husbands,
sons and brothers; by 1918, nearly an entire generation of young men had been killed in
the war. For the aristocracy, who relied heavily on the tradition of primogeniture, this loss
often had dire consequences. With no male heirs to take over the running of estates, many
fell into ruin, while the thriving local communities they supported likewise withered away.
In 2010, Earl Spencer of Althorp, noted:

When the First World War arrived in 1914, the aristocracy welcomed it. They saw this as a
chance to justify their position, by assuming the mantle of military leadership that had been the
original role of many of their ancestors. But the war was disastrous for them: frequently, the young
lords were given junior commissions on the battlefront, leading their men with bravery in their
hearts but only a pistol or a baton in their hands. They were the first in the German machine-
gunners’ sights. While one in eight British soldiers perished during the four-year conflict, the ratio
was one in_five for the nobility."

The subject has been addressed in several books such as The Aristocracy and the Great War by
Gerald Gliddon, To End All Wars: How the First World War Divided Britain by Adam
Hochschild, and Aristocrats: Power, Grace and Decadence by Lawrence James. However, using
recently discovered diaries, letters and scrapbooks, this paper will focus on the previously
unknown wartime history of one particular landed family, the Stopford Sackvilles of
Drayton House, Northamptonshire.? (Figure 1)

Drayton House, near Lowick, is an estate with a complex and notable history. The manor
originally belonged to a Saxon by the name of Oswinus and was awarded to Aubrey de
Vere by William the Conqueror in the late 11th century.® By 1141, Drayton is noted as ‘a
fair ancient Castle, encompassed with four large high walls.’* In 1328, Richard III gave
permission to Sir Simon de Drayton (d.1357) for Drayton to be castellated. Over the
following centuries, the medieval building underwent many additions and renovations by
a complicated tangle of subsequent owners. By the 19th century, the Drayton estate had
descended to Charles Sackville, 5th Duke of Dorset (1767-1843), but he had no children
and upon his death the property passed to his niece Caroline Harriet Sackville and her
husband William Bruce Stopford. It was Caroline who petitioned Queen Victoria in 1870
to have the family name legally joined to become Stopford Sackville.

In 1908, upon his mother’s death, Sackville George Stopford Sackville (1840-1926)
inherited Drayton. Estranged from his wife Edith, and without children of his own, Sack
spent most of his life living as a bachelor, looked after by his mother and sister. Sack’s
younger brother, Colonel Lionel Richard Stopford Sackville, died in 1906 leaving behind

1 Spencer, Charles, ‘Enemies of the Estate’, Vanity Fair, January 2010.

2 This article has been compiled from material in the Stopford Sackville papers in the archive at Drayton
House. The material consists of a transcript diary, two scrapbooks and original letters. The quotations come
from these unless otherwise stated. I am grateful to Charles Stopford Sackville for allowing me to study
these primary sources and to Bruce Bailey, the Drayton Estate archivist, for his help and advice.

3 Stopford Sackville, Nigel, Drayton House Northamptonshire: A Short Historical Account of Ownership, Architecture
and Contents, Kettering: Leader Press, 1939.

4 Halstead, Robert, Succinct Genealogies, 1685.
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his wife Evelyn (née Gosling) and their five children. The eldest two were girls. Beryl was
born in 1888, then Diana in 1889, followed by the boys, Lionel known as Leo, who became
his Uncle Sack’s heir, was born in 1891, then Geoftrey, born in 1893, and finally Nigel,
born in 1901. (Figure 2) (Figure 3)

The family lived with their mother at Ecton, Northamptonshire and spent their holidays
at Drayton. Leo attended Eton followed by the Royal Military College at Sandhurst. He
went directly into his father’s former regiment, the 4th Rifle Brigade (Prince Consort’s
Own) in September 1909 and served in Egypt and India prior to the outbreak of war.

His younger brother Geoffrey went on a slightly different path. His mother wrote of him
in 1915:

He was a strong child, later developed than Leo — not so quick, but steadier and easier fo manage.
Very affectionate and sweet tempered — giving way to Leo too much perhaps. Mademoiselle
Hitschler, our French governess, was devoted to him. He was 8 years old nearly, when Nigel was
born — and he was the most pleased and delighted of any of us. He went to join Leo at St.
Peter’s Court, Broadstairs, in_January 1903.We both wanted him to go into the Navy and for
himself he never had any other wish.

Geoftrey attended Osbourne Royal Naval College in 1906 and then finished at Dartmouth
Royal Naval College in 1910. In May 1911, he was assigned as a midshipman to the HMS
St Vincent where he stayed for a year before moving on to join the HMS Cornwallis, later
promoting to sub-lieutenant. In July 1914, just before the outbreak of war, Geoffrey was
transferred to the HMS Virago, a timeworn, recommissioned British destroyer in Hong Kong.
His letters home describe those initial several months of the war patrolling the harbour
while growing increasingly anxious that he may never see any action. ‘I now think I shall
stay here till after the war and, having not seen a shot fired, shall be sent home to fill up the
vacancies at home without having seen anything of China either.” (Figure 4) (Figure 5)

In July 1914, Leo began a diary documenting his experiences and events throughout the
war until the end of 1918. Particularly poignant are his first few entries recording the build-
up to the start of the First World War.

Thursday, 23rd July. Austria sends an ultimatum to Servia.>

Friday, 24th July. Impossible for Servia to comply with Austria’s demands.

Saturday, 25th July. Austria is backed up by Germany.

Titesday, 28th July. Germany and Austria both mobilizing. Crisis looks very black. Servia reply
to ultimatum objecting to some demands made, i.e. the handing over of the persons said to be
concerned in the murder of the Archduke.

Wednesday, 29th July. Austria declares war on Servia.

Thursday, 30th July. Germany’s attitude very menacing as regards the peace of Europe.

Saturday, 1st August. Telegram stops all leave for officers over 48 hours... Things very black in
Europe.

3rd August. All telegraphic news stopped.

4th August. Germany declares war on Russia and invades France at Longwy and Luxembourg.

5th August. War declared by England on Germany.

6th August. Telegrams further restrict leave and cancel retirements... Wrote Mother; Geoffrey;
Uncle S.

5 Servia is the historic English term, derived from the Greek form of the name, once used to refer to modern-
day Serbia.
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Figure 2. Leo and Geoffrey Stopford Sackville, c.1895.

Figure 3. Leo and Geoffrey with their Uncle Sack (Sackville
George Stopford Sackville (1840-1926) at Drayton House,
c.1895.
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The letter Leo sent to Geoffrey on 6 August 1914 was written from his base at Dagshai,
India, but in parentheses he added: ‘I wish it were Berlin.” He went on to write: ‘“My dear
Geoffrey. So here we are at war. I wonder if this will get to you.” He continued on to discuss their
chances of ever seeing a battle, feeling Geoftrey’s chances were good and his were likely
bleak ‘unless the struggle lasts two years.” He added: ‘Personally, I think it is a most opportune
moment for it [the war] to have taken place as we are stronger all round than we shall ever be, but
the German Army’s organisation is so magnificent that they might get the best of things...’

Geoftrey, on his ship in Hong Kong harbour, replied to his elder brother in a following
letter: ‘My Dear Leo. How I wish my chances of seeing something were as good as you hoped. .. You
too must find it very hard to have to wait without much chance of seeing anything.

To his mother on 4 August, Geoffrey wrote:

We have just heard War has been declared against Germany. Germany has certainly confirmed
all I ever thought of her, they are all for the pure greed of gain without a thought of the real issue.
I only wish I was in the Home Fleet with the opportunity of having a smack at them... I
suppose the War will be short and sharp, all the experts seem to think a long war impossible
from the money point of view. Best love, Your loving, Geoffrey.

These two brothers were evidently anxious in those early days to be a part of the war effort,
believing that the war would be quickly resolved before they had a chance to see action.
However, Leo received his movement orders to join the war before Geoffrey. He departed
Bombay on 13 October 1914 on the HMS Avon, part of a much larger convoy of ships
transporting horses and British soldiers back to England. Leo’s ship arrived in Plymouth
on 16 November, from where he travelled to Winchester where his mother and sister Diana
met him on the platform for a short reunion. Leo then spent the next four weeks being
issued new gear and weapons, practising shooting and digging trenches, all in preparation
for deployment into France. He planned his kit meticulously, noting the various, and often
contradictory, guidance given on what soldiers should pack. As Leo records in his diary, he
finally decided upon:

1 Suit of Service dress and trousers.

2 Woolly waistcoats, 1 oilskin ditto.

1 Jaeger lined Burberry.

1 Great Coat.

Thick gloves, muffler and wool helmet.

2 shirts; 2 blankets; and gum boots if I can squeeze them in.

Leo departed Southampton for Le Havre, France, on 22 December 1914 on the Austrolind.
He was initially second in command of his company within the 4th Rifle Brigade, part of
the much larger 80th Brigade in the 27th Division of the British Army under the command
of Major General Thomas Snow. Leo’s unit made their way to Dickebusch where they
relieved the French in the trenches near Wychaete on 6 January 1915. He wrote in his diary:

The French company we took over from left the trench, stupidly, the moment we were inside and
before we knew our position... There was a good deal of confusion... The French Captain and
Commandant who were in charge bolted off into the dark long before we had made certain of
everything with them... This morning we woke in our dugout and I found I had been trying to
sleep in six inches of water, it having rained all night. Our trench is six feet across... You can
walk at night but it’s dangerous to move much in the day. The Germans (I believe they are
Bavarians) in front of us hold a wood, the fringe of it, and have good wire entanglements in
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Figure 4. Geoffrey in naval uniform.
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Figure 5. Leo in London, September 1915.
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front. They don’t do very much more than snipe day and night, and we answer back... A very
miserable day and night as we are, by now, soaked through... We have 16 inches of water in
most places. Draining is slow work.

The soldiers took rotations of several days in the trenches, and then were relieved to take
two-day breaks in surrounding farmhouses and chateaux. Leo’s first rotation was to a
chateau at Kruisstaathoek, near Voormezeele, a suburb of Ypres. Although he had not slept
more than a few hours in three days, Leo stayed up all night drying his clothes and boots
and trying to recover from the shivers of the trench by drinking hot coffee and rum. This
was to become a pattern over the coming months until tensions escalated to a breaking
point.

Meanwhile, Geoffrey spent the autumn of 1914 in Hong Kong, trying to stay abreast of
war news and continuing to hope for a ship that would take him into war. Finally, on 8
December 1914, Geoftrey departed on the destroyer HMS Ribble with a destination
shrouded in secrecy, his only knowledge that they would be heading to Singapore to await
further instructions. Of Singapore, Geoffrey wrote:

The people here seem to take the War more seriously than they do in Hong-Kong where nobody
seems to take the slightest interest whatever happens. It is very hot here, the temperature never
varies more than 5 or 10 degrees Summer and Winter and it is nearly as hot as when I passed
through at the beginning of July. I don’t think I much care for the place and the climate is very
bad.

The HMS Ribble continued from Singapore to Aden, then Malta. Finally, Geoffrey wrote
to his mother on 17 January 1915 that the ship’s destination was to be the Dardanelles.

...I am trying to cheer up but the prospects are not very bright as I don’t think a naval force
alone will ever be able to do anything in the Dardanelles and at present the Diplomatic people
won’t let us do anything for fear of a Massacre of all Christians.

However, Geoffrey’s pessimism proved to be unfounded. He reported to his mother on 26
February from the Dardanelles in words that must have seemed, in retrospect, discon-
certingly prophetic:

On the 19th they started the operations here as you may have seen in the papers... We did
actually see some of the enemy on land and we opened fire on them at fairly close range. This
was the first shot we have fired in the war, let us hope it will not be the last. They replied with
rifle fire but did not hit us. I think rifle and Machine gun fire is what we shall be mostly under
if we get inside at all as I don’t think they will waste big ammunition on Destroyers much, their
object being to pick off Officers and men who are under practically no protection in Destroyers.

A month later, Geoffrey writes again unwittingly foretelling the circumstances that would
lead to his own demise:

There is certainly one advantage of being in a Destroyer and that is that if you are at the scene
of operations you see everything whereas in a big ship you are probably down below under
armour.

In March 1915 Geoftrey found himself a front row participant in what later became known
as the disastrous Dardanelles Campaign. Planned by Winston Churchill, First Lord of the
Admiralty, the operation involved the use of British and French naval forces to forge a link
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through Turkey, gaining control of the strait that connected the Mediterranean Sea with
their Russian allies in the Black Sea. On 18 March, following days of preparation by shelling
the coastline and destroying Turkish forts, ten ships attempted to enter the strait. However,
the waters were heavily mined and three Allied ships were sunk, the British HMS Ocean
and HMS Trresistible, and the French Bouvet. Geoftrey wrote home with his account:

We went inside with the Battle Fleet in the Morning until the forts decided to concentrate their
fire on the Destroyers and we were ordered out... We stayed outside but just in view for the rest
of the morning. About 1 p.m. we got a signal to close the Bouvet at full speed, this we did under
fire... When we got inside there was no sign of the Bouvet only wreckage and floating debris.
We picked up a few survivors in boats. She sank in_four minutes. We then got a signal to stand
by Irresistible who had struck a mine and we rushed in again. .. A little later, the Ocean struck
a mine also. After dark we and another destroyer went up to see if we could see these two ships
and if possible tow them out under cover of darkness but they had both sunk by then.

To his older brother Leo, Geoftrey went into more detail:

We picked up 11 men from stray boats one of whom died on board...some were naked, others
burnt... The Destroyers lack of casualties was entirely due to speed, they don’t seem to be able
to hit you much if you are well on the move all the time, but they are improving... The papers
at home hardly contain a word of truth about these operations, all is much exaggerated and the
talk of being through in a few weeks is all nonsense, it will take far longer than that... We have
as you may have seen in the papers a big fleet here now and more coming. I would not be
elsewhere nouw.

The Dardanelle campaign was a disaster for the Allies but they refused to give up.The naval
forces continued to hold their position and spent the next month clearing the waters of
mines while awaiting the arrival of land troops. The next assault, it was determined, would
combine both naval and ground forces in an attack on the Gallipoli Peninsula.

While Geoftrey was facing Germans and Turks in the Mediterranean, Leo was experiencing
another side of the war from his position in the cold trenches of France. Leo was involved
in what later became known as the Action of St Eloi, with the loss of nearly 500 British
soldiers. For his part, Leo was awarded the Distinguished Service Order medal (DSO):

For conspicuous gallantry and ability since he obtained the command of a company in February
1915...0n the night of March 14-15, near St. Eloi, he took a barricade with half his company,
went forward by himself to reconnoitre and then returned for his company, led them back and
cleared the houses on the road.

According to Field Marshall Sir John French’s despatches, the Germans made a surprise attack
on members of the 27th Division holding the trenches east of St Eloi. At 5 p.m., a large force
of artillery was concentrated in this area under cover of mist followed by the use of mines
causing confusion among the Allied soldiers. The Germans were able to capture the position
and the village of St Eloi for a short period until the Allies successtully regained it.°

Leo recorded the battle in his diary with precise detail of his movements during the chaotic
assault on the German-held ‘Mound”:

Attempts to charge past the barricade failed. Enemy were holding “Mound,” then about 30 to
40 yds off, strongly with 2 M. G.’s, which swept central approach to “Mound.” Only two or

6 Field Marshal Sir John French'’s Seventh Despatch, London Gazette, 14 April 1915.
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three men ever got past forward barricade before being hit. I went back to collect more of the
company and, working from and through houses on left which afforded cover, reached a forward
position in front of houses on left front of the “Mound.” Went back to bring up more men to
there; from where we could charge. ..

Leo’s unit survived without losing a single man although other companies were not nearly
so lucky. Upon later receiving ‘a green ticket’, a special card from commanders to soldiers
for outstanding performance in the field, he wrote to Geoftrey:

The amusing part is reading the absurd accounts in the papers afterwards which talk of rivers
flowing with blood and heaps of dead which made it difficult to attack, all of course absolute
fabrications. I got a sort of green ticket about a week afterwards signed by the Division General
saying, “your Bde. Commander and Colonel have informed me that you have distinguished
yourself by your conduct in the field” etc., etc. — I don’t know whether one gets mentioned in
despatches through getting this ticket, anyhow unless one gets badly hit before a show of that sort
it seems that it is easy enough for anyone to get one unless you run away, which is really what
one would like to do but are too frightened to do.

(Figure 6) In what was to unknowingly be his last letter to Geoftrey, dated 3 April 1915,
Leo mentioned that he had heard another group, the Army’s 29th Division, would be going
to help in the Dardanelles, encouraging him with assurances that it was full of regular
soldiers and good yeomanry, while adding: ‘I hope you will be there to see the thing through as
Constantinople in our hands would be a good sight.’

The Allied attack at Gallipoli began on 25 April. The HMS Ribble carried troops who were
to make the first surprise landing at 4.30 a.m. Unfortunately, according to Geoffrey’s
shipmate, Ralph Wilkinson (who later wrote to Geoftrey’s mother Evelyn of the incident)
the enemy at Gaba Tepe was wide awake and opened fire on the HMS Ribble with maxim
machine guns and rifle fire at a range of 300 yards. Two were killed and 15 wounded on
board within a few minutes. (Figure 7)

Poor Geoffrey was struck a slanting blow in the centre of his forehead. He was standing aft at
the time superintending the disembarkation of the soldiers and cheering them up — doing his
duty in his quiet manly way. We did what we could for him, I am afraid he was in pain and
conscious for some time. ..

Several of Geoftrey’s other shipmates wrote letters to Evelyn in the following months, all
expressing their sadness and the seeming unfairness that Geoftrey, the youngest of all of the
officers, was the one to be hit. He was evacuated on the SS Clan Macgillivray to the Bombay
Relief Fund Hospital in Alexandria, Egypt, where against all odds, he fought for his life for
over three weeks.

A week after the incident occurred, Evelyn began to receive a series of contlicting reports.
The first was a telegram from the Admiralty on 3 May notifying her that Geoffrey was
dangerously wounded. On the 9th, a letter arrived from the Admiralty reporting ‘he is
suffering from a gunshot wound in the brain and his condition is reported to be serious.’
On 15 May, Wilkinson wrote to Evelyn that he had been in contact with the SS Clan
MacGillivray and was told by the officers who had seen Geoffrey to the hospital in
Alexandria, that although Geoftrey was seriously wounded he would recover. On the 18th,
Mrs Violet Blagden, a family friend living in Alexandria, telegrammed with the message,
‘Seen Geoftrey. Doctor says condition more hopeful.’



A TALE OF TWO BROTHERS: THE STOPFORD SACKVILLES AND THE FIRST WORLD WAR ()3

Figure 6. The indicator that Leo had received the DSO (Distinguished Service
Order) medal for his gallantry in the field at St Eloi.

Figure 7. During the first landing of the Dardanelle campaign, Geoffrey was
shot while helping to unload troops at the stern of this ship.
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Geoffrey’s youngest brother Nigel was only 14 years old at this time, and studying at Repton
in Derbyshire. His letters home during this period illustrate his increasing worry for his
older brothers away at war. Nigel wrote to his mother on the 9th:

It is really too awful not to know anything about Geoffrey, have you not heard anything at all?
I think there may be a chance that Geoffrey is already on his way home to England as the
modern hospital ship is as good as some hospitals and better...

He wrote again a few days later:

Have you heard any more news of Geoffrey and have you settled anything about going out to
Alexandria? It is awful being so uncertain about it all. I have not had your letter yet so I don’t
know anything for sure. Have you heard good news from Leo? Please send me some of his letters
and tell him to write to me.

Evelyn and her daughter Diana were set to depart England by ship on 22 May to be with
Geoffrey, having spent an impatient few weeks awaiting confirmation of his location, when
a final telegram arrived from the hospital on 21 May. Geoftrey had died that morning. It
was the eve of his 22nd birthday.

Nigel received the news the next day and immediately wrote to his mother:

Dear Mother, Miss Stratton has just broken the news to me and has been awfully nice about it.
It is so awful that I can hardly believe it and don’t know what in the least to do as I feel so
wretched especially being at school. I am going to walk to the station with Miss Stratton for
something to do and it will be all right my coming home on Saturday if you will write about it.
I am so thankful I am in Block B so that I can read quietly in the library. I am feeling so
miserable I can’t write any more. .. you know what Geoffrey meant to me.

A letter from A. Nye, the head matron at the hospital may have given Evelyn some insight
and comfort over those first sad days. She wrote on 23 May:

Now you would like to know about your boy. He was shot through the head but was not
unconscious. He always knew you when you went to see him. He was never able to talk much.
He would answer a question but no more. We don’t quite know to what extent his brain was
injured but I think it would comfort you to know that he was under a very clever surgeon, the
best we have. He was also seen by Colonel Stonham, the great Surgeon from Westminster
Hospital who is out here just now. The Sister who nursed him thought so much of him...I know
how much you have longed to be near him, but you can rest assured that all that was possible
was done. We didn’t want you to come all that distance and not be in time... He was also so
patient and good. He didn’t suffer any great pain, which was a great blessing.

Poignantly, one last letter arrived from Geoftrey, dated 21 April 1915, written just days
before going into the battle that would end his life. It reflects his optimism and excitement
in those days leading up to battle, and his humour and love for his family:

In the next performance here which should not be long now, we have quite a good job and an
interesting one, and I hope to be able to tell you about it in my next letter, but that will depend
on the weather. After all in a Destroyer whatever happens one can see what is going on, but in
a big ship you are usually behind 10 inches of armour... Please thank Di [his older sister
Diana] for her long letter, but tell her if my photographs are really bad enough to warrant the
remark made by somebody who came to call, they had better be torn up! Excuse this awful
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writing but I have a bad pen and paper. Best love, Your loving, G.

Geoftrey was buried at Chatby Military Cemetery, Alexandria, in grave number 470. His
mother paid for a marble headstone and curb to be laid by local stonemason Jean M. Rigo,”
and continued to ensure it was kept in good repair over the following years.

Two month’s after her son’s death, from her home at Ecton, Evelyn organised a scrapbook
filled with memorabilia and letters of consolation from various friends and family, including
many of Geoffrey’s teachers and shipmates. Most affecting is the summary of his life she
recorded at the end:

Geoffrey William Stopford Sackville was born at 10 p.m. while Last Post was sounding May
22nd 1893 at C.O. Quarters, South Raglan Barracks, Droonport... I am sure Geoffrey never
gave me the smallest anxiety always steady and anxious to get on... His own letters and those
of Commander Wilkinson, Lieutenant Henderson and his old masters tell that he was the most
unselfish, loving, true son... These few words are written not for his brothers and sisters who
knew all he was but for their children should they have any.

She concluded with a quote from Edward Hyde’s famous work History of the Rebellion and
Civil Wars in England (1702), referring to the death of Lord Falkland in battle, ‘ Whosoever
leads such a life need not care upon how short a warning it may be taken from him.’

Leo went home on leave in May shortly after the telegrams began to arrive about Geoffrey’s
condition. Despite daily recording in his war diary, conspicuously missing is any mention
of his brother’s death. On 17 May he writes in his diary only this:

Put in for leave, got 5 days. Tiied to get a car — failed — galloped full split for Godersvaelde where
with great luck I boarded a traine sanitaire full of wounded Titrkos bound for Hazebrouck. At
Hazebrouck, 1 just caught the 8.33 bound for Boulogne which I reached at 1.30 a.m. Put up
for the night at the Louvre Terminus. Left by the 10.30 a.m. boat for Folkestone and after a
rough crossing reached London 3 p.m.

He returned to the trenches on 23 May without further mention of the events in those
intervening days at home. Geoftrey’s death must have come as a shock, and while Leo was
faced with the death of his compatriots every day, this particular loss presumably would
have had a more devastating effect. This would likewise perhaps explain not wanting to
record the subject in his diary. On the 24th, he writes: ‘Hid ourselves by day in a ditch. I spent
the day in a dugout with three or four wounded N.F and a corresponding amount of dead ones.”® Leo
was surrounded by death and matters only seemed to be getting worse.

In April, while Geoftrey was preparing for the Gallipoli campaign, Leo had been living in
muddy, cold trenches while trying to cope with the German application of a new weapon
of war: asphyxiating gas. He wrote of an encounter that occurred on 26 April with the
attack on Pilckem Ridge:

It was this day I think that I had one of the most terrible experiences in my life... In spite of a
fairly heavy fire from the enemy, and the open country in front of them, the attack was going first
rate and I began to get quite excited at the thought that it was going to get through on to the
ridge... When from the places marked in my plan great clouds of chlorine, yellow sulphurous
looking smoke were emitted from cylinders. Its effect — the French wheeled about as to a man

7 Rigo’s business card is kept with Geoftrey’s gravesite paperwork.
8 N.E possibly refers to the Northumberland Fusiliers.
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and ran from the fumes, the Lahore Division seemed dazed and stunned and began to grope
their way back, then ran, the French in front of us and came on top of us... All of us were
choking for breath, some being sick and were not able to use their rifles. We had shot at those
Bosches® whom we could see pumping the stuff out like devils in black masks. They seemed
surrounded by the fumes; they were difficult to see at 700 yds. After a bit the stuff got gradually
thinner and we began to get our breath back and fire. .. I felt the effects for about two days after.

(Figure 8) In early June, Leo marched to Armentieres to take over manning trenches near
the village of L’Epinette. He was able to enjoy a quiet day there, writing in his diary, ‘Tea
and ices at a café one and a half miles from the firing line. This is a strange war” He recorded on
22 June that it was exactly six months since he first landed at Le Havre and of all the officers
he started with, only three counting himself, were still alive. Once in the trenches again,
Leo tells of a somewhat humorous encounter with the enemy situated just across from
them. The group were Saxons and keen to hold conversation with the British opposition
facing them with guns. “We are Saxons, you are Anglo-Saxons. Why should we fight?” This
perhaps explains why this was a more peaceful period in the trenches than any Leo had
been faced with before. Leo said the only danger seemed to be from falling asleep and that
one man tried to commit suicide from sheer boredom.

By August, Leo had completed eight months service in France without a break except for
the five days of leave he took in May when Geoffrey died. He was offered an exchange
home to a reserve battalion open to any suffering from trench strain, but Leo refused it. He
was finally granted leave from the front on 6 September, staying the night at the Grosvenor
Hotel in London before taking the train to Drayton where he met his sister Beryl and
young brother Nigel. While at Drayton House, Leo received the news that he was being
awarded the Distinguished Service Order medal. He wrote that while the news ‘bucked me
up some, I don’t know why I have been so honoured.” He spent several days down in London
with his sister Diana, visiting friends, seeing shows, and having afternoon tea at Kensington
Gardens.

Leo was awarded the DSO by the King on 17 September 1915 at Buckingham Palace with
the Queen in attendance. Afterwards he went to the Savoy for dinner and dancing at
Macfarlane’s. He returned to the front the next day but on 24 September he fell ill and
spent two months in a hospital at Le Havre. Unfortunately, he doesn’t clarify the nature of
the illness, only that he is unable to get out of bed for three weeks. It is quite possible he
was already suffering from malaria, in which case, he may have contracted it before the war
began. He refers to being in bed with ‘a touch of malaria’ a few months later in February
1916, and again in April, which supports the theory that he was already beleaguered by the
disease.

After Leo recovered, he headed south to join the 27th Division at their camp in Marseilles
where he learned they would soon depart for Salonika, Greece. On 21 December, exactly
one year after arriving in France, Leo, and the rest of the 4th Rifle Brigade, departed France
on the HT Manitou. On Christmas day, while at sea in the Mediterranean, Leo reflected on
his exotic whereabouts for the four previous Christmases, with 1911 being spent at the
Citadel in Cairo, Egypt; 1912 in camp in Sudan; 1913 in Lahore, India and then 1914 in
billets at Blaringhem, Flanders. He added, ‘I hope I shall be alive in 1916 to spend Christmas
at home, peace signed and all merry.” Two years later, with the war dragging on and no relief in
sight (Christmas 1916 spent in Ano Drusores, Greece, and 1917 in Doiran near Macedonia),
Leo wonders, ‘after looking back on the places I have spent my last eight Christmas days in, whether
I shall ever again spend another at Drayton, and if so, when.’

9 French slang word for Germans used during the First World War.
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Figure 8. Leo’s drawing of the attack on Pilckem Ridge, Belgium, on 26 April
1915. It was his first experience of being hit with asphyxiating gas, which he
depicts in the drawing as clouds of yellow smoke.

Leo stayed at the British base near Salonika until August 1917 when he was made Brigade
Major within the 65th Infantry Brigade and moved to oversee the trenches on the Doiran
front, located along the Greek border with Macedonia. At the end of another year of war,
Leo writes on 31 December 1917:

And so ends the last day of the year, a wet, sad day to end a rather uneventful year in a depressing
country. Hard work on an office stool has been my portion for the better part of the time without
so much as a glimmer of the glory of battle. What will 1918 bring?

Leo’s time at Doiran seems to have been spent in training, riding, boxing, horse shows and
performing endless administrative tasks. Occasionally he mentions malaria as an issue within
the troops, and in February 1918 they begin to be treated with an anti-malarial medicine
composed of arsenic, quinine and brown sugar. Leo commented on it with phlegmatic
optimism, ‘This anti-malarial mixture rather depresses one; however we will hope for better times
when it is over” The medicine seems to have made one feel worse for the taking of it and
several times over the coming days, Leo mentions its ill effects.

During the summer of 1918, Leo had several bouts of fever. Finally, on 27 August 1918,
Leo collapsed while working in the General’s office. He was admitted to the 60th General
Hospital in Hortakoj, run by Australians. Within a few days, he wrote in his diary that he
was feeling much improved and ready to get back to work; however, the hospital board
would not approve his leave. He pushed himself physically, taking long walks despite the
heat, visiting with other soldiers he knew, writing letters, and believing he’d be released at
any moment to return to work. The hospital, however, recommended he convalesce for a
week at Kara Burnu, an island near Stavros, where he went on 6 September. He remained
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here for three weeks, bathing in the sea when he wasn’t feeling too weak, walking, playing
cricket against the sisters who ran the hospital, and continuing his requests to return to his
command. It is clear from his diary that, despite his determination, his health continued to
be unstable. Some days his temperature would soar between hot and cold and he could feel
his pulse racing. On 18 September he was transferred to the 48th General Hospital at
Eurendzik. He was put into his own isolation tent, and mentioned that although he felt fit,
his brain still felt ‘buzzy’. Finally, on 21 October, the Army hospital board recommended
he be sent home. He travelled by train from Greece, departing 30 October and arriving in
London on 18 November. He went directly to his mother’s house at 33 Brunswick Gardens,
Kensington, where he was warmly received by his mother, sisters Beryl and Di, and younger
brother Nigel. For Leo, the war was over and he was finally home. However, the effects of
his time abroad were lasting.

Leo seemed to struggle over those final few weeks of entries recorded in his diary, perhaps
just due to a loss of purpose. He notes the industriousness of his sisters in this new post-
war society: ‘Beryl seems to work all day educating the young and Di is at her hospital pretty nearly
always and one does not see much of her.” Of 17-year-old Nigel, Leo remarks: ‘I am going to
Drayton on Tiresday to keep Nigel company... [he| will be a great companion for me now he is older.
I find him charming and killing at the same time.” Upon arriving at Drayton on 26 November
Leo was somewhat mortified to find himself the recipient of a hero’s welcome:

...arrived at Drayton just after tea. To my horror, when I arrived in a motor with Nigel, I saw
the whole of the male and female servants in two lines lined up to receive; they gave me three
cheers and I had to shake hands with the whole lot. Roots and Medcraft were the only two I
recognized. I thanked them and went off to where Uncle Sack was staying and they cheered
again... That brute Nigel deserted me. He would have made a much better and longer speech
than I did. Uncle Sack looks much older and Aunt Harty quite sensible to talk to. It is splendid
being back in the old place and sinking into a feather bed.

While home at Drayton, he took long walks around to Slipton with his uncle and brother.
When it rained, he and Nigel would stay indoors or take walks about the garden. On 4
December, Leo returned to London and faced a military board, which ordered him in for
another hospital evaluation:

Went to board who behaved in the most ridiculous manner, and have sent me to hospital. It is
really too bad and is about the worst thing they could’ve done to cure me. I know what a
neutasthenic hospital is and I don’t want to see the inside of one again.

The military doctors diagnosed Leo with neurasthenia, a type of combat stress disorder.
Today, we might call this post-traumatic stress disorder and it would certainly be
understandable with all that Leo had experienced. However, he was also troubled by
recurrent bouts of malaria that were getting progressively worse as time went on, making
it difficult to ascertain exactly which medical condition most affected him. It is clear Leo
was not happy with the diagnosis. After being evaluated by the chief physician at Kara Burnu
in September, Leo wrote:

It is hopeless. I wrote a strong letter of appeal to the General to get me out of it but I am afraid
he cannot do much. I don’t want ‘nerves” written across my sheet because I should consider it a
direct insult, having never funked [sic| a fence or a bullet all my life... But I feel the truth and
take hope from the last words of Vauvenargues: ‘Fortune may sport with the wisdom of those
who are courageous, but it has no power to bend their courage.’
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Based on the board’s recommendation, Leo was sent to the Neurasthenic Hospital at
Denmark Hill, where he was admitted for a few days of tests. The doctor believed a month
of rest at home was all he needed and the board agreed. Leo was given a month’s sick leave.
His last diary entries record those final days of 1918, spent in London, visiting friends, the
dentist, shopping and dining out. The very last entry of this great wartime manuscript,
covermg nearly five years of this young soldier’s life, is both abrupt and anti-climatic. It
reads: ‘Titesday, 31" December. Visited Dentist.” Exactly two years later, on New Year’s Eve
1920, Leo died in a hospital near London at the age of 29. His obituary, published the
following week in the Northampton Mercury, states only: ‘In the latter part of the war Major
Sackville served in the operations north of Salonika, and there contracted illness from which
he never recovered, and which was the real cause of his death.” Leo was buried at Lowick,
the parish church of Drayton.

The history of the Stopford Sackville family in the First World War is both heroic and tragic,
and until just recently, nearly completely forgotten. It was only the chance discovery of a
dusty scrapbook tucked away on a shelf, and one mother’s attempt to make sure her son
was not forgotten (“These few words are written not for the brothers and sisters who knew
all he was but for their children should they have any’) that spurred further research into
this family and the sacrifices they made for Britain. All of this is to ensure their memories
do not fade but are remembered for their bravery and relentless courage in the face of an
aggressive enemy. Geoffrey and Leo’s letters, along with Leo’s diary, give a unique insight
into everyday life in the military, as well as a glimpse into an evolving London society, during
the wartime period.

It is likewise important to note how many countless other families endured similar
circumstances, losing not just one, but several children to war. Among the landed class, this
often meant the end of family lines and the selling off of property. An example of this can
be seen at Tarplow Court, home of Lord Desborough. His eldest son, the poet Julian
Grentfell, was killed in action in 1915, followed by his second son just two months later. His
youngest son was later killed in a car crash, so when Lord Desborough died in 1945, the
title went extinct and the estate sold to British Telecommuncations. The Stopford Sackvilles
lost two sons to the war but were fortunate in that there was a third son to inherit the
responsibility of the estate, young Nigel, which he did upon Uncle Sack’s death in 1926.

Earl Spencer has noted of the post-war period:

After peace, it seemed that the aristocracy was spent. As a political observer wrote at the time,
“The feudal system vanished in blood and fire, and the landed classes were consumed.” The
British aristocracy drew in its horns. The most prominent families sold around seven million acres,
or a quarter of England itself, in the years on either side of the war’s conclusion. During the
years between the World Wars, roughly 230 mansions were destroyed. '

With the loss of an estate, went jobs and a traditional way of country life. British society
and the heritage held in their historic buildings paid a steep price. However, it also instigated
an unprecedented period of social change that continued well into the 20th century, a
change many felt was long overdue.

The centenary is a chance to once again consider this exceptional period of history, for the
younger generations to count these losses while marking the events that changed British
soclety forever. It is an opportunity to not just hurriedly pass by but to stop and study the
village war memorials inscribed with the names of those local boys who never came home

10 Spencer, ibid.
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again; to remember the individual young men, like Leo and Geoftrey, who died too soon.
For in so doing there will never be a fear of their being forgotten.

Acknowledgements

This research would not have been possible without the help of several key people. Many
thanks to Charles and Sam Stopford Sackville for allowing me access to their family archive
and to Bruce Bailey for his unfailing support, guidance and enthusiasm, without which this
story might have been lost to time.



71

Northampton Independent Labour Party
and the opposition to the First World War
JOHN BUCKELL

Introduction

When Britain declared war on Germany on 4 August 1914, there was little sign in Britain
of enthusiasm for war. However, a majority appear to have accepted the Asquith
government’s case that Britain was bound by treaty obligations to defend France, and by
honour to defend the territorial integrity of neutral Belgium.

Before the outbreak of war, the Labour movement, comprising trade unions and socialist
or labour parties in the various affected countries, was united against war. In Britain, the
Labour party was a consistent critic of British foreign policy under Sir Edward Grey, which
it argued made war more likely. On 2 August 1914, Labour organised a mass anti-war
demonstration in Trafalgar Square. Speakers included leaders such as Keir Hardie, Arthur
Henderson and George Lansbury, and also Margaret Bondfield, a future member of
parliament for Northampton.

This unity evaporated with the outbreak of war; in each of the belligerent nations, the
Labour movement split, with the majority supporting their own national government,
including the British Labour Party. But in every country a minority of socialists continued
to oppose the war. In Britain, these included Keir Hardie, Ramsay Macdonald and Philip
Snowden. Macdonald was Leader of the Parliamentary Labour Party, and promptly resigned,
to be replaced by Arthur Henderson who would later join the wartime coalition
government. Labour would support recruiting campaigns and an industrial truce.

Hardie, Macdonald and Snowden were also members of the Independent Labour Party
(ILP), one of the affiliated political societies that, together with trade unions, made up the
Labour Party. The ILP opposed the war, and continued to do so throughout. ILP members
set up the No Conscription Fellowship, campaigned against the introduction of
conscription, and later championed the rights of conscientious objectors. Women in the
ILP were active in the Women’s International League and the Women’s Peace Crusade.The
Northampton ILP branch was active in all of these.

Northampton ILP

Northampton Independent Labour Party held its inaugural meeting at the Temperance Hall
on 30 March 1908.There was already a socialist party in the town. A branch of the Social
Democratic Party (formerly called the Social Democratic Federation, later the British
Socialist Party) had been active in Northampton since 1886, but the SDP was seen by many
as narrowly sectarian, and it was certainly scornful of the Labour Party, which had been
formed in 1900 as an alliance of socialist societies, such as the ILP, and trade unions. The
Acting President of the new branch, Rev.]J. A. Roxburgh, a Baptist minister, said that many
in the town could not bring themselves to join the SDP, which was ‘too extreme and
violent.” The ILP ‘commended itself to Christian socialists’ and provided an opportunity
of ‘uniting with a powerful body in the country.” Among those also present were Quakers
Albert Burrows and John Flinton Harris, and Methodist lay preacher Will Rogers.
Nevertheless, the ILP’s objectives were undoubtedly socialist — an industrial commonwealth
founded on the socialisation of land and capital, education of the community in socialist
principles, industrial and political organisation of the working class and independent
representation on elective bodies.!

1 Northampton Daily Recorder, 31 March 1908.



72 NORTHAMPTONSHIRE PAST AND PRESENT

After initially, and disastrously, opposing each other in council elections, the ILP and SDP
realised they had no choice but to cooperate with each other. By 1914 the British Socialist
Party (BSP), as it was now called, and ILP were accustomed to working together in elections
and trade union work, and even beginning to negotiate the formation of a Northampton
Labour Party. The outbreak of war in August that year introduced new divisions. The BSP
supported the war, while the ILP opposed it. However, cooperation continued on domestic
issues, now made more urgent by the war.

Harold Croft (Figure 1)

In 1914 the Northampton ILP Secretary was Harold Croft, who was also the ILP’s full-
time Midlands Secretary. Born in Leeds around 1882, by 1911 Croft was living in
Northampton, employed as a Science Demonstrator at the Town and County School (now
Northampton School for Boys).? Later that year, he married a Wolverhampton woman,
former suffragette Agnes Corson, and they had a daughter in 1913.3

Figure 1. Harold Croft from a cartoon of candidates in the November 1913
borough council elections. (Courtesy of Northamptonshire Newspapers)

The same year, Harold stood unsuccessfully as an ILP candidate for the Borough Council .*
In February 1914, he was one of four ILP delegates to the Labour Party Formation
Committee, a significant step in the birth of Northampton Labour Representation
Committee (LRC), which later became Northampton Labour Party.> Two years later, he
was a vice-president of Northampton LR C, and a member of the Executive Committee of
Northampton Trades Council.®

The Trades Council

In Northampton, the Trades Council contained both pro- and anti-war elements. James
Gribble, Trades Council Vice-President, believed the war was being fought to defend the
rights of small nations. He argued that Trades Council should support the recruitment
campaign, and was supported by the Secretary, E O. Roberts (a future MP for West

2 1901, 1911 Census.

3 Free BMD.

4 Socialist Pioneer, October 1913.

5 The History of Northampton Labour Party, unpublished history by George Attewell.

6 Northampton Trades Council 26th Annual Report, June 1914, NTC 3, Northants Record Office.
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Bromwich), and others. However, the Council voted by a large majority to take no action.’
Meanwhile, on behalf of the ILP, Croft also declined an invitation to take part in recruiting.®

Nevertheless, the movement remained united in its determination to protect food supplies,
resist price rises and protect jobs. A meeting on food prices in March 1915 included both
Harold Croft and James Gribble. The proposed guest speaker, Margaret Bondfield, an
opponent of the war, was unable to attend, and her place was taken by H. M. Hyndman, a
strong supporter of the war! In his speech, Hyndman said that although he supported the
Allies, there was ‘an enemy to fight at home’, meaning profiteers. The meeting concluded
with a unanimous resolution calling on the government to control food and coal prices.’

As late as February 1916 the ILP was able to hold a meeting on the war, comprising a range
of opinions. The guest speaker was J. Bruce Glasier, a prominent national figure, and his
subject was ‘Labour After the War’. E O. Roberts chaired the meeting, and Harold Croft
was also present. Croft later wrote of ‘proceedings conducted in a spirit of enquiry into
problems that Mr Bruce Glasier brought before the notice of delegates’. Nineteen trade
unions and other societies had attended, he wrote, and all shades of political opinion took
part, with full liberty of discussion.'’ The Socialist Pioneer, organ of the local BSP, commended
its rival organisation for ‘considerable service to the working class of Northampton’ by
convening a conference to discuss such problems as adapting industry to the needs of peace,
the employment of demobbed soldiers and the role of displaced women workers.!!

During the first two years of the war, despite differences over the conflict, the Trades
Council, BSP and ILP worked together to found Northampton Labour Party.!> E O.
Roberts and James Gribble were the driving forces in this historic project, but they had the
support of pacifists like Harold Croft.

Opposing the war

One group with a long tradition of opposition to war and witness for peace, is the Religious
Society of Friends, or Quakers. The Quakers are well established in Northampton, with a
Meeting House dating from 1820. In August 1914, the Society in London published a
national leaflet, To Men and Women of Good Will in the British Empire. It argued that the
conditions which gave rise to the war were ‘essentially unchristian’, and urged its readers
to ‘show the spirit of love’, and ‘pray for and love your enemies’. The human race, it said,
was ‘guilty of gigantic folly’. The war should be brought to an end at the earliest possible
moment, without crushing or humiliating any nation.'> Northampton Quakers distributed
this leaflet in the town.'* Two of them, Albert Burrows and John Flinton Harris, were also
founder members of Northampton ILP, and would play an important role in the local peace
movement. Although Harris was above military age, Burrows was a conscientious objector
who accepted alternative service with the YMCA.

In 1915, Harold Croft led a deputation to the Town Council to ask permission for Ramsay
MacDonald to have the use of the Town Hall for a speech. After a debate in the Council

7 NTC3, 18 November 1914.
8 Northampton Mercury, 13 November 1914.
9 Northampton Daily Echo, 29 March 1915.
10 Northampton Independent, 12 February 1916.
11 Socialist Pioneer, March 1916.
12 See Matthew Kidd, ‘Labour and Socialism During the Great War’, Northamptonshire Past and Present, No. 67,
2014.
13 NOR TKO04, NRO.
14 Quaker Men’s Minute Book 1919-1926, NRO.
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Chamber, however, the Council rejected this request, an incident Croft would recall years
later when MacDonald was Prime Minister!"

Conscription

In January 1916, the anti-war movement was galvanised by the introduction of conscription.
Even the Labour Party, which had supported the war, opposed the move. Its Conference
on 6 January, instructed Labour MPs to vote against the relevant legislation (although the
Leader, Arthur Henderson, immediately announced he would disregard this).!
Northampton Trades Council also opposed conscription by large majorities on several
occasions from as early as June 1915. They confirmed their opposition in June 1916, after
a second Military Service Act was passed.!”

In Northampton, the local press welcomed the Military Service Act, and noted that H. B.
Lees-Smith, one of the town’s MPs, was the only Northamptonshire MP to vote against. It
was recognised that a minority would object to military service on conscience grounds,
but the government would excuse them from combatant duty. There was little sympathy,
however, for ‘those who refuse not only to bear arms but also to help organisations for
saving life and relieving suffering’.'® Letters appeared in the Echo to answer this point. The
writers were ]. Flinton Harris and Harold Croft.

The Echo had stated that conscientious objectors should be willing to do ambulance work
or sweep the sea of mines. ‘Many Friends are doing ambulance work’, Harris pointed out,
‘but doing ambulance work in the Royal Army Medical Corps means taking the Military
Oath. Sweeping for mines allows the passage of our warships.’

‘Taking the Military Oath’, wrote Croft, ‘means joining the army, and conscientious
objectors (COs) cannot do this, because the army has one purpose — waging war. The
suggestion that they join the army for certain services is an attempt to impose a responsibility
that really belongs to supporters of the war.’

To Flinton Harris, COs were ‘willing to sufter loss of employment, the loss of even life
itself, rather than to violate that conscience which they believe is the voice of God’. Croft
put much the same sentiments in a more secular form. COs he said, were ‘trying to hold
true to their deepest convictions’ and ‘to meet any penalties that may be their lot ... they
believe their witness for the spirit of man as against the sword, will not be entirely in vain.’
The Echo published other letters both for and against."”

The government set up tribunals to decide in cases where individuals of military age felt
they had reasons to be exempted from military service on grounds of employment, hardship
or health, as well as conscience. A number of trade unionists were invited to join the
Northampton Borough Tribunal. Among those who accepted were James Gribble and E
O. Roberts, and this would lead to arguments on the Trades Council.

Dissension on the Tiades Council

By March 1916, a branch of the No Conscription Fellowship had been established in the
town, and was giving advice and support to COs appearing before the tribunals. Harold
Croft actively supported a number of them, including a 21-year-old builder’s clerk called

15 NDE, 22 September 1922.

16 NM, 7 January 1916.

17 Northampton Daily Chronicle, 11 June 1916.
18 NM, 14 January 1916.

19 NDE, 13 January 1916.
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Figure 2. E O. Roberts, borough council election photograph, November 1913.
(Courtesy of Northamptonshire Newspapers)

Harry Turland. At a Trades Council meeting on 24 May, Croft complained that the Borough
Tribunal had offered Turland the insult of going into the army under non-combatant
service. Turland had refused and was brought before a police court, fined /3, and handed
over to the army. Croft had seen him in the guardroom, very white, with black eyes,
trembling all over. He had been threatened that if he didn’t put on khaki, he would be
publicly stripped and dressed by physical force.

Gribble defended the Tribunal, of which he was part. He regretted that Turland had refused
to join the Friends’ Ambulance Unit to help the wounded. Many COs made it very difficult
for the Labour men on the tribunal to help them, he claimed, and implied that Turland’s

> 20

refusal was because of ‘the tuition of Mr Croft’.

The exchange took place during a debate on compulsory service. Croft had seconded a
resolution pledging members to oppose by ‘any method in their power’ the bill then before
Parliament. E O. Roberts moved an amendment to substitute those words for ‘any legitimate
means’. In other words the Council was united against compulsion, but differed on how
best to oppose it. J. Flinton Harris opposed the amendment, which fell, and the resolution
was carried by a large majority. A press cutting pasted into the minute book pointed out
that Croft also objected to voluntary recruitment, while leading members of the Trades
Council had assisted it. (Figure 2)

20 NTC3, 24 May 1916, NRO.
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The following month, Croft moved a resolution at the Trades Council, criticising the
tribunals for failing to deal with conscience claims. He called for special tribunals to be set
up to deal with such cases. The resolution also viewed with disfavour that hundreds of COs
were in military custody, rather than under civil jurisdiction, and demanded the repatriation
of those COs under escort to France. It was carried by 15 votes to 11, and showed up the
divisions on the Council. During the debate, J. Flinton Harris argued that ‘the attitude of
the tribunals to COs seems to be to make individuals suffer rather than increase the
productivity of the nation’. E O. Roberts retorted that ‘the Northampton local tribunal had
given earnest consideration to COs.They were bound by permissive regulations and acted
according to them.” The Annual Report, drawn up by Roberts, and published that month,

listed five Labour members of the Tribunal, and stated that their work was ‘difficult and
arduous’, with criticism for the treatment of COs, but he felt ‘the presence of Labour men
was undoubtedly helpful’.?!

Croft and the Borough Tribunal

Meanwhile, Harold Croft had received his call-up papers. During the first week of July
1916, he appeared before the Borough Tribunal to claim exemption as a conscientious
objector. He told them he was a strong pacifist of many years, opposed to the European
war, and could not conscientiously take part in it. Unlike many COs he did not base his
objections on religious beliefs, although he did say he believed life to be sacred. His beliefs
forbade him from taking up the profession of arms, he said, and war corrupted a nation.
Nor would he accept any form of alternative service, either directly or non-directly. He
considered he was doing his duty to the traditions of liberty.

The chairman asked if Croft had made any sacrifice because of his conscientious objection.
This elicited from Croft a detailed statement of his commitment to his political work in
the ILP. His answer was no, but it had not taken a great war to show him his duty to his
country. He had definitely recognised this nine years ago, and the realisation was vivid and
compelling. He had put to one side all his ambitions in science, closed down every
opportunity he had come to Northampton to seek, turned from the path that would have
led him to university, and closed down everything in the face of a call to be of service to
his countrymen. He had prepared himself during the past nine years, and had sacrificed to
a great extent. He and his wife had stinted themselves of the necessities of life in order that
he could follow this course. His wife was willing to suffer any hardship which might result
from the course he was taking.

Croft was asked about his attitude to alternative service and specifically about assisting the
wounded. He was not prepared to accept alternative service as a condition of exemption,
he said. As a human being, sickness and suffering appealed to him, and in ordinary
circumstances, if he could be of use he would be, but in this particular case the sick and
wounded were a direct result of armed conflict. He did not agree with armed conflict, and
would not join any organisation, voluntary or military, for the hospital care of those stricken
down by war. It was an uncompromising statement of the absolutist case.

A further statement indicated that, as ILP Midlands Divisional Secretary, Croft had spoken
at meetings farther afield than Northampton. At a meeting in Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Croft
had been asked, “What is the duty of an Englishman?” He had replied that he was a
conscientious objector, and that prevented him from going to the trenches, but if a man’s
conscience told him he ought to go, and he did not go, he was a shirker.?

21 NTC3, 28 June 1916, NRO.
22 NM, 7 July 1916.
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The Tribunal adjourned the case for one month to give Croft an opportunity to obtain
‘work of national importance’. In Croft’s view, however, his present employment already
fitted that description. When he returned a month later, his appeal was dismissed, and he
appealed to the County Appeals Tribunal.??

The ILP Campaign

During the week ending 19 August 1916, Northampton ILP held a series of public anti-
war meetings on the Market Square. It is interesting that, at such a critical point in the war,
these meetings were fully reported in the Echo. At the first of them, on the Monday evening,
Harold Croft began by praising the ILP’s opposition to conscription. It had ‘fought almost
singlehanded the battle of liberty for the workers’, he claimed, and given more time could
have prevented conscription being introduced. To this there were cries of ‘Don’t believe
it’, “Tommy rot’, ‘If you had your way, the Germans would be here by now’, and ‘Don’t sell
your country’. When he said that the ILP had acted to preserve the rights and liberties won
by trade unionists, someone called out: “Your own man, Mr Roberts, went out recruiting’;
a reference to the Trades Council Secretary and ILP member, E O. Roberts.

The speech continued amid frequent interruptions. Croft addressed the need for ‘present
consideration of the questions that would arise after the war’. One heckler, who had kept up
a running commentary on Croft’s remarks, now mounted the fountain steps, and said that
Philip Snowden, Ramsay MacDonald and the ILP were ‘trying to humbug and fool the
people’. But Croft continued, urging that ‘thought be given now to the conditions to be laid
down after the war in order to prevent terms arrived at being such as would lead to future
wars’. He alluded to the spirit of the call to defend a small, oppressed nation at the beginning
of the war, and ‘pleaded for a continuance of that spirit so that the end should find us full not
of that vindictive passion against anyone else in Europe, but of determination that for the sake
of coming generations there should be a democratic and reasonable settlement’.

He declared himself a conscientious objector, whose appeal was due to be heard by the Appeals
Tribunal on Friday. Hecklers had called COs ‘humbugs’ and ‘cowards’, but, said Croft, if a
CO was a shirker, he could escape the fighting line by taking non-combatant service, while
the CO determined to maintain his position to the end went to prison. He gave the figure of
2,000 COs in custody, including seven Northampton men currently in Maidstone Gaol. He
claimed that absolute exemption could be given to sincere conscience cases and complained
that the tribunals in Northampton had not ‘administered that section of the Act’. He told the
audience that some objectors had been taken to France, court-martialled and sentenced to be
shot, before their sentences were commuted to ten years in prison. Some of the Northampton
COs had told him they were prepared to be shot if necessary. “They stood for an ideal just as
the man in the trenches stood for an ideal.’

‘Tt was a despicable persecution,” he maintained, ‘to send a man who could be a useful member
of a community into prison.” He was not prepared to accept alternative service, himself, and
would if necessary ‘go through the utmost penalty that may be inflicted’.

There had been more interruptions, but nevertheless Croft had been able to make his case.
He now answered questions from the audience. Did he blame England for going to the aid
of Belgium? ‘The government were bound to honour their commitments,” he said, ‘but
the people ought to have been told these commitments before they were made.’

“Would your elastic conscience allow you to raise your arm in defence of a lady like Nurse
Cavell, and strike down her murderers?’

23 NM, 4 August 1916.
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Croft said he would not kill anyone, whatever the provocation. This was met with cries of
‘Shame!” He had yet to learn, he responded, that a murder could be vindicated by the
perpetration of another murder.>* Many in the audience may have remained unconvinced,
but they had heard an articulate defence of the pacifist case from its leading advocate in the
town.

The tollowing evening a big crowd had assembled in the square, and ‘a youthful section of
the audience’, in the words of the Echo’s reporter, was ‘bent on making things lively’. The
main speaker, John Flinton Harris, was subjected to a ‘running fire of interruptions’, as for
around 45 minutes he struggled to be heard on the problems that would arise from the
war. Elements in the crowd chanted, ‘Be a soldier and a man!” One ascended the fountain
steps and declared the meeting an insult to men who were fighting. “These men are the
friends of Germany, and we have no time for them now.” Appeals for order from the
chairman were ignored.?

The Thursday meeting dealt with the less controversial subject of war profits and dear food.
A large audience gave Birmingham Councillor J.W. Kneeshaw ‘an excellent hearing’.?¢ But
on Friday, when Kneeshaw turned his attention to conscription, the meeting ended
prematurely due to constant interruptions, singing and shouting. Some speakers had their
hats knocked oft, and Kneeshaw was roughly handled on the way to his car at the close of
the meeting.?’

The arrest of Harold Croft

Earlier that day (18 August), the County Tribunal had heard Harold Croft’s appeal. He told
the Tribunal that alternative service would be a corruption of the principle for which he
stood. He did not care, he said, what penalties were in front of him. He was opposed to the
whole spirit of war, and claimed his was one of the cases in which absolute exemption
could be given. Referring to his political work for the ILP, he stated: ‘I must go through
with the work I set out to do before the war came.’

Two Tribunal members clearly felt political grounds were not sufficient.

“We all understand the fascination of politics, Mr Croft,” said Sir Ryland Atkins MP, ‘some
of us feel it ourselves.’

“Yours is only a political association,” added Councillor E Ellen.

After consideration in committee, the Tribunal were not convinced Croft’s objection was
a genuinely conscientious one, and they dismissed his appeal. Croft protested that the
Borough Tribunal had been ‘absolutely satisfied of the bona fides’ of his case, and that a
certain section wanted to grant him absolute exemption. At his request, he was granted
permission to appeal to the Central Tribunal.?

In the meantime, Croft continued to campaign. Conscientious objectors and others, granted
exemption conditional on work deemed by the Tribunal to be ‘of national importance’,
could lose that exemption if they subsequently changed employers. On Sunday 24
September, Albert Burrows chaired a public ILP meeting with 400-500 people present. A

24 NDE, 15 August 1916.
25 NDE, 16 August 1916.
26 NDE, 18 August 1916.
27 NDE, 19 August 1916.
28 NDE, 18 August 1916.
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resolution moved by Croft, denouncing exemption certificates that bound men to one
employer, was carried without dissent. The resolution was also passed by the Trades Council.
Later that week it was discussed at the Borough Tribunal, where members, including James
Gribble and E O. Roberts, rejected its criticism.?

By then, Croft was in military custody, having been arrested at his home in Thursby Road,
Northampton, and brought before the magistrates on the day after the Market Square
meeting. He had received notice to report to the Barracks on 23 September, but had
returned the notice with a letter stating he was a conscientious objector and unable to
comply. His appeals to the Borough, County and Central Tribunals had all been dismissed,
but Croft argued that the Central Tribunal’s decision was capable of variation. The
magistrates could create new circumstances under which he could take his case back to the
tribunals if necessary. He claimed that the law stated that if a man could not be given
conditional exemption, he could be given absolute exemption — the assertion that lay at
the heart of his appeals, and of his differences with the trade union members of the Tribunal.
But the magistrates said they could not touch matters that were the province of the
tribunals. They fined him /2 and handed him over to a military escort.*

On 11 October, Croft was court-martialled for disobeying orders to sign his record of
service papers. He pleaded not guilty, and Harry Lewis Burrows, brother of Albert, appeared
as a witness to the genuineness of Croft’s conscientious objection. Croft said he was not
guilty of disobedience because he could not admit he was a soldier. He had sought
honourably to avail himself of the provisions of the law, had taken no military oath, and
signed no military documents. ‘I am not a soldier,” he protested. ‘My conscience forbids
me embracing the profession of arms.” He was sentenced to six months hard labour.3!

During Harold’s imprisonment, his wife Agnes took over as temporary Midlands Secretary
of the ILP. As a former WSPU organiser, and Secretary of the local branch of the Women’s
Peace Crusade, she was an experienced political activist. Her husband’s sentence was
commuted to 112 days for good conduct, and on Saturday 6 January 1917 he was released
from Wormwood Scrubs and travelled back to Northampton. Agnes was away carrying out
her ILP duties, and she received a surprise when she found him waiting for her at the
railway station. Harold reported to the Barracks and was allowed a weekend’s parole, so the
couple spent the weekend together at home. On Monday morning he returned to the
Barracks and, consistent in his views, refused to obey orders. This resulted in a second court
martial and sentence, this time of 12 months with hard labour.

The following March the Independent reported that Croft, now a prisoner in Northampton
Gaol, was employed making mail bags, and in his spare time reading scientific literature
from the prison library.*> A second court martial sentenced him to 112 days hard labour for
a second oftence of disobedience. Once again his sentence was reduced by half, but when
released on 13 June 1917, he was immediately rearrested and escorted to the Depot in
Barrack Road. Some of his friends had gathered to give him a greeting.?

Croft’s third and last court martial took place at Northampton Barracks on 18 June 1917.
He had already served two terms of imprisonment. He was charged with refusing to obey
a lawful command to put on an army greatcoat. Again, Croft pleaded not guilty. ‘I do not

29 NM, 29 September 1916.
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consider or admit myself a soldier,” he said, ‘I am entitled to absolute exemption under the
Military Service Act. So far [ have been deprived of the benefit of the law by the operation
of administrative prejudices.’

He quoted two government ministers to support his case:

Lord Lansdowne (a former Foreign Secretary) has said: “The intention of the Act is
... that absolute exemption can be given in cases where genuine convictions and
circumstances of the man are such that neither exemption from combatant service
nor a conditional exemption would adequately meet the case.’

The Right Hon. W. Long (president of the Board of Trade) said: ‘Nobody in the
government wants the horror of a man, who for conscience sake, is unwilling to serve,
being thrown into gaol ... absolute exemption can be granted.’

Supporters in the court, including his wife Agnes, Harry Burrows and Sabina Branch, a
future co-founder of the Northampton branch of the Women’s International League,
listened as Croft made his case with no little eloquence:

Everything possible to prove and establish my convictions, I have done. I have met the
Tribunals to declare my faith and conscience, challenged the legality of committal by
the police court, resisted the claim of the army, and endured two imprisonments as a
common criminal, and at the risk of grave punishment declined to touch war work
in prison. The solitude and trial of the prison cell have confirmed me in my belief in
the sanctity of human personality and strengthened my conscientious resolve to
incarnate this belief in action.

He added: ‘I absolutely refuse to engage in warfare’, before turning once more to the legal
argument:

The high tone of the spirit of British liberty manifested itself in the insertion of a
toleration clause in the Military Service Act. In a spirit of responsibility and
appreciation I have claimed, and continue to claim, the benefits of individual
conscience.

Two days later, sentence was pronounced: two years imprisonment with hard labour.3*

Other ILP conscientious objectors

Harold Croft and Albert Burrows were not the only Northampton ILP members to object
to military service. In 1916, Harry Turland and George Craddock both refused alternative
service, were court-martialled and imprisoned. They were later transferred to the Home
Oftice Work Scheme and spent some time at the notorious Dyce camp near Aberdeen.
Turland was local secretary of the No Conscription Fellowship in early 1916, a role taken
by Bertrand Spencer later in the war. In 1917, Spencer accepted alternative service with
the Home Grown Timber Committee at Harlestone. However, when five conscientious
objectors were ordered to Bletchley to build huts, Bertrand and another man, John Perrin,
refused unless given an increase in wages. They were dismissed, but Spencer found alternative
approved employment as a farm labourer at Hardingstone. In 1918, William Austin was a
member of Northampton Trades Council, and its Secretary, E O. Roberts, although himself
a member of the Borough Tribunal, vouched for the sincerity of his views. Nevertheless,

34 NM, 22 June 1917.
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Figure 3. Albert Burrows as Mayor of Northampton in 1934.
(Courtesy of Northamptonshire Newspapers)

Austin too went to prison. George Nutt accepted alternative service on a farm in 1918.%
All these men went on to have a lifelong association with the Labour Movement — Burrows,
Austin, Spencer and Nutt in Northampton Labour Party. Albert Burrows and George Nutt
became Mayors of Northampton, in 1934 and 195977 respectively, while George Craddock
served as MP for Bradford South from 1949 until 1970.3 (Figure 3)

The ILP COs were a small fraction of the total number of objectors (at least 60 from
Northampton and well over 100 from the county as a whole), but they were a significant
group, who supported each other and also COs from other backgrounds.

35 NRO, X180-x205, Northamptonshire Appeals Tribunal papers.
36 NM, 21 September 1934.

37 NI, 15 May 1959.

38 The Times, 1 May 1974.
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The ILP campaign continues

The Northampton branch of the No Cons-
cription Fellowship met fortnightly during the
war, and on at least one reported occasion a
meeting attracted 30 or 40 people.®

Local ILP meetings also continued throughout
the conflict. In March 1917, the guest speaker
was Katharine Glasier, editor of the ILP’s
national paper the Labour Leader. She told the
meeting: ‘There is no military victory...I am
sure of it. We shall have to leave off this war,
not because one side is standing over the other
with the knock-out blow, but because we are
sick of it and have had enough.” The ILP, she
declared, stood for peace amongst the nations.

‘“We will not help our nation to bleed to
death.™#

Earlier that same month John Flinton Harris,
who was present at Mrs Glasier’s meeting, was
appointed a magistrate. He was widely respected
for his work with the YMCA, Adult School
Movement, Rotary Club and Doddridge Bible
Class. Nevertheless, his appointment drew
criticism from the Northampton Independent,
which deplored his anti-war views.*' In October
1915 the Trades Council had reversed its earlier
decision and voted to assist recruiting. Flinton
Harris oftered his resignation but was persuaded
to withdraw it.*> To the Independent this was an
example of an ‘unpatriotic attitude’.

Three weeks later, the paper criticised him
again. At an ILP meeting, Flinton Harris had

Figure 4. J. Flinton Harris,
photograph illustrating his obituary,
February 1952.

(Courtesy of Northamptonshire Newspapers)

expressed disgust at the boast of a British soldier that he had ‘bombed a German in his

dug-out.’

‘Some of us have friends among the Germans,” he was reported to have said, ‘and we trust
in spite of what has happened we shall be friends again in future.” The Independent invoked
German atrocities, and implicitly attacked Flinton Harris’s Quaker beliefs. Christ had driven
out the money changers by force, it said, and conscientious objectors who quoted Christ

were dishonouring him.* (Figure 4)

The Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom had been founded in April
1915 at the Hague. In December 1917, the Manchester suffragist Margaret Ashton told the
Northampton branch of the League that the introduction of women into politics in other

39 NDE, 19 February 1917.
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countries had altered the attitude of their governments towards the conservation of life and
the care for people as human beings, and not as pawns in the hands of commercial men or
diplomats. She desired the principle of right rather than might, cooperation rather than
conflict in national and international affairs, modern democratic ideals, a constructive peace
and the emancipation of women. Diplomatists must no longer make treaties over the heads
and without the consent of the people. The people, not the diplomatists, should decide
what kind of peace it should be.*

In June 1918, Flinton Harris chaired a meeting addressed by Sylvia Pankhurst. Three months
earlier the new Bolshevik government of Russia had signed a separate peace with Germany
and withdrawn from the war. Miss Pankhurst described Russia as ‘the nation which is
leading the world today’, and advocated its system of government by workers’ councils
(soviets). In 1920 she would be a founder member of the Communist Party of Great Britain.

By the early autumn of 1918, Northampton ILP was again turning its attention to problems
to be addressed in the post-war world. At one of a series of meetings in September Flinton
Harris spoke of the League of Nations and the danger that it would be controlled by ‘the
great capitalists’.*

In the general election that followed the end of the war, Lloyd George’s Coalition
government was returned with a large majority, and in Northampton, Coalition supporter
Charles McCurdy defeated the Labour candidate, Walter Halls. The result confirmed the
minority status of those who had opposed the war.

After the war

Harold Croft was rearrested for the last time on Monday 17 February 1919, at the
completion of his third term of imprisonment as a conscientious objector. Released from
Northampton gaol that morning at 9 a.m., he was immediately taken to Northampton
Barracks by a waiting military escort. Agnes and a number of his friends accompanied him.
He had been court-martialled three times, and served two years and five months; six months
in Wormwood Scrubs and the remainder in Northampton.* He would serve almost another
two months until released with other imprisoned COs under an Army Council order in

early April 1919.4

Croft had been in gaol during the post-war general election of December 1918. On his
release he was disenfranchised for five years, but that didn’t prevent him from continuing
to campaign, for example in August 1920 against British intervention in the war between
Poland and Soviet Russia.

In November 1920 Northampton Labour Party nominated Harold Croft as an alderman
of the Borough Council. It should have been a formality. Labour was entitled to one
alderman, the Liberals to two and the Conservatives to three, and the custom was for each
party to accept the others’ nominees. However, the Liberal councillors (with one abstention)
and the Conservatives refused to accept a former conscientious objector, and Labour was
forced to provide an alternative candidate. The incident, and the letters in the press, showed
that feelings in the town still ran high.

Harold and Agnes Croft left Northampton in 1922 or late 1921. By July 1924, Harold was

44 NDE, 6 December 1917.
45 NDE, 2 September 1918.
46 NM, 21 February 1919.
47 NM, 11 April 1919.
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a Labour Party election agent in Sussex,* the beginning of a long career as a full-time
campaign organiser for the party. He revisited Northampton occasionally as a guest speaker.
To socialists in the town he was ‘our old friend Harold Croft’.#* On 17 October 1924, he
addressed a 300 strong No More War meeting on Northampton Market Square, where he
had spoken in 1916. Albert Burrows was again in the chair. Ramsay MacDonald, reviled
during the war as a ‘pacifist’, was now Prime Minister, and Labour’s Margaret Bondfield
was now MP for Northampton.

Unlike the meetings in 1916, however, there were no dissenters. A unanimous resolution
expressed abhorrence of war and militarism, and called for international cooperation to
strengthen the League of Nations, conciliation in disputes and a reduction in armaments
leading to universal disarmament.® Northampton ILP, which had campaigned for peace
during one war was still fighting to prevent another.

48 Sussex Agricultural Press, 4 July 1924.
49 NRO, Northampton Labour Party Men’s Section Minutes, 17 December 1928.
50 NDE, 22 September 1924.



85
BOOK REVIEWS

BUILDINGS AND PEOPLE OF A RUTLAND MANOR:
Lyddington, Caldecott, Stoke Dry and Thorpe by Water
Lyddington Manor History Society, 2016
Hardback, 350+ pages
Price £15

This is a fascinating and beautifully produced book. It originates from a study begun four
years ago by the enterprising Lyddington Manor History Society. It was led by Rosemary
Canadine who acts as archivist to the Burghley Estate. Since the manor had been owned
by the estate since the 16th century, she realised that there was a wealth of information to
be found there. The book is in five major parts, each by an acknowledged expert or team
of experts: an introduction to the manor in the middle ages, a social and economic history
1550-1800, a section on vernacular buildings and then individual house histories for each
village, followed by a conclusion. Each section is fully illustrated with excellent colour
photographs and plans. The sections on the buildings are truly valuable and they deal with
the different forms of village houses, root constructions and architectural details. This is
really valuable to anyone interested in Northamptonshire village houses since Rutland is,
after all, only just across the border. The project received major funding from the Heritage
Lottery Fund so no expense has been spared in the book’s production. It is over 350 pages,
on excellent paper, hard-bound in dust jacket and, amazingly, it costs a mere /15.

Bruce Bailey

COLONIAL AMERICA AND THE EARL OF HALIFAX, 1748-1761
by Andrew D. M. Beaumont
Oxford University Press, 2015
ISBN 978-0-19-872397-4
Hardback, x + 248 pp.
Price £60

The title of this book says it all, for it concentrates almost exclusively on Halifax’s tenure
as First Lord of the Board of Trade and Plantations from 1748 to 1761 apart from a few
months in 1757. His birth, family connections, education, grand tour, the death of his father
and, at the age of 22, his assumption of his seat in the House of Lords in May 1739 are
briefly dealt with in pages 13-26. The period between his resignation from the Board in
1761 and his death in 1771 is covered in pages 222-26 with only the barest mention of the
1768 ‘disputed election’ in Northampton. Anyone hoping this book will add anything to
their knowledge of the earl’s life and doings in Northamptonshire will therefore be
disappointed. Similarly, Richard Cumberland, a Northamptonshire man and Halifax’s
private secretary between 1755 and 1762, receives only a couple of brief mentions. This is
not to criticise the story Dr Beaumont tells but I think it is legitimate to note the limitations
of the contents of this book in a journal devoted chiefly to Northamptonshire history.

In November 1748 the Board which Halifax was appointed to head up was a sub-
committee of the Privy Council, which had been progressively stripped of its powers by
the Secretaries of State for the Southern Department. ‘[The Board] was professionally
isolated, politically non-existent and, in terms of many of its overseas staff, fronted by
apathetic placemen...” but it possessed a loyal and apparently hard-working staff in
Plantation House. If Halifax was to re-establish the Board’s credentials he had to achieve a
quick success that would earn him the respect of both the government and the House of
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Commons. This he did by drawing up and, more importantly, getting a plan to plant a new
colony in Nova Scotia agreed both internally and within government. The first new
colonists arrived in June 1749.This whole plan was backed by the Admiralty and the scheme
of government put in place was heavily biased towards control from London.

This success enabled Halifax to finesse his rather meagre political clout to secure the
resignation of the Duke of Bedford from the Southern Department and his replacement
by Lord Holdernesse who had little interest in the Board of Trade. In October 1751 the
Board regained its power to make colonial appointments, had its access to official
correspondence restored and won a right of direct access (via the Privy Council) to the
sovereign. Having achieved this, Halifax also demanded a pay rise and achieved it. (It was
actually £1,500 p.a. paid through the secret service fund so that future Presidents could
not claim it as of right. This information was unearthed by Namier but is not referred to
by the author).!

The right of appointing colonial governors was regained; Chapter Four looks at the people
Halifax did actually appoint and emphasises the personal nature of these appointments.
These people were not just Halifax’s own clients but men from all parts of the political
establishment who were nevertheless matched to the job as far as possible. But war was
soon threatening with both the French and the Iroquois. The Iroquois Confederacy
announced to the governor of New York in the summer of 1753 that the Covenant Chain
had been broken. Then, when George Washington, at the head of the Virginia militia, was
defeated by the French at Jumonville’s Glen, an undeclared war took priority over any of
the questions of the governance of the colonies which concerned the Board of Trade.

Early in the book the author claims that a full examination of Halifax’s career at the Board
of Trade is required to demonstrate that he was not ‘a nascent imperialist in the mould of
his effective successor, Lord Hillsborough [or] a spiritual forebear to later imperialists such
as Charles Townshend’. Certainly this detailed review has been worthwhile but it is difficult
to see much evidence that Halifax’s vision for the American colonies was significantly
different from that of ‘later imperialists’. In fact, apart from the quotation above, Charles
Townshend is mentioned in only one other place in the book, and then in a general rather
than a specifically American context. Yet Townshend was a member of the Board of Trade
from June 1749 until April 1754 where, according to Horace Walpole, he ‘distinguished
himself on affairs of trade, and in drawing plans and papers...”

One of the papers that Charles Townshend prepared was Sir Danvers Osborn’s commission
on his appointment as governor of New York State in July 1753.These instructions charged
the New York Assembly with trampling on the royal prerogative and directed it to make
permanent provision for the salaries of the governor, judges and other officials. The
executive, all Crown appointments, was to be made independent of the colonial Assembly.
In addition the Assembly was required to provide for the security of the province and any
other foreseeable charges. Further, the money was to be applied by warrants from the
governor; the Assembly was only to be permitted to ‘view and examine’ the accounts. These
instructions ‘seemed better calculated for the latitude of Mexico and for a Spanish tribunal,
than for a free, rich British Settlement” wrote Horace Walpole.? It is difficult to believe that
Halifax did not know of and approve them but Dr Beaumont sees a measure of restraint in
them and comments that ‘Halifax’s reluctance to order further sanctions against the
assembly...was pragmatic, acknowledging that making peace was of greater value to British

1 Namier, L. B., The Structure of Politics at the accession of George III (2nd ed. London, 1961), pp. 227-28.
2 Walpole, H., Memoirs of the Reign of King George The Second (London, 1846), I. p. 340.
3 Ibid. p. 397.
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interests than assuaging Clinton’s [the previous governor| wounded pride’.

A year later the Board’s proposals sent to the Albany Congress were similarly insistent on
the preservation of the royal prerogative. At this Congress, commissioners from each colony,
appointed by the governor met to make a peace deal with the Iroquois and to agree
measures for mutual defence against the French.The Board drew up the agenda and set the
monetary quotas to be met by each colony. All this, the Board conceded, would require an
Act of Parliament. Halifax’s Board, in short, seems to have helped to define the imperialists’
programme. Further, Halifax’s own public stance on colonial affairs after he left the Board,
particularly his support of the Stamp Act and his opposition to its repeal in 1765 and 1766,
suggests that he was quite as die-hard an imperialist as Charles Townshend.

Yet, in his own lifetime, Halifax was proclaimed “The Father of the Colonies’, a title which
subsequently adorned his memorial in Westminster Abbey. While the author’s contention
that Halifax’s position differed from that of other imperialists seems to me to be somewhat
doubtful, he does show convincingly how Halifax’s care for his appointees made the Board’s
supervision of the north American colonies acceptable.

Finally, I cannot refrain from pointing out that this book contains a number of proof-reading
errors, which is unacceptable in a publication from an academic publisher and even more
so from one of the status of the Oxford University Press:

e.g. p.- 118 Halifax’s own plans...called for of a plan...
p. 147 Halifax’s mission was to sell the colonists on a programme...
p-216 Halifax continued to...recruit ambitious mean of modest means...

I fear there may be others I did not notice.

P. H. McKay

THE PETERBOROUGH VERSION OF THE ANGLO-SAXON CHRONICLE:
REWRITING POST-CONQUEST HISTORY
by Malasree Home
Woodbridge, Boydell Press, 2015
ISBN 978-1-78327-001-9
Hardback, ix + 184 pp.
Price £60

The different versions of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle are conventionally distinguished by
letters. The Peterborough version, which is the subject of Dr Home’s interesting and
scholarly monograph, is the ‘E’ text. It survives in a single manuscript, Oxford, Bodleian
MS. Laud Misc. 636. Analysis of the handwriting, on which so much medieval scholarship
rests, shows that there were three stages of composition: first, the annals up to 1121;second
(what is termed the First Continuation) the annals from 1122 to 1131;and third (the Second
Continuation) the annals from 1132 to 1154.The Continuations are original; they represent
the final version of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, one of the most important historical texts
of the middle ages; and they are undoubtedly of Peterborough origin.

The manuscript and the text have been much studied. The manuscript itself has been
published in facsimile: The Peterborough Chronicle (The Bodleian Manuscript Laud Misc. 636),
ed. Dorothy Whitelock, Copenhagen, 1954. There are two modern editions by literary
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specialists: The Peterborough Chronicle 1070-1154, ed. Cecily Clark, 2nd edn. Oxford:
University Press, 1970, and The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle 7, MS E, ed. Susan Irvine, Cambridge:
D. S. Brewer, 2004. Most historians will need to use a (modern) English translation of the
(Old) English text, of which the most handsome is The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A Revised
Tianslation, ed. Dorothy Whitelock, with David C. Douglas and Susie 1. Tucker, London:
Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1961. This book, which is based on a Cambridge doctoral thesis,
provides a comprehensive survey of the text. It is a model of clarity; it reads easily and the
sub-headings and cross-references help the reader to navigate material which is inevitably,
at times, quite technical.

Up to the year 1121, the Peterborough writer is copying an existing text, and adding to it
material of Peterborough interest. These additions are termed the Peterborough
‘interpolations’, and are the subject of the first chapter of the book. With the additions, ‘the
story of Peterborough abbey is woven into the narrative of national history’ (p. 22). This
writer also wrote the First Continuation. He is termed, by Cecily Clark, ‘one of the early
masters of English prose’, a man whose ‘great gift is for story telling’. The Latin charters,
which provide the most substantial of the additions, are both translated and dramatised.
When the writer drafted new entries, from 1122, he followed the pattern that he was given,
noting where the royal court met on the main feast days, looking for portents of great events
in the skies and — like all true Englishmen — keeping an eye on the weather. The portents
and weather events are here referred to as fopoi, stock themes, fairly enough, but they are
genuine observations also, some of them found in no other source.

It is for the Second Continuation that the Peterborough text is perhaps best known. It
contains a vivid description of King Stephen’s reign (1135-54), the nineteen long winters
during which ‘Christ and his saints slept’, a time often in consequence simply referred to
as ‘the anarchy’. It was seen as symptomatic of the breakdown of central authority that ‘you
could easily go a whole day’s journey and never find anyone occupying a village, nor land
tilled’. There is a temptation to read such passages over literally, one that Dr Home argues
against. It is suggested rather that the description of the peace and order enjoyed by the
abbey, over the same period, under abbot Martin of Bec (1133-55), is carefully written as a
counterbalance to the description of national disorder, and that the two must be read
together. The case is fully and interestingly argued in a discussion that every historian of
the reign needs to read (pp. 84-90).

In conclusion, I should note that the book contains a more detailed discussion than is found
elsewhere on the relationship between the English chronicle and the contemporary Latin
sources from Peterborough abbey. These latter include the Relatio Heddae (‘a proto house-
history’), the Liber Niger (the abbey’s first cartulary), and the chronicle of Hugh Candidus
(the abbey’s first Latin chronicle, which was built on in a number of continuations up to
the early 14th century). The links were close: the same man wrote the earliest sections of
the Liber Niger and the Second Continuation of the English chronicle. The new edition of
the chronicle of Hugh Candidus, currently in preparation by Dr Nicholas Karn and myself,
will I trust continue the discussion.

Edmund King
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Professor Christopher Nugent Lawrence Brooke CBE FBA (1927-2015)'

Christopher Brooke, a former President of the Society of Antiquaries of London, and a
Vice-President of our Society, died on 27 December 2015. In an interview conducted in
2008 for the ‘Making History’ project, he described himself as ‘a hereditary historian’, since
his father, Zachary Brooke, had been Professor of Medieval History at Cambridge. In
consequence, he said, in his early teens, ‘I gave up collecting engine numbers and took to
collecting medieval archdeacons instead’. Christopher enjoyed a career of precocious and
sustained achievement. He become a fellow of his old college, Gonville and Caius,
Cambridge, a year after graduation; whilst still in his twenties, he was appointed Professor
of Medieval History at Liverpool; thereafter, in 1966, he moved to the University of London,
as Professor of History at Westfield College; and finally, in 1977, he returned to Cambridge
and to his old college as Dixie Professor of Ecclesiastical History.

Christopher was a natural communicator, and had he been born a little later he would
surely have become a familiar face on our television screens. He wrote for every audience,
‘textbooks” on English and European history, a history of his college, a learned though
discursive history of medieval London, and a touching survey of medieval marriage,
dedicated to his wife Rosalind (who died a year before him). But as he worked on these
projects, from 5 a.m. in the morning (earlier if there were exam papers to be marked), he
would have on his desk at least one edition of a historical text. In the summer of 1971 he
had four of these. One of them was Joan Wake’s edition of the letters of Daniel Eaton.

Christopher’s connection with the Society went back a long way. In his 2008 interview, he
had been asked about the early academic influences on him. At Cambridge he noted two,
temperamentally very different, medieval historians, Dom David Knowles and M. M. (later
Sir Michael) Postan. He added that he ‘subsequently wrote two books’ with Postan. These
two books are nos. 16 and 20 in the Society’s series of publications, published in 1954 and
1960 respectively. Volume 16 has the full title, The Book of William Morton, Almoner of
Peterborough Monastery, 1448-1467, transcribed and annotated by W.T. Mellows, edited by P.
L. King, with an introduction by C.N. L. Brooke. It is the first volume in our Mellows series
and it was the first of Christopher’s publications in hardback.

His introduction provides what is still the best study of the monastery in the later middle
ages. The bishops’ visitation records, one of the foundations for such study, need to be kept
in perspective, he suggests, for they ‘brought to the conscious level the stresses and strains
and personal animosities which must be suppressed in the normal working of a healthy
community’ (p. xiii). There is learning here, lightly worn, and also wisdom.

At this date, any suggestion that ‘the members’ would not welcome ‘medieval volumes’,
would have been given short shrift. But they needed to be helped. There are glossaries of
rare Latin and English words — this was a man who was always making lists. And they needed
to be encouraged. Yes, the entries in the account book seem incoherent. ‘It has all the lack
of balance and inconsequence which makes our private memoranda incomprehensible to
an outside reader but of intimate value and utility to ourselves.” (p. xliii) The reader is being
drawn in, conspiratorially, to a joint endeavour; I am tempted to say seduced.

There is nothing remotely seductive about Carte Nativorum, ‘The Charters of the Villeins’.
This is a unique record from a medieval monastery, consisting of charters confiscated by
the Peterborough abbey administration, since its villein tenants had purchased freehold land.
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The manuscript had been purchased by Mellows and its edition was projected by him. In
1950 Postan undertook the edition and Christopher offered to assist him. Things moved
slowly until their roles were reversed. The files were handed over to Christopher in March
1957, and within weeks, at the end of ‘a hectic first year in Liverpool’, the volume was
completely in hand, not just the text itself but the practicalities of its publication: he supplied
estimates of the length of the various sections, to the half page, which would prove almost
exact. In January 1959 the volume was ready for press.

He had, he explained in his cover letter to Joan Wake, tried not to overwhelm the texts
with notes, but still he had been concerned ‘to make the meaning of the documents as
plain as they can be, consistent with reasonable economy of editing’. As he worked, he
continued to make lists of abbots and of stewards, and he made exemplary indexes: the
careful identification of field and place names in this volume is a work of scholarship in its
own right. I have particular cause to be grateful for this edition, since shortly after its
publication I started my doctoral work on the estates of Peterborough Abbey, under Postan,
and Carte Nativorum provided a significant source for me.

This was not the last occasion that I and the Society would have cause to be grateful to
Christopher. This brings us to the four books that he was working on in the summer of
1971. One of them, as noted, was The Letters of Daniel Eaton to the Third Earl of Cardigan
1725-1732, edited by Joan Wake and Deborah Champion Webster, volume no. 24 in our
series. In his brief memoir of Joan Wake —a form of writing in which he excelled —
Christopher wrote of this volume that it had been ‘published in her late eighties amid many
difficulties (partly of her own making) triumphantly surmounted with the help of many
friends who loyally joined her flag for the last campaign’. A mention in dispatches must go
to Mrs Christina (later Lady) Colvin (a very supportive neighbour), to Sir Gyles Isham (our
President), to Mr Philip Cox (our printer), and perhaps also to the Society’s recently
appointed General Editor (if only because he is writing this memoir). But the medal needs
to go to Christopher himself, who took over my responsibilities for the last stages of
production. He again quickly had the whole volume in hand and a strategy to secure its
publication, one which combined careful attention to detail — a minor skirmish secured the
deletion of ‘22 commas in Appendix IV!" —and exemplary patience.

He oftered valuable help also with Geoftrey Nuttall’s edition of the correspondence of
Philip Doddridge (our volume no. 29), negotiating a joint publication agreement with the
Historical Manuscripts Commission. He convened a meeting at his office at Westfield to
consider the practicalities and the politics of production; he offered to have a quiet word
with Roger Ellis, the Secretary of HMC; and it was settled. There was even time for him
to thwart an attempt to strangle at birth the lusty child that would become our volume no.
39, the drawings of Peter Tillemans. The first reaction of Joan Wake to the proposal was that
it was not our business to publish ‘picture books’. Christopher wrote: ‘I put to her as
strenuously as possible the contrary view; and I stressed that the pictures are in fact important
historical documents.” Joan Wake came round very quickly and was full of ideas for the
edition; she argued for the inclusion of monumental inscriptions, ‘which she accepts as
documents!” So we can be sure that she would have welcomed the handsome volume that
members have just received on the post-medieval stained glass of Northamptonshire.

Joan Wake died in January 1974 and Christopher resigned from the Publications Committee
later that year. I will conclude with one last quotation from our files and one last personal
recollection. They are of a pattern. The quotation is from a letter of his to Sir Gyles Isham
regarding the Doddridge correspondence: ‘having spent such spare time as [ could muster
in the last couple of days in the company of Mr and Mrs Doddridge ... I confess I have
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fallen under the spell of their charm!” (5 March 1971). In April 1975 students and staff of
the History Department of Sheffield University spent two days in Christopher’s company,
during our annual reading party at Attingham Park, Shropshire. Christopher was in his
element in such gatherings, and on familiar ground, for he brought his own students here.
To us he spoke in the evening of ‘Cistercians and Cluniacs’ and then the following day
guided us round Buildwas Abbey and Wenlock Priory. The ‘bare ruined choirs’ of which
Knowles wrote were brought to life. We listeners were under the spell of his charm. And so
we remained.

Edmund King

1 I have in this memoir concentrated on the support that Christopher offered to our Society. I have been able
to draw on the Society’s own files, held in our office and recently valuably reordered by Mrs Rosemary
Eady and Mrs Jackie Minchinton. I also have files relating to my period as General Editor, whose ultimate
destination, like my own, is yet to be determined. My colleagues, Professor David Luscombe and Professor
Sir Tan Kershaw (one of Christopher’s former students at Liverpool), have kindly advised on the reading
parties at Attingham Park. A full treatment of Christopher’s life and career will appear in the Biographical
Memoirs of Fellows of the British Academy. In the meanwhile the interview to which I refer can be warmly
recommended: http://www.history.ac.uk/makinghistory/resources/interviews/Brooke_Christopher.html
Christopher’s memoir of Joan Wake was published in the memorial issue of Northamptonshire Past & Present,
5:3 (1975), p. 291. Christopher’s sons, Philip and Patrick Brooke, have kindly given me permission to quote
from his letters.

Canon Geoffrey Gordon Carnell 1918-2015

Geoftrey was born in Norwich on 5 July 1918 and attended the City of Norwich School
from where he proceeded to St John’s College, Cambridge, obtaining a First in Part One
of the History Tripos in 1939. He then transferred to theology, graduating in 1940, and
being awarded the Lightfoot Scholarship for Ecclesiastical History in the same year. (Edward
Lightfoot was a 16th-century scholar of St John’s College who, on his death, gifted his
library to St John’s. This factor might have engendered in Geoffrey a lifetime interest in
books and in the wealth of knowledge to be found in libraries.) Geofirey continued his
theological training at Cuddesdon, Oxford.

Ordained by Bishop Claude Blagden of Peterborough in 1942 to a curacy at Abington
Church, Geoftrey served under the redoubtable Canon Claude Davis for six years.
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Canon Davis did not do much pastoral visiting himself — that was the curates’ job — but he
often went to the curates’ house at 7 Abington Park Crescent at 2 p.m. to make sure that
the curates were all out in the parish, calling on the many women who in those days were
not expected to go out to work. Geoffrey also used to tell how at Sunday evening services
the curates were given the parts of the service they were to lead, just before the bells ceased
ringing.

On 24 July1945 Geoffrey married at Abington Church Mary Elizabeth Smith, known as
Molly, who was a member of the parish church community; their two sons, Martin and
Andrew were born there in 1946 and 1948.

In 1949 Geoftrey was appointed chaplain and lecturer at St Gabriel’s Teacher Training
College at Camberwell in London, where he was able to instil his own standards of careful
preparation of lessons, and in his own case, sermons.

The Bishop of Peterborough, Dr Spencer Leeson, speaking at the time of Geoffrey’s
Institution in October 1953 as Rector of Isham and Vicar of Great and Little Harrowden,
foretold that shortage of money and clergymen was the reason the Church had to say
goodbye to the notion of one vicar to each parish. This indeed was the new ‘order of the
day’. Although Geoftrey never owned a car, he was a devoted pastor to the people of those
three villages: if the buses failed him, he had no hesitation in walking to church or house,
and soon had a good knowledge of most of the families. He had very high standards of
priestly life and work, and this was recognised and appreciated by church people and by
‘those whose faith was known to God alone’ alike. He served as a parish councillor at Isham
and was associated with the Kettering YMCA 1in the late 1950s to early 1960s.

As Chairman of the Governors of Isham School he had a happy working relationship with
the headmaster of the time, Mr Glan Grey-Jones, and by virtue of being incumbent of
Isham he was also a Trustee of the 1661 William Aylworth Endowed School at Pytchley.

He moved to Boughton in 1971. A yearly service was held in the Old Churchyard on
Boughton Green. Concerts were held in the rectory garden when the parish was entertained
by the Northampton Light Orchestra. A History of Boughton Exhibition was held and
during HM The Queen’s Silver Jubilee a street party was held with Molly and her helpers
feeding everyone from the rectory kitchen. Molly started the Ladies’ Fellowship at
Boughton, which still continues, and she was also involved with the British Legion.

Boughton, being a single parish, meant a considerable saving of his time and he was able to
use a great deal of his energy in his work as Director of Ordinands and Director of Post-
Ordination Training in the Diocese, to which he had been appointed in 1962. He was a
member of the Ecclesiastical History Society. His retentive memory made it possible for
him to bring out in sermons, lectures and conversations many ‘things new and old’. He
oversaw the scope of the reference section and added to the collection at the Diocese
Conference and Retreat Centre at Ecton House.

The success of this work was recognised by his appointment as Honorary Canon of
Peterborough Cathedral in 1965, and from 1981 to 1988 as a Chaplain to Her Majesty the
Queen. He attended a number of the summer garden parties and was presented to Her
Majesty when she entertained her Royal Chaplains during a weekend gathering of them
at Windsor in the mid 1980s.

In 1966 he became a member of NRS and in 1975 was invited to join the Council. In the
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years 1982-1985 Geoffrey was vice chairman to the President and acting chairman, Sir
Hereward Wake. He was also responsible for the invitations extended to our eminent
speakers. This was often commented on in the Annual Report of the Society. Such an
occasion was in 1990 when one of his scholar contemporaries at St John’s, Sir Harry
Hinsley, spoke on The Secret Archives of World War II and the vote of thanks was given by Mr
Max Hastings.

Although he retired from Boughton in 1985, he continued until 1994 with his represent-
ation of the Diocese on the Northamptonshire Archives Advisory Panel, which he had
advised from 1975. At the request of Bishop William Westwood he wrote a history of the
bishops of Peterborough from 1541, when John Chambers, the last abbot of the monastery,
became the first Bishop of Peterborough, and when the abbey church became the cathedral
of the new diocese carved out of the immense medieval diocese of Lincoln. The resulting
book, entitled The Bishops of Peterborough, was published in 1993. It is a scholarly book, the
fruit of much research in the bishops’ archives and in contemporary books.The historically-
minded readers of Northamptonshire Past and Present will revel in the large number of
quotations — some approving and some not — and occasionally in Geoftrey’s gently ironic
comments on the bishops and their work and charges to the clergy.

On his retirement, Geoftrey and Molly went to live in Kettering, which they had known
well for a number of years, and they found a hearty welcome at the parish church of Sts
Peter and Paul, just by the marketplace. Incumbents of busy churches are always grateful
for another pair of hands, and Geoffrey often found himself invited to take a leading part
in the worship. It was a joy to both his parents when their son Andrew was elected
churchwarden, and the three were active together in the parish life. The village churches
near Kettering also benefited from Geoffrey’s visits when clergy were ill or on holiday; and
having been a country parson himself for so long, he was used to the sometimes simpler
liturgies and worship offered there. Geoftrey died on 15 November 2015, Molly Carnell
having died on 30 June 2008.

Rosemary Eady and Canon Hilary Davidson
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