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Three brothers, Charles, Samuel and Edward Daveneftra small Leicestershire village towards ¢mel
of the eighteenth century to make their fortuneandon. They were all rewarded with considerahiarficial
success, particularly the middle brother Samuek Thapter is the history of Samuel and his desmetsd While
there are no representatives of this line alivaypdbor almost 200 years they played an interestihgin British
life. Their story involves hereditary insanity, inding one of the classic nineteenth century lunzses, election
to Parliament and a scandalous mésalliance. Thadaltidocuments which record the lives of most membf
the family have allowed me to draw a clear picwiréhe people involved. They were rich, they weoaibled and
more than a bit litigious - all of which has left trace. We can follow their path through lifesimrprising detail.
This narrative will be combined one day with tho$¢he other lines of the Davenport family stilléxistence

today.

Origins of the Davenport Family

The brothers’ branch of the Davenport family canoef Leicestershire. A Thomas Davenport was mayor of
Leicester in 1553-54 during the time of Queen Ma#y biographical note on him in the 1886 annualhef
Leicestershire Architectural Society confirms ttree family was not native to Leicestershire, altjothere were
families with that name resident both at Oadby Raljjrave at about the same time. These werekallyloff-
shoots of the better-known Davenport family wharoked ancestry from the semi-legendary Orme de Dawen
born about 1089 in Cheshire. More certainly, thaifadescended from Richard Davenport, gentlemén, o
Wigston Magna. He was born about 1543 and was dhati®#Vigston Magna on January 9, 1624. While tiern®
documented connection between Richard and the @badamily, some of his descendants used the saaeot
arms (although this may have been a case of apptiop) and subsequent DNA testing has shown tieatwo
families are connected. Further research contirfRiebiard married his wife Alice around 1566 andythad
eleven children who themselves had large familiégir descendants spread across the parishes ¢ashef
Leicester — Wigston Magna, Evington, Thurnby, Stofiand Oadby. Some were country gentlemen or
prosperous farmers while others were husbandmeiframeéwork knitters. A few of these early Davenport
attended Cambridge to become clergymen and atdeastrossed the Atlantic to found a Davenportiline

America.

Richard’s second son Thomas was born around 156 n&iried Mary Sherwoode, a widow, née Lacy, on
January 14, 1605 at Bushby where he is describad/asman. Bushby, part of the parish of Thurnieg, just to
the East of the city of Leicester. Thomas was lugieBushby on March 22, 1637. They had five chitdr two
sons and three daughters. Their eldest son Johbapdised at Bushby on October 11, 1607. He nthrrie
Elizabeth Skillington in about 1633 and they hae fsons and two daughters. John was buried at Bviddagna
on February 15, 1686 when he was described asteegem. The couple’s third son, St John, was begti
Bushby on August 18, 1639. He in turn married MRoyter at Saint Martins, Leicester on April 13, 168 hey
had four sons and a daughter, of whom John, baptisd-ebruary 28, 1682 at Ashby Folville and Samuel



baptised at Bushby on October 19, 1686. John nebRtiances Swan on July 21, 1706 while Samuel nthrrie
Hannah Meadows on November 28, 1712. Both brothetsa son named Thomas born around 1714, the first
baptised on March 3, 1713 and the second June724, Hoth at Bushby. While it is clear that oneh&ge two
was the father of the three brothers, there iggatsfloubt as to which one. John Davenport wasridest as a
yeoman which would fit better with Thomas’s subsagwccupation as a farmer and gentleman, whileugbhm
was a framework knitter. However, if the date céttheand age given on Thomas'’s headstone - Septeirtber
1768 aged 54 - is correct, this can only pointam8el as being his father. The other Thomas woane lbeen

born too early. Further research may remove ameting doubts about this assertion.

Samuel and Hannah had six children in total buy tmb reached adulthood. Hannah was baptised ditBusn
July 3, 1713 but was buried on August 23. Thom#svied on June 27, 1714 followed by Samuel, bagtize
June 6, 1716 only to be buried a few days latefwre 17. A second Hannah was baptised on July723, 4nd
reached adulthood, although it is unknown at tbisfpwhether she married and when she died. Masy wa
baptised on May 18, 1719 and was buried on JulfytBad year. Finally, Samuel was baptised on JOly1Z720
and survived his father, only to be buried on M8y 1I722. Samuel himself died on September 13, &n2deft a
will dated September 10, 1720, clearly in the fata serious illness that threatened death. Hénisftlose — an
enclosed piece of land — in the lordship of Busttb¥homas, the kernel of what was to become a rfargler
family holding in that parish. When he reached tiyeme years of age he was to pay to his sistenblamand
brother Samuel the sum $10 each 0£20 to the survivor. If Thomas died, Samuel wasaweehthe close and pay
£20 to Hannah. He named his wife Hannah his execatrd was not, at least in extremis, capable dimvgihis
own name. It appears that Hannah remarried at Evintp a John Carter on June 18, 1726 and so ifauiiclear
when she died. Thomas and his sister also inhef€ekD s. each from their grandmother Mary, the wifSt.

John Davenport, who died at Billesdon, Leicesteesbh December 12, 1744,

Thomas married Elizabeth Spencer at Evington oreber 22, 1745. She was the daughter of Joseplt&pen
and Ann his second wife and was baptised at EvingtoJune 13, 1721. Thomas was described as argount
gentleman in Evington and the couple had at Iégkt ehildren. Certainty with respect to their hidates is
difficult because the parish registers were not l¢fEvington for a period of twenty years from Thtil about
1769 - just the time that interests us. Only mgegawere recorded with any degree of fidelity. Adawogly, we
are forced to conjecture the major events in tesliof Thomas, his wife and their children fromesthvidence.

Their first children, the twins Thomas and Ann,afpear in the parish registers; she was baptisediagton on
October 14, 1746, the same day that Thomas wasdurhe next sibling is more elusive as the reggstew go
silent. A Harriet Davenport was buried among theifa graves of Charles Davenport, Thomas'’s eldestiging
son, at Staines, Middlesex. She died in 1831 (theige date has been effaced by time) at the ag4 which
would make her birth around 1747. There is no g#stahat she was actually Thomas and Elizabethisythter
but it is not difficult to posit that Charles brdtchis elderly sister down to Staines in her |gg=ars, the last
sibling he had still in Evington. This would havecarred after their mother’s death in 1808. Thet daughter is



Elizabeth who was buried at the age of 26 on MaylZZ6 in Evington. She is identified as beingdaeghter of
Thomas and Elizabeth on her grave stone and wad heen born around 1749. Charles Davenport was bo
about 1750 based on his age of 84 at the timesodéwth on January 28, 1834. Thomas followed, bout
1753 as he is stated as being 35 at the time dfunial in Evington on July 7, 1788. Mary Davenpees born in
about 1756 based on her being 9 at the time obtéal on June 10, 1765. Samuel Davenport woule: Heaen
born about 1760 based on his age at death and Hdiliaryoungest, was born around 1764 as he digd iat
January, 1844. At this point their mother would énéeen 43 and there were likely no further childvethat
marriage. However, the list is almost certainlyomplete as there are clear gaps between Thoma3)(arif
Mary (1756) and even larger ones between Mary andvo younger brothers Samuel (1760) and Edwaré4)L
although, with the registers not having been ki¢g,impossible to be certain. There are no ottéldren buried

at Evington whose grave stones survive and nondiomea in any of the family wills.

Surprisingly few of Thomas and Elizabeth’s childrearried. Mary died before she was of marriageabk
Harriet, Thomas and Elizabeth reached adulthooch&wer married. One would have expected that, dfifids
were married, his wife’s grave would have been mextis in the church yard. Equally Harriet andz&heth did
not have a married name and must have died siAglewas the first of the remaining children to vl she
married Richard Bryan, another prosperous locahéar at Evington on September 3, 1770. This unioulyced
at least one child, Thomas Bryan. We do not haséhaptism either but, from later records, it isacliat he was
born around 1771 as he died on January 1, 1848 &gethere may have been other children but theyado
appear in any of the available records. The Brgamilfy was for a long time closely connected wité th
Davenports, certainly as a result of blood but als@ result of shared religious views. Charles)ughand

Edward also married as we shall see further on.

As noted, we have no parish register entries ateage that Samuel Davenport and his two brothers @rn in
Evington and are forced to fit together a numbedafuments to come to certainty that they were.ythmgest
brother, Edward, was the only member of the faraliive long enough to appear in the 1841 censhgnvhe
was residing at Evington. His entry indicates he baen born in Leicestershire. We know from theprgle of
his will that, while he was currently a residentavington, he had previously spent a long perioddndon. In
addition, both Edward and Samuel’s wills indicdteyt were related to the Bryan family of EvingtoheT
brothers clearly had a sister who married a Bryanad we know that Ann Davenport, the daught@rhafmas
and Elizabeth Davenport, had married Richard Bigal770. Furthermore, we find in 1793 that Ann (Baport)
Bryan was granted the administration of the esiter husband Richard Bryan and that her mothieaB#th

Davenport, a widow, signed with her on the bond.

The most conclusive evidence which establishesaexiion between Samuel and his brothers both with
Evington and with Thomas and Elizabeth Davenpogaasnts is the apprenticeship papers for Samukl an
Edward. Samuel apprenticed with a Richard Gimlzenhember of the Worshipful Company of Wheelwrigbts,

April 8, 1780 for the suspiciously low amount ofeopenny — an amount that makes one think thereaweésser



connection between the two families. As a parhefihitial formula to the apprenticeship documéeetjs
indicated as being the “son of Thomas Davenpas,dé Evington, Leicestershire, deceased”. The sammaula
was used when Edward sought freedom of the CityoaHon by “redemption” (purchase) in March 9, 1822.
These few words tie two of the brothers, and okssity the third, back to Evington and sons of@edsed
Thomas Davenport — all of which fits the other §a&iven all this surrounding evidence, the inéolda
conclusion is that Charles, Samuel and Edward wefgct born in the village of Evington and were #ons of

Thomas and Elizabeth Davenport.

Thomas was buried in Evington on September 11, @8 age of 54 but left no will that can nowldeated.
Evington was a peculiar court with respect to ptetzand maintained its own records separate from the
Archdeaconry of Leicester. While the wills of a rean of family members were probated there, hiotally
absent. Equally, his will was not probated at thehfleaconry Court in Leicester or at the Prerogafiourt of
the Archbishop of Canterbury. This seems unusualdid not die young, at least by eighteenth cergtagdards,
and was a land owner which would argue in favoua @iill or administration. One can still hope thé will was

probated in another jurisdiction which cannot yetdentified

A few traces of Thomas Davenpgsre can be found in Evington. It appears that he Wwag¢cipient in July,
1755 of a legacy o100 from the estate of one Charles Seamark whd livéhe not too distant parish of Stretton
Parva, five kilometres to the east. This was agagn in the day and one wonders at the reascechéeved it.
The legacy does indicate that he was a personnoé substance. The will does not state that theclegas the
repayment of a debt and Thomas'’s name appearsdries of bequests that were made to businessiatesoc
Seamark had close relations with various Londorchw@rts which may also mean that, while Thomas wad t
appearances a Leicestershire farmer, he too may e London business connections. Thomas was also
included in the list of electors in 1741. He wasident in Evington but was able to vote becaud@sfreehold
interest in the close in Bushby. Other records fosm far include a Thomas Davenport who witneskeadhill of
Ann Davenport, née Airland, on November 29, 174& ®as the widow of George Davenport, the brotfiéne
John and Samuel Davenport, Thomas’s uncle and Téisraant by marriage. As a witness, Thomas coutd no
legally have been a beneficiary under the estatehnimderlines that he was not her child. Themoigvidence
that George and Ann had a son hamed Thomas, daspiteg seventeen children. Finally, Thomas algoedi as
an evaluator of the estate of another member oBtlgan family, Thomas, who died on July 6, 1752eTh
signature is the same as on Ann Davenport’s wiiltalbeth Davenport, Thomas'’s wife, died at the adea age
of 86. She was buried on January 1, 1808 with s¢wedéher children nearby. We catch a brief glimpséer in
the land tax lists of 1798 where she had to payiltrgys for land in Bushby, likely the close thadr husband had

inherited. She did not leave a will so far as cambtermined.

Cast of Characters

Accordingly, at the beginning of the period whigncerns us, the cast of characters included thanfivig



family members. The eldest of the three broth@harles, lived in the parish of Saint Andrew Hatband was
married there by licence to Mary Lovett, daughteflvomas Lovett, paviour, on April 17, 1777. Theadha large
family. Their first four children were baptisedZdint Andrew: Elizabeth Lovett (August 27, 1778znAAugust
10, 1779), Frederick Charles (January 18, 1781)Tdruinas (December 24, 1782). The family then mdued
Colnbrook, Buckinghamshire where Mary (March 1, 3)/&nd Elizabeth (January 24, 1787) were baptised.
Samuel and Edward were baptised at Isleworth, Mskh on January 29, 1790 and August 18, 1791 rixsglgc
Tax records show Charles at Isleworth as the teofathie estate of Mr. Gardner from 1790 to 179%hwit initial
rent of£5, escalating té34 in 1794. From 1797, Charles appears as thettefdimomas Finch senior at Staines,
paying an enormous cumulative rent@89 10 s. on three properties, including Pond Mitle records for his
later children are incomplete. Some are recordédarStaines parish registers, although not metiadigli
Edward died there on September 12, 1791 beforfathiy appears to have moved there. Sophia (AugBst
1792-March 6, 1798) was buried at Staines as wasyH8uly 7, 1794-August 9, 1815). Richard (Septenth
1797-January 21, 1798) was baptised at Stainesctoybér 18, 1797 but was not recorded among thalsuiihe
separate land tax lists of 1798 show Charles asdedghe very high amount £13 2 s. 6 d. The land tax was
one of the taxes imposed by Parliament in ordeaise money to fight the almost twenty-five yedraear

constant war against revolutionary and Napoleorénée.

Only Frederick Charles, Mary and Samuel marrieddErick Charles married Margaret Thistlewood aingtaon
October 31, 1810 and they had a large family. Shmaeried Ann Winch on October 22, 1812 also atrfes
and had two children, George Charles and ElizetilMary married George Whiteley at Staines on Aud,
1834, just after her father died. She was almfétytdi this point and there were no children oft timarriage.

George was an old family friend who had lost hishawife.

The youngest brother, Edward, lived with Samuédlmatime Street, London and had married Mary Dankithe
parish of Saint James, Clerkenwell on January 7861They had no children of which any record remaiHe is
listed in Lime Street in the 1798 tax rolls assds#€6 12 s.

One should also not lose sight of the Bryan cousatk in Evington as they continued to interachwiite family
in London well into the nineteenth century. ThorBagan had married Mary Ann Fawkes at Saint Martin’s
Leicester on December 30, 1805 and they seem ® tead five children: Caroline (born and died 1807),
Frederick Thomas (1810), Eloisa (1812), Edward Daweet (1816) and perhaps Elizabeth Jane (181 7hoatl at
Evington with the exception of Elizabeth, baptige®aint Margaret's, Leicester. It is not absolytedrtain that

she was in fact Thomas and Mary Ann’s daughtersiuedis not traceable thereafter.

Samuel Davenport (circa 1760 — September 4, 1834)

Samuel and his brothers must have moved to Londom dime after the death of their father in 1788 likely

that Charles was the first to arrive. The firsinsigd any of them in London was Charles’ marriag& 7. It



would have been very unlikely that the three wddgtle moved to London without some sort of netwark o
which they could rely in order to establish themsslin a trade or profession. It seems certaintteabrothers
had connections in London already, both extendeilfyanembers and business associates of theirrfathe

Perhaps the Seamark connection stretched to London.

The most likely scenario for a “welcoming committé® assist the young brothers is the family of iBige
Davenport who were relations who had moved to Lartsk® generations before. The Burrage Davenportiyam
shared a similar occupation as silversmiths, rekidigially in the same street and has a reasonabke family

relationship all of which make this surmise almmsertainty.

Burrage Davenport the elder was baptised at Saidtéw Holborn on March 16, 1749, the son of Williand
Ann Davenport. A William Davenport was baptisedBimshby, Leicestershire on December 21, 1721, theoo
John Davenport and Elizabeth Bradgate. John wafirte€ousin of the brothers’ grandfather Samuat/@nport
(died 1720) and lived in the parish of Bushby a#i.Weilliam was apprenticed to William Thompsontbg
Company of Merchant Tailors on June 7, 1738 (whewbuld have been 16). The indenture contains the
standard recital that he was the son of John Dareop Bushby, in the County of Leicester, grazlers possible
that this William was the son of the John Davenpexdeased in Bushby on March 7, 1729. This Johrtheas
brothers’ uncle, a rather closer relationship. HesveJohn’s son William would have been 20 at iime tof the
apprenticeship which seems too old. In additioa,fttmula on apprenticeship records is carefupecsy
whether the father was deceased or not. There avagditation that William’s father was not living the time of

his apprenticeship which would rule the second Jultn

Burrage was apprenticed to Samuel Herbert, a niaal cloth worker on April 13, 1763 for no apparfee. He
was admitted into the Company on April 18, 1768 prattised as a plate worker in Foster Lane imilte1770s.
He then moved to 46 Lime Street, close to wherl Baimuel and Edward eventually lived and estaldisheir
warehouse. He registered his mark with the Compdi@oldsmiths in 1774 and had a long and productive
career. His silver works frequently come up fortamrctoday and have been widely studied. His siyds
elegantly neo-classical and, while perhaps ndieteight of the silversmith’s art, they are notffam it. He was
buried at Ealing on June 9, 1819 where he no deatived after leaving business. He married Saralhd\he
widow of fellow goldsmith Henry Baily, also of FestLane, on March 24, 1773 at Saint Ethelburgah®isgate.
They had at least four children, including a somther Burrage, who was baptised in the parishagit$.eonard,
Foster Lane in 1778.

The younger Burrage does not appear to have ajgedrand claimed the right of citizen through patiy by
way of an undated document from around 1800, likdien he reached majority. He became a West India
merchant and owned sugar plantations in Jamaidadimg the New Ground plantation and land in Moy&aint
Thomas parish. He married Hannah Kitchener, theld@un of George Kitchener of Russington, SusseryTad

a large family of nine children — six daughters #me&e sons. The family was friends of the poettKead lived



in close proximity to Keats’ close friend Charleeitage Brown in Hampstead. Various members ofdinaly
are mentioned in Keats’ letters, sometimes in atlean positive light. Keats considered Burrag@dli but dull
and pompous man. The younger Burrage seems tdlikkadea grand life until he went bankrupt in Felbmsya
1832. It seems likely that the slave rebellionamaica in 1831 as well as the abolition of slaverye British
Empire in 1833 greatly reduced his income. He rhase had large debts indeed as the dividend payable
creditors was 1 s. 9 d. in the pound with a totad1871 to distribute. However, life does not seerhawee been
too cruel to him as the 1841 census finds him issel Place, Marylebone with three female servantsthe
1851 census in Fulham with two servants. He livediatil February 4, 1863 when he died in Kensingtdis

estate was estimated at o800 when letters of administration were grantedrte of his unmarried daughters.

Initially, no trace could be found of any appreeship records for either Samuel or his brother Edwas
silversmiths. The Goldsmith’s Company, while it ntains very complete records, had no informati@arding
the apprenticeship for either of them. Nevertheldss Company does record Samuel registering hik asa
plate worker on March 24, 1786 when he was alreadiglent in Lime Street. He later registered aseégnark in
partnership with his brother Edward as smallworkearg\pril 8, 1794, resident at the same addressa$thard to
know how one could become a silversmith in the éagiteenth century without having apprenticed. Eosv,
further research uncovered the apprenticeship ddoorSamuel and the much later Freedom certifit@te
Edward as members of the Worshipful Company of Wiréghts. Samuel was initially apprenticed on Az,
1780 to Richard Gimbert who died on July 16, 178tha age of 71. As a result, at the age of 25,Ughmas
forced to petition the magistrates at the Guildfalla new master as the Archbishop of Canterbuhg was
legally responsible to manage the estate of theatsd who had died intestate, had not provideddabessaries
of life and could not provide a route for his bedogna Freeman of the City. This request was grabyeithe court
of the Mayor and Aldermen at the Guildhall on Jag8 1786 and he was turned over to one Georgg, @ra

wheelwright and citizen of London. Samuel was imtonade a Freeman on September 4, 1792.

Membership in the Company of Wheelwrights, giveat thoth brothers spent their subsequent careers as
silversmiths and hardwaremen seems highly unublmatiever, we have already seen a similar situatibares
Burrage Davenport, also a silversmith, was appredtas a cloth worker and was a member of that @agnpn
fact, by the end of the eighteenth century, thaipation of the members of the Company and whaCtirapany
had traditionally done were wildly divergent. Thehsite of the Company, still in operation todagorels that
considerable changes had taken place in the lasteyiof the 18th Century:

On the one hand the Company flourished growingpith Imumbers and social status. The Company
applied for and obtained a grant of Livery in 12688l in 1793 it achieved the distinction of
providing its first Lord Mayor of London — Sir Rotté®>eckham. On the other hand by 1801 it was
discovered that there was not one practising ereftsamongst the Company's membership. There
is little doubt that this came about as a resuthefgreatly increased worldwide trade that was

passing through the City. This in turn led to hights and wages so that even those men who had



started life as craftsmen were probably finding enoicrative employment for themselves or more
profitable use for their premises. In short, thaftchad left the City and moved to the surrounding
countryside. In November 1817 twenty-seven new iyieen were admitted to the Company,
amongst them were four drapers, four brokers, twaeys, two ship owners, two pawnbrokers and

one fishmonger; there were no wheelwrights

Membership in a company appears to have been asmeam end — becoming a citizen of London - rathan
the perfection of a particular skill. Edward does seem to have apprenticed at all. Later in 6feMarch 5,
1822, he bought his Freedom “through Redemptiontkvigranted him the same status with the Company of
Wheelwrights as his brother for the sum of 46 d. Bieces of silver created by Samuel and Edwamtaap for
auction with reasonable frequency. They are ildteeeighteenth century neo-classical style witheso
decoration and a utilitarian feel. It is not handsee the work as an extension of their seriousiamsense
personalities. |1 own a cream jug made by them whias almost mid-century modern lines with onljighs

band of engraving.

Samuel Davenport obtained a marriage license fleniaculty Office dated October 2, 1792 — a mofitr e
was made a citizen. He was resident in Lime Stretite tiny parish of Saint Dionis, Backchurch. Hisde was
Elizabeth Butler, the daughter of Daniel Butlethod parish of Saint Sepulchre, an undertaker. Stweomly 17 at
the time and needed her father’s consent to betalierry. While Daniel’s signature showed he did write
much, Samuel’'s demonstrates a complete masteheddrt. He must have received a decent education in
Evington as there could be no question of hisditgr They were married the next day with Elizatethbther

and father acting as witnesses. Elizabeth als@digompetently showing that she had some educasiavell.

The Butler family lived in the Fleet Market in tparish of Saint Sepulchre. Elizabeth’s mother wasyM
Chatfield, Daniel's second wife. Her family wasginially from Cuckfield, Sussex where her father (dsmwas
an apothecary. Mary was baptised there on Decef#f48. She and Daniel married in Saint Sepulohre
March 7, 1774 by banns. Together they had fivedegil: Elizabeth, baptised on December 24, 177dna s
Daniel, baptised on November 30, 1776 and three maughters: Sarah (October 7, 1779), Mary Ann
(November 25, 1782) and Rebecca (November 12, 1T&&pite being ostensibly Anglican, the Butlerpeared
to favour non-conformist religion. All of the bagtis noted above were in fact registered in Dr.isWills

Library, Red-Cross Street, Cripplegate, a centraxém-conformists.

Daniel was the first in a three generation lind.ofidon undertakers operating between 1774 and IB8588at 17
Fleet Market and then at 17 Farringdon Street. He witially apprenticed as a joiner on August 248 to John
Gladman and was turned over to Edward Williamsamudry 23, 1753 because his previous apprenticéslip
not been “according to the custom of London”. Thel& family originally came from Berkhampstead in
Hertfordshire and his deceased father Richard wasribed as a minister of the Gospel — a dissentingster.

As a member of the Company of Joiners, Daniel ntheléeap from cabinets to coffins and then to mgikie



other arrangements for funerals as well. Daniel lwaged at the Bunhill Fields cemetery on October1B14, a
place which catered primarily to non-conformiste. left a will dated August 11, 1814 which was ptelaon
February 9, 1815 at the Prerogative Court of Canigr He 1eft€1000 each to his two unmarried daughters Sarah
and Rebecca. His wife also receivd®00 as well as the household furnishings andabieluum of the estate.

His one married daughter Mary Ann, the wife of \fdith Warne of Bedfont Street, Covent Garden recefv&d

and his sor£200 plus his father’'s wearing apparel (and presiyrtale business itself). A furthé€d00 was to be
divided between the four surviving children of SamDavenport, his son in law, as his daughter Bkth was

by that point deceased. Mary Ann Warne seems te haen close to the family as she is mentionedimug|

Jr's will.

Children

In all Samuel and Elizabeth had eight childrenviblom records survive. They were Samuel (Octobef324),
Elizabeth (July 22, 1796), Thomas (June 13, 17@8)ard Daniel (May 10, 1800), Charles (June 252}80
Mary Ann (April 11, 1804), John (February 26, 18@8 George (May 24, 1807). They were all borat t
house in Lime Street and baptised shortly thereaftthe King's Weigh House, Fish Street Hill, adépendent
chapel. Infant mortality was high and Elizabetha@és and John died within the first year of thié. Thomas
lived to 15 and was buried on April 19, 1813. Alitkese children were buried at the Bunhill Fietésnetery.
Their mother Elizabeth died on September 5, 18@Bisirecorded in the burials for Saint SepulchngspaThe
timing of her death suggests that she died asudt ifsher last pregnancy. The child, if this asgtion is correct,
must have been born dead as there is no referergthér a baptism or burial.

Samuel comes across as a true patriarch and perbapbvays an agreeable one. Unusually, noneeo€hiidren
who lived to adulthood married before his deathoToiithese, Edward Daniel and Mary Ann, died in@.&2the
age of 26 and 22 respectively, over the age wheeecould expect them to marry. Samuel took outietbf
administration with the London Commissary Courp&wmit him to transfer the funds which had beeRdmard
Daniel's name, an estate of ab&00. The surviving two sons, Samuel and Georgetietblater in life: Samuel
was 44 and George 31 — after their father’s déaihi.not clear whether their father denied themitioney
necessary to be able to marry or had a very stiéet of the bride his sons should have, perhapfigious

reasons.

Several members of the Davenport family in the éagghteenth century and into the first years ofrtimeteenth
century were strongly influenced by non-conformédigion, particularly Congregationalism. Samuedrss to
have been the most involved and he strongly fawbnom-conformist religious houses. All of his cindd were
baptised at the King’s Weigh House, Fish StreetWlilich, as the name implies, was a customs bugldihere
the wares of foreign merchants were assessedadtahtained, on an upper floor, a chapel with Cegationalist

views from at least 1695. A new chapel had to ki b the same site because of road widening tordon
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Bridge in 1834. That building survived until 1882ew it was expropriated for the building of the Meblitan
Railway. The church then moved to Mayfair. Its sahsal neo-gothic buildings are now occupied by th

Ukrainian Cathedral of the Holy Family in Exile.

Samuel must have become wealthy quite early icdniser. His name appears in a list of donors tdltbgalty
Loan” listed in the Morning Post of June 19, 178le loan was to assist the Government in raisit®& million

in order to fight the French during the Revolution®&/ars. Samuel Davenport of Lime Street gat800, a very
significant sum. The 1798 land tax rolls show hivinlg in the parish of Saint Dionis Backchurch as$essed
the property he owned at substangi@l5 s. Samuel also became a member of the Londak &xchange, likely
after 1810. This would suggest that his businegsésts had expanded beyond the making of silveraad that
he was trading in a variety of commaodities. Histbeo Edward, while he clearly started as a silvétsmns later

described as a “hardwareman” which implies a tiadeon and other metal products.

Samuel was buried on September 4, 1834 in the Buribids cemetery. He was no doubt buried neagthees

of his wife and the children who had predeceased Hie also died a very wealthy man — his estatewaath at
least£90,000. He made his will on September 8, 1832 @mded his brother Edward and the family solicitor
George Powell as executors. He further named likew, Frederick Charles Davenport, as a co-trusite

them of£40,000 which Samuel set aside in trust for his $wviving sons. Samuel and George were to be paid
the income in equal amounts, with the capital béiagsferred to their children or, failing that,lte disposed of
by their last will and testament. Samuel left darfgersonal legacies. To his brother Edward, hef&30. Mary,
Elizabeth and Thomas Davenport, his nephew anasias well as Eliza Juliet Davenport and EloisaBHyis
grand nieces were to receive annuitie§30 each. Thomas Bryan receiv&D00 in the event he repaid a
promissory note in favour of one William Collisayf,which Samuel was now the holder. No money wtgde
Frederick Charles Davenport £800 had already been advanced to him. Samuel edated a tail male tenure for
his property in the parish of Beeby, Leicestershiriavour of his eldest son Samuel. Tail male, rabwlished,
was a form of land tenure which required land tespa the eldest male descendant of the previongrowhe
remainder of the estate was divided between Samtved sons, share and share alike. Probate watedran
October 22, 1834.

Edward Davenport continued on in London for a fearenyears after Samuel’s death but ultimately regdrto
Evington. He had maintained a close relationship #ie parish even before he moved back. One aftijer
aspects of his character was charity, certainlyodueligious conviction but also perhaps becawsédd no
children of his own. Other than the chapel at Esongwhich he helped to fund and which we will diss shortly,
he also contributed to the poor of the parish ahfton on a number of occasions which were noteatériocal
papers. For example, the Leicester Chronicle regdattat Edward Davenport of London had dond&g@ifor the
benefit of the poor of Evington to be used for Bkts, coal and food during a harsh winter. Thigorted again

in the same paper a few years later when a fubtbguest of cloth and coals was made.
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Edward died in January 1844 and his will was prethait the Canterbury Prerogative Court on MarcbfithAat
year. He is stated as being of Evington in the gpahLeicester but late of London. He named asatas of his
estate his wife Mary, William Powell (the son ofd@sge who followed him into the practise) and hiphmew
Edward Davenport Bryan. The will records a numbfgsroperties in Leicestershire in Evington, Thurrdwm
Bushby and Knossington. Most of the individuals videmefited under Samuel’s will also appear in ilswith

a few additions. Frederick Thomas Bryan, anothethar to Eloisa (who had by now married a BenjaBanston
of Leicester, ironmonger), was to have the propsrit Knossington, while the Samuel Davenport,ofon
Edward’s brother Samuel, received the properti@hatnby. Frederick Charles and his sister Maryd\uhd
married Thomas Whiteley, gentleman, of StainesgaEluliet Davenport, George and Samuel Davenport,
Thomas Bryan and his wife Mary Ann, George Chablasenport, Eliza’s brother, and Margaret, Frederick

Charles’ daughter, all received legacies.

Life was not entirely uneventful in Evington as theicester Chronicle reported on March 30, 1844 tifva house
of Edward Davenport, recently deceased, was intttalee burgled by a gang of less than the normaluat of
criminal intelligence. The constabulary was infochwé the impending event which the thieves had neanfor
when Mrs. Davenport and her servants were at clap8unday afternoon. During the day, several atnes
from Leicester made their way to the house andhede in expectation of the thieves. The gang edrishortly
thereafter as planned, using a skeleton key toaaiass, and began to loot the property. They agpechended
by the police with the booty in their hands afteharp scuffle. The culprits were sent to Leicestat night and
pleaded guilty before the magistrates the next Bayr were sentenced to transportation to Austfalidife and a
final thief, who obtained a good character, wasessred to a year in prison and hard labour. Whiatésesting is
the long list of objects which the attempted thetried to make away with. This was likely as autesf the
evidence given at the trial as normally one woulpeet the owners to be more discreet about théamigangs.
The report referred to silverware such as a caffee decanter stands, flatware, candlesticks anddeessories,

as one would expect for a silversmith, as welhasdontents of Mrs. Davenport’s “escritoire”.

Samuel Davenport Junior (1794-1850)

Samuel was born on October 31, 1794 and was bdmisthe King's Weigh House, Fish Street Hill cHapre
November 26 of that year. He was apprenticed on 8Jdy809 at the age of fourteen to William Seam@itjzen
and Goldsmith” resident in Hulls Street, Saint Lskdliddlesex to learn the trade of a silversm@leaman was
paid£10 for teaching the craft. Samuel took up his foeady service on August 7, 1816 when he was de=ttrib
as a jeweller and goldsmith in Lime Street, Londda.did not take any apprentices of his own anagnev
registered a mark with the Company. However, hetinarge exercised his calling to at least some dease
certain documents continue to refer to him asvessinith. After his father's death and perhaps leefS8amuel
resided at least part of his time in Evington rfie@aruncle Edward and in Leicester. His will diseleghat he
invested in real estate in Leicester itself. He iméarested primarily in the warehouses that disted coal and

timber in that city. He also had landholdings amiueicester and at Beeby in particular, in parenited from his
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father. We do not have the whole picture of thel$athat were held there but a contemporary adeengst
indicates that he had a farm of 243 acres to IBeaby together with all related outbuildings. Thiss likely only
a portion of the total property held.

Marriage

Samuel married late in life. He obtained a marrignce from the Faculty Office on August 1, 188&en he
was almost 45. He stated he was from Leicesterwtid bride, Sarah Weatherhead, lived at 1, NevecBtice,
in the parish of Saint James, Clerkenwell. Theyrimdron August 6, 1839 at Saint James. Severadofdmily —
brothers and sisters — were witnesses to the wgddiile no one signed for his side. Samuel seerhave been
much closer with his Weatherhead relatives thah thié Davenport family. Samuel’s father was statetieing a
gentleman while hers was a “water gilder” — a bhaofcthe silversmith’s trade. Her father Henry Weshead
was for a long while in partnership, with a numbgother participants, with Paul Storr as Paul Saoid Co.
Storr (1771 — 1844) is one of the best-known eairgteenth century silversmiths and he seems te saiup,
together with his partners, a complex structurprofiuction with each partner dealing with the mortof the
silversmith’s craft that was their speciality. Exalas of the luxury work they produced include ttophy made
for Horatio Nelson after his victory over Bonapaateéhe Battle of the Nile. This company was digedlon
February 18, 1819 and presumably Henry practisetissawn account thereafter. He died on Augustl8d,7
leaving an estate &2000. Sarah had renounced any entitlement she iméylet under his will as she was amply
provided for. In addition, she undertook to be gism of her half-sister Eliza Joyce who died in 484 the age
of 8.

The Weatherheads were a large and active famifyraily from Kirby Lonsdale in Yorkshire who had wrem to
London two generations before Sarah’s birth. Hérdiahad a large family by two wives. Sarah wasnflos first
marriage with Harriet Matilda Green. They marri¢aint Andrew, Holborn on November 23, 1805. Harri
died in 1814 after giving birth to three sons and taughters. Henry then married Frances Ann Jogce
February 20, 1816 at Saint Ann, Soho. They hadthduthree sons and two daughters, although batlgtuters
died young. To judge from the dispositions madkdanwill, Sarah was closer with her second fantigrt with
her siblings of the whole blood. She lived her ge#frwidowhood with her step mother and variousese the
daughters of her half brothers. The brothers ofathele blood took varying roads in the world — Hebhecame
an India rubber manufacturer employing about teapfe William was a silversmith (perhaps the mariner
which Sarah and Samuel were introduced) and Jotemnte a tailor. Her younger brothers also had varied
occupations — Samuel was a carpenter, George amsgraver and Alfred started as a clerk in a migiogpany
and then moved on to be a manager in a clock fiacks hard-working as no doubt these people weaeglt8s
marriage to Samuel gave them access to money beleirdondest dreams and they were able to pogfit
down the road. Henry Weatherhead had been a rdaggrasperous silversmith and thus within Samuigkl

of knowledge. Equally, several of Sarah’s brothweese strong non-conformists, both facts which migiylain
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how the pair met. However, the marriage still seemequal — her father having an estat€28f00 and his
£90,000. One wonders how such a marriage could meap&/ictorian values were strict with respect &rnying
within ones tier. Could it have been that they staeligious views? Or perhaps Samuel simply needaatse as
his health declined.

Chapel

Samuel was a major promoter in the building of a-oonformist chapel built in Evington in 1838 to lmed by

his family as well as like-minded people in thetdigs. The Davenport family had taken an interesthie religious
life in the parish for some time and there is apligption from Thomas Bryan to the Quarter Sesstorerect a
non-conformist chapel in Evington as early as 18tk credit for building the chapel is generallyegi to

Samuel but it was clearly a joint effort involvingpst senior members of the family as well as WilliRowell,

the family solicitor. The first seven trustees o E£vington Chapel were all drawn from a tightleir@round
Edward and Samuel Jr. (Samuel the elder had, obepdied in 1834): Thomas Whiteley, Benjamin Barst
Frederick Thomas Bryan, Edward Davenport Bryan\atiliam Powell. Samuel, Edward and Thomas Bryan are

remembered to this day with a plaque in the chepegimemorating its foundation.

The Whiteleys had been established in London farestme but seem to have roots in Halifax, Yorkeshirhey
had strong connections with the Davenport familyofhas Whiteley was born in about 1781 and marrieari€s
Davenport’'s daughter Mary late in life in 1834 @&sdecond wife. His son by his first marriage wtdnrietta
Friend was George Friend Whiteley, a Justice oPtbace, and his grandson, George Crispe Whitelgygraber
of Parliament for South Kent in 1885. George Whkiy&d daughter Jane married Frederick Charles Dan&sp
son Henry in 1840. Most of the Whiteleys were lasgyenany having distinguished careers, includinigirg
legal text books. The 1841 census showed Thoma®ang Whiteley as visitors with Edward Davenport at
Evington together with Elizabeth Davenport, Maytemarried sister.

Thomas Bryan married Mary Ann Fawkes on Decembefl805. She was born in Englefield Green, Surrey
(which is a part of the parish of Egham) in 178%elems likely that Thomas came down to visit nislel Charles
or his cousins at Egham and met a local girl. Iy tm@ that the Fawkes had business interests irestscas the
1798 land tax rolls show a Mr. Bryan as an occupéfdnd owned by a Mr. Fowkes. More certainly, famnily
had strong connections with Guildford going backesal generations. Thomas amassed a fair bit qfgytg in
Evington and Leicester. His will, probated at tleeyliar court at Evington in 1848 after his deathJanuary 1 of
that year, speaks of property at Evington, Scragptaed in each of the parishes of Saint Mary, Sdiattin and
Saint Margaret in Leicester. Mary Ann brought cdesable additional property as well, including ad®in
Brighton. Frederick Thomas Bryan and Edward Davenpo/an were Thomas’s sons, born in 1810 and 1816
respectively, both at Evington. Edward began Ifea ironmonger but this does not seem to havé.9Bath he

and his brother Frederick became gentleman farrgeiward spent much of his life at the watering paon the
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Sussex and Kent coasts as shown by the censusaghhihe nineteenth century. Frederick Thomas nesadlafor
the most part on his property in Knossington wherdrequently won prizes for his livestock at thedl county
fairs. Benjamin Barston was an ironmonger at Leeresho married Eloisa, Thomas’s only surviving glater,
in 1834. Benjamin left the iron-mongering businasavell by 1861 when he and his family were living
Stamford, Lincolnshire on their own means. The Brghildren all benefited significantly under thdlsvof their
Davenport relations, in addition to what they migate had under their father’s will. The three &ting children

were the residuary legatees under Edward’s wilrafie decease of his wife Mary in 1852.

William Powell was the only trustee that does resra to have been connected with the Davenport yawyil
blood or marriage. What is clear, however, is tretaind his father George were close business assscif both
Edward and Samuel. Both gentlemen were solicitdrs acted for the family for decades. George wasobiee
executors of the will of Edward Davenport, Samuav@nport senior and Samuel Davenport junior, ttterla
together with his son William. They are describedaing of York Buildings, Islington and they haseb
involved with many of the legal proceedings tha&t thmily had had to deal with in the first partloé nineteenth
century. Several of the cases set out in this histee “Powell and Davenport v. opposing party'isihot clear
whether William shared the religious views of thker trustees or was involved because of his Isijiil Both
seem likely as it is hard to imagine, given thé@iseness and the nature of the project, that tiibpat have

similar religious values. The Powells do not sekawever, to have had any Leicestershire connections

A book published in relation to the 15@nniversary of the foundation of the chapel quatésiter printed in the
Leicester Chronicle on May 15, 1880 which stat&sir‘the foundation of the dissenting cause we modiack to
the early years of the present century. At thaétiir. Edward Davenport, one of the “natives”, wenthe
Metropolis, where he became a silversmith and amtbadortune. He visited Evington and, on one dooas
observing the spiritual destitution that prevailecgcted a chapel in the garden of his relative,Brlyan and
maintained a local evangelist.” This likely reféosthe request for permission to the Quarter Sassieade by
Thomas Bryan on July 6, 1811, to erect a dissemfirzgpel. The 1880 letter continues “On retiringrrbusiness,
Mr. E. Davenport built a house and returned to ilivEvington. Here he was joined by his nephew, 8&muel
Davenport, and all the members of the family soecelme known for their liberality. One of their dhie

benefactions was the erection of the present cheyitél the adjoining minister’s house.”

The chapel still exists. It is a neat gothic relivailding of yellow brick with stone pinnacles atrdcery. The
inside is sober, as one would imagine in a nonamnist chapel, but does have an organ, present&hinuel
Davenport, as well as dark wood finishings through@he Victorian County History of England pointedt that
the chapel presented a liturgy that was closette@ountess of Huntingdon’s Connexion but hadommaél
relationship with that sect or with any other. Appaly some of the Book of Common Prayer was rbadetas
well, making it a hot-house flower liturgically. iBhstate of affairs likely represented the religiaiews of
Edward Davenport and some of the subsequent gemerich as Samuel Davenport junior. By the 1880s,

however, the senior members of the family had diedi the initial crowds that came to the chapeldiasipated,
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particularly after the death of its long-time mirisand friend to the Davenport family, Mr. Thon@sarles
Dymock. The chapel was eventually turned over ¢oBhptists in 1881 who run it to this day. Therd haen a
manse next door for the officiating minister. Thigs a plain but comfortable looking two story houggch was

torn down as part of a road-widening scheme in 19628 chapel itself is a listed building.

Samuel died on January 31, 1850 at his home atrbMdillas, Upper Holloway, Middlesex, a properhat had
been owned by his father-in-law. The causes ofléah are a litany of all the diseases of the ghgthisys,
diabetes, typhoid and pneumonia which had existetine combination for at least 28 days. He wagfiife
years old. He had retired by this point and wagbirimdicated as being of independent means. Ity 8amuel
was a very wealthy man. He had preserved, and/laedied to, the fortune left to him by his fathHere-1858
probates do not give the total of the estate hatdtear from his will that he retained the readperty at Beeby in
Leicestershire, as well as th20,000 over which he had a power of appointmeneuhé father’s will. He and
his wife seem to have lived relatively modesthttes census return for 1841 shows them living togretvithout

any live-in servants, an oddity for a person ingusition.

Samuel made his will on November 21, 1845 and namedamily solicitor George Powell and William Pely
the former’s son, and his brother-in-law Henry Wealhead as executors. T£#20,000 was left to his wife
absolutely as well as his household and persofedtsf The Beeby real property in Leicestershire aiatailed to
his brother George and to George’s heirs male. Meweamuel owned a number of other propertiesindster.
He left two properties in Church Gate, Leicestehitowife for her life. After her death, they weeepass to his
cousin, Frederick Thomas Bryan for his life and thfzhis wife Elizabeth but only if Frederick redad1000 he
owed Samuel. If he did not (and apparently he didas Samuel's widow was still pursuing him in Jamyy 1859
as evidenced by an affidavit filed in court) thestrassets were to be transferred to Eliza Juleebport,
granddaughter of his uncle Charles and now the @fiftohn David Kerrison, or to her children. In theent that
Frederick had repaid the loan, the properties werp to pass to the Bryan’s children in full posgas and Eliza
Juliet was to receiv£1000 in consolidated three percent Bank annuitieshad another property which he called
the Coal Wharf Dye House in Leicester which hetefanother cousin, Eloisa [Bryan] Barston, Frederi
Thomas's sister. She was to have the propertydotite as well as that of her husband BenjaminaiAgtheir
children were to have full possession of the prgp@requal portions after the decease of theiepts: Samuel
owned a further coal and timber wharf in Leicesthich he ordered sold and the proceeds divided deivthe

children of another cousin, the son of his unclar@s, Frederick Charles Davenport of Egham.

His residuary estate was to be held in trust withincome being paid to his wife and, on her dexdashis
children. As he had none at the time of his deht#hfunds were to be held for the children of Fre#keCharles
Davenport, the children of Samuel Davenport (whiciuld only have been Eliza Juliet, her brother @eor
Charles having died in 1845) and the children sfrhaternal aunt Mary Ann Butler, the widow of Wl
Warne. He then left specific legaciestd00 each to Mary (Davenport) Whiteley and Elizali@dvenport her

sister. His wife’s brothers Henry, John, Samuelllig¥n, George and Alfred each receiv&tD0. The minister of
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the family chapel at Evington, the Rev. Mr. Thortdmarles Dymock, was to receigb00, a significant sum.
James Barston, an ironmonger from Leicester redei¥60. This man was the brother-in-law of the hushaind
his cousin Eloisa Barston. This family originallgroe from Grantham and had been active non-conftgmnishe
Leicester area and had founded a chapel in Freekthoe. Samuel p#500 in trust for his wife's younger sister
Eliza Joyce Weatherhead who was his godchild. Bhgesamount was also placed in trust for his neplew
Henry Weatherhead. Finally, he left donation€30 in favour of the Home Missionary Society of ibifield
Street in London of which he was a life subscridoed a furthe£300 to the Aged Pilgrims Friends Society. The
remainder of his estate after the death of his aiife the payment of all of the legacies was toddé im trust for
Mary Ann Warne and her children. He made a coditilanuary 3, 1850 shortly before his death. Hichid
had died in the interim and he gave certain adutitegal powers to his executors. The will washated at the
Prerogative Court of the Archbishop of Canterbumyrebruary 21, 1850.

Sarah never remarried and moved around after rslramd’s death. She was handsomely provided forrurate
husband’s will, as we have seen, and she gendiraly with other female relatives. 1851 found hesiting two
Barston sisters, Mary Ann and Sarah, in Leicedteese ladies were the sisters of Benjamin and J&aeston.

In 1861, Sarah had moved with her step-mothereeeniind the three spinster Reynolds sisters to&inki
Parade, Dover in lodgings run by a Mrs. Handcoaklar children. The Reynolds, Charlotte, Sarahalbkth

and Louisa, were the daughters of Henry Reynoldshtisband of Sarah’s deceased sister Harrietddatly a
previous marriage. Finally, in 1871, Sarah wastivat 10 Calverley Terrace in Tunbridge Wells. Tibeses in
this part of Tunbridge Wells are grand indeed altiffoSarah may have resided in a small stret¢dbredce homes
to the north of the park. She lived together wigh hiece, Ann Sarah Weatherhead and her step-méther

household was of moderate size and they kept g@eants.

Sarah lived on until September 28, 1877. The catiber death was a fatty heart and pulmonary obstm,

likely what we would call articular sclerosis tod&he left a will with a codicil dated September 3873 and
September 26, 1877 respectively — a few days béereleath and obviously in anticipation of thagmtv Her
estate was undé€i4,000 — a considerable sum given that she ownedal@state — but less than one might have
imagined given the very generous bequests madertorfuer Samuel’s will. There had clearly been semsion

of her fortune over time, likely as gifts to famityembers.

No bequest was made to any member of the Davefguity. She had been a widow for twenty-seven years

it is perhaps not surprising that the beneficiaureder her will were all from the Weatherhead famil

The person within the Davenport family with whonestould have had the closest relations — Edwarditaen
Davenport — was a wealthy man in his own right mnany event had died in 1874. There was an urstaie

very clear theme in Sarah’s will. She obviousleided to provide a degree of support for varioasafe friends
and relations who could not, without losing statkexn an income for themselves. She ensured thatde
mother, with whom she had been living for many geegceived the sum 8000 to be held in trust for her. She

left certain gifts of jewellery and personal itetasher sisters in law and nieces. Equally, sheskefall, but no
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doubt helpful, legacies to several of her spinftends, particularly the three Reynolds sisterdsiwihom she

was living in 1861. She set aside larger amoupscally £3000, in trust for her brothers Alfred and Samuel a
their wives and children, as well as those of leredised brother George. Her two nieces, one of wiasrliving
with her at her death, were also beneficiaries # 8arah receivef3000 and Katherine Eliza was her residuary
legatee. These legacies represented significantaimiof money in any event but, to many of her fgmvould

have seemed munificent.

George Davenport (1807 — 1869)

George was the younger of Samuel Davenport’s twasag sons. There is no information that Georgeraded
any school or studied for any trade or professidme first document we have in relation to him is tharriage
license he obtained from the Faculty Office on M&y 1837. His bride was Frances Smith and bothgsanere
resident in Stoke Newington, Middlesex. The marisapk place on May 17 in that parish. The witnessere
the bride’s father and brother, both named Richaheére was one child of the marriage, Edward Gemnsho

Davenport, born in 1838.

Frances was the daughter of Richard Smith and J4wation and was born in Stoke Newington on Novenilder
1800. The family was originally from Nottinghamsahir likely Mansfield — and moved to London in thed
quarter of the eighteenth century. They initiailset in the City but had migrated to Stoke Newimghy the
early 1800s. Richard Smith described himself aae@eman”. He certainly did not make any lace hifraedl it
seems more likely that he was a merchant dealitiylate and related articles of luxury dress. He aleeady
well-off when Frances and George married and héered into a settlement dated May 13, 1837 withrGem
anticipation of his marriage. The trustees of thitlement were William Powell of York Buildings Jitsgton,
George Powell of Raymond Buildings, Grays Inn aisdsbbn Richard Smith. The trust was to hold, peshap
among other assets, an amount equal to what Frarmméd have obtained under the intestacy of hdrefatThe

income of the trust was to be paid first to Fraripg®er life time and then to George if he shouwldvare her.

Richard senior made a will shortly afterwards dakede 27, 1838 with a codicil dated November 13818ie
died on March 25, 1839 at Stoke Newington. He hadipusly given out large sums of money to hisdreih
Ann, the wife of Nicholas Mason, his deceased dargBarah, the wife of Matthew Surtees and hisRichard.
He equalised these so that each child, now inctuBirances and another son Henry, receffed00 each. In
addition, he left a fifth of the remainder of histate to each of his children and to his grand kisudviary
Augusta Surtees. The amounts for Ann, FrancesMarg Augusta were to be paid into a trust, in Fese case,
to the one already established. The remainderafd®d’s will left small gifts to friends and rebhadis, largely for
the purchase of a ring in memory of the deceassdidphews William and John Barlow, his niece Mamith

and Henry Horton (who must have been a relatiiei®fmother’s), among others.
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His son Henry was a special case as there wastaatraady set up for him on April 23, 1838. Onspscts that
he was either a spendthrift or otherwise incapableanaging money, perhaps through mental debhity.
trustees were William Golden Lumley of Church Ya@aurt Temple and Arthur Greville of 3 Inn Court,
Cornhill. The trustees were to pay dut5 shillings each week for his benefit. All of theneficiaries, except
Henry, had the ability to will their interest agyhsaw fit after their decease. Henry’s was toibieledd among the
remaining survivors. In fact he died on Septemi8riB42 at the age of 29. The division of his estgtve rise to
litigation which is still cited in trust law. Thease ofDavenport v. Hinchcliffe decided whether the funds would
fall into the trust established for Frances or Wukethey devolved to her personally (or, in theecaer heirs) in

full right. The amount in question was abé&u000.

Richard’s children married into prominent familieghe City and several of them had a continued iokhe
history of the Davenport family. Of his seven chéld, five survived into adulthood. His son Richaehtinued in
his father’s lace-making business. He married Bith Lumley on May 31, 1828. The daughters eachieaar
Ann married Nicholas Mason, a lace merchant fromeéstershire, on December 7, 1827 at Stoke Newmgto
They eventually moved to Ealing. Sarah married Matt Surtees from a Newcastle family on Octoberl326
also at Stoke Newington. Both died young, she ib918nd he in 1825, leaving Mary Augusta. Henryrait

marry.

Many of Richard’s descendents felt the need to degedhe plain name of Smith with an additionahsume.
Accordingly, his son Richard’s son, another Richéetame Richard Horton-Smith, a barrister and H&@ton
being the surname of his grandmother who came &omld Leicestershire family. Another son, Lumlkgpt his
birth name but named all of his children “Lumley-8t He was a barrister and a judge and marriegigeCroll
Gabiriel, the daughter of Sir Thomas Gabriel (affaher of the modern singer Peter Gabriel). He ddwlve a
role to play as legal advisor and executor forfamily. Equally, Nicholas and Ann Mason’s son, J®ioholas
Mason, a solicitor, named all of his children “Wimbe-Mason”, adding the surname of their mothes.an

interesting comment on Victorian values.

Insanity

After his father’s death in 1834, George was ldéthw20,000 in 3 percent Consols and anott#%,000 over
which he had complete control. As we have seeméaied Frances Smith in early 1837 and they wartheir
honeymoon in May of that year to south Wales. Hawvely July, those around him began to notice aghan
his demeanour which caused concern. George haatglshown signs of religious obsession. An example
reported in the London Morning Post on May 8, 183@orge’s great coat was stolen by one Abraham 8iamu
from his open carriage in Saint Paul’s church yaite culprit was quickly caught through the interien of
various witnesses and passers-by. George is repastbegging to be excused from prosecuting aast w

repugnant to his religious feelings to do so arad tthey had all many infirmities which need bedieen.” The
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authorities would have none of this. Mr. Aldermam@hester countered that George would have a greate
infirmity to answer for if he refused to prosecateell-known thief for mere religious scruples: fimsecute
such a man was a duty which Mr. Davenport owedestpend he must compel him to do his duty, however
inconvenient or irksome it might be.” George regpemhthat he did not refuse to prosecute out of teemaf
convenience but rather “because men were pronedoand hoped for pardon.” When Alderman Wincheste

insisted, George clearly had a “render unto Caesarhent and said that he would submit.

George began to give away large sums of moneydatable purposes, primarily connected with theaBlshed
Church. He had givefi6500 to the Bishop of Sodor and Man for the eractibchurches on that island as well as
£3000 to the Rev. Mr. Mortimer, of Providence Chafly’s Inn Lane, for the erection of a collegeyoung
men destined for the priesthood. Other exampldadec£1100 for the building and endowment of a church in
Coalville, Leicestershire and a similar endowmenttfie same purpose in the neighbouring parishstibé de la
Zouche (perhaps his response to the non-confoohggiel in Evington?)2000 to the Society for the Promoting
the Enlargement, Building and Repairing of Churciwed Chapels, an¢lL000 for the London Missionary
Society. In total, in the four years since Georgd received his inheritance, he had given afzdy 700 for
charitable purposes. As a result of his variousations, he had only abo£10,000 to his name. While George’s
actions would certainly give rise to a reasonablgcern about the state of his mind, one can ongime the
mounting horror of friends and family as the farislfortune was depleted with such rapidity. Thisafly
provoked Richard Smith on behalf of his daughteretjuest the empanelling of a commission to detegrtiie

state of George’s sanity.

This enquiry was established on January 31, 1888aBray’s Inn Coffee House in Holborn. A numbgér o
witnesses were called to testify as to the statésofmind. In reading the report of the hearindseitomes clear
that George was obsessed with and delusional abligibn and it is not hard to see the influence gfrim,
authoritarian father imbued with puritanical vie&eorge was clearly no non-conformist as his dehssi
occurred within the Established Church. Howeverainged to live a simple, ascetic existence, despigreat
wealth, and appeared to consider that he had spewéas qualities which distanced him from the commsmner.
It is also interesting that the mania occurredlsealy after his marriage. All the witnesses téstithat he
changed towards the end of his honeymoon. He peitmagh religious difficulties with the sexual actvesl,

although this is never referred to in the testimony

The first witness was Rebecca Jackson, a servhatd&scribed the extempore family prayers (whicktrhave
been excruciating) where she noted, in early J&Bi71something “peculiar in his manner”. He thoughtsaw a
great curse coming on Great Britain and that hegeaisy to flee to the Isle of Man (he had beerentt of the
recently-deceased bishop). He was in the hab#&afihg the house at odd hours, sometimes for aviesks at a
time, without forewarning anyone in the househbld.had the water closets of the house taken oatusecthey
were an “abomination”. Later he indicated he warntedave twelve poor people to dinner every nigttt asked

his servants how this could be accomplished. Aistiias he said “this is the only house in which @oells.
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Yes, there might be two or three others, but | atcertain.” He said the devil existed in everymoof the house
and prayers were held at almost every hour of #ye Binally, as a result of his interpretation afuberonomy 13
6-13 (where God admonishes not to follow other yduks smashed a dessert service as well as oth@ments

saying “Now they are God'’s”.

A Quaker neighbour, Edward Harris, then testifieat he had formed the habit of coming to the hatodalk to
George. George indicated that any person couldftake the house what they wished and he would ppbse it.
George also said that he noted, in relation tatgds to God, that even the chickens acknowledged &$ they
looked to the sky whenever they picked somethingliye next witness was Daniel Church, the familgatonan.
He too noticed a wildness once the couple hadHadsheir honeymoon and were returning to Londan vi
Oxford. On September 28, 1837, George told thelumaa that he intended to make him a gift of hischaand
horses as the carriage was an abomination. Laggntlnt to Dover for two weeks and George’s scheime
becoming a priest on the Isle of Man became cleéteralso requested that the new chapel beingestéat
Evington should be placed under the control ofBlehop — something that would not have found faweitin his
semi-conformist relatives. Daniel Church said heed@n even greater change in his master aftest@tas of

that year.

Margaret Davenport, a daughter of Frederick Chdbegenport, George’s cousin, came to visit the t®dpring
their trip to Dover. At family prayers, Margaretchsaid in relation to Romans 8 that “we shall allHeirs of God
and joint heirs with Christ”. George replied “dosdy we shall be; if | am not equal to Christ nbshall be
exalted.” He then went on to tell her she was destifor Hell as he had a “special discernment”alde forbade
her medicine when she had a cold as one is origtatf as a result of sin. Interestingly for whatuld happen
later, he ripped up a copy ofacts for the Times, a catholicising text. He was also given to sdittgblengthy
pages in relation to religious subjects, sendimgrito a local parson whose position had offendeddrisimply
to unburden his mind of what was in it. He told §ret, on his return to Stoke Newington, that hddtao
longer love his wife as she was proud and thashasecounted, “he generally appeared very violarit,

occasionally calm and tranquil. The violence gelhemme on when he had a Bible in his hand.”

Edward Davenport Bryan, another cousin, testiffext George harassed a local Jew who had comeitd $mi a
charity. George cried that the devil was in hinthte astonishment of his visitor and preached fouab quarter
of an hour until his uncle Edward came downstdirgtdach point he fled. Finally Mary Augusta Surteasiece
of Mrs. Davenport, testified that, when stayinghatithem in Stoke Newington, they had attended chanththe

minister had referred to the altar. George toolkgodfence to this, as he had previously in Doged refused to

communicate.

The Commission examined George at length andhivtied that his demeanour “was calm and his ansoleas
and rational”. He clearly wished to give away hisgerty and live as a clergyman would on the I§lMan. He

defended the Bishop, who clearly had been accusediog advantage of an incompetent, saying tieathould
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not give away anything that would encumber the @otdf his wife. He attempted to explain the giftloe
carriage, the attempted exorcism of the Jew, bngatkie dessert service and the removal of the wisets. He
considered that his wife would continue to be catafole with the funds in the marriage settlemeattzd by her
father as well as th€20,000 which remained in trust from his father'sats He also stated his views on the
Tracts for the Times and the altar/table of the Lord controversy. Hec#cally denied that he was personifying
Jesus but that said that he was sent to EartHfiib dudivine purpose. He finished his testimonjtimthe
statement, which apparently made an impression grf@audience that “many of the things which now

appeared strange to men, would be unravelled blyghieof eternity”.

Several parties testified to their view that Geonges not insane. Not unexpectedly, these inclutkrgymen
who had benefited from George’s largesse. Cleady ivould have to return what he had given to tifdm
were determined to be insane at the point theagift made. Among the witnesses were the son ofdbeaded
Bishop, Dr. Pusey who was a Regius Professor irré¥elt Oxford as well as the Bishop of Lincoln atiers.
After this, the Commissioner framed the questioth®jury in the following manner: Whether Mr. Dapert
was so far insane as to be incapable of takingafanenself and his property. They should not biwsér
determination on the private habits or religioukdig of the individual — this was not relevantthe question as
to whether he was non compos mentis at law. Afteasd a half hours of deliberation, fourteen af ttventy-one
jurymen found him to be insane while a furtherdick not. Accordingly, by order dated February 2838, he

was found to have been insane since July 31, 1837

George Powell, the solicitor closely connected i Davenport family, was appointed as committeeSeorge
Davenport in relation to his property by ordertw t.ord Chancellor on March 30, 1844. More immed&eps
were taken to recoup some of the fortune which Gebiad given away to various charities on the khsishe
was not in his right mind when he made the gifthilé&/the Commission of Lunacy had found that Gedvge
been insane from July 31, 1837, several of the nidgaations had taken place prior to that datecandd not be

recovered. However, there are traces of the legasPowell took to attempt to obtain the returtheffunds.

Powell took action to seek the return of #3900 given to Mr. Mortimer for the college in thatter of
Davenport v. Mortimer in 1839 using the mortmain statutes. The gift masle on August 23, 1836, prior to
George’s having been declared insane, and thefube mortmain statutes appears to have been ratbative
lawyering to force the funds returned without havinparticularly good right to have them. The atiefailed.
Equally, it does not seem that there was successiaiming the gift to the Bishop of Sodor and Ma&his
matter reached the House of Lords on December83, vhen the Earl of Ripon commented that the Bistead
funds that he could distribute among the Manx petmht he wished, but had no legal obligation,doTthe
inference was that, as the funds were given tog@monally, he had no obligation to further disitébthem.
However, the Bishop indicated that he would. Hisators are alleged to have sp£h200 in order to retain the

£6000, so clearly the estate did not give up witrefight.
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While these two attempts were unsuccessful, theafitzeorge’s estate at the time of his death lgiéadicates
that some of the money was returned. For exantpéeamount promised for the building of the churcAshby
de la Zouche was clearly cancelled. An advertisenmetihe Derby Mercury on June 17, 1840 announced a
bazaar, under the august patronage of Queen Adelafidiseful and ornamental fancy work for Septanalbé¢hat
year to raise funds for the building of the churchecessary as a result of the loss oftt200 promised by

George Davenport.

George was placed in the care of a Dr. Hubert Kghyp resided at Pinner, near Harrow. George isrdszbin the
1841 census at Woodbine Cottage, Pinner living DithKelly and three servants. George’s son’s adinisto
Cambridge in 1856 gives his address as Woodcrdfa@e, Millington, Yorkshire. George must have nibve
there after the 1851 census as he is not pres#mtaime in either place. He finally settled dolB House, High
Street, Great Marlow, Buckinghamshire. The 1861saershows father and son living together with Ge'srg
companion George Whitehead and four other servintguld seem that George had achieved a certined of
stability and lived a relatively normal life. Whitead was then 45 but he was assisted by a 29 efyadman
and a 13 year-old page. Mrs. Lane kept house tegeitlth a maid.

His wife Frances lived only a few years after Geongs declared insane. She died at Clarence CsttAtigon
Road, Stoke Newington on April 23, 1845. The cawmae pleurisy combined with a disease of the lufips
may have been tuberculosis. Dr. Robert Brett wasrtformant. She made her will on May 1, 1839. A& wife
of a lunatic, she would have had the right to owgpprty independently of her husband. In her vi# snerely
disposed of certain funds left in trust for hert®y father prior to her marriage in favour of hesces Mary
Augusta Surtees and Mary Ann Mason should her masbachild die before her. In the event, she predsed
both and the trust funds were likely paid to hesbband’s committee during his life. She did notaatfname
executors nor did she deal with any property othan the trust funds. Letters of administrationevgranted in
her estate to William Powell with a special adntigiBon granted on May 26, 1846 to allow Miss Sestéo deal
with the terms of her will as well as any othergedy she might have possessed. Edward would,wkephave
inherited any funds covered by the letters of adstriation as well as a portion of those held inttlist created
by Richard Smith.

George Davenport died on March 6, 1869 at GlobesHpGreat Marlow. The cause of death was giveress
apoplexy — perhaps a heart attack. He was 61. df/ke made a will, it was after the time he wadated to be
insane. Accordingly, Letters of Administration wenanted to his son Edward Gershom on March 229 b§6
the Central Probate Court. The amount of the estateinitially sworn as being bela#s0,000, resworn in June
of that year as being und®&45,000. As George was a widower and had no othigreh, under the laws of

intestacy, Edward would have inherited the totalityhe estate.
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Edward Gershom Davenport(1838-1874)

George and Frances’s son was born on April 4, H8¥8radise Row, Stoke Newington. They named him
Edward, no doubt after George’s uncle, and GerslaoHgbrew name which means “a sojourner there”.firsie
born son of Moses and Zipporah was called Gershudritas not hard to see the influence of Georgeligious

obsession in the choice of name.

Initially, Edward’s guardians were his mother amd gentlemen close to her. Frances Davenport, R&@vett
(1809-1874) and the Rev. John Aubone Cook (181BJl&8re appointed as guardians in July 1844. Bratt a
physician and High Church layman in Stoke Newingtgis obituary paints him as a tireless practitiossed
builder of churches. Cook was the curate of Saiatddret's, Westminster and later vicar of Southflget,
Essex. Frances died in April, 1845, leaving the otfter guardians in place. What followed was aibgeemly.
Within hours of Mrs. Davenport’s death, the two e#ning guardians applied to be confirmed in theisipon,
supported by the child’s uncle Samuel Davenpothdf were not considered suitable, it was sugdebtat
Frances’s niece, Mary Augusta Surtees, who haifieelsat George’s lunacy commission, should be agpd in
their place as she “held the same opinions as Magenport and themselves on the important subgatligion
and education”. The Rev. Mr. Cook was likely a d¢ows this lady as her grandfather’s first name wagone.
No doubt this suggestion was made with a view otiooing their influence through the proposed gisardnd
several of the child’s closest relations took attibhe true reasons behind contesting the guatdja@ase not at
all clear. The decision on the matter, reportethéTimes on June 8, 1845 raises at least two atpeoncerns.
The first and most obvious was that neither oftthe gentlemen were blood relations, contrary togéeeral bias
of the Court against placing strangers in suchsitipa. It was acknowledged, however, that the pai been
appointed as guardians initially with Mrs. Davertord that their re-appointment at her death madessin the

context of the decision the Court had to make.

The second issue, somewhat surprising, was theetligon played in discrediting the two. Both NBrett and
the Rev. Mr. Cook were at pains to point out thatytwere communicating members of the Church ofdfh
However, it is clear that they were supportershefgiublication “Tracts for the Times”. Given theosg non-
conformist opinions of Samuel Davenport the eldas, surprising that Mrs. Davenport should beueficed by
what became Anglo-Catholicism. The underlying condeere was that the child might be brought up Beman
Catholic. The Vice-Chancellor, Sir L. Shadwell madweral observations with respect to the Tractaria
movement and the subject matter of the tracts takms which no doubt represented the Anglican aitig of
the time. He stated “with regard to what were chttee Tracts for the Times, his Honour observechthbad read
very word of the last three of them and thoughifficult to state in a clear set of articles whadre really the
opinions they approved. . . . It was impossible &esv to read the tracts without seeing that thexe either a
tendency to raise questions than bottle them asdttthe mind roving rather than keep it fixed ettled and
acknowledged truths” - an interesting insight itite elite view of what religion should do. What ssealso to

have weighed heavily on the Court’'s mind was thedi@e Davenport’s religious views were stronglhsutislar
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from those of the proposed guardians - an odd esiplgaven that George’s madness was largely omeligfous
mania. Frances’s judgment was also called intotoqurewiith a fair bit of paternalism. The Court st@t‘that Mrs.
Davenport was a woman of kind, affectionate ant sfit, apparently easily led, and prone to tdieecourse
that was not unusual with persons whose minds steoagly impressed with the notion that they cowd do
right without being always absent from the socwdtyhose most closely connected with them.” Frors time
infers that she, or her advisors, attempted t@isahe child from its family and from opinions whiwere

contrary to her own.

The family’s attempt to remove the two Anglo-Catbaentlemen was successful and, by court ordeddsiay,
1846, Edward’s guardians were replaced by his matheother Richard Smith and her sister and breifdaw,

Nicholas and Ann (Smith) Mason. They were providéith an allowance o£950 per annum.

An issue arose in June 1847 when Richard Smith vethGeorge from the care of Dr. Kelly, whom he bathe
to consider as being an inappropriate guardiaa fanatic, and brought him to live with his faméypd Edward.
Mr. and Mrs. Mason applied to court in June 184&lbeging that such a move would be harmful tochid.
They requested a review of Edward’s educational plad even suggested that Mr. Smith be removed as
guardian. Smith responded that he did not congiderge to be capable of violence but, neverthetesser let
them be alone together and ensured that they eamtildommunicate at night. In addition, he indicateat, if the
Court considered it appropriate, he would sepahsm. Samuel Davenport, the child’s uncle, inteegeto say
that he opposed the removal of Richard Smith asdiaabut would be governed by the Court as toother
matters. The Court expressed its concern with rgpehe possibility that, while George was peshapt violent
(they seemed less certain on this point), contetden father and son would necessarily resuldimeffect on
the child to its injury” as reported in the Timas &uly 18, 1848. However, as lunacy was the juctsat of the
Lord Chancellor, the matter was referred to hime Tésult of this referral is not yet known but clg&Richard
Smith was not removed as Edward’s guardian as Etlwas living with Richard’s family in the 1851 ceiss

George appears to have been removed from his sonmipany as he is not present in the same census.

Through all of these battles, it is difficult tasdern what the motivation of the parties concemas. Was it to
direct the moral and religious upbringing of thédd® Gain control over his substantial annual aloee? Or was
it a general concern about the child’s welfare arsgénse of family solidarity? In any event, it@ hard to see
Edward’s upbringing as being unsettled both becafifige early death of his mother and the cauti@h which
he was allowed to approach his father — who himséht have been erratic and confusing. Equally,child
could not have failed to notice the different peowho took control of his life and their likely wedifferent
approach to child-rearing. In the end he seemsate kended up with the best of all his options withuncle
Richard Smith who comes through the documentssamsible, aware man. Edward was living with him hisd
family in 1851 at 57 Great Guildford Street, Blodmsy. Richard and his wife had four of their owrildfen at
home at this point and kept three servants. Thigsldvbave been his home until at least late 1858 wRiehard
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Smith died, although Edward was at Cambridge bitthee.

Education and Early Career

Edward was first educated at the University Coll&ghool. This school was founded in 1831 on thegiples of
Jeremy Bentham. It was located within the preairfidfiniversity College in the Strand and was nevboarding
school. Students studied modern languages as sveltin and Greek. There was no corporal punishraedtthe
school had a scientific curriculum as well as a ggsium. All of these aspects strongly distinguisihéamm the
older Church of England schools. Edward soon teansdl to King's College School, founded in 1829 #reh
also located in the Strand. Its reputation had lyeewing steadily in the short period of time idhaeen open.
Gabriele Rosetti, father of Dante, taught Italiaere and John Sell Cotman taught water coloursaisscof the
central location of the school, many of the boyske@ to school each day. The route between Gre#dfGrd

Street and King’s College is about 1.8 kilometres.

Edward left Kings in 1856 and entered Trinity Cgke Cambridge. Trinity was founded in the wakehef t
Reformation in 1546 with the fusion of two evenaldolleges — Michaelhouse and King’s Hall. The théast
of the Oxbridge colleges, most of the principalldhuigs were constructed in the seventeenth cenalifypugh
both earlier and later periods have left their m&dward would have been at Trinity at the same t@&® future
prime minister Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman andhaps King Edward VII, then Prince of Wales. He
graduated from Trinity with an honours BA in mattaios in 1860. In 1869, he returned to the Univgrand

took a Master of Arts degree.

After Cambridge, Edward was articled for three geaith Mr. R. P. Brereton, M. Inst., a civil engareOne of
his first assignments was to work on the Cornvailivay under the direction of a Mr. Blatchley, ttesident civil
engineer. After the end of his articles, he becdordjve years, the chief assistant to Mr. Breretburing this
period, Edward was in charge of providing the designd specifications as well as seeing to conapleti
number of large projects. These included the hashauDartmouth, Porthcawl and Neath as well amdge
projects at Paignton, Dartmouth and Torbay, Llyanvil Ogmore. He also worked on the Saint Ives anstWe
Cornwall railway. The majority of his career seaméave been focussed on the south-west of Engladd

Cornwall in particular. He was elected as an Assiecdf the Institution of Civil Engineers on May14869.

Marriage

Edward married Louisa Oxenford in Paris on Apri] 1863. She was the daughter of Edward Oxenforel,obn

the first British merchants in South America anahtlon banker who had to leave England in 1855 hfter
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affairs became embarrassed. At the time of theiagg@the was living in Tours, France. The coupleawnarried
in the chapel of the British Embassy. Both parntese stated as being from Budock, Cornwall whichld¢mot
have been correct for Louisa, although she did helatives who lived there. The witnesses were s@'si
parents — a very shaky signature from Edward astdoag, firm one from her mother Emily. The ceremaras
performed by the embassy chaplain and consented tfre Ambassador and counter-signed by the embassy
secretary. How they met and why Edward was in Ranisnow only be conjectured. There does not sedra t
any obvious connections between the Oxenfords eiftier the Davenports or the Smiths unless Edwaad m
some of Louisa’s Cornish relatives when he was wgrkhere and they made a subtle suggestionalss
possible that Louisa was in fact in Cornwall at $aene time as Edward’s duties took him there. Hawatis
perhaps not too romantic to imagine Edward comingdris to see and enjoy the city and, being idvibean
entertainment which included members of the locajliEh community, met Louisa, the impoverished ddegof
a once prominent British man of business, who waam Tours for the Season. Mr. Oxenford likelyd Hittle
to give to his daughter for her marriage but mowewuld not have been a primary concern for one whe o
inherit a very large sum from his father. The ceuploved back to London almost immediately as ffivsir child

was born in 1864 at 2 Conduit Street, Paddingtonida was referred to in Edward’s obituaries asidaia”.

The Oxenfords

The Oxenfords originally came from Saint Mary Negton, Surrey and had a long association with thet@ns
House. A John Oxenford was Assistant Inspector &¢ioé Customs as early as 1730. His son John, inorn
1753, followed his father’s foot steps by becomimg of the collectors of H.M. Customs. Prior t@form in
1831, the customs clerks exacted fees on goodereptengland which substantially increased themusad
income from£60 to well over£1000. The younger John died in 1803 but his soiaifilfollowed after him and
was paid a pension after the abolition of his positHe lived to be 100 years old, dying in 1888 aad
received, over 52 years, a totaléd,400. John married Ellen Watkinson on June 2081¥ license in the
parish of Saint Botolph, Aldgate. The pair hadrgdafamily with most members reaching adulthoodalinthey
had eleven children, eight sons and three daughteussa’s father Edward was baptised on July 2911at Saint

Mary Newington.

Edward Oxenford is considered the first British ai@mnt to explore South America, and Brazil in gatr, with
a view to exploiting its resources. He arrived maBl as early as 1810, shortly after the Portugtiszilian
royal family fled to Brazil to avoid the Napoleonitvasion of their country and opened Brazil tosias
merchants. Edward set up operations in Vila Richauickly became well-established and acquainted thie
principal families of the province of Minas Geraite had to return to England for health reasori8it3 but sent
his brother Ferdinand as his agent in Rio de Janain Imperial decree of September 16, 1824 alloedthe
first time, foreign ownership of “productive assetsdward founded the Imperial Brazilian Mining Assation to
explore for mining opportunities and soon begankvairthe old Gongo Soco mine which found new |§eaa

result of British technology. He was forced outtu company by the London shareholders and resgzbhy
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founding the National Brazilian Mining Association1828. He returned to Brazil in that year and gated
mining privileges on the estates of the barons dea(s and Catas Altas, old acquaintances of hidpaaubas.
He was permitted to mine gold and silver (but riattbnds) in return for a premium to be paid to &hos
gentlemen and the Emperor. The National Brazilianily Association continued to function, under aety of
names, until 1912. In the meantime, Ferdinand lstabéshed himself at the Imperial court and hadel
connections with the Imperial Government. He wasikecertain negotiations between Brazil and Endltor the

raising of large loans in favour of the Brazilianw@rnment.

Edward Oxenford married Emily Tippet on December2827 in Falmouth, Cornwall. She was born on Atigus
21, 1802, the youngest daughter of James Tipgegrainent local solicitor and town clerk for Falntlb@nd his
wife Harriet née Bell. Edward no doubt met Emilyareturn trip from Brazil that landed in Falmodittne
Tippets were a large and well- established fanmilthat town. In all there were twelve Tippet chédrto reach
adulthood and they followed a variety of pathsfie. [Emily’s older brother James Vivian was als@wayer and
had been mayor of Falmouth in 1817-1818. In 181RAduadopted the surname and arms of Vivian asut i&f
a grandparent’s will to allow him to take inhehetestate of Pencalenick. His brother George Bpppét was the
captain of the packet ship “Montague” while theiother Charles Edward was a lieutenant in the Hoatdla East
India Company army. The daughters — and there wighd of them — generally married into the locattge.
Three remained unmarried. The case of Georginaig mteresting. She married John William Browrg son of
a rear-admiral, in Naples and spent much of thieafdser life in Florence, dying there in 1849. Hieisband is
remembered as the author of one of the first bjglyjess in English of Leonardo da Vinci and wroteestivorks
on Florentine art. However, none of the male membéthe Tippet family lived long lives: William Bawood
died before 1818, John Vivian in 1820, John Bell@i1 and Charles Edward in 1820 in India. This imaye

meant that money was a bit tight, although Jamédeti the portion of his estate between his sisters

In total, Edward and Emily had nine children. Histfdaughter, Emily Mocaubas, was born in BranilMarch
16, 1829. The other children were born either ilmeaith or Saint Pancras. In the first group, Harreas born
on September 25, 1830 followed by a first Ellenfargust 8, 1833. Edward was the first child borsaint
Pancras on October 9, 1834 followed by William, isai Susan, Caroline Mary, John Clarence, a seEtied
and Henry Edward. Several of the daughters dieshgothe first Ellen died before 1846 (her deatls wat
registered in England) followed by Harriet on Jagug 1850. Emily Mocaubas married a solicitor, Gés
Bannister, in March 1852. They had at least thtelelien. She died, however, in March 1858.

Louisa was born in Saint Pancras on November 387 4844 Mecklenbergh Square, near Gray’s Innhthese
having been purchased for Edward by his motherréhas been some bomb damage or redevelopmer in th
area but Mecklenbergh Square looks much as itrdidd 1840s and 50s. The family lived in style ¢hdihe 1851
census finds them employing four servants. Theisperity was evident as they were burgled on Marc849
and the list of stolen goods was recited in themtag Post. These included Brazilian gold bars, ghist, plate,

jewellery and a great number of gold and silvensdo a value a£700 - 800. In particular, the report mentions a
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gold mourning ring in honour of Edward’s motherdgllas well as two gold medallions portraying Oliver
Cromwell and Simon Bolivar. One assumes that tifisrmation either came from the police report os\gaven

to alert pawnbrokers of the stolen goods, perhagsahope of having them returned.

It seems that Edward Oxenford’s business dealiagsaways been a bit on the edge and contemporary
newspapers are full of accusations and countersatioms concerning his tactics. Of his two maintuess, the
National Brazilian Mining Association produced sfgrant amounts of gold, using Cornish deep-miningthods
to extract the ore, as well as discovering newveias. He used the profits of this company to fthel
Commercial Bank of London which he founded in 188@ which actively participated in the London baugki
market. Despite being apparently profitable, th@reh in National Brazilian sold into the London kedrdid not
yield sufficient dividends. There were strong aditgns that Edward, who was the principal throughbad
diverted company funds for his own use. He was atsmsed of having appropriaté8000 from the estate of a

neighbour, Lucinda Bourne, of which he was an etacu

Finally, after fifteen years of attempting to gaontrol over Oxenford’s actions, the shareholdevslted, led by
Robert Sheppard, a broker on the London Stock Ehgdhar he fight went on for two years but, by 18&&peared
to be destined for success. As the hammer was ¢gpdawn on him, Edward asked for two days’ respéfote
answering certain questions about the financingbaruks of the company. He used this time to clagn o
anything of a compromising nature from the compamjffices in Throgmorton Street and, on April 95%8fled
the country. He first returned in May to Brazilgersonally over-see the activities of the comp&towever,
decrees issued out of the Court of Chancery wengeprin the Brazilian newspapers, such as thealolm
Comercio, on May 23, 1857, indicating that he hadrbrelieved of his positions as general managedaactor
of the companies. He extracted what gold he coutthd that time and sailed for France in June 18&6spent
the rest of his life there, together with his wifmily and their daughters Ellen and Louisa, onghai Saint-
Symphorien in a pleasant but not over-grand hoasied the Loire. It is still reasonably pastoraldg. In the
1850s, it must have been the country indeed. Tiseseme evidence that he returned to England ircMa857

claiming to be a Dutch citizen but using his reaine, although other evidence shows him in Brazhait time.

Edward’s affairs in London remained complicated hadad to resign as a director and trustee oftramercial
Bank of London as well. He executed a deed givimgpis trusteeship over property on which the Baglkl la
security interest. The judgment which decided #iseiés arising from his resignation is still citedrust texts to
this day adHopkinson v. Lusk from 1865. The case determined that Edward hagmed as trustee for only the
secured properties but not from some other valuabkeehold interests which he continued to holde ®@anders
what he exacted to have these returned to the Bdtec. that, life seems to have quietened for Hidward died
in Tours on September 16, 1876. He still had sostete left in England as letters of administratigare issued
in relation to his personal estate there to higtiter Ellen Oxenford on July 30, 1877. The estimiatgdue of his
estate in England was initially statedf4®$0. This proved to be a hopeful assessment anestate was later re-

sworn for unde£100, a tiny portion of what he must once have heerh. His wife had pre-deceased him by a
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few years. Other than Ellen, who remained a spinite other daughters married English husbandsetndhed

to live in England.

None of Edward’s sons returned to England. Hennydtd and possibly Edward emigrated to South Ameaitd
became pillars of the British community in Buendse&. The family is still prominent in Argentina Bduardo
Oxenford was minister of Industry in 1981 and [gr@aminent company director in Argentina today. Arest
prominent businessman of the same name was kiddapmemurdered by Argentine police in 1978. John
Clarence sailed off for America and we find hiniliexas throughout the latter part of the nineteestftury. He
seems to have prospered there as he is liste@ astimty clerk for Milam County in 1880 and a lawye1900.

He had a son and a daughter and no doubt his dé=usrstill live in the area.

The Oxenfords had cousins in Camberwell, two of mhieached considerable fame. Edward Oxenford (1848
1929) (often confused with both Edward senior aiscsbn Edward) became a composer of light music and
achieved considerable notoriety. It was he who fo@ed the Italian ballad “Finiculi, Finicula” fdgnglish-
speaking audiences, for which one should not blaimetoo much. On a more serious note, his cougim Jo
(1812-1877) was the initial translator of some okehe’s works, Schopenhauer and other Germanriitera
figures. He had a lighter side as well as he wagpaular dramatist, writing “My Fellow Clerk”, “Twie Killed”
and “the Porter's Knot”. While these plays havedoaoibt not been presented for many years, they Iddanger

in the literature of the time.

Children

There were three children born of the marriage betwEdward and Louisa. Frances Emily arrived oneXther
3, 1864 at Conduit Street West, Paddington. Thgiregiof her name are clear enough — Frances foaEtisv
mother and Emily for Louisa’s. A boy, Vivian Edwandas born on August 11, 1870 by which time theililam
had moved to 28 Lancaster Gate and Edward had et&nym a civil engineer to a landowner. Edward, of
course, was in reference to the child’s father. eloav, his first name may show a consciousnesssifipo and
is a reference to prominent Davenports from thé @ad an attempt to clothe the child in the antigaf the
family. The first Vivian de Davenport was born andul204 in Cheshire and lived to the 1290s. Heprabably
a descendent of Ormus (Orme) de Davenport, theréicorded person to have that surname, and waslGra
Sargeant of the Macclesfield Forest and a founfitreoDavenport family in Cheshire. The name haehhesed a
number of times by Vivian's descendants. Whils likely that this branch of the Davenport famélyd the
Orme line were connected, it is doubtful that EdwWiamew this for certain. However, it is just alikthat the
name was chosen in honour of Louisa’s family cotinas with the old landed Vivian family near FalntiouAs
noted, her uncle James had always had Vivian asldl@mame and adopted it as a surname as a oésuit
inheritance.
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Finally, on July 16, 1875, Ellen Marie was borntbasnously, almost certainly in Paris. Ellen washaioly in
honour of Louisa’s sister with whom she appearddhtge been close. “Marie” may simply be the French
influence which permeated Louisa’s life. The timwfghe births is unusual for Victorian families &rle children
usually arrived every two years. There is an alrsosyear gap between Frances and Vivian and anfitleeyear
gap between Vivian and Ellen. It is possible tharé were miscarriages or children who did notiserto be
recorded in the next census after their birth. Haweit might also point to less than warm relasidretween

husband and wife. No other baptisms have been found

Later Career

On George’s death, Edward re-created himself withedible speed into a country gentleman and k&ftriad his
promising career as a civil engineer. His fathéirien approximately45,000. He also benefited from the trust
created by his grandfather Richard Smith for hishmoon her marriage. In addition, he would haveuawlated
some capital from his own employment. This left ima position to buy the lease of 28 Lancastee®gtApril
1871. The 1871 census shows Edward living theggeat style with eight servants in the house: asbdeeper,
Mrs. Torrance, butler, William Maxton, a wet nurkalies maid, upper and under housemaids, footmdn a
kitchen maid (presumably Mrs. Torrance did the éoglor they were in the unenviable position of Igeliretween
cooks). The houses in Lancaster Gate, which sedrave survived externally intact to this day, areng
classical five story stucco-faced mansions fornangd around a central square just north of Hyde Fauikt in

the middle of the nineteenth century, they wouldehlaeen the new suburbs and, despite their grandeeimight
expect they were a bit parvenus. In the centré®ttjuare was Christ Church, Lancaster Gate. hich closed
in 1977 and is now a (truly unattractive) housimgelopment. Only the spire remains intact. Numi&sifs at
the southeast corner and was for many years theal&ondon Hostel, fondly remembered by a generatif

Australian travellers. It appears now to have bemverted into flats.

Any aspiring member of the upper classes also redw country seat. To supply this need, Edwardzeggain
looked back to Cornwall, from which his mother-awl Emily Tippett came and where he had spent sdafic
his early career. He leased Tregenna Castle, juside of Saint Ives, in 1872. This large castetldiouse was
built high on a hill with a view of the ocean. kted from 1775 and had been built in the fashianalghteenth
century Gothick style by the (unrelated) Smith figzmaiho occupied it for almost a century. It wascsiml 1870.
The initial sale notice was published in the Lon&andard on October 7, 1870. It is described as a superior
freehold with a view of the city and harbour of @dives. The house and stables were built of geamihich
made it “unequalled” as a summer, autumn and wieEidence. It had elegant reception rooms, tweatirooms
and dressing rooms, bathrooms and all other domeSfices. The house was fully furnished and thecpaser
could take the furniture at a valuation. The adsement also described substantial out-buildingseatensive
gardens replete with luxurious evergreens andvairieties of ferns. The house sat on 470 acresnaf &nd

included a number of farms and buildings withinrBéves itself which produced a rental income£d®00 per



31

annum. Two smaller manors were included in the @ryp Dinas la and Porth la, which brought in aHar£222
for a total rental income &3250 if “in hand”. There were also tin mines on fieperty which were let subject to
a royalty from which a “very considerable” incomasproduced. A similar advertisement was publishede
Royal Cornwall Gazette but with rather more conservative statements ath@uiincome the property would
produce. It is unclear whether Edward took poseessi all of the assets of the estate butGheette reported

that Edward took the property for a lease of a tefryears. It is now a luxury hotel with a golfuree. Thereafter
he was referred to as Edward Gershom Davenpoi® dbRcaster Gate and Tregenna Castle, Cornwalla s

that fit well within the Victorian world view.

In his obituary, Edward was described as an eniergatl respected member of the Vestry of the panfish
Paddington and was also on the parish’s board séfhors. He was on the committee of the PaddinBtamch
of the Charity Organisation Society and took aivagpart in the elections for the London School Bo#s we
shall see, he also involved himself with countfg Around Tregenna Castle. He joined the localimgis a
Captain in the Saint Ives Volunteer Artillery anal August 1, 1873 founded a cricket club which ued

grounds of the estate.

Parliament

With his great wealth, and his social position haween consolidated, Edward considered a secaskf his
ascension. His eyes turned towards Parliamenthidsecthe borough of Saint Ives where he had woakegh
engineer in his earlier days. Or rather, as we skal, it chose him. The Tippets, Louisa’s mothtafsily, had
deep roots in Cornwall and likely provided an estfdo doubt Edward also had contacts there arfieitotal
Conservative riding association, all of which seemgh less formal than it is today. Reports inltteal papers
allow us to follow the dance required before acicgpto run for Parliament. The first rule appearsidve been
that one had to be sought out and convinced toatier than putting oneself forward. TReyal Cornwall
Gazette noted in August 1873 that they had “frequentleredd to the probability” of Edward running as a
candidate for Saint Ives in the next election. @hele goes on to assert that “the probabilityasv increased
almost to a certainty. A requisition to Mr. Davenpto allow himself to be put forward as a candédiair the
representation of the borough is, we are infornbeihg very numerously signed.” His opponent, Mr.g¥liac,
was not going to go down without a fight and hdataup residence in the borough to counter-acinffigence
of Mr. Davenport, who was of course resident agérma Castle. Gladstone had Parliament dissolveduamary
24, 1874 with an impossibly short campaign of theeeks. The 1874 election was held between Jar@iaand
February 17. The contest in Saint lves was betwleehiberal John Borlase Bolitho, successor to Miagniac,
and Edward as the Conservative. Edward received/@t&, a majority of 319 votes over his rival. $beesults
mirrored themselves across the country as Gladsthitgerals, while they garnered an over-all majom votes,
lost 139 seats and declined in popularity by 9.&¢4inst Disraeli’'s Conservatives. Gladstone canmeaign a
platform of fiscal responsibility but Liberal orgaation on the ground had apparently suffered sihedast

election and the working-class press, who woul&lzistone’s natural backers, were unable to reaatie to
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prevent a Conservative victory. Saint lves musiehasen something of a Liberal bastion as it tooktwias

described as a special series of events, unlikebetrepeated, to elect a Conservative member.

Each step of the local campaign was extensivelgrted in the local press. Th®yal Cornwall Gazette reported
on August 30, 1873 that Edward had been activatypeagning in the borough and had a “very heartgpé&on”.
At the same time, he gave a fete on the groundsegfenna Castle for the teachers and childreneo¥ibn
Chapel (Lady Huntington’s Connexion) who were redabith tea and cake. The ladies of the sewingimget
provided a stall of useful and ornamental artittessale. The whole was deemed by the paper, wdrieh
suspects had Conservative leanings, a successnteresting that Edward patronised non-confornegious
groups. This seems unusual for a Conservative @man but he may have felt a greater comfort with-no
conformists because of his family history and tkely fact that Cornwall had a substantial non-confist
population. In January, 1874, once he had beerapeeiupon to accept the nomination, he gave a $pegch at
the gates of Tregenna Castle touching on the issuthe day. Some of these issues resonate dows timday:
taxation and the efficiency of government, the egian of trade and the political scandals of thpagiing party.
Others spoke to that time and place: the Ashanti, YW&blic drunkenness among the lower classegrdehnd
the Zanzibar contract. Of particular interest t® tlonstituents was the health of the port of Saig’ and the
expansion of the railroad. He promised them acadrand further said, with an independence thdtave not
come to expect of politicians, that he would suppoy Bill, regardless of source, that made sem$ent and
which would better the lot of the people. The weathas inclement but the audience numerous anddbette

assured its readers, deeply appreciative.

It is also interesting to note the role of the ddate’s wife, important then as now. On April 287B Louisa
presented medals given to participants in the Rgaional Lifeboat Institution. Edward first gavénat was
described as a “capital speech” in which he satitthe simple medal of the Institution was worthrenthan a
tawdry ribbon or gaudy star given by a foreign ptdée as the former represented both Christian aidyBritish
pluck. Louisa is also reported as giving a fet€ragenna on August 8, 1873 as a fundraiser foloited
Methodist New Connexion Sunday School, anothercanformist group. The event was heavily subscried

the teachers and children had a grand time. Tted lvass band was in attendance “to enliven thegeings”.

On February 1, 1874, THoyal Cornwall Gazette reported that the victory procession wended itg fram
Tregenna Castle down into Saint Ives with Edwamjita and the children drawn in a carriage by local
fisherman instead of horses. The town was festowaridthe red and white Conservative colours amdabation,
the paper reported, was general and repeated. Whgrocession came to the quay, Edward descemdiechade
a speech to the towns folk thanking them for theistancy as all those who pledged to vote fordigrso
“almost without exception”. How this was known fmartain is unclear as this was the first electidth a secret
ballot. He went on to declare that “his constant aiould be to advance the interests of the towevery way”
and he “feelingly” asked the meeting to give to Htheir prayers and good wishes in order that hghtniightly

to discharge the important and high trust imposetim.” The festivities continued that night witluminated tar
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barrels on the terrace, New Road and quay andshied boys formed processions throughout the tawth the
flambeaux used on the fishing boats which was ddeéwery picturesque”. Th&azette went on to assure its
readers that “As during the entire election, eyeing was conducted in a remarkably orderly way, and

drunkenness was no-where visible.”

Edward’s parliamentary career was, according tderaporaries, as short as it was full of promisev&d does
not seem to have participated greatly in debatbgre is no maiden speech to record here. Theogelssgan on
January 31, 1874 and lasted until June. Edwardeshten February 5 and seems to have been abledemr

himself only during this first term. When Parlianhe@sumed in the autumn, he was already seriolishis total

contribution seems to have been the following qaegb BenjamirDisraeli on April 27, 1874

8§ MR. E. DAVENPORT

asked the First Lord of the Treasury, What is tfesent amount of the unappropriated balance of the

proceeds from the disendowment of the Irish Chuadld, who has the control of it?

§ MR. DISRAELI

| am not surprised that my hon. Friend the MembeiSt. Ives has given Notice of this Question,Ifor
know it is a question which is in many mouths. Ploint is, to ascertain the present amount of the
unappropriated balance of the proceeds from trendswvment of the Irish Church and who has the obntr
of it. Now, | am sorry to say that there is no Inaks, or, rather, no unappropriated balance of thegeds
from the disendowment of the Irish Church. The actds the other way, and the items are so impobrtan
and interesting that | will take this opportunitiystating them to the House. Unfortunately, thetdkke on
the part of the Commissioners amounts to no less £9,700,000. Of this £8,400,000 is owing to the
Commissioners for the reduction of the National Dahd £1,800,000 is due to the Representativedbhur
Body. After the Notice of inquiry was given by mgrh Friend, | asked for some information in ordextt
having learnt this was the state of the unapprtgtibalance, | might ascertain what would be tharéu
result of all these proceedings. | am told it isneated that this debt of £9,700,000 with interést, annual
charge in respect of which is at present £240,&dDbe paid off in about 17 years, and when thaiet

shall have arrived and the liabilities of the Commsion shall have been discharged, it is calculétadthe
capitalized value of the Terminable Annuities whieill then be outstanding, will amount to about
£5,000,000 sterling. This last-mentioned sum wheatized will constitute the surplus to be dispostly
Parliament.

It is possible he made other contributions — nbbfaHansard has been transcribed on-line. Forit, he also
supported a number of bills making their way thiotige session such as those dealing with Offengasnat the
Person, Infanticide and the Sale of Liquors on @yn®runkenness was one of the themes which clesirsed

his speeches during the election and seems toliemrea pre-occupation of the day.
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Death and Will

Edward died at home on December 4, 1874 as a @swmiéningitis which had been present for three tmarHe
was only 36. His illness seems to have been ofigdoduration. On October 7, 1874, theerpool Mercury
reported that Edward had been in poor health direcelection and was, at the time of writing, ipeailous state.
He had originally been suffering from pulmonaryedise but this had been complicated by “brain feaad that
there was no hope for his recovery. TWercury must have been a Liberal paper as it went ond¢oidpte that the
by-election would be the Liberal party’s first \acy. This is to be contrasted by a report fromThaes on
October 8, 1874 which stated that Edward was “6allalanger”. Edward was buried in Kensal Greem€tery.
His monument, substantial but not overly granditedcthat he was late MP for Saint lves and thawvhe

“Respected and regretted by all who knew him.”

Perhaps there was some truth to the Times' regdEdavard was able to add a codicil to his will crtdber 19,
1874 and his last child would have been conceitedbaut this time. His will is an extensive docurneut most

of it was devoted to setting out the legal powandlable to his trustees. He continued the estatail male with
respect to the lands in Beeby and gave Louisa aredfiate legacy af500. She also received all of the household
goods at the Lancaster Gate house but not thosegénna Castle. It appeared to be his intenti@ildov his
trustees to assign the lease to Tregenna eithkerowitvithout its contents. He made bequests tossvaants:
Rebecca Thomas who appears to have been a longeimant of the family and Lydia Child who had s&hhis
mother. Both received annuities, Rebeccé2i per annum and Lydia 620. He left the remainder of his estate
in trust to pay the income to his wife and thereratid their children. In addition, five percenttbé total amount

of the trust income, if it exceed€d000, and ten percent if it exceedD00, was to be set aside in a separate

trust account for the children.

Edward was clearly concerned about the manner inhwiis children would be raised. He named his \@geheir
guardian during her life. Should she die beforg tlemched the age of majority, he appointed Susagdsy, his
wife’s sister, as guardian together with a coudth®rd Horton Smith and Charles Evans Newton, dkterl two
being lawyers. He also stated that his childrenughtreside and be educated in England and shdtrbeght up
in the Religion of the Church of England and shall be taken or permitted to go out of England pkce
temporarily for an excursion or short trip abrodéerhaps he feared that Louisa would return todéraas she
subsequently did, and raise the children there nShealso have been attracted by Catholicism, agthdhere is
no firm evidence of this, which excited Edward’arfe

The provisions made for Louisa were to diminishstabtially if she remarried, a standard clauseills wf this
time. However, Edward did not entirely cancel thawity but, rather, reduced it to one-eighth of thavould
otherwise be which would have been considered gesen the day. In the event that his wife anddrkih pre-
deceased him, Edward remembered a few family meribaeceive the income from his estate: William
Davenport, a solicitor and one of the sons of FieleéCharles Davenport, Edward’s brother in law N&lih

Anthony Gregory and his two sisters in law Susaeg@ry and Ellen Oxenford as well as all the fimtigins on
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his mother’s side of which there were a significammber. The reference to William Davenport islts in the
records so far of any connection between the delsrds of Charles Davenport and those of Samuelh&Ve no
record of contact during the life-time of Vivian &ard Davenport or that of his son. Apparently tigpdsition of
Edward’s estate did not run smoothly as, in July6l8he children, through their next friend Richatorton-
Smith, sued the executors of his estate. Whiled¢pert of the case is not clear, it seems thaethers delay in

administering the estate and the payment of income.

Edward Gershom seems an odd mix of a man. In semsges he was very modern. He went to progressive
schools, chose a newer profession which was ofotkéont of the technological changes of the \Miin age
and seemed to be very socially aware. On the d¢idned, once he reached a considerable degree otfala
security, he turned to the more conservative saains of his time: he was an orthodox member ®Ghurch
of England, an involved landowner and ultimatelymber of Parliament for the Conservative party. The
obituaries after his death were unreservedly laargaEven cutting through the pious Victorian canseems he
was a popular, energetic man who was respecteldse ton both sides of the issues of the day. Aslifteary in
the Royal Cornwall Gazette stated on December 12, 1874 “the relations whigsted between Mr. Davenport
and his constituents, of every party, creed ansschaere of the most friendly and, one might séscéibnate
character. From the first he openly declared tieafid not mean to be the representative of a fartyf the
whole borough, and well did he carry out this resdl The obituary continues “although in all thesatters he
held and expressed strong opinions, he was abl®, the kindness of his disposition, to keep on geoghs with
those from whom he most differed”. The notice wemto say that he had accomplished much in a gleoiod of
time and that his passing was regretted by bothriails and Conservatives, Dissenters and Churchmethat
the first thing the Liberals did in a meeting aftés death was to pass a resolution of condoletacesuisa and
the children.

Deaths of Louisa Oxenford and the younger children

When Edward died, Louisa was pregnant with their ¢haild, Ellen Marie. It appears that she did stay long in
England after her husband’s death and had retumPdris by July of 1875. It seems that her head iw France
and she lived at 8, rue Rabelais, a small stres¢tguthe north of the Elysée Palace. The buildiegms to have
been one of the few in the area to have been réafeae but would have been on the outskirts of gser
fashionable neighbourhood around the Champs ElySéesmade her will on July 5, 1875 before twoc#olis
resident in Paris and gave birth to Ellen MarieJaly 16. This raised two difficulties. First, as have seen, one
of the provisions of Edward’s will was that hisIdnén be raised in England and in the Anglicarhfaihile
there is no evidence that Louisa was anything dtieem a member of the Church of England, she had lin
Catholic countries for much of her life and named dhaughter “Marie” — perhaps simply a fashionaasture
but which may point to an interest in the ChurcliRoime. A likely scenario is that her sister andfeoin law,

the Gregorys, were present at the birth of thedcild took little Ellen back to England shortlyrewegfter to meet
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the conditions of Edward’s will. This escapade ddudirdly have been beneficial as the child dietthé@ir home in
Wimbledon on August 5, 1875 of Actetosis. Louiseskd had died on July 24, 1875 in her home inf &
doubt from the complications of child birth. Heradle certificate, filed at theairie of the 8e arrondissement in
Paris, is signed by Reginald Gesling and his youbgather Randolph. These were the undertakershegthto
the British Embassy who apparently dealt with theassary arrangements for deceased British subfegénald

would later do the same for Oscar Wilde in 1900.

Louisa’s will is a short document. She left no mpteher children as, to use her words, “they Hasen amply
provided for under their father’s will”. She remeened her father (her mother was dead by this @sirsttested
in her death certificate) and her three surviviistess — Ellen, Susan and Caroline. The documemtsg glimpse
of the train of life she led as an MP’s wife: sh# her sables, her court dresses and a sealastketjto each of
her sisters. Her estate was not overly large — $2000. She left a small token to each of her obtédren — her
“little girl’s watch and chain” for Frances and liigher’s watch and seal with crest for Vivian aaduested that
her sister Ellen be given the ability to “bring up children with a comfortable house for thatgmse. This does
not seem to have happened, at least in a formaésé&tien was resident at 30 Montpelier Crescevttere the
children lived - in July, 1877 but is not listectk in any subsequent censuses. However, she sediase
remained closely connected with the children amdetlis a reference in later documents from thelfasailicitor

that she “was a lady of the highest character aasldevoted to the said Vivian Edward Davenport”.

Vivian did not forget his aunt. In his 1905 will heft her the income d5000 worth of consolidated preference
stock of the London, Brighton and South Coast Rajlwshe never lived to enjoy this gift but one asss that
Vivian kept an eye on her. Ellen died at Richmondseptember 12, 1908, leaving a will dated Septerhbe
1906. In the end, her estate was not inconseqlianten estimated #8530 and one can only assume that she
inherited from other members of the family. Alteimaly, there may have been more Oxenford monejlabla

in England than her father’s estate would leadtortzelieve. She named her nephew, Anson Vivianr8agnd

the family solicitor Fillmer as executors. She faked the family of her sister Caroline: after disipg of several
pieces of what appears to be fairly nice jewelteryarious female relations, she left a serieqwdlslegacies of
£20 or£25 to various of her Squire nieces and nephewsreli@a Oxenford Squire, Anson Vivian Squire and the
three brothers Paul, Dashwood and Leonard Lovellr8gThe remainder she left to the survivor of sister

Caroline or the latter’s husband Anson. All benafies survived Ellen.

Vivian Edward Davenport (1870 — 1945)

After their mother’s death, the children were comtedi to the care of their aunt Susan and her hush&iliam
Anthony Gregory, a civil engineer. William and Suspon moved from Wimbledon to the house locatedDat

Montpelier Crescent, Brighton. This was a largestumansion atop a hill, clearly an elegant anditivgalace
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to live. It was here that Frances Emily died onrkaby 9, 1879 at the age of fourteen. The causkeath was
stated as being phthisis (a disease of the lumg$asito tuberculosis). William Gregory was theanhant. She
was buried with her father at Kensal Green. Hetappi was “Come to me, saith one, and coming besaf'r
Vivian was now the only surviving member of his fgmHowever kind his guardians were, he had lastfather
and mother a year apart from each other at thebfiee and his older sister at the age of nineclihinust have
left him isolated. He appears to have been clofie g nanny, Sarah Odell Pearce, to the extenirttane of his

codicils he left her a small working man’s houseolmed in the north end of Brighton.

William and Susan had only one child, Maud Gregoryp was the same age as Vivian. The 1881 censds fi
them at Montpelier Crescent. William had clearlggpered. In 1871 he was a civil engineer livingwhits wife
and child in a cottage in Wimbledon and no livesénvants. By 1881, he had become a brick manufarcéund
merchant employing eighty men and ten boys. Fanaly of four they had four servants: a nurse, eausid,
parlour maid and cook. By 1891 he had sold thekbricks and was living off his own means with hisexand
daughter and three servants. Vivian was still Gwvith them and had by this time qualified as al @mgineer.
William died shortly after that in March 1893. Higfe followed him quickly in June 1894. Vivian walthen
have been of age and had access to the money fedfiatiner’'s estate. He continued to live in Monigel
Crescent until about 1900. Maud Gregory fades fnistory. She appears to have died in 1956, unnthyririe
Battle, Sussex.

Education

Vivian attended Harrow, living at Mr. Hutton’s ateft at the Midsummer term 1887, at the age of One
wonders whether the choice of school was made keaafuGeorge Davenport’'s residence nearby in t4@4.8
Edward must have visited his father there on a rrroboccasions. Harrow is, of course, one of tleagEnglish
public schools, founded unofficially as early a®3dut granted a royal charter in 1572. One asstina¢de
learned Latin and Greek, patronised the cricketpéind football field and socialised with the rgliciass during
his stay there.

On leaving Harrow, Vivian enrolled as a studerthatinstitution of Mechanical Engineers on Marci839,
following his father’s and uncle’s foot-steps. Hasnisted as a member of the Institution in 189% H896,
residing at the Montpelier Crescent addr&4gian may in fact have exercised the professioa afechanical
engineer, if only for a short while. He travelle@ttwa colleague, Guy L. Bidwell, to New York andimlately to
San Francisco on November 3, 1894 aboard the “Qechd hey returned on December 29, 1894 on the
“Umbria” in both cases as cabin passengers. lbisiated what their business was or what they \geneg to
see. However, from an engineering perspective Feamncisco would be extremely interesting with iterpts to
master a highly uneven topography. Another asple¢ivian’s interest in inventions and engineerisgi patent

he applied for on January 1, 1904. It was for improents for stirrup irons. The patent seems to baea
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granted, although the document does not give atigation of what the improvements were. After thiaie,
there is no indication that Vivian made any attetogtursue his profession and the 1901 census fimidack in

Brighton, living off his own means with a marrieduple acting as his butler and cook.

The absence of a profession was perhaps a dangaedegor a well-off and, as it turns out, amorgasng man.
Affidavits filed in connection with a later custotdattle describe his life at this point as beintdwHoratio Rutter
Fillmer, the family solicitor, stated in 1914 that had known Vivian for 23 years and that Viviad baéways
been “eccentric and wanting in mental balance”hele taken to drinking excessively and “lived a msigular
life”. This may only have represented a bohemiagedt, repellent in the eyes of a conservative Viatolawyer.
Whatever the case, sometime during late 1897 heameting working class girl called Alice Maud Lai@n
Tinham who lived not far from him. They may havetme the street or perhaps in a shop. In any etaist,

meeting was to have a profound impact on Viviaifiés |

The Tinhams

The Tinhams were from rough stock indeed. Richanthdm, Alice’s father, started off life as a labeurn
subsequent censuses, he is indicated as a waremu$2861) and fishmonger (1871 and 1891). Hisfaltiad
been a labourer as well. By 1881, he and his vafi frarted ways and she cannot be found in subsequen
censuses. They had four children:; Richard Fred€ti8k0), Ellen Ada, Alfred Charles (1869) and Alitee
youngest, born in West Ham, Essex in September.18%6e 1901 census, Richard is described adwai
engine driver while Alfred Charles was a brickldgdabourer. Ellen Ada may have died young as gpears in
no censuses beyond 1871. Those children still mteheesided with their father. By 1901, Mr. Tinhaadhetired
and was living in Brighton with Alice. One assuntieat Vivian and Alice met in the neighbourhood. Mdiv

likely still lived at Montpelier Crescent, just tipe hill from the Tinhams’ home in Clifton Hill Rda

Their affair likely began as a courtship in thd &11897 leading to a relationship, however braf time
progressed. By December Alice was pregnant. Thiddwoot be the first time in history that a workiclgss girl
was left in an awkward situation by a socially sigreman. The usual result - the girl left in migand the child
put up for adoption - failed to materialise. Thediments suggest a rather different scenario -Alie¢ may not
have been a victim and in fact had a number ofrlbwWéivian, who all agreed was wild at the time,ynh@ave been

merely one of a crowd. This was certainly the vaer detractors.

Birth of Edward Vivian

Vivian and Alice’s son Edward Vivian was born onglist 4, 1898 at 94 Centurion Road, Brighton, a kmal

working class house not far from Alice’s fathertatie. On the birth certificate his name was giveRdward

Vivian Tinham, the son of his true mother and odev&rd Vivian Tinham, a commercial traveller. Hedegbs
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was given as 34 Old Steine, a building on the regimare of Brighton just above the pier, likely aehor lodging
house. Her maiden name was given as “Edwards”. Wassher mother’s middle name and likely the maiden
name of her maternal grandmother. The birth wasewgistered until September 15, which makes oneithiere

was some discussion about it and how it shoulddpeceched.

Certain of the affidavits surrounding the battletics custody in 1914 question whether Vivian wasaict the
father. Mr. Rolleston, Vivian’s future guardian,utd only bring himself to say that Vivian was “répd” to be
Edward’s father. Solicitor Fillmer stated in retatito whether Vivian was Edward’s father “WhetHwas tis the
fact or not, he adopted the boy as his own andetdgaim in all respects as if he were his lawful.5&Vhile none
of the documents in relation to Edward state tlet $a baldly, there is a strong inference thatéhad a number
of lovers and that she may have chosen the rielsettte likely candidate for a father. However, diviclearly
had sexual relations with her or else he would nbage acknowledged the child or ultimately martieel

mother.

The birth certificate was finally re-registeredaaesult of the Legitimacy Act, 1926. This Act ciomfed that
parents who married after the birth of their cluitdild re-register the birth under the name of #tber.
Accordingly, on August 15, 1927, the parents sveostatutory declaration which allowed for the delebf the

untrue material and registered his birth undemtémme Davenport in the September quarter of that yea

In 1898, this relatively enlightened legislatioasstill years away and the 1901 census finds y&dwgard at
Weybridge, Surrey in a house run by one Stanleyriglaan “outfitter” aged 30 and single who employedy
Tinham, aged 27, as a general servant. Amy Edithdm was listed as a servant in the 1891 censhstht
family of a bank clerk. She was likely Alice’s caiugas they were born near each other in Essex.iOpermitted
to ponder the relationship between Amy and her gosimgle employer. It was clearly undesirable that
unmarried Alice be seen raising a child or, at iig, she had no desire to do so. Accordingly, Edweas
farmed off to a small village, no doubt funded biyi&n in the background. We will never knamhat influence
this period of his life had on Edward. He might édeen well cared for and perfectly happy — or hg have

wondered, when he was able to do so, why he dith&n¢ a mother and father or why they visited oafgly.

In the 1901 census, taken in April, Alice was liyiwith her father at 16 Clifton Hill, a fairly laeghouse about
200 metres down the hill from Montpelier Cresceheve Vivian had grown up. They kept a single setrwath
her young son and a boarder. Mr. Tinham was stsdiding from his own means. This perhaps indisabat

Mr. Tinham, while still a fishmonger, had been @ssful in his business and could live a comfortalle genteel
existence in retirement. Vivian himself now livegery short walk away at 4 Powis Grove, a smalettalso not
very far from Montpelier Crescent. This house app¢ahave been redeveloped but the remaining baarse
large and suitable for someone of his status.
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Married Life [not] Together

Alice and Vivian finally married quietly on Novemb27, 1901 in the Brighton register office. Thered not
appear to have been any of the normal announcemats concerning the match. They were then boaithglin
the Powis Grove house. Alice’s father was descriémed soldier on the certificate. No doubt he heghta soldier
in his younger days and this calling was more aonig and potentially more socially acceptable than
fishmonger. Vivian's father was listed as an M[Re witnesses were John Gravett and Edith Marshgither of
them members of either family. There can be notiuethat this marriage was a classic mésalliaReghaps one
day a picture from a London illustrated newspapiérsiiow that Alice was very pretty or perhaps tharriage
happened because of the child. Maybe Vivian simplded companionship and was unsuitable to besezlén
Edwardian society to find a more conventional wifée may never know what caused them to wed. Theiagar
lasted until Alice’s death but there were no furtbleildren. As we will see, they spent most of thiges apart

from 1906 onwards and contact between the spouagsnirequent and acrimonious.

One assumes that Edward returned to his paretite &ime of their marriage. How they explained ¢estence
of a child over three years old at that point igteotly’s guess. Perhaps they simply relied on noreaky
wanting to ask the obvious questions. In 1902 Gbart Directory places Vivian at 180 Portsdown RdadL905
he indicated in his will that he lived at Sandkitbuse, Sheen Road, Mortlake, Surrey. In lookintpataerial
photos of Mortlake, it is difficult to see where ¢twuld have lived. No doubt the area has been antisty
developed since 1905 but most of the houses ark antimiddle class, many of them post-War. Other
documents refer to him living at Richmond and kelli lived near the borders of Richmond Park whbkege are
still a number of substantial homes where a peo$dnis stature could live. The will also gives somgights into
his style of life at this time, both because of lr@gthy description of the personal property hghthhave —

manuscripts and articles of vertu for example —dbs his steam yacht, complete with skipper.

In 1906, shortly after he made his will, he waslaed to be insane and was placed by order of thstd/ in
Lunacy in the care of a Mr. Arthur Hampden VilleRelleston, his wife Alice and daughter Stella AtWaterloo
Crescent, Dover. This was a large house right erbtach near the yacht club. Arthur called himesgjéardian in
a mental case. He was born into a prosperous fdrify Leamington, Warwickshire. His real professidme
had one, is unclear as he always stated he wag loff his own means. The only other clue is thatdaughter
was born in New Zealand. He died in Brentford i80.9A portion of Vivian’s considerable income woldd paid
to Mr. Rolleston for Vivian's care and maintenamacel there is an inference that the family undertbésktype of
care for other patients as well.

Alice lived in London during much of this time. Sivas listed in the telephone directories as eal$6 when
she was resident at Sandhill House. By 1910, thedavas likely disposed of as thereafter theyeferned to as
being “formerly” of Sandhill House. There is alsmantion in 1908 that the house was closed up tdlephone
directories after 1910 place Alice at 29 Evelyn Mians, Carlyle Place, Westminster until at leagQl9he last

date for which we have the telephone directorieiran Carlyle Place is a series of Edwardian apart houses
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between Victoria Station and Westminster cathedlatkr custody affidavits describe that she liviegre full-
time except for her frequent stays at hotels orSitngth Coast. It was an eight-room flat with foedtboms, two
sitting rooms and a kitchen. She generally kephgles cook-general but seems to have had difficultyeeping
staff. Later affidavits were in part from disgrwediformer servants who were not kind to Alice. Adlywe have

Alice’s own frequent comments that she was betweaids.

The 1911 census finds the family in three diffeqglates. Edward had been placed at the Temple (Bokeol at
Eastbourne. Alice was living a short distance awiathe Royal Albion Hotel in the Old Steine in Brign.

Vivian was in Mr. Rolleston’s care in Dover.

The exact nature of the mental iliness Vivian swffiefrom is difficult to know but was clearly segedt was
perhaps a type of manic-depression, which the camtsmabout his previous life style might supportwéeer,
there is no precise description. He was under #re of Mr. Rolleston from 1906 until at least thamsner of
1914. His stay there likely continued after thahdi as he did not sign as consenting parent on dn& s
application to the Royal Flying Corps in 1916. Hkely moved from Mr. Rolleston’s care to a rest leom
Tunbridge Wells before 1920, once he regained aegegdf sanity. For some unknown reason, his camditid
not preclude him from entering into legal engageimerde was able to make codicils to his will in 092927 and
1928 and swore the affidavit in relation to Edwartirth in 1927. The codicils were drafted by thens Horatio
Rutter Fillmer and the 1920 and 1928 codicils wsitmessed by his physician as well so there muge teeen
certainty as to his legal capacity. His death fiedtie listed as a subsidiary cause of death “ofohtal disease —
many years” so his condition does not seem to dasappeared entirely. He was also very dependehtsomale

staff and remembered them in the codicils to hlk wi

For the last 25 years of his life, Vivian lived“ateathside” 75 Mount Ephraim, Tunbridge Wells. Thjgpears to
have been a rest home for the well-to-do as heséde'his rooms” in one of his codicils. The plaaggpears to
have been run by George Trustram Watson (1868-)18RCS, MB, OBE. In the codicils, Dr. Watson was
resident at Heathside and one assumes he alsapdopiofessional services there, caring for thalitants. Dr.

Watson'’s obituary claims that he moved into thedeoitself in 1936, although that date might beiesarl

Custody Battle

While Vivian was sequestered, a serious battletetupver who should be Edward Vivian's guardiare@urring
theme for this family. It is clear that several pleoaround Alice did not like her and felt that stes both a bad
mother and a selfish and immoral woman. The praogsdvere instituted by the Master in Lunacy in€Jd814
as a result of information which had come to hisrdton about the manner in which the boy was beiiged. A
good bet would be that the family solicitor Fillnmrpplied this information to the Master as himfs agents in
London commenced the action. His animosity to Algcelear from the two affidavits he filed in theatter. He

characterised Alice as having “an ungovernable @mapd habit of “nagging™. She is recorded as hg\struck
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her husband and thrown things at him. She was pmapileptic fits which, the solicitor alleged,dth some
effect on her mind, as her irritability and unre@asoleness are so extreme as scarcely to be comepaith
complete mental soundness.” The claim of epilepay &vreal one as the affidavit of a former serstated she
had four seizures between early January and latelda4. This may have been exacerbated by, astdre |
claimed, a disease of the most “painful and renglttharacter” - one assumes a form venereal disease
contracted as a result of Vivian's previous modéfef Fillmer also reported that she frequentlyneainto his

office to complain of her husband and expressedvibk that he were dead.

It was proposed that Edward be placed in the civéiliam Arthur Crabtree, an Anglican priest aratrher
missionary in East Africa, whose current parish @aton in Cambridgeshire. He was married with angpu
daughter. He was lauded as having a high morabckarand experience in managing boys and young iHeen
was the brother of one of Edward’s masters at @Haotise. One assumes that the attempt by Mr. @matur
become Edward’s guardian was motivated out of genooncern. The fact that his brother was oneebty’s
masters who saw him day to day seems to indicaeHowever, it is impossible to be certain whesuperior
income is involved what the true aim was. The fiahcircumstances under which Crabtree was wiltmgct

was an annual stipend of not less t&A0 ande2 2 shillings a week in addition to board.

The affidavits in support of the custody applicatmaint Alice as an uncaring mother. Rather thare eer son
return to her after his first term at Eastbourn&907, she attempted to arrange that he shouldastig school
through his holidays. This was impossible as tiweseld be no one at the school to care for him.iéni,
Georgina Stuart-Browne, whose husband worked atidat the school, had him stay with them forftiss
part of the vacation. Apparently this practise aundd. Equally, when Edward had chicken pox in 190&e
attempted to foist him onto Mr. Rolleston ratheartmurse him herself after they had been askezhielthe
Hotel Metropole in Folkstone. During the 1913 Chmmias vacation, Edward was left in the flat alongl anmaid
was hired in the beginning of January. He had &k $is breakfast at the local Lyon’s restaurantsissnother
only made a cup of tea for herself. On New Yeaws,EAlice and her companion Mr. Cunnah went toShgoy
Hotel, leaving Edward alone. This repeated itsmlfthe Easter vacation when Alice went away again t

Eastbourne for ten days, leaving the child alorth imaid.

Vivian had an annual income at this time of ab2@00. Of this£800 per annum was allocated to his wife after
he entered Mr. Rolleston’s care. A furtf@00 was allocated to his son Edward for his edanaiind care. Alice
took steps in 1908 and 1913 to have Vivian remdw@ah Mr. Rolleston’s care, both times without sugxe

While it is clear that Vivian did not like Rollest@nd complained often of him, Fillmer alleged tbla¢ was
attempting to reduce his expenses so that she iméylet a larger allowance. Alice countered by satfad) she
was simply attempting to meet his wishes and teHham closer to London where she could see him more
frequently. She stated that she still had consleraffection for her husband and that it painedtbeee him in

such a state. Given the other allegations madesigagr, it is hard to see that this was true.
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Fillmer also alleged that Alice refused her son ‘@xtras” offered through the schools he attenddxd inference
here is that Alice again wished to add the fundseioown income. Edward’s total expenses at CHaotese
totalled£140 a year which were allegedly less than any dibgrin his house. Alice had also cancelled sewfral
the extras which Edward enjoyed such as musicr&ponded by asserting that the full amount of Edisa
allowance was spent on him and provided a lisitbs that she had permitted. She did, howeverijtatat she
had corresponded with the school in order to redibeextras. Dorothy Daynes, a general servant@raglby
Alice, recounted that Alice had left her and Edwalohe over the 1914 Easter holidays with littleneywto spend
on food and other necessaries. Dorothy had to spkkhdr own money to ensure some form of foodhentable
and ultimately had to contact Alice at Eastboumbadve further money sent. She also stated thatathéo give

Edward her own money to allow him to see the “ciatgraphic entertainments”.

Dorothy Daynes also made it clear that Hugh Lupusr@h was living with Alice in the flat in the mdust
leading up to the filing of the custody applicati@orothy was employed there from January 2 untyN9,
1914. During that time, the servant saw a man whdioe represented as being the husband of her yensigter.
The two had adjoining bedrooms and had pet nantessafth other. Based on her observations, howeawsas
clear that the two were “living as man and wifet.Easter, Alice said she as going to Eastbournie friggnds.
Mr. Cunnah had indicated he was returning homehes@ire. However Daynes noticed on their returhttiegir

luggage both showed signs of coming from the saomrat the Grand Hotel in Eastbourne.

Cunnah was born in Chester in 1847 and was maisieg. In 1881 he was a railway clerk in Richmomde
1901 census shows him living in Saint Martin’s LaW&estminster as the managing director of the Faefp
Partition Company together with his son Ernestgealical student. 1911 found him living with his urmied
sister in Chester, together with his daughter DaiBy first wife died in 1916 and he remarried & feonths
before his death in 1925. A scratched out portiothe affidavit attempts to portray their bond azsult
Cunnah’s wife being institutionalised as well, altlyh this seems untrue based on the censusesdHesanife
had been living separate and apart for about twgedys prior his to meeting Alice but there is ndication she
was in an institution. It is clear from Alice’s ovtestimony that she depended on Cunnah considerably

emotionally, despite his being a much older man.

The affidavits paint a picture of Edward as a nes/and melancholic boy. He was not without frieagishese
are referred to as visiting in Mrs. Stuart-Brownafdavit and there were certainly those who taokinterest in
him. Mrs. Stuart-Browne described Edward as “overagn” and that he was “naturally high-strung anémev
wrought”. On one occasion he came to her housesablded. On being asked whether he was lonely ohrot
responded “I will not be lonely much longer”. DdmgtDaynes had a similar view. To be fair, thereavather
affidavits from persons more favourable to Aliceiethpaint a rosier picture indicating that mothed &on
seemed to get on and that he was happy enougheithHowever, it is hard not to see in Edward g katkly
boy of questionable parentage - an insane, alcofatler, whose influence before his institutiosatiion must

have been unstable, and a selfish, coarse, ematigcer.
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Alice countered with several affidavits of her owas,well as one from a servant currently in herlegygwo old
friends - Fanny Searle and Florence Sharp - anddwtor. Alice’s affidavits are the most interegtiishe asserts
that she was a good and dutiful mother who wroteetoson every week and kept his letters. She adidges
that they ate in restaurants every night for diraseshe had only one servant and that Edward aféshis
breakfast and lunch there. She also admits thahati¢old her son to find his breakfast at Lyorus that this had
only happened once and that normally breakfastpsgyzared by the servant “in the usual way.” Hevwig Mrs.
Stuart-Browne was that she was attempting to efithgard away from his mother because she did nat ha
son of her own. Alice acknowledged that Mrs Stilgndwne was kind to Edward but that she spoiled inin
attempt to make him believe he is badly used. Sidgeld several of the issues around where he sgehtldays
on the basis that her memory was poor, althougmstes that her son told her that he was never &nayher
at holidays except for the time he spent with thea&-Browne’s. She admitted the New Years Evedieci but
stated that she had asked her son and he saidktlizd not mind at all. She did not contradictalssertion made
by her former servant that she had left them witlufficient money. Equally, she admitted that Cumineed with
her but pointed out that he was 66 years old aatithteir life together was “conducted on strictlgnal

principles” and that the inferences being made Valee.

The application to have Mr. Crabtree named as Edieguardian failed. Alice signed Edward’s applicatto
the Royal Flying Corps in 1916 and Mr. Cunnah caatgal the form both with educational information and
certification of his moral fitness. As Mr. Rolleststated in his affidavit, he never saw any aam&indness on
her part but that she cowed him and “rules him nimyréear than love”. Equally, he stated “she hay ligle
regard for the boy’s welfare and, although shezhesrtain amount of affection for him, that is afsg@ut on one
side when her own interest and comfort are concriihe error of the applicants may have been twsh a
complete stranger as a guardian who, however nyoralithy he might have been, did not know the boy o
anything of his life. The picture created by therenbostile affidavits was, allowing for embellishme likely
accurate as it was not generally contradicted t-guslained away. However, even considering al\lafe’s
failings, this was not enough for a court to placgtranger in a mother’s place. Despite this steydedward’s
bond with Mrs. Stuart-Browne and her family wasaclg a strong one and her daughter Dorothy Mardainart

became Edward’s closest friend for the rest ofifés

Death and Estate

There are few documents which illuminate any paale’s life after 1916. Her relationship with MEunnah
clearly ended as he remarried in 1924. She mad# dated November 23, 1923 when she was living “at
present” at the Portman Hotel, Portman Streetdtit@n, she and Vivian swore the joint affidaviti927 in
order to register Edward’s birth under the nameddgort setting out his real father. The custodiglaffits refer
at several points to her poor state of health atdi@14. Her final years do not seem to have bealthyeones
either and she died before her husband on April285. She was then living at 30 Glen Road, Boumém

away from her husband. The informant was anotheumant of the property. The house itself was aelange in a
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leafy Edwardian neighbourhood just up from the ta@most certainly a rest home as her death utif

indicated lengthy, debilitating iliness.

The cause of her death was a heart attack, togettteepilepsy, breast cancer and urinary incomix@e She also
had bed sores which can only be explained by hegagridden for long periods of time without thelipito
move. The speed with which her death was registeitbé same day — indicates that it was expectick’s will
is very simple. She left everything to her “venadeson Edward Vivian Davenport who was also the so
executor. Her estate was not inconsequential. Hesgestate wag8069, leaving a net estate£970 on which
£319 15s 1d estate duty was paid. She no doubtreatito receive an allowance from her husband@nmecand
would have, in any event, enough from her own resgsuto see to her needs. She was clearly no spéhdt
although her estate may have grown through yegpsaf health which curtailed her activities. Sherse to have

been quietly accumulating a fortune from her alloeeawhich was likely her only source of money.

Her husband did not long survive her. He died aCBBston Road, Tunbridge Wells on October 30, 194t
cause of death was anaemia, heart failure andldmfental disease — many years”. Chilston Roadsinall
street in the western part of the town. It has mdrstantially redeveloped but there are severgé laouses still
remaining which give an indication of what it mhstve looked like. It is unclear why he was remofrec
Heathside, where he had lived from at least 192Uston Road may have been a palliative care fgaihere
patients went when they could no longer care fentbelves in any way. Dr. Watson was the informant o
Vivian's death certificate and they would have bdentor and patient for at least 25 years. He wae8 with

his father at Kensal Green.

Vivian's main will was executed on February 27, 398e added three codicils, largely to rememberasds in
his employ, dated September 21, 1920, July 11, 2@&7August 28, 1928. He named as his executorohsns
Lumley Smith and Anson Vivian Squire and Horati¢t&iFullmer, the family solicitor. In 1905 he ktlwned
the family property in Beeby, Leicestershire arftitleat property in trust for his son with a lifetate in the rents
and profits to his wife, should she survive him. dpecifically acknowledged Edward Vivian Davenpasthis
son regardless of the fact that he was born béfisrmarriage. He left Edward his gold pocket wadod chain.
Alice received all his personal effects, includhig steam yacht “Guntin”, with all her fittings ahdniture.
Finally he created a trust of his remaining prop&stpay the income to his wife or, if she predeeebhim, to his
children equally. If none of his children surviviedn, the payments were to be made to the childfdrscaunt
Caroline Mary Squire. A separate income&d00 annually was to be carved out for his son fthenincome

from otherwise payable to his wife together withadnility to draw other moneys for his care and edioo.

He left a number of specific legacies to variodatiees and servants: Lumley Smith was to recéb@0, Anson
Vivian Squire£1250, and Leonard Lovell Squire, another cough). Other legacies were left to present and
former servants: He left500, an enormous sum, to his coachman Charles Baotge Bowles, the skipper on

his steam yacht, was to rece&0 with smaller amounts going to others whose i@iab him is not spelled out.
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Caroline Mary and her husband Anson Squire (fabtfidnson Vivian) were to recei#3000 and50 was to go
to the Sussex County Hospital where one assumesbe@lready receiving treatment. Finally, as natealve,
Ellen Oxenford was to receive the income£6000 in railway stock. It is interesting that tlaenfily of his old
guardians received nothing under his will. Williamd Susan Gregory had been dead since 1893 and 1894
respectively but they had a daughter Maud who wbakk been almost the same age as Vivian. It isilpeghat
Maud was already well provided for or that thelat®ns were not very cordial once Vivian gaineditcol of his

estate.

The 1920 codicil merely recognised that CharlestHhaidl died and that his widow should receive 5Ogas.
However, his current valet, John Brenchley, wasteive 10 guineas and his old governess, Sarath Raiace,
was given a freehold house at 32 Whippingham RBedhton. In 1927, he left a bracket clock to Edav&livian
and all other furniture and objects of persondiausehold use at Heathside to his valet, still Btamchley, who
was also to receive a legacy&#75. Finally in 1928, he revoked the trusts he ¢radted in favour of his wife
and split the income into two trusts for his wifedehis son. The quality of his signature deteredagtignificantly
over these years which no doubt mirrors a mentalpdnysical decline as well. In 1905 it is firm agldgant. By
1920 it had degraded but was still recognisable. [ater codicils showed a considerable difficuttyiriting,

especially that from 1928 where the signaturettie Imore than a scrawl.

The elaborate provisions made in his will were riyofstr naught. His wife pre-deceased him by severahths
and most of the other beneficiaries were also déadon Squire died in 1914, his wife in 1922, El@xenford

in 1908, and Lumley Smith in 1918. Anson Vivian Bgquand his brother Leonard Lovell were both akwéiis
death. It is not possible to determine whether N#isarce or the other servants were alive in 19¢%wgh she
was clearly alive in 1911 when she was 58. Ansanir8gvas the only executor able to fulfill the rale Fullmer
had died in 1942. One can be fairly certain thatdteam yacht was long gone as Vivian's world weasiced to a
few rooms in a rest home in Tunbridge Wells. Haldievery wealthy man, having seemingly largely rzaned
the family fortune, despite some high “irregulavirg in his earlier years. His gross estate #@5,424, with a
net estate 0£56,538. On this a punishing tax£i#3,614 was levied, obviously to pay for the War gathaps as

a result of the social views of the new Labour gowgent which came into power on July 26, 1945.

Edward Vivian [Tinham-] Davenport (1898 — 1954)

We have already followed Edward Vivian in the eambars of his life. As noted above, he was educfitstcht
the Temple Grove School in Eastbourne from 1907thed at Charterhouse from the beginning of 1912. A
Temple Grove there were perhaps 120 other boyk,avdieeming popularity among the sons of thosesghaed
in India. The school was founded in 1810 in East Sheen acupaed a house formerly owned by Sir John
Temple called Temple Grove. According to the schmstory, it attracted the sons of the aristocraagt the
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scions of the merchant class. What no doubt a¢idadtice to the School was that in 1907 it left Ealseen and
moved to Eastbourne, one of her favourite haurs.curriculum seems to have been the standarafaed by
English public schools of the day — Greek, Latid #re like. However, from the alumni it producdtkre seems
to have been a strong literary bent. Edward’s aghtitas a student was up for discussion. Dorothyn&sin her
affidavit said he was “not very quick at his schawolrk”. However, he seems to have been athletic asndhis
mother noted, she always attempted during holidagssure that he had access to games. Mr. Cunah,
alleged, improbably, that he was a retired schaadter, stated in Edward’s Royal Flying Corps agion that
his reports were good, especially in languagesthaaiche was a good all-round athlete who had wearsécups.
This was corroborated by his mother who indicabted he received three cups at Eastbourne and one at
Charterhouse.

Charterhouse was a much grander affair, being btreegremier public schools in England and ongioé listed
in the Public Schools Act of 1868. It had initially been quartered in theldlings of the old Carthusian monastery
in Smithfields, London which had been secularisethé 1530s. The school itself was founded in 1fit] by the
time Edward attended, it had moved to GodalmingreSuvhere new buildings had been erected in high
Victorian gothic style. He was at GirdlestoniteB(tkites”) House and together with him at schooter@obert
Graves and Richard Hughes, novelists, Major-Ger@rdé Wingate of Burma, and John Samuel Tunnard, a
modernist artist, to mention only a few. The ediocaprovided there was again presumably the stainglalolic
school fare of Greek, Latin and games. He seerhawe been happy at school and looked forwardhbased on

the affidavits filed in relation to the custody é&ipation.

World War |

Edward’s war career was inglorious. He left Chdideise School on April 6, 1916. He was then severdaed it
would have been expected, with a long war raginghmat he join the war effort. He applied to theyRd-lying
Corps which was no doubt prestigious and attrac¢tivee young, wealthy public school boy. On May 2916 he
applied, as Edward Vivian Tinham-Davenport, for &kion. He was living with his mother at the Regealace
Hotel in London. His mother signed the applicatienconsenting parent as Edward was not yet of sgmlHis
handwriting is mature and artistic. Her handwritindpile fluent, belies a certain crudeness, betrgyier no
doubt less than perfect education. He had to suppbpy of his birth registration which stated laist name as
Tinham. His medical state was found to be acceptadid was 5’ 10” inches tall, 130 pounds with apamded
chest of 36”. Interestingly, one of the questiosiseal on the admission forms was whether one wgsuoé

European descent”.

Edward was admitted into the RFC on June 4, 19¥6sexond lieutenant on probation, to be gazetietlne 17.
He was to report on that date to his commandinigexffat Christ Church College, Oxford to be prodddgth

instruction on aviation. He was also to supply héthwith his own kit for which he would be giverceedit of
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£50. His performance as a flying officer was quictttermined to be unsatisfactory. In a lettehto t
Headquarters of the Training Brigade of the Roywing Corps dated August 16, 1916, the Brigadien&al
expressed his view that Edward should cease taveeestruction in aviation as being “unlikely tedome an
efficient pilot”. An attached report, prepared b€aptain F. Simpson, stated “I have taken spe@able with
this officer but am convinced that he will nevenmup to the standard of pilots required by the ®.&lso he
shows a lack of keeness & in spite of repeated adioos has been late for parade several timedh Yéjard to
his flying, he has done about 5 hours solo, butchashed one machine completely & damaged two th€his
must have been a highly humiliating moment in Hiessds well as extremely frustrating for the RFQieGalso
wonders whether the turmoil of his early yearsritthave an impact on his belief in himself. Mriiat-
Browne’s affidavit from 1914 mentioned that, in lvéw, his home life was “not healthy or calculated

maintain his self-respect but [is] injurious anejpdicial.”

A note in his file dated August 19, 1916 enquirdtethier any use could be made of Edward’s servidesreply
came back on August 22 that they had no use fadridgces but were prepared to recommend him #or th
Officers Training Corps of the Artist’s Rifles féurther training and gazetted with a temporary cassion.
Should he fail at that, he would have to servéderranks, a serious blow. A letter to the RFC Galrnéommand
dated August 29, 1916 set this out. On Septemb®® 16, Edward wrote to the commanding officer ef 27"
squadron of the RFC resigning his commission “@nuthderstanding that | will not make an efficieitbp and
also that | am to be admitted for a course of irdton in the Artists Rifles OTC prior to a tempgraommission
if found suitable and efficient”. He signed wittileurish Edward V. Davenport. The wording of théée is too
close to the correspondence surrounding the ef@nitsnot to have been dictated to him. His resiimpn was
accepted on September 15 and he was informedétgtiduld seek an interview for a further posting on
September 20.

It is unclear from the file what exactly happenedim after his resignation. Ti@harterhouse Register indicates
that he was a signaller in the Royal Flying AuxiiaThere are also notes in the file as late aseNther 4, 1918.
A notation “submit to the King” from later in 191€ads one to believe that he was granted a comamisg§isome
sort, perhaps in the Artists Rifles. While the nashéhis regiment seems a bit fanciful, it wasaetfa serious
operation. It was founded in 1859 as a resultpémeived threat of a French invasion of Englanébgoleon
[1I. It fought extensively in France and Belgiunarpcularly in the latter part of the War, and vpaissent at
Ypres, Passchendaele, and the Somme among ottlesbahe regiment had heavy losses during the W\23000
dead, 3,500 wounded. It continued through World Wand is active today, judging from its web sitdere is
also a Royal Air Force service record for an EDdvenport which starts on October 1, 1918. Thermiurther
information which could connect this person withaladd beyond the initials and the fact that it wadRa\F
document, the successor unit to the Royal Flyingp€oThe events recorded cover late 1918 into 1BLging
this time the individual was based in Port SaidyfigHe remained in the Middle East until March12%t which

point he was transferred to Durham for “dispersélie odds are that this is Edward. There are femyfE. V.
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Davenports born who would have been of serviceatpearound that time and it would coincide with the

Charterhouse Register’s record that Edward remained with the RAF.

The Thirties — Literary Pursuits

There is little trace of Edward in the 1920s. Hauldchave had a decent income from his father arslavaere
twenty years old at the end of the War. One holpatstte was able to enjoy life in Jazz Age Londderahore
than his share of unhappiness. Terterhouse Register, published in 1922, indicates that he was stilhlj,
presumably with his mother, at the Evelyn Mansiapartment. It is highly likely that he attended Qxf
University in the mid 1920s as his name appeaahi@xford Calendar of uncertain date. It seemBigstpint

that he took up fencing and met Sammy Cromarty-8nck who ran the Oxford fencirsglle.

By 1935 he was firmly a part of the London literaoene. He worked almost exclusively with his fliéorothy
Margaret Stuart, the daughter of his old protest@sorgina Stuart-Browne. Together they edited Sadare’s
Henry V in 1935. This seems to have become a stdrsthool edition of the work and many copies @it in
libraries the world over from India to Chicago. Jtaso authored two plays which were included aokection
of the best one act plays of 1935 and 1937. Tkewvias calledin Interlude in Porcelain. This was a light social
“ironical” comedy where three ladies of quality@rdct around three vases given to a British diptdsgaladame
de Pompadour. The denouement apparently only anaurselady. In 1937, they co-wrote a further plajed
The Map, a mediaeval comedy set in fifteenth century Flasdda 1936, they presented a radio play on tteedif
John Keats, based on his letters and journal$éoyears 1818 to 1820. A further piece was cdeather to
Rachel, printed in the Windsor Magazine in 1936. The fikély collaborated on other projects which hawg n
yet been catalogued on the Internet. The toneedf tiorks was sophisticated, rather precious aaalylia bit on
the intellectually light side. Both Edward and Dibryyphad a keen interest in history and biographictwvshowed

in the choice of subjects for their co-productions.

Dorothy’s participation in the literary world of héme was much greater. Her initial love seemiawee been

poetry. She won a silver medal at the 1924 Olymatdaris for a cycle of poems on the subject n€ifeg called
Sword Songs, likely a common interest for her and Edward. Séems to have left poetry fairly soon after her
silver medal - perhaps just as well as her stylkest the modern ear as mannered and turgid. &tioelto World

War | she wrote a poem callédbter Dolorosa. The first two stanzas read:

What have | given thee,
England, beloved of me?
I have no gold for thy desolate,
| have no spear to guard thy gate,
My hands are weak on the harp of fate
In the hour of threnody.
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Yet | have given, I;
And, England, my gifts lie
Far from thee and thy sacred strand.
I have given the hand that held my hand,
The feet that once on my palm could stand
The hopes | was nourished by.

A further effort, calledn the Red Dawn contains the epic line:

Oh, my England! thou hast heard --
Could the hearing leave thee cold ? --
Shattered vow and shameless word,
Bribe and menace and affront;
Think they that thou growest old
Since La Haie and Hougoumont?
More successfully, she was the author of a lonigs@f histories about various personalities irti§hihistory
throughout her life. These include Christina Ragddbrace Walpole, Georgiana, Duchess of Devoeslais well
as the daughters of George lll. She also wBalgs Through the Ages and its companiofirls Through the Ages.
She never married and one sees her as an elegastespvith vast knowledge, considerable stamirchan
pleasant style. Her prose writing was clearly apjated and she was both a respected literary reviend editor.
She worked diligently over 50 years in the literfieyd with considerable success and her workills st

remembered today.

Edward lived most of his life in Kensington. In B4vhen he wrote his will, he lived at 59 CromwRdad. His
primary residence, however, seems to have beeravekhorough Place, a few streets west of the Baltarhis
final years he lived at 162 Chatsworth Court, PakbrRoad, Kensington near the Victoria and Albeuskum.
Edward’s literary activity seems to have lesserfest &/orld War I, although he described himselfaasauthor
in the letters probate of his mother’s will in 1945ne suspects, given the immense literary oubpMiss Stuart
and the closeness of their friendship, that shelud him in projects she found rather than thegagmg in a
true partnership. She had to work. He did not amdgpears to have let his literary activity drajgrafvhat had

been a period of some success.

Death and Estate

Edward Vivian died on July 22, 1954 in Knaresbolo®jace, Kensington. The causes of his death vamieexia
(wasting), multiple secondary causes and anal cambere is not the slightest evidence that Edwaadried nor
can one determine that he had any children — ity flagre is the inference of homosexuality in His&nd
interests. His will showed that he had developedebonds in his life and he honoured these irhdett made a
will dated June 11, 1945, a few weeks after thetdehis mother. He inherited from her and mayehmade
some provision for her in earlier wills which was longer necessary. He asked his executors toctdlie
property and create a trust. The income of the #as to be paid first to Louisa Booth-Knight oHarrow

Apartments, Grosvenor and Harrow, Winnipeg, Maratdbis unclear who she was or what role she hdds
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life. A person by that name died at White Rock¢iBhi Columbia on August 7, 1958 who was born Ap@i] 1879
in West Ham, Essex. She was the widow of Thomasl|€itan Knight a rather younger man who died in3.95
This is likely her — having left the brutal Mani®lwvinters for the relative warmth of the West Coaster her
death, the income was to be paid to his formeruthea and great friend Dorothy Margaret Stuart. &iee in
Putney on September 14, 1963 having been born88.1&fter her death, the income would be paid totPi
officer Samuel Cromarty-Dickson. He was born on N8y 1890 in Wick, Caithness and died at Littlemore
Oxfordshire on December 29, 1963 leaving a summlgilarge estate &16,300. As Samuel Cromarty Dickson,
he was one of nine children. His father was a caf@®@m such unlikely beginnings, he somehow became
involved with fencing and is referred to as beifgeéhch-trained”. He was in partnership with a F€8ave from
the mid-20s and ran operations as fencing and dgmoasters at 97 Cornwall Gardens, Kensington laad t
fencingsalle at 21 George Street, Oxford. The partnership vigsobred in 1930 but, now Sammy Cromarty-
Dickson, he continued on at Oxford until his ratient in the late 1950s. He would have receivedrtist funds
for only a few months. Finally, the income was &gaid to Pierre-Louis-Georges Corne of Pandavaine
Melamere, canton de Lillebonne, Seine-InferieuranEe. Based on the clear gradation of the birtesdaf his
various beneficiaries, one can assume he was tngggst. He is untraceable and we have no idea af rate he
played in Edward’s life — although fencing woulddékely guess. The survivor of the four was toeaige the

capital which we can assume was likely M. Corne.

Through a codicil dated June 11, 1954, only eledegys before his death, Edward removed the solicitgmo
were to act as his executors and replaced themllatid’'s Bank. The remainder of the changes wenelyu
technical and did not change the arrangement h@teibusly made. He asked that is body be crenfauethis
does not seem to have been done as there is @natathis death certificate that his friend Doyo8tuart had

collected the body to be buried.

The estate left to him by both his father and miottes greatly diminished at the time of his deétis. father left
him £58,810 and his moth&i7749, both net, for a total €66,559. When he died, he left an estate estimated a
only £24,274 - a spectacular collapse. This could haea las a result of punitive taxation, poor managémen
over-consumption or inflation but there is somddation that he may have lost funds invested inbiliginess
called Allom & Cook, estate agents, of 2 GlendoRkrce, Kensington which he petitioned into bankzyjph
October 7, 1953. There is a brief reference irBsiates Gazette in 1950 that Messrs. Allom & Cobi29
Beauchamp Place, SW3, were expanding their opesat®47 Brewer Street, Piccadilly. Edward may have
invested in a real estate scheme and the prinaypde company absconded with his funds. Theaemis

indication in the bankruptcy notice that their emntraddress of the principals was unknown to him.

At the end of the day, one is left with the imiesa of a cultivated but diffuse man who neverlyeflund any
strong direction in his life. He lived as a gentéemof his times would have, even if those timesewsranging
rapidly. Once he got control of his own life, théseno reason to believe that he lived anythingebuéry pleasant

existence, surrounded by interesting people andtifielethings. Of this we might feel a bit envioldowever,
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one cannot avoid the fact that his childhood masetbeen traumatic and that this could not but lsaaered him

in later life.

He was the last of the line of descendents of ShBaeenport. My over-all impression of them is afesadness.
They all lived in great material comfort but thediis marked with madness, infighting and ill-uBee only
member who seemed to have climbed above thesetigravas Edward Gershom Davenport and he died too
young to fully enjoy what he had created. Whatdlimved me to create this history is the rich doentation
that their triumphs and excesses have left behimdat points lets us know their lives almost gyday. No
doubt the future will bring further insight intoettives of this family. Given what we have foundfag one can

only hope for more. It is pleasing to think thastis still a work in progress.

G303 R
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SOURCES

This document has been prepared based on thearaipnuments listed below which | have separate in
document types. | have not noted every documergudtad for this work as this would be more thandbaeral
reader would require. However, all facts set ouélage verifiable, allowing for errors on my pafewspaper
articles, census returns and parish register ardrie referred to specifically throughout the #nd are not
repeated here. In this regard, | would like to thaa Smallbon for her invaluable assistance irkirecdown
fleeting references to the family in the newspapéithe day as well as for her inspired deductiauld never
have found them on my own. | must equally acknog#ed large debt to the compilers of “The Descersdaht
Richard Davenport (c. 1545 — 1623/4) of Great Wigsh Leicestershire” and Martin R. Davenport arditc
Davenport in particular. This work permitted megtaft my own research into the larger picture thdhe
Davenport family and to paint — briefly - the origiof the branch discussed here. The remaindéeafdurces
are available on-line as no traditional books arfals were consulted in the creation of this wbemn not too
proud to say that | made use of Wikipedia for gahmiformation about places and institutions, Gedgboks for
odd references to the characters of this narrativeBing maps for the current state of neighboudsaghere the
family lived. There is certainly more out there ceming this family than | have found and | remajen to

suggestions.

Parish Registers
Evington, Leicestershire (supplemented by monunhémgariptions); Saint Andrew, Holborn, London; Bies,

Middlesex (also supplemented by monumental inson).

Marriage Licenses
Charles Davenport, April 9, 1777; Samuel Davenpodiober 2, 1792; Edward Davenport January 13, 1796
Edward Oxenford, December 17, 1827; George Davéniiay 15, 1837; Samuel Davenport, August 1, 1839.

General Register Office(births, deaths and marriages 1837 — 1954)

Births
George Gershom Davenport (April 4, 1838); Frarte@ily Davenport (November 3, 1864); Vivian
Edward Davenport (August 11, 1870); Edward Viiamham] Davenport (August 4, 1898);

Marriages
Samuel Davenport/Sarah Weatherhead (August 6,)1888an Edward Davenpoer/Alice Maud Lavinia
Tinham (November 27, 1901);

Deaths
Edward Davenport (January 30, 1844); Frances Dareffpril 23, 1845); Samuel Davenport (January
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21, 1850); George Davenport (March 6, 1869); Edwaershom Davenport (December 4, 1874); Ellen
Marie Davenport (August 5, 1875); Sarah [Weathadh®avenport (September 28, 1877); Frances Emily
Davenport (January 9, 1879); Alice Maud Davengfapril 26, 1945); Vivian Edward Davenport (October
30, 1945); Edward Vivian Davenport (July 22, 1954)

Foreign Vital Statistics Documents
Edward Gershom Davenport/Louisa Oxenford marriagésB Embassy registers 1863; Oxenford, Louisanfem
Davenport extrait de deces,&rondissment, Paris, July 24, 1875.

Prerogative Court of the Archbishop of Canterbury (available through National Archives site)

Daniel Butler, February 9, 1815; Samuel Davenpenicr, October 22, 1834; Richard Smith, April 9328
Edward Davenport, March 14, 1844; Frances [Smitinyéhport, May 27, 1846; Samuel Davenport junior,
February 21, 1850.

Other Pre-1858 Probate
Ann [Airland] Davenport, Evington Peculiar Court587 Richard Bryan, Evington Peculiar Court, 1798ward
Daniel Davenport, London Commissary Court, 1826rhas Bryan, Evington Peculiar Court, 1848.

Central Probate Registry

George Davenport, March 23, 1869; Edward Gershowebgort, January 8, 1875; Louisa [Oxenford] Davetpo
August 24, 1875; Edward Oxenford, July 30, 187@ra8 [Weatherhead] Davenport, October 27, 187&nEll
Oxenford, November 6, 1908; Alice Maud Lavinia [fiam] Davenport, July 13, 1945; Vivian Edward Davamhp
June 11, 1946; Edward Vivian Davenport, Novemberdm4.

Censuses, 1798 Land Tax and Apprenticeship Papefeferenced through Ancestry.com).

National Archives (London)

Pleadings in Davenport v Hinchcliffe, February 4et]. 1861 Reference C16/13/D9 C419843); EdwarthNiv
Davenport Guardianship Proceedings 1914 - Referé®@d 1890 C414173; Edward Vivian Davenport Mijita
Service 1916 -18 - Reference WO 339 162769 C404757.

Ship Manifests(available through Ancestry.com)

Vivian Edward Davenport's voyage to San Francid&94.

Newspapers
Edward Gershom Davenport Guardianship Times of bantline 8, 1845; Report of Davenport v. Powell Bme
July 18, 1848.
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Miscellaneous Articles

Gentleman’s Magazine February 8, 1838 p. 277 (Gebayenport's Commission of Lunacy); Members
Returned to Serve in Parliament 1874; Institut€iefl Engineers Minutes of Proceedings, vol. 45uis 1875 pp.
225-6; Communication from the Goldsmith’s Compaayavenport apprenticeships April 23, 2010; Neg®cio
com Minas de Ouro Envolvendo Familias Nobiliargsida Imperio Brasil; Fabio Carlos da Silva (Edward

Oxenford’s career in Brazil).



