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In August 1656 Mary Wingfielfrom Chatterian Huntingdonshire married Robert Hampson,
a twenty-nine year old London lawyé&mom a good family witha promising career and
financial prospects. In every way this appeared to be an ideal marriagedevéneen year
old Mary, herself from the long established Wingfield family. In magyRobert Hampson,
Mary fulfilled both theexpectations of early modern moralists and modern scholars who have
long positioned marriage as the normative state for early modern worwmever, inthat
August of 1656 two other women joined the newly married couple in their London house in
Holborn—Robert Hampson’s two unmarried sist&atherine and Margaret. The sixteen year
old Margaret would marry Sir Giles Hungerford of Coulston as his second wifsisoenm
beforel673, while Katherineglready thirtynine, would remain unmarried throughout her life.
The contrasting fortunes of the women who made up this household in 1656 provide a useful
useful evidence on homarriagecould benefit or disable a woman atwsthatthe single
state was not necgaily disabling nor isolatingrlhis exploration of the Hampson women also
reveals that even within a single family the opportunities for women could dgfefisantly.
By examiningevidence provided by wills and related documents the importance of a network
of relationships to a woman’s well-being and prosperity becomes appahndetalso
revealing the the devasting effect threakdown of this network could have on a woman.

The first years of Mgy Wingfield Hampson’s marriage in the Holborn house with her
sistersin-law appear to have been peaceful withfiret child, Elizabeth, bora little more
than nine monthafter the marriage, aralson born thirteen months aftee birth of his sister

However, thisapparentlycontent household was built on shifting sands. Robert Hampson

! For early modern texts presenting the married state as normative seasTHitaier Conjugall Counsell or
Seasonable Advidéondon, 163); William ThomasChristian and Conjugall CounsdlLondon,1661) Richard
Baxter,Mr. Baxters Rules and Directions for Family Dut{&sndon, 1681); John Dod and Richard Clewr,
Godly form of Householde Governménbvndon, 1612); William Goug&f Domesticall Dutieg§l ondon, 1622).

For modern scholarship suggesting the marriage state as normatiéosdmEn J. Schochdatriarchalism in
Political Thought New York: Basic Books, 1975; David CresByrth, Marriage, and Deatt{Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997Miriam Slater Family Life in the Seventeenth Century: The Verneys of Claydon House
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984).



owed money tdnis sisters Katherine and Margaagid two youngebrothers. $ortly after tle
birth of Robers son his siblingswvere unwillingto wait any longefor their moneyMary
Hampson describes the scene that broke out one evening in her autobiographical pamphlet.
This pamphlet, published in 1684 presents a harrowing story of the decades of abuseshe was t
suffer, and which began that night in 1658:
He brought me up to London, to his house in Holbourn. Two of his sisters were
with him some time ... His sisters were so civil as not to trouble him for their
monys, untill | was brought to bed, and up again. Then the dispute betweext Mr.
Hampson and his sisters was so hot in his study one night, that ttwy cathe to
me. Then Mr. Hampson told me he had no way to keep himself out of prison, and
that he was ruined if | did not consent to the sale of my joyAture.
Robert Hampson owed his siblings £500 each accorditigetterms ohis father Sir
Thomas Hampson'syill. This money was intended buy his siblingsout ofinvestment
property in the fenlandsf East Angliain order togive Robert a clear titleAccording to the
terms of thewill, this money was to be paid within six months of Sir Thomas'’s deatb55°
By 1658 Robert’s siblings were unwilling to waity longey and not only confronted him in
the study as Mary describes, but aserednto suitsagainstim.* Mary Hampsonidentifies
this dispute and the subsequent loss of her first jointure as the catalyst for tiealphysi
emotioral, and financial abusghe was to suffer even after the death of Robert Hampson in
1688. It also marked the beginning of what would becoenestracism from the social and

familial ties of her clasand her complete estrangement from her children

2 Mary Hampsoned. Jessica L. Malaffhe Case of Mistress Mary Hampson: Her Story of Marital Abuse and
Defiance in Seventeen@entury England(Stanford:Stanford University Press, 2014)-28.

% Sir Thomas Hampson clearly believed he was providing his son Reities valuable asset given the wild
optimism concerning the Bedford Levels project at the time. In reality réteirt of the fens was never very
successful producing only poor graziland, not the rich agricultural land once envisionedl6®4 Robert's
daughtes sold Raveley fen for a hundred pounds, a tenth of what he paid KathetiMaegaret Hampson for
that lot

* C 6/42/100 Robert Hampson vs Katherine Hampson, 1659; C 6/77/30 Robert HampsdireseABeorge,
Katherine and Margaret Hampson, 1660, National Archives, Kew.



Forthe never married Kath@e Hampson, this disputeassoon resolved to her
satisfaction andot only helped further secure Hie of financial prosperity, buvas also
instrumental in enabling her to enjoy the social and emotional benefits of haadas wil
be discussed below. In addition, Katherine Hampson’s will reveals that despiterieéary
conflicts she experienced with Robert she remained firmly imbedded in g faatwork of
support and cordiality that continued to inclla brotheiRobert throughout her life. The
contrasting experiences of Maag a married woman and widoand KatherindHampsona
never married womameveals the complexities inherenttihe married and never married
states of wmen in the early modern period that hatéimesbeen overlooked or underplayed
in early modern scholarship.

Recent studies have begun to provide a more nuanced view of f@atakand roles in
the early modern period, while others now probe the contention that the married statesva
conducive to female webeing andulfiiment. Amy M. Froide’s work on single women
suggests that the number and the variety of rofggesivomen played in society habeen
woefully under examine She also suggests that the choice of the marriedvar married
state was always a complex interweaving ogpeal circumstances, attitudes, and
opportunities Sara Mendleson and Patri€aawford have argued for the possibility that some
women actively chose not to marry, and that there is some evidence that economic
opportunities fosingle womerwereincreasing® Amy Louise Erickson claims that single

English women “had more resourcesteir disposal than elsewhere in Europe.”

®> Amy M. Froide,Never Married: Singlewomen in Early Morden Engld@kford: Oxford University Press,
2005)6-7.

®In Laura Gowing Common Bodies: Women, Touch and Power in Seventeentiry EnglandNew Haven,
Connecticut : Yale University PresX)03 See also Sara Mendleson and Patricia Crawfimimen in Early
Modern England 1550720(Oxford: Claredon, 1998).

" Amy LouiseErickson, “Coverture and CapitalisnHistory WorkshopJournal59 (2005), 3.



Froide’s analysis of demographic data has found that between 1574 and 1821 the
number ofsingle womerin England averaged 30.2 percent of the adult female popufation.
This suggests that the never married state was not unusuedaessarilysolating. She also
suggests that, “in a society where widowhood was common, child mortality hiysirayle-
sex socializing the norm, we may have overestimated the relative significaspauses and
children in early mdern Fgland.” Here Froide challenges earlier scholarshiph as that by
Miriam Slater According toSlaer “spinsterhood condemned one to a lifetime of peripheral
existence; it was a functionless role played out at the margins of other'sdigps without
even the possibility of bearing children. $faturther argues that for women “the single life
was hardy analternative lifestyle.** And while Pamela Sharpe is more willing to inteyate
this broad generalisation. She too, after examining the life of the neueied Hester Pinney
who ran a lace business in late seventeeatttiury London, comes to the conclusion that “the
independence of single women was ambigudtighis hardly ringing endorsement for the
never married state is interesting given that Sharpe’s evidence reghelifigney family that
suggests Hester's never married state was considered debydig@defamily. Her brother
Nathaniel counselled against mage to a Mr Cutlove, telling his sister, “Doe you think any
woman in your circumstances ... did Ever Excleadife of Ease and Delight without care or
Labour, for dife of Care, Danger and Toyle'? Sharpe also concludes that Hester, despite her
success in business and financial independence was unatgmbye herself from family
discipline.”™ However, what Sharpe’s evidence of Hester’s imbeddedness within her family
suggests is that rather than marginalization (a fate one of her widstezd experienced)

Hester remained in mutually supportive relationships with her fathidy yes included

8 Froide 3.

° Froide 46.

Y 5laker, 78; Pamela Sharpe, “Dealing with Love: The Arbigs Independence of the Single Woman in Early
Modern EnglandGender & Historyl1.2 (1999)210.

™ Sharpe, 226.

2 Quoted in Sharpe20.

13 Sharpe, 226.



compliance with certain familial expectations, but also provided her with thétberie kin

circle. Froide’s much broader study confirms tHaister Pinney iaot an isolated example.

Froide found that never married women were most often “imbedded in various social
relationships.™* Her analysis of never married women’s wills reveals a much broader spectrum
of relationships than married or widowed men and women that included aunts, uncles, nieces,
nephews, in laws, kinsmen and women, god children, friends and servants, along with parents
and siblings:> Carmel Bigg’s research supports this finding noting that female testatated

to spread bequests wider than the nuclear famitpitirasto male testatort> An examination

of Katherine Hampson'’s Wisupports this contention that never married women were often

part of a large network of relationships as will be discussed below.

Wills by women mak up about 20% of surviving wills from 1550-1750 and thus as
Ronald Bedford and Philippa Kelly suggest “can be regarded as one of the mainmgenres
which women wrote, or dictated, during the period.” As such they claim, “as author$sof wil
early modern women of diversecial levels inscribe and exise agency.*’ Froide also
identifies these aspectsagency in the will®f nevermarried women:

Single womenn early modern England most definitely usleéir wills &sa means to
definetheir social relationships and their place in the extended kin group. A never-
married woman’s last will and testamenanhdoe read as an autobiographical text that
explains how she wanted to present her life (at the moment of her death), how she hoped
to display her relationships, and how she wished to perpetuate her memory. A legacy

from a nevemmarried woman was significant not only in material but also in emotional

 Froide 46.

15 Froide 47.

®Carmel Biggs, YWomen, Kinship and Inheritae: Northamptonshire 15413709,” Journal of Family History
32:107 (2007)118. Biggs does natisaggregateever married women from wives or widows.

"Ronald Bedford and Philippa Kellgarly Modern English Lives: Autobiography and Seéfpresentation 1500
1660(Burlington Vermont: Ashgate, 2002pP3, 206.



terms. Bequests not only allowediagle womarto assist those important to her, they

also let her symbolically realize the bond she vt a particular relative or frientf.
As texts, willsfunction asaubbiographical narratives revealing relationships, networks,
connections, attitudes, living conditions, religious and moral judgements, a particidarafot
community, and the sense of an individual’s place within that community. However,reills a
not straightforward expressions of autobiographical intent. They are medidsedtal this
mediation often obscures its own mediation and the agency of the testator. A numbereof peopl
could be involved in the devising of a particular will including professional scribesamemt
members of the clergy, friends and neighboansi most especially other family members. A
number of formularies were widely available providing testators with moalelstv upon
when composing their own final testaméhThus, while wills certainly contain withithe text
much autobiographical materigthe formal aspects and institutional function must also be
considered in their interpretation. Though surprisingly, as in the case of Kathlanmpson'’s
will, these veryformal aspects can also reveal relationships and connections beyond their
formal function.

The wills of never married women while similar in many weysvills more generally

in the periodalso contain elenms that are indicative of the testatmingle status. As already
noted above, never married women bequeathed goods and money to a wider kin group, and
Froide’s research identifiegenty-five differer types of social relationshipspresented in
wills of never married womerOf these niecesereoften primary beneficiaries, while cousins
(of varying degrees) were the third most common legat®&md children also appear and

their place in the wills of never married women and the importance of thiesmnslap as

18 Froide 79.

¥ See J.D. Alsop,Religious Preambles iBarly Modern English Wills as Formula&Journal of Ecclesiastical
History 40.1 (1989, 20-21. See alsbloyd Bonfield, Devising, Dying and Dispute : Probate Litigation in Early
Modern EnglandBurlington, Vermont Ashgate, 2012

2 Froide 46- 47. Sealso Biggs107 andBarbara J. Harri€nglish Aristocratic Women 1851550: Marriage
and Family, Property and Caree(®xford: Oxford University Press, 2002) 190 2013.



shown through wills, may be un@stimated because these legateesften identifed as

nieces nephews or cousink.is also important to note that wills do not necessarily represent
the entirety of a testator’s estate nor gifts bestowed in life, thus the appeaf a primary
relationship in a will based on the value of the legacy while suggestive, cannot be cahsidere
conclusive.

The will of Katherine Hampson conforms in many ways to these findings congernin
the wills of never married women and the position of never married wonseciety more
generally. It provides furthevidence of the varietyf relationships exgrienced by never
married womerand the possibiiiés for the exercise of agency. Moreover it tells a story,
corroborated by other textual evidence, of Katherine Hampson’s imbeddedness within a
community and the nature of her primary relationships, most especially withwiagfield
Hampson’s daughter Elizabeth.

Details of Katherine Hampson'’s life survive in a handful of documents and the oblique
reference to her as one of the two sisters of Robert Hampson in Mary Wingfield ¢tésnps
autobiographical pamphlet. Two of the documents are chancery suits concerning mahey owe
to her according to the conditions of her father’s will. The first of which entered in 1&5thw
her name only! Katheine also appears threewills. In the will written by heuncle and
godfather Nicholas Hampson she receiadibquest a250. She was 1e£2000 in her father’s
will, and also a fifth of any money left from his disposable estate aftersdbeguests and
debts were paidhe exact amount of this bequest if any, is unkn&Wfrom these texts it is
clear that Katherine Hampsbiad a comfortable financial position upon the death of her father
in 1655, and also that she resided with her brother Robert Hampson from around the time of his

marriage in the summer of 1656 until the autumn of 1658. However it is her will dated 1

2L C 6/42/10Q Robert Hampson vs Katherine Hampson, 1888C 6/77/30 Robert Hampson vs Ambrose,
George, Katherine and Margaret Hampson, 1660, National Archives, Kew

22 prob/11/175, Will of Nicholas Hampson 1637; Prob/11/246 Will of Sir Thomas Hankg55, National
Archives, Kew. The third will where she is mentioned is that of sister, Rebecca Benet who makes a
posthumous allusion to her, see below.



November 1677 (and proved in 1678 after her death thattheadrns most suggestive of her
financial condition, her life style, her community and the nature of her relationships
This document is unusual in several respects. It is just over 3000 avatdgas
written in Katherine Hampson’s own hand. She states:
And | do make and ordain the said Robert Forest and Henry Hampson ovef skeisrs
my last will and testamermbntaining seven sheets of paper all written with my own
hand, and each sheet signed with my name, and sealed wsthatayd on the label at
the upper Bd, and do revoke hereby all former wills and gablish this my last will
and estament®
One might be tempted to conclude from this careful instruction that Katherine Hamgson w
perhaps concerned that someone would meddle with her will. However, this is not the case.
Instead, a comparison betwdeatherine Hampson’s will and her father's makes clear she
used his will ag template for her ownin his will Sir Thomas Hampson writes:
And | make and ordaithe said Mr Ambrose Be&t and Robert Forest the overseers of
this my said last will and testament containethree sheets of paper allitten with my
own hand and each sheet signed with my name and sealed with napdehé labehlso
| have sealed which fixeth the said three shemgsther at the upper end therébf.
There are also several similarities in freamble between the twdlls.?®> Two decades later,
Katherine’s sister, Rebecca Benet waailsb use her father’s will as a template. Yet, while
this formal aspect of Katherine Hampson'dl Wlustrates the survival of paternal influence, it
also provided an opportunity for Katherine Hampson to shape her will in ways that would not

have been possible with the mediation of a lawyer, scribe, or printed format. Thomas

2 Will of Katherine Hampson Prob/11/357, 16R8ational Archives, Kew. Thiwill was written in 1677, but
wasproved after her death in 1678pelling and punctuation in quotatfoofiom this willand all other wills in this
essayhave been updated to conform to modern usalyéurther refeences to Katherine Hampson'’s will refer to

this document.

24 Will of Sir Thomas Hampson, 165Batherine’s sister Rebecca Benet also includes a similar passage in her will
written in her own hand. The will of Rebecca Benet, Prob/11/428, Nafiynal Archives, Kew.

% Rebecca Benet also uses this preamble inviler



Hampson clearly felt that a written will in his own hand communicated his wistireshare
authority and provided a greater authenticity in the expression of his desiredof@y@ her
father’s practice Katherine Hampson was also able to draw upon both this sughdrit
authenticity.

Katherine Hampson made her will in November 167&sishe puts it, Seriais
consideration of the frail condition of men and wointiowed by assurances that she was at
the time of writing beingat this present in health of body, and of a good sound and perfect
memory.” Her stated intent was to be able to make arrangements for the didhesadstate
during a time of health so that:

Seeing thadoorto deathso many way®pened upon us and that many tirmesuddenly
that the arprize thereof breeds mmnall distraction betwixt the Soule abddy,
especiallywhen wee have mosh doe in making-up our great@mpt with Almighy
God and but littlegime andlessability to performthe same: | doe therefor mostrhbly
and heartily implore his DivinMajestyfor the assistance of his Grace and good Spirit in
thesoordering of this my present life, that | may not be found unready or unwilling
whensoever it shall please God to call me to his abundant Mfercy.
What followsareinstructions for the burial of her body, and then on to the business of
disposing of her estate.

The will does not mention any land or houses. Arrangements for these may have
already been made by deed of gift or other legal mechanismsnay be that Katherine did
not own anyfree orleasehold property. Extant wills do not indicate that she inherited any land,
but rather that she inherited money. In the will there is clear evidence thavastednthis
money as she refers to bonds owed to her by Sir William Bowers and Mr Compeaeht,aas w

interestdue on loans to her by her nephew Henry Hampson and her brothers Robert and

% This statement is copied ngatim from the will of Thomas Hampson, though Katherine Hamgstmice to
use this statemeand the timing well in advance of her death suggests that she endorseditherdemtd found
that itaccorded with her beliefs and concerns. Rebecca Beoaisds this preamble in her will two decades later.
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Ambrose?’ It is clear from the items bequeathed in the will that Katherine Hampson invested
the various legacies left to her wisely and used them to sustain a comfortabjesgjeténce.
Her will reveas a lifestyle that provides an example of what Natasha Korda describéeas a
“centerecaround and mediated by object& Katherine lists154 items specifically, while
indicating a large number of goods more generadilittle Cabinetnlaid with black and
white, with those things that are ity it all my wearing clothes that | doe not give away in
writing or by word of mouth “a chest with a drawer, and those things that ar€’;iri @reat
Cabinet and the china that stands on top of it”; “pictures”; “books”. More than this, the objects
identified in Katherine’s will create what Bill Brown describes ageneral dynamic by which
human subjects depend on inanimate objects to establish their sense of ideRtiy’a
examination of thebjects listed in the wilthe diamond rings, the rich lemon coloured
hangings and fabrics, the riding saddle, the many beds, cabinets, sets of dthaies, stools,
china, and pictures and books, emergpiture of a richly dresskinterior space, signifying
membership in the gentry class through which Katherine Hampson, as richBddress
performed her identitgs a gentlewomarThis materiality can beuhderstood as an effect
registered by theuman body and the human psycfi®.”

Katherine’s will provides a container wherein a memory, a limited aftedlifieis
bodily effect remains. It also functions as an agent of Katherine’s desires/intetttaiaow
Katherine’s identity to exist within her community after her de@ttewill attempts to

influencefuture eventgnhancing the possibilityhat Katherine’s “will”and thus her identity,

2" For a discussion on the role of single women in providing credit in thereadern period see Judith M.
Spicksley, “ ‘Fly with a duck in thy mouth:’” Single Womaa Sources of Credit in Seventee@dntury
Englang” Social History32:2 (2007), 182207 andJudith M. Spicksley, ‘Women, ‘Usury’ and Credit in Early
Modern England: The Case of the Maiden Invest®ender & History27. 2 (2015)263-292. Alexandra
Shepherd also discusing this topic @réditing Women in the Early Modern English Econontyistory
Workshop Journar9.1 (2015) 1-24.

% Natashaorda, Shakespeare's Domestic Economies : Gender and Property in Early Modern England
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2@2)

29 Bill Brown, “Thematter of materialism: Literary mediatioh# Material Powers: Cuural Studies, History
and the Material Turneds. Tony Bennet and Patrick Joy@eondon: Routledge, 201®6

% Brown, 75.
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will survive for potentially generationd he mechanissifor thisextensiorare those objects
mentioned in the will. Bruno Latour suggeststtithings might authorize, allow, afford,
encourage, permit, suggest, influence” human interaction, andoth#té very nature of their
connections with humangbjects]quickly shitt from being mediators to being
intermediaries.!

At the death of the testator the will begins to function. This moment of crisis makes
visible the transition of the object from mediator to intermedi@ing objects, which once
unobtrusively mediated Katherine Hampson’s performance of identity, become thsthlgh
the will in the first instance and their physitansferencen the second. After death, these
objectsare deployed to ameliorate the effect of death through the construction of a communit
Death provides objects withat Brown describes as a hygeesence in the social and
psychological dynamics between human beifigzor this short period the object@ppear
associable with one another and with social ties” though as Latour reminds usotiys is
momentary*® But within this moment communities are constructedh&ane Hampson’s will
forms a complex and extensive community through her bequests. A momentary network of
associations emerges with a variety of actors including individuals such athkoes and
overseers, legal and cultural processes, mechanispiysital transfeand @mmunication
systemsBoth the catalyst for the construction of this network and imbedded within it is the
identity of Katherine Hampson. This momentary network emerging from the afiser death
overlaysKatherine Hampsds lived community It is representethrough the dispersal of
thoseobjects that oncmformed heldentity andthat after her deattetainedhis identity

through the function of the will, at least forimé.

31 Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social : Artroduction to ActoiNetworkTheory(Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005§2, 79.

%2 Brown, 62

% Latour, 79.
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Katherine Hampson listeventytwo beneficiariedy name, alog with six anonymous
maids,the por of the parish where she died and the poor of the parish where she would be
buried. These named beneficiaries represent a number of relapsni$hs useful then to think
of Katherine Hampson'’s bequests as forming associative communitlegrekes ointensity
(and longevity). The largest and least intensere those who received cash bequests alone.
These included people listed as cousins, godchildren, friends, the six-maids who were t
accompany her body to its resting place, and the poor of the parish. This gift of wamey
certainly designed to remind the beneficiaries of their association wikieK@@ Hampson and
at least create a momentary associatv@munity. And whilehe longevity of this particular
community was likely to be shaliired, it does indicate that the named individuals made up
some part of Katherine Hampson’s lived community. The next, more intimate grougeidcl
a number of individuals who received both cash bequests and the bequests ofTdbgeigta
group made up of both friends and relatives. The most powerful indicatiba dégree of
intensity of therelationshipof this group with Katherine Hampson was the bequest of
mourning objects that were to include a knot of her hair. In her will Katherine: Stagese
andbequeath to my worthy kindrealations and fiends hereafter named twergkillings
apiece to nake their mourning rings @ealsor lockets with a knot of mgairin it ... to wear
for a memorial of me.” She lists seventeen names in this bequest

Angela Rosenthal describes late seventeeetttury gifts of hair in memorigg¢wellery
“as a practicsimultaneously performative and absorptive. For mourj@ngllerythough
made to be worn, consciously encloses hair as an intimate treasure of pefiectan.”
According to Maureen DeLorme, the purpose of memgiaklleryof the later seventeenth

century changed from functioning asn@mento monieminder of the transience of life, to a

3 Angela Rosenthal, “Raising HdiEighteenthCentury Studie88.1 (2004) 11 (L6).
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memento illusommemorating another persorThese objects made frotine body of
Katherine Hampson agaattempt to secure@mmunityassociated with Katherirtbatlike
her haircould survive her physical death. The functioeath piece of mourning jewellery
was to serve as an intermediary between Katherineactdof the recipients of this bequest.
This bequesalso createé a connection witliKatherines primary familialgroup.

Katherine’sbequest of mourning rings contains within it an allusioa t@arrative of
intimacy between Katherine Hampson, her widowed sister Rebecca Benglizabeth
Hampson—her niece, godlaughterand long time foster daughter. Katherine explains in her
will that her named beneficiaries are todke their mourning rings or seals ockets with a
knot of myhairin it, as my Sister Benet knowétbw to tie them, and so doth myaaeMrs
Elizabeth Hampsoh® This phrase suggests that the three women had shared the making of
memorial knots of hair from the dead in the past, with perhaps Katherine and Rehebrayte
the young Elizabeth the crafthe statement imagines a future intimate moment when Rebecca
ard Elizabethoin together to take Katherine’s hair, shorn off her dead body, and shape at least
seventeen mourning knots. The knots, transferred to the seventeen “worthy kindredsrelat
and friends’ createda community of remembrance with Katherinéstentre

Katherine Hampson'’s largest bequestaamedwithin her primary familialgroupthat
can also be divided into those individuals who formed part of her household and those outside
her householavith whomshe wagnost closely aligned. The grooptside her immediate
household was made up of Katherine’s surviving brothers Robert and Ambrose, hed marri
sisters Margaret and Annlger brothernn-laws Sir John Laurence and Sir Giles Hungerford,
hernephews John Laurance, Dennis Hampson and George Hampsoiechdkargaret
Hungerford and Anne Laurendegr sistetin-laws Grace and Marpennis Hampson, Thomas

Turner (a close family friendgndRobert Forster (overseer of both her and her fathell's,

% Maureen DeLormeylourning Art andJewelry(Atglen, PennsylvaniaSchiffer, 2004) 65. See also Kathleen M.
Oliver, “ ‘With My Hair in Crystal’: Mourning Clarissa,EighteenthCentury Fiction23.1 (2010) 36.
% |talics added.
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and a r&ative). She bequeaths members of this group objects of intimacy including diamond
rings, and makes large cash bequests to them from 50 to 200 $6unds.

Katherine’s most intimate familgroup was made up of her sister Rebecca Benet, and
her nieces Elizabeth and Madaughter of the unfortunate Mary Wingfield Hampson and
Robert Hampson. Elizabeth was placed in Katherine’s care sometime between 1663 and 1664,
whenElizabethwas five or six. In a depositidaken during the legal battles betwn Robert
and MaryWingfield Hampson, Robert explains to the court that he placed Elizabeth with his
sister Katheriné€® In a legal document dated 1694 Elizabeth told the court that shéveas
up with her aunt Katherine Hampson who haddve and affeon” for her° It is unclear
how long the young Mary Hampson (second daughter to Robert and/¥iiagyield
Hampson) resided with haunt Katherine and her sistdRobert Hampson'’s testimony in
1670 says that he placed his daughter Mary with her Wingfield relatives. Hoas\ke
second largest beneficiairy Katherine Hampson'’s will, the young Mary was clearly a part of
Katherine’s closst familial group™

The bequests to the members of this all female household are extensive including
several rooms of furniture, hangings and fabric, valugelleryincluding rings of diamonds
and other precious stones, large strings of pearls, pendants, and other dlgeeis.where
Katherine bequeaths her books, most of her pictures, her silver, her linen asmaikas
mundane household objects such as andirons and bellows. She givesi¢acd&lizabeth
Hampson a carved bed and bedding including rich lemon ealbangingscarpes, cushions,
eight yards of scarléabric, a knot of 25 diamonds, a gold watel, 82 pearl necklagene
pair of pendants, two perfume bottlesadle five spoons, all the goods in her closet including

pictures, tables, books, dressing box, stools, chairs, carpets, hangings and pictaiss. She

37 Katherine’s her sistein-law Mary DennisHampsoralso names Thomas Turner as her dear friend.
3 Hampson vs Hampson 1670, Del 1/110, National Archives, Kew. f 174v.

39 Hampson and BilL694,C 9/276/62 National Archives, Kew.

“°The young Mary Hampson went on to live with her sigféizabeth Hampson Bilintil at least 1703.
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gives her a press cupboard and her satddlewith its embroidered cloths. In addition

Elizabeth is the single largest cash beneficiary receivingp80@ds. Katherine’s niece Mary
Hampsorreceives less than her sister, but is also a major beneficiary. She receive®arll55 p
necklace, a paof pendants, a gold scakesilver porringer and spoom, silver candlestick, a

little pot and cover, a sheVand tongsapair of andirons and Hews, abed and beddinglong
with rich silk hangings, a one table, a lookijlgss, a chest with a drawend its contents, and
alittle cabinetand its contents. Shésa receives a cash bequest 00 pounds.

Katherine’s bequests to her sister Rebecca Benet are interesting in a nivwdnes o
Rebecca Benet was forgrght when her sister made her wiRebecca'’s financial situation at
the time is unclear, but evidence suggests that she was not left with a gteditrdsources as
a widow. She was the widow of Ambrose Benet and documents appearing in thethftérma
his death revedie died heavily imebtas his executors were forced to $edlestate in
Buckinghamshire including Bulstrode Houisel673** Rebecca’sill proved in 1695 reveals
an estate of abofil 500 andndicates that her main residence was with her sister Margaret
Hungerford, though she also lived in London at times during the*§damay be thatoncern
for her sister’s financial pason in 1677 led Katherine Hampson to change her bequest to
Rebeccd? Initially she bequeathed her sister Rebe£b@0, but she changed this to provide an
annuity of £12 a year throughdRebecca’dife. Katherine also entailed certain items she gave
to Rebecca, the only entails placed on items in the will. Clearly Katherine saw teeasia
conduit through which goods would pass to the next generation. In this she was correct, but not
quite in the way she instructed. Samuel Cekplainsthat testat@ during the period often

used bequests of valuable or prized objetdsrfanipulate the future actions of beneficiaries to

1 Ambrose Benet's dire financialtuationis catalogued in a series of actions against his estate which continued
into the late 1670s. See Bulstrode estat®Apd1/1-39, Centre for Buckinghamshire Studies, Aylesbury.

“2Will of Rebecca Benet, 1695 Prob/428, National Archives, Kew.

3 Katherine Hampson was also a creditor to Ambrose Benet. Sheettpayment of £463 to on a debt of £900
shortly before his death. Birode estate, RA/1/21 (Katherine is incorrectly listed as Katherine Kempson in the
catdogue entry).
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extend beyond the grave their grip over these persons and their posséédmas\hile
Katherine’s requss are relatively benign, she did attemptetainsome control of certain
objectsbeyond the graveThe evidence of RebecBanets will shows that in this Katherine
was unsuccessful. Katherine leaves Rebecca:

My silver-plate upon my dressoptableduring her natural lifand after hedecease | give

it to my loving niece MistresElizabeh Hampson being a looking glasgh silver about

it, two powder boxes, one comb box, and titite boxes and little tush
In Rebecc@enets will there are no bguests to Elizabeth Hampson and only a small cash
bequest of five pounds to Elizabeth’s daughter DiAnaumber of item&ebecca owned are
notitemizedin herwill as she lequeaths all of her remainingdgds,chattelsjewellery, plate
and linen” to her sister Margaret Hungerfoshother item Katherine gives to Rebecoa the
understanding that after her death it will be passed to their nefiimwas Laurenges a
silvertankard. Again this tankard m®t listed in Rebeccaisill. Rebecca does leave Thomas
£100. However another item which Katherine gives to Rebecca, but which is not entailed does
appear in Rebeccavill. This is described as “my great cabinatKatherine’s will. In
Rebecca’s will it is described as “my hat tree cabinet which my dear sister Mistress
Katherine Hampson gave me.” Rebecca leévisspiece of furniture to the young Mary
Hampsori*> her niece and one of Katherine’'s major beneficiaries. She also leaves Mary two
table cloths and twenty-four napkins “of my own making.” Rebecca appears to have
understood her role as a conduit of goods between generations making this explicitiih he
However, she chose the objects to bequeath according to her intention rather thae@ny sta
desireby previous owners of the objects. In another place she gives furniture anddofanic t
nephew George Hampson which she writes, “were given me by mijatlear Sir Thomas

Hampson."Rebecca Benet’s will provides evidence that objects can continue to function as

4 Samuel Cohnr., “Renaissance Attachment thifigs:Material Culture in Last Wills,Economic History
Review65.3 (2012), 93.
> Also the daughter of Robert Hampson and Mary Wingfield Hampson.
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intermediaries through generations, while at the same time revealing thebilityeof a
testator’s intentions after death.

Through her will Katherine Hampson deploys objects to famomentary assoaiion
thatbringstogether disparate inddualsto create a padular community. Katherine Hampson
inserts herself into theentreof this association, this network of affinitiesnstructedhrough
the material objects she bestows. In one sense this association, this saoied rset
temporary—as theobjects disburse in space and time the affinity between the possessors, each
other, and more explicitly Katherine Hampson weaken. However, certain asfbetwill,
seemingly prescient about the very momentary natutl@soéissociation constructdxy this
dispersal of objects, include strategies to at least postpone this dissipasioreakening.

These injunctions or entailsn certain objectattempt (however unsuccessfully) to ensure they
will continue into a second generation, thus shoring @plimited way the associatioAnd

while the will of Rebecca Benet shows ttegtamentaryntention can be ignored, it also attests
to the possibility of extending associations decades after death through abjdequest

of the walnut cabinet to the young Mary Hampson reveals.

Katherine Hampson'’s will, along with other documents related to her, show that very
imbeddednessf never married womewithin the social relations that Froide discusses
from the peripheral egtence imagined by St her will and otheevidence suggests that
Katherine Hampson lived within a dynamgsaciative structure made up of several degrees of
intimacy, including a primary social group that included her sister andsraet®e time of her
death. Her will illuminates this associative structtfrand it is here that we see the most
striking contrast between the life of this never married woman, and her dnsistier in law,

Mary Wingfield Hampson.

*® Erickson suggests that women made wills in order to acknowlégiiicant relationships in their lives. See
Erickson,Women and Property in Early Modern Englaiidndon: Routledge 1993) 209.
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Mary Wingfield Hampson is powerful absece in Katherine Hangon'’s will.
Katherine’s will includes all her surviving sister in laws except Mary. Consgléhat
Katherine lived with Mary in the early years of Mary’s marriage, wasyliggesent at the birth
of both her daughter Elizabeth and her son Robert, and went on to become a mother figure to
that daughter Elizabeth, Mary&bsence in the will represents her complete effacement from
the Hampson familial communityin 1664 Mary Wingfield Hampson left England for a stay in
France to recover her health after gpars of neglect by her husband Robert Hampson, and a
severe beating while she was pregnant with her last child Xnweich left her ill and
depressed® While there was an attempt to reconcile with Robert in 1666, the marriage was
effectively over in theautumn of 1669. With the end of the marriage, a large part of Mary’s
associative network collapsed. While some gentry friends remained supportivetdering
early period of her legal separatidary’s will reveals thaat the time of her death her sdcia
associations were limited to a very small group of people wémsal status is uncleafrhere
is no evidence that she had any social connections with the gentry class dhredrthe time
of her death.

Mary Wingfield Hampson'’s wills only 425 words long. According to testimony
caused by a challenge to the will Mary dictated this will the day of her §&iatlhis will only
two beneficiaries are named, the first and largest beneficiary is the MamdOpaven,
daughter ta MistresdMary Opaven:

| give, devise and bequeath to Mary Ogen a Uphoven for her kindness and long

assistance to me and iaresideration of obligations | have to her father and relatitbns a

" Anne,age three, died in the care of another never marriet] Borothy Wingfield who died a few days after
Anne in July 1666.

“8 SeeHampsonThe Case of Mistress Mary Hamps@8-31; 5771.

*9There were some irreguldies with the will, including the fact it was signed by only one witneater
testimony describes the events of the nightlafy’s death and explagwhy only one witness was able to sign
the will. The courts accepted this testimony and proved theSed.Will ofMary Hampson 1698, Prob/11/446;
Mary Opaven (Uphoven) vs Charles and Elizabeth Bill and Mary Ham@$98 Prob/18/25/200; Robert
Arundel [for Mary Uphoven] vs. William Baker 1698, C9/454/132ntence regarding Will of &y Hampson
1698, Prol11/448. All in the National Archives, Kew.
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the goods that | have in the boxes in the room when lliecand also everything else
that is mine within the said rooand to my estate lying in Bury and Wistow in the
County of Huntingdonshir8 both lands and tenements and all arrearsmfaf the same
howsoever now due and owing to me.
The second bequest is a general bequest that any other property be dividgdoetiualn the
young Mary Opaven and the executor of her will John Newman. No objects are meatidned
there is no attempt to use the will as a mechanism to perpetuate her memorytHadeidd
effectively effaces the identity of Mary Wingfield Hampson from social memanyhis it
enacts what was effectively Mary’s third social death. The first wagibt@out by her
separation from Robert Hampson which unmoored her from the social asssdh#ibare so
abundantly displayed in the will of Katherine Hampson, inclugiit her own daughters.
The second came in 1689 when her daughters reported to the tenants of the Bury and Wistow
property that their mother was dead (though Robert Hampsathen documents as early as
1674also reported Mary as deat}).In legal documents the two daughters were reported to
have told the tenants that their mother had died in a tfitdler battles tae-establishher
identity and to claim the Bury and Wistow property provide stark evidence of heretempl
ostracism from the social associatiam® which she was born and married.

InsteadMary’s will illustrates alternative social associations. Other documents,
including Mary’sletters writtenn 1680-81 to SiWilliam Trumbull reveal that George Van
Opoven, a lawyer in Delfieceived her letters and apparently acted for her in some capacity
He may have been the young Mary Opaven’s fatlieam Mary mentions in her will Later

testimonyconcerning the will shows that Mary Wingfield Hampson lived with the young Mary

* This freehold land was bequeathed to Mary Wingfield Hampson by her whtiéAhalley in 1664. At the time
of her death the leases brought in approximately £100 per year.

> After her legal separation from RobétampsonMary lived much of her life in France and the Netherlands,
with infrequent visits to London in attempts to claim her alimony that Rétsmpson refused to pay.

2 Seelessica LMalay, The Case of Mistress Mary Hampg@&tanford: Stanford University Press, 20185

116; Mary Hampson vs Charles and Elizabeth Bill, and Mary Hampson, 1693,%23/18ational Archives,
Kew.
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Opaven and her moth&t Mary Wingfield Hampson’s will also functions as a repudiation of
her priorsocial associations. Her decision to bequeath all objects associated with hey to Ma
Opaven, a young girl with absolutely no connection (she and her mother were likely
immigrants) to the Hampsons, Vgiirelds, orher mother’s family th&Vhalleys or even to the
English gentry class was an act of separation for Mary, a erasure ohhgridentity.

Through the will Mary replaces her gentry identitigh an identityconstructed through
friendship and mutual reliancilary’s will createl a moment of crisis through which a
transitory but intense communigmerged made up of those individuals to whom she had
associated herself after the social ostracism of her sepasatiher rejection byher

daughters. This community was constructed in reldbdrer request concernirige lands in
Wistow and Bury, which may or may not have been intentional. However given the litigious
nature of Mary’s son in law Charles Bill, Mary was clearly provoking her ltaug thus
perpetuating the memory of the wrongs she believed were inflicted upon her barttie¢heir
father.

This crisis brought into association John Newman the executor, Robert Arundel the
young MaryOpaven’s guardian, Charles B#llizabethHampson Bill, the young Mary
Hampson, the long dead John Whalley uncle of Mary Wingfield Hampson, the two Mary
Opavensalong with the legal machinery andliwiduals involved in its functioning. While this
network of associations functioned the identity of Mary Wingfield Hampson, andén&ri
resistance to the legal restrictions forced on married waroetinued to inform it. This
temporary associativemmunity dissolved on Friday 22 July 16®28en the court accepted

the will as legitimate and found that the young Mary Opaven was the ritggfiee’”

3 Mary Opaven (Uphoven) vs Charles and Elizabeth Bill and Marygsam 1698, Prob/18/25/200, Natal
Archives, Kew.

>4 Sentence regardingivof Mary Hampson1698 In fact, had any of the lawyers searched the records more
diligently they would have found documents quoting from John Whalleijf shat stated he beqathed these
properties to Mary Hapson hisnieceand the “heirs oher body” Thus legally they should hawiescendetb
Elizabeth Hampson Bill and the young Mary Hampsbtary Wingfield Hampson, who once had the will of her
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In those early years from 1656 to 1658 when Mary Wingfield Hampson lived
apparently happily in a lively household made up of her husband Robewohssterin-
laws, Katherine and Margaratong with her new born daughter Elizabeth, Mary certainly
beneitted from the social status and personal fulfilmiatt was believed to come to women in
the married state. Katherine Hampson the other hand, while perhaps not existing on the
periphery in this household—she acted as the infant Elizabeth’s godranthesas likely
there at the birth-she lived as an adjunct. While her father’s will reveals Kathé&aaea
room at Taplow during his life, in these early years after his death it is undlether she still
had that room, or whether her brother Thomakderidd to lodge her with Robert. It may be
thatthis arrangememwas of her own choosing as she possessed the financial means and had
reached an age where she could live where she liked. However, on that night insRxbieyt’
when she and her sistilargaret confronted Robert concerning the money he owed according
to their father’s wil] so graphically described by Mary in her pamphlet, the fortunes of Mary
Hampsorthe married woman and Kathegilampson the never married woman would
diverge dramatidly. Their experiences reveal that married and never married statee
early modern period were madéeserse than their monolithic portrayals in popular literature
and later scholarship suggests.

After this night Mary Hampson saw her household dissolved, her social associations
restricted, her financial position compromised, and her emotional support removed. Her
relationship with Robert Hampsaiisintegratedas she sought to protect her jointure and other
property rights. She experienced physical abuse, exile (both physical an)l Hueilass of her
daughters’ affection, and a host of other painful experiences. It was only indhgdars of

her life as a widow in the association she shared with the two Mary Opavensatiyat M

uncle John Whalley in her possession would have know thishasdrther bequest to Mary Opavshe rejected
both the wishes of her deceased uncle and the rights of her dau@gersarpson [Robert Hampson] vs John
Whalley, 1664C 10/103/65 and Elizabeth and Mary Hampson vs John Whalley, 1674, C 5/610/78,INationa
Archives, Kew.
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Hampson managed secure a very modest financial and emotional stability within a very
limited nonelite social group. Her only real assets were the two pastures in Wistow and Bury
with their rent of£100 per annum. Her personal effects were just those found in her
bedchamber.

In comparison, Katherine Hampson, while also having financial disagreemdmts wit
Robert, even taking him to court at one point, thrived through her ability to operadienasna
sole entering lawsuits in her own name. She was able to invest her inheritance of about £2000,
dying with an estate worth at le&8000. In comparison Mary Wingfield Hampson brought to
her marriage £1000 along with freehold property worth between £80-100 per yearth&pon
death of her mothdurthermoney,jewelleryand lands worth £1100 came to Robert
Hampsorr> Howeverat her death Mary managed to retairly the income from the freehold
pasture lanavorth about £100 per yeand a few personal items. Mary’s mage was unusual
in tha it led to legal separation. And yet, Katherine’'s siferabeth Benealso found the
married state far from financially rewarding. She also received from ther éoout £2000
which formed her part of her marriage settlement. At her death asa si@opossesseoh
estate of approximatelyl600 and lived in her sister Margaret Hungerford’s household. In
monetary terms the never married state of Katherine Hampson provided raargdin
stability than thosexperienced bwt least one of her mardesistersand certainly Mary
Wingfield Hampson. Katherine Hampson also benefitted from a more stable social
environment if the bequests in the will can be accepted as representing adbaffectionate
kin group. Certainly Katherine benefitted from Ipeimary emotional relationship with
Elizabeth Hampson. Their relationship, as attested by Elizabeth Hampson nvistakit of
mother and daughter, with Katherine caring for Elizabeth from 1664Kathlerine’sdeath in

1678.

> Hampson vs Hampson, matrimonial cause Del 1/110, National As;Hfeav.
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Thedivergentexperiences dkatherine Hampson and Mary Wingfield Hampson, who
shared primaryamilial relationships, add further evidenakthe complexities of the married
and never married states in early modern England. As Mary Wingfield Haiagsgperiences
reved, the legal restrictions of coverture coulddmverelydisabling, while the never married
state of Katherine Hampson provides an example of how a single woman could shape a
comfortable, scure and emotionally fulfilletife imbedded within a supportive community.
At the end of her study of never married women Amy Froide explores the inglgagegative
representation of never married women in popular culture in the late severteetotty,
commenting that:

The increasing negativity of the stereotypbsut nevemarried women correlated
directly to the growing power and significance of igaljle womenn English society.
And the negative representations targettiat class osingle women-middling and
genteel women-who had theneans to exercise the most influente.
Katherine Hampson provides an interesting example of one of these single women, and
illustrates the possibilities for never married women within the culture thaes&iater’s
contention that the single life was not a viable option. We do not know why Katherine
Hampson, eldest daughter of a baronet with a sufficient dowry to attract a shitabénd,
remained unmarried. It was unlikely to have been a straightforward lifeecthtoevever, the
structures of societiy relation to sigle women provided opportunities for Katherine Hampson
to engage in legal, financial, and social practices that contributed to her well‘Hee social
structures governing married women on the other hand disgigathrried Mary Wingfield
Hampson’s in her attempts to secure any kind of liagndat times placed her life idanger

The lives of these two women invite much greater investigatiorthietmle marital status

¢ Froide 218
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played in the abilitypf earlymodern women tparticipate in andonstruct ommunities>’ An
investigation ofhe intersecting netwaoskof objects, social structures, legal agency, and
familial associationg the early modern perigarovides the means to challerigag held
conceptions of normative behaviour in the period, progd richer antghorenuanced

understanding of the role of marital status in the development of the early modeaoh subje

°" Alexandra Shepard has done extensive research into the economic actieitily ofodern married women
who engagd in a number of economic activities independafnbr with the consent of their husbandsggesting
that both married and unmarried women occupied a complex economic landsttegpeadrly modern period. See
“The worth of married women in the Englishurch courts, ¢.1550730,” inMarried Women and the Law in
Premodern Northwest Europeds. Cordelia Beattie and Matthew Frank Stevens (Woodbridge, SuBfojkell,
2013) 191-212 See also Joanne Bailey, “Favoured or oppressed? Married womesrtypeod ‘coverture’ in
England, 166a.800.Continuity and Chang#&7.3 (2002)351-372.However, the economic flexibility of married
trapped in domestic abuse has still to be explored. Certainly, while Mamp$bn suggests in her letters to
William Trumbull that she believed she may have greater legal rights than coverture would, slygess
unable to exercise any financial agency concerning marital goods and resouirng$ier marriage or separation,
and was at one point brought before a magistrate by her husband forlslisehold goods.



