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Introduction 

In 1816, at the age of twenty,  Henry Buckler became the official shorthand writer to the 

Old Bailey criminal court, where the most serious criminal offences of the day were tried. 

He continued in this role for thirty one years until his death in 1847. As such he would have 

been a witness to the administration of criminal justice for most of the first half of the 19th 

century. He was responsible not only for taking the official record of events, but also 

 

 



 
 

involved in the publication of written summaries of trials, which were popular with a public 

keen to follow the crimes and scandals of the day. These were called The Proceedings and 

were published eight to ten times a year. Henry’s name featured prominently on the title 

page of this publication, and as such his name would have been known both to legal circles 

and, to some extent, the wider public.  

His childhood was spent in the City of London, but during his adult life he lived with his 

family in Islington, which was then a largely undeveloped suburb enjoying access to open 

green space. At the Holy Trinity church in Islington he was a member of the Vestry 

Committee and a respected member of the community. As a senior member of the Vestry, 

he was part of the local group responsible for the raising of local taxes and the support of 

the local community. 

Henry died on Saturday, 26th June 1847 at the age of fifty one, and was buried in the Crypt 

of Holy Trinity Church, joining his daughter Catherine Eliza, who had died in 1832. One year 

later he was followed by his wife Mary Ann.  

This note is a summary of research into the life of Henry and his family, in particular 

looking at his role as official shorthand writer to the Old Bailey for thirty one years.    

 
2 



 
 

Early years 

Henry was born on 21st June 1796 and was the seventh of nine children born to Alexander 

(1758 - 1823) and Jane (1760 - 1801) Buckler. One child named Humphrey had already died 

by the time Henry was born, leaving five surviving children (Catherine aged ten, 

Humphrey aged nine and given the same name as his deceased brother, George aged 

seven, Anne aged five and Jane aged three). Perhaps they joined their parents (Alexander 

then thirty eight and Jane thirty six) for his baptism at St Olave's Church, Old Jewry in the 

City of London on 17th September, 1796. His father Alexander was a merchant specialising 

in the cloth trade, and based for most of his adult life in the City of London. Alexander and 

the family seem to change their address quite often in these years, moving within a few 

adjacent streets bounded by Cheapside and the Guildhall, close by Alexander’s place of 

business at Blackwell Hall. A directory of 1796 shows Alexander located at No. 1 Lothbury, 

giving them a short walk of only a few moments to St Olave’s. This address likely serves as 

both the family’s residence and Alexander’s business premises.  

Henry was born at a time of change, uncertainty and economic hardship. George III is King, 

William Pitt the younger is Prime Minister of the Tory government, and England has been at 

war with France for three years. The 1790’s were blighted by a series of bad harvests, which 

in turn led to food shortages and rising prices. The American Revolution was twenty years 

prior, and would doubtless still have been relatively fresh in the minds of Londoners like 

Alexander. The French revolution was only seven years prior, and the revolutionary and 

Napoleonic wars with France would continue for almost a quarter century. Just as Henry is 

born, there is panic at the possibility of a French invasion, credit is tight and some banks 

are failing. Away from the City, Robert Burns has only weeks to live at his home in Dumfries, 

while in Hampshire a twenty one year old Jane Austen is working on early drafts of  the 

novels which will later become Sense and Sensibility and Pride and Prejudice. In the years 

to come, many will know deprivation and a change of fortune, which will affect even 

relatively prosperous merchants such as Alexander. 

The City of London was the capital’s centre of commerce and finance, but it was not a 

fashionable address. In 1813 Jane Austen placed some of her characters (the sensible aunt 

and uncle of Elizabeth Bennett in Pride and Prejudice) on Gracechurch Street, only five or 

 
3 



 
 

so minutes away from the Bucklers. Jane observes that “the Netherfield ladies would have 

had difficulty in believing that a man who lived by trade, and within view of his own 

warehouses, could have been so well bred and agreeable”. 

Note: this image shows the record of Henry’s baptism, and the image below shows St 

Olaves. 
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Bucklers had been living in Wiltshire from at least the 16th and 17th centuries, and some 

members of the family seem to have been religious non conformists (one serving briefly as 

minister to Oliver Cromwell). Alexander and Jane were both born in Warminster, Wiltshire 

(then a centre of the cloth trade), and married there aged twenty three and twenty 

respectively on 12th June 1781. There seems to have been business connections between 

the Buckler and Ferris families for some time, and an advertisement in the Bath Chronicle 

of 1765 indicates that the families were working together as brewers in Warminster, so 

these connections may perhaps explain how Alexander and Jane came to know each other. 

Alexander appears in directories of 1783 and 1784 (when he would have been in his mid 

twenties) with the occupation of “manufacturer of superfine & second cloth textiles” based 

in Warminster. Alexander is following in the family business, as his father Humphrey (1713 - 

1781) was also a clothier based in the area. 

Given that both Henry’s parents had strong family associations with Wiltshire, we might 

speculate that occasional visits may have taken the family back to this county, if the 

practicalities of moving a large family group ever allowed. Certainly Alexander may well 

have had some need to travel in connection with his occupation, visiting suppliers and 

manufacturers. Records of 1819 show Alexander owning property in Warminster, so some 

connection certainly survived. 

Sometime in the 1780’s Alexander moved to London (the main centre for England’s cloth 

trade) and for a few years he trades in business together with William Buckler, doubtless a 

relative and possibly his brother (Alexander is one of eight siblings and only a few years 

separate him and his brother William). We can locate Alexander from directories of the 

time, and in 1788 he appears with William based at The Poulty (an area at the top end of 

Cheapside, near what is now Bank tube station) and they are described as “linen drapers, 

dealers, chapmen and co-partners”. A “chapman” was a merchant who engaged in both 

buying and selling, and in the context of cloth trade may have been someone who invested 

in the raw materials of the cotton, linen or wool trade, and then put out work for 

manufacture. 

By 1790 he had moved a few hundred yards to 18 Princess Street, Lothbury, and is 

described by a directory as a “warehouseman”. And then for a few years from 1794 (up to 

and including the time of Henry’s birth) he was living and working nearby at 1 Lothbury. 
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In 1791 the sudden death of a neighbour occurs, and Alexander is one of the twenty four 

inhabitants of the Parish of Saint Margaret Lothbury in the Ward of Coleman Street who are 

summoned to form the jury at a Coroners Inquest on 12th September 1791. They are all 

“good and lawful men of the Parish and Ward” and have been asked to make a 

determination regarding the death of John Fisher, who the previous day had thrown 

himself from the roof of his warehouse premises at No.3 Lothbury. They hear from the 

deceased’s clerk Thomas Clement that Fisher had appeared “very low and melancholy” and 

Fisher’s surgeon Alexander Moses confirms that he had been “much afflicted with lowness 

of spirit”. The work of the jury concludes that day with a finding that Fisher had killed 

himself while not being of sound mind. Whatever sad associations may have attached to 

Fisher’s warehouse premises at No.3 Lothbury, these do not appear to have deterred 

Alexander, as some years later in 1805 he appears to have taken over the premises himself 

(perhaps needing additional warehouse space as his business grows). 

The young Buckler family would have grown up within a relatively small section of the City 

of London, and would doubtless have been familiar with the landmarks nearby (they are 

moments away from the Guildhall, the Bank of England, the Royal Exchange and Mansion 

House, St Paul's Cathedral is only five minutes walk away, and Tower and London Bridges 

are not not much further, perhaps a brisk ten to fifteen minutes walk). They lived close to 

the food markets of Cheapside and Leadenhall, and would have been surrounded by the 

many churches of the area, nearly all rebuilt after the great fire of the previous century. The 

relative affluence of their father would presumably have shielded them from much of the 

uncertainty and hardships of the time, but the coming economic recessions and 

disruptions to trade (as well as changes to the operation of the cloth trade itself) may likely 

have had an impact on the family’s livelihood, as we shall see shortly. 

Henry’s father was a “factor “, that is a financial agent or middleman associated specifically 

with Blackwell Hall in the City of London, the main centre for wool and cloth trade in 

England from mediaeval times until the early 19th century.  Cloth manufacturers and 

clothiers from provincial England brought their material to Blackwell Hall to display and sell 

to merchants and drapers, for the London and international market. From the 17th century 

onwards manufactured woollen clothing became one of the primary commodities traded in 

England, much of it passing through Blackwell Hall. 
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The factors provided an important service to one of England’s main industries of the time, 

supplying raw materials to the clothiers. With the support of bankers and financiers, they 

were also able to provide and organise credit for clothiers, drapers and exporters, and so 

to act as middlemen in money as well as cloth.  

In addition to being a factor at Blackwell Hall, Alexander is also listed in directories variously 

as a wholesaler, linen draper, chapman and warehouseman, which suggests that in 

addition to financing certain transactions he may well have acted as a principal, trading 

cloth on his own behalf. Land tax registers show him renting properties at Aldgate and 

Shoreditch, and perhaps this is where he may have stored such cloth. It seems likely 

therefore that a factor like Alexander would have been involved in almost every aspect of 

the cloth trade (other than its manufacture). 
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In previous centuries many of the factors had been fabulously wealthy, at a time when wool 

was one of the most important and valuable commodities traded in England. However the 

cloth business began to change in the late 1700’s with the expansion of northern mills 

which handled their own sales directly, causing the importance of the London market and 

its factors to wane. Alexander Buckler worked as a factor at Blackwell Hall just as these 

shifts in trade were taking place and his fortunes may well have mirrored those of the 

market, which was finally demolished in 1822. 

1796, the year of Henry’s birth, brought two heavy blows. The first is that Humphrey 

(Alexander and Jane ‘s third child, who would then have been aged nine) died, and he was 

buried on 10th October 1796 at Bunhill Fields cemetery on City Road (known primarily as a 

place for nonconformist burial, but not exclusively so). And then as the year draws to a 

close, Alexander is declared bankrupt. News of bankruptcies featured prominently in the 

national press, and so for example on Saturday 3rd December the Oxford Journal included 

in the list of bankruptcies “Alexander Buckler of Lothbury, London. Factor “. 

Although we do not have precise records of Alexander’s business dealings, we can identify 

some of the forces that would likely have contributed to his financial woes. As mentioned, 

the 1790’s was a period of war with France, and 1795 saw a marked falling off of trade 

generally. And then perhaps crucially, 1796 saw a number of banks failing and a drying up 

of credit or ready finance for business. The trigger seems to have been panic at an 

apparent threat of invasion at the beginning of the year, which led to the widespread 

withdrawal of funds from banks across the country. Those banks in turn asked for gold 

from the Bank of England. At the end of February the Bank of England’s reserves had 

dropped from £16 million to £1.2 million, and it was forced to suspend cash payments. The 

correspondence of another woollen factor (Mr Hanson of the firm Hanson & Mills) survives 

and he writes that in 1796 money was “a dreadful scarce article in London”, “ money 

matters gets worse and worse in town” and “ money matters are at such a pitch as never 

was before”. 

As 1796 drew to a close, the family had faced adversity and loss, and it must have been a 

bleak time for them. And to add to everything, it was also extremely and unusually cold. 

The 1790’s saw some of the coldest winters on record, and the temperature on Christmas 

day that year was noted in Marylebone as having been minus 21 degrees Celsius. Had the 
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family ventured towards the river, they would have seen that the Thames had frozen over 

again.  

1796 turns out to have been Alexander’s second bankruptcy, and newspapers record the 

first as having taken place on 15th November 1788 (when he had been working in 

association with family member William Buckler). So perhaps Alexander knew how to 

navigate and survive this process, and during subsequent years he managed to maintain 

the household and return to his trade. This is important as the large family is about to face 

further sadness and challenge.  

First, Henry’s younger sister Cornelia, born two years after him in 1798, died on 16th March 

1801 aged three. And then only a few months later, Henry’s mother Jane died at the age of 

41, not long after the birth of her ninth child. And so on 20th June 1801 she too was buried 

at Bunhill Fields cemetery. Henry was then almost five years old, and it may be that his 

older siblings (especially perhaps his sister Catherine, who was then fifteen) took charge of 

the younger children. Alexander would presumably have been able to afford the practical 

help of servants, but the death of their mother at such a young age must have been a 

terrible loss. Poignantly perhaps, years later on the birth of Henry’s first child, he names his 

daughter Catherine Eliza. A half sibling called Eliza enters the family shortly, and it may be 

that the middle name is in memory of her. 

There are a number of changes of abode/business location throughout this period and we 

see from directories that Alexander is located variously at The Poultry on Cheapside, 

Cateaton Street, Gresham Street, Lothbury and nearby Coleman Street. We see from an 

insurance policy of 1803 with the Sun Fire Office that Alexander is back to Lothbury, this 

time at No.57 and maintains residential and business insurance cover (at £200 and £3,000 

respectively). These locations continue to place the family in a small network of adjacent 

streets, all of which would have been close to Blackwell Hall on Basinghall Street.  

And then in October 1804 Alexander married again. His bride, Mary Neucatre, was a 

widow and the mother of three year old Henry Sydney. They married at the Hawksmoor 

church of St George’s, Bloomsbury, presumably with eight year old Henry and his siblings in 

attendance. Alexander and Mary went on to have five children of their own, Mary Ann, 

Charles, Eliza, Alexander and Frederick William (all christened at St Michael Bassishaw, 

just moments away on Basinghall Street). Alexander ultimately had responsibility for fifteen 
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children in total (including Mary’s child of her first marriage) and although at least three had 

already died, we can but hope they had a large residence . 

 

By 1807 there is a change of address, as another Sun Fire Office insurance policy finds 

them nearby at No. 74 Basinghall Street (where they maintain the same level of residential 

and business cover as mentioned above) . This would have been close to their previous 

homes, but now they are almost immediately adjacent to Blackwell Hall, and No.74 remains 

their home for the remainder of Alexander’s life. 

Henry was twelve when his half sister Eliza was 

born on 23rd November 1808, and would 

perhaps have been old enough to feel the 

sadness of her loss, when she died on 1st 

January 1809. And in a few years she was 

followed by Charles, who died in 1811, and by 

George, who died in 1814. 

Note:the image to the left shows part of 

Basinghall Street. 
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Note: This image above shows Basinghall Street at about the time of the Bucklers 

residence. No.74 can be seen adjacent to the Guildhall, at the top right. Blackwell Hall and 

No.74 are long gone, and the area has since been redeveloped. 

 
11 



 
 

Just as everything might have begun to seem settled for Alexander, in 1810 he was made 

bankrupt for the third time, and seemingly did not emerge from this state until 1814 (as 

reported in the London Gazette). We do not know the particular circumstances of his 

business at this time, but 1810 was another year of financial crisis and it may well be that 

the relevant economic forces affected him also. The crisis in the City started early in April 

with the suicide of Mr Lambert, one of the brokers Lambert and Cotton, following massive 

debts incurred by the company. A few months later a large West India broker and their 

bankers, Brickwood, Rainer & Co. failed with debts of over half a million pounds. In turn this 

triggered the collapse of a number of banks across the country and the failure of five City 

Merchant houses. That year a merchant called James Oakes wrote that he “found the City 

under the gretest Alarm & Bankers & Merchants coming up to Town from all Quarters to 

gain Information''. In September the prominent banker Abraham Goldsmid shot himself 

when his company incurred huge losses and this event caused a further panic in the City, 

with each bankruptcy or failing business causing a further ripple of unpaid debts. To cap it 

all, the ongoing Napoleonic wars had resulted in a continental blockade which curtailed 

trade. In the midst of this mayhem, the woollen merchants seem to have been particularly 

affected, with a lack of available credit, a fall off in trade generally and a rise in the number 

of agents and clients unable to pay their bills. The financial crises of 1796 and 1810 are 

explained further by Jenny Uglow in her excellent book “In these Times”. 

Yet despite this further bankruptcy, Alexander somehow managed to survive (there seems 

to be no departure from Basinghall Street) and within a few years Alexander returned to his 

trade as a factor. We see this from subsequent directories and the insurance policies which 

he maintained until his death in 1823 at the age of sixty five. His last insurance policy was 

taken out in 1822 and again relates to 74 Basinghall Street, where he continues to maintain 

the same level of residential and business related cover as a few years earlier. Additionally 

the land tax records show him that year as a tenant paying tax for a property (perhaps a 

warehouse) at St Leonard’s, Shoreditch.  

Alexander had the misfortune to be in business at a time of general and persistent 

economic downturn and of particular challenge to the cloth trade, and Blackwell Hall finally 

closed in 1822, the year before his death. Yet through it all he somehow managed to 

survive, seemingly always able to provide a home for his large family. As we shall see 
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below, when Henry embarks on his professional life, he states that he is “of 74  Basinghall 

Street”. So perhaps despite everything, the family remained together. Alexander was buried 

on 11th October 1823 at Bunhill Fields, joining his wife first Jane and children Humphrey 

and George (I have not been able to find a record of the burial of the first Humphrey, 

Cornelia, Charles or Eliza but it is reasonable to assume they are also there). His widow 

Mary survived Alexander some years further and died in 1848 aged seventy six. 

It is an open question how Alexander managed to continue in business despite three 

bankruptcies, and to have done so without any obvious change to his or the family’s 

circumstances. It is possible he may have been a member of one of the many City trade 

Guilds and associations, which may possibly have provided some temporary but crucial 

assistance to a member in need. Or perhaps the extended Buckler family was able to 

provide him credit. But whatever external assistance may have come his way, one can 

perhaps surmise that it must also have taken a remarkable resilience of personality and a 

great tenacity of character to ensure the survival of Alexander, his business and his family. 

One final note on the immediate family. On 5th February 1812 Henry’s sister Catherine 

married Samuel Ferris Markes at St Michael Bassishaw, located just a few hundred yards 

away from the family home. She is now twenty six and has married a member of the 

extended family (a cousin on her mother’s side of the family, the grandson of her mother’s 

brother William). I have speculated on a particular bond between her and Henry, and as we 

shall see her name is passed on down two further generations. Her early life, like Henry’s, 

would doubtless have been marked by the premature loss of their mother and the 

economic turbulence of their father’s business. This ceremony marks an important turning 

point in her life, and she might perhaps have hoped to enjoy a more settled and secure 

existence. But it was not to be, as two years later we find that Samuel is a widower and has 

remarried. Perhaps Catherine had died in childbirth, and we lose sight of her in the records 

(with no record identified of her death or burial). But we can still see the elegant font where 

she was christened on 28th May 1786 at one of the loveliest churches in the City, the Wren 

masterpiece St Stephen Walbrook. St Michael Bassishaw on Basinghall Street is long gone, 

but the tower remains of St Olave’s Church, Old Jewry where Henry was baptised. St Olave's 

is now used as office space and not for any religious purpose.  
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Note: this image shows St Stephen Walbrook at about the time of Catherine’s christening. It 

suffered war damage and the interior has since been remodelled.   
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Henry embarks on his career as a shorthand writer at the Old 

Bailey  

During childhood Henry has had to endure the loss of his mother at an early age and he 

would doubtless have observed his father’s ongoing struggles in a declining business. He 

probably soon understood that he would need to make his own way in the world (especially 

as a middle child in a large family), and although we do not know anything about his 

education, sometime in his youth he must have trained to become a shorthand writer. 

Perhaps discouraged by his father’s bankruptcies and with the general decline of Blackwell 

Hall, following in his father’s path may not have appeared an option. It is also possible that 

his choice of career tells us something of his character, as the skills necessary for this 

activity (which he goes on to practice successfully for thirty one years) would presumably 

have required qualities of keen observation, attention to detail and consistency. And 

perhaps he may have found some security and order in an activity essentially reporting on 

the lives of others, rather than engaging in the cut and thrust and uncertain rewards of 

trade. 

At that time shorthand writing would have provided an opportunity for advancement for 

bright young men who wished to make their way in the world, and some years later Charles 

Dickens would follow a similar path by working as a shorthand writer at Parliament. 

Training for the then popular Gurney method of shorthand writing might take up to three 

years, although Dickens claimed to have mastered the technique in three months. An 

important opportunity arose in 1816 when Henry was still only twenty, when the then 

shorthand writer at the Old Bailey, Robert Butler (who had held the position since 1805) 

was dismissed. He had been criticised for including apparently indecent material in his 

accounts of trial, and the court decided to bring in a new, and relatively young face by way 

of replacement. We do not know the circumstances of Henry’s appointment but it is 

intriguing that he was able to secure this position at such a young age, when presumably 

his experience would have been somewhat limited. He undoubtedly must have had at least 

some prior experience in this regard, and perhaps his life of employment had started some 

years earlier. And possibly his father, who by then had spent the majority of his working life 

as a merchant in the City of London, knew someone connected with the courts who might 

lend a hand or alert him to this opportunity, although of course this is only speculation. 
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Henry’s occupation placed him at the heart of the administration of criminal justice in the 

first half of the 19th Century. As the Central Criminal Court for the City of London and the 

County of Middlesex, the Old Bailey was where the trial of serious crimes occurring in the 

London area north of the Thames took place. This included all trials for felony (crimes 

which were, or had been at one time, punishable by death) and some of the most serious 

misdemeanours. 

In essence Henry’s role was to take an accurate record of proceedings at the Old Bailey, and 

we hear his voice in a number of the accounts of trial reported in newspapers, when the 

judge asks him to read aloud from his notes so that the words of an accused may be 

considered (an example 

appears in the National 

Register of 9th November 

1818). He is also involved 

in the publication of 

written accounts of the 

trials of the Old Bailey 

called the Proceedings.  

From 1678 accounts of 

criminal trials were 

regularly published for 

public consumption, and 

apparently sold well to an 

audience keen to follow 

the salacious details of the 

crimes and 

misdemeanours of the 

day (though as the fate of 

his predecessor Robert 

Butler indicates, those 

details should not be too 

salacious). The Proceedings appeared eight to ten times a year, and Henry’s name 
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appeared prominently on the front page of each publication as the shorthand writer who 

had taken the account. As such, Henry will have been known within legal circles and, to 

some extent, his name would also have been known to a wider public.  

An example of the Proceedings from 1816 is shown on the previous page (with his name in 

relatively small type, but over time this takes on more prominence) and shows that at this 

time he continued to be based with the Buckler family at 74 Basinghall Street. 

Henry marries Mary Ann Warwick 

By 1818 Henry was twenty two, had been working at the Old Bailey for two years, and was 

now in a position to get married and start a family of his own. On 22nd July 1818 he 

married Mary Ann Warwick, (who was born on 4th March 1791, and was a little older than 

him, at twenty seven) at St Giles church, Camberwell (in the borough of Southwark, but 

then deemed part of Surrey). In attendance and witnessing the wedding certificate was his 

father Alexander. 

 

They moved shortly to their first home at 37 Spencer Street, just off Goswell Road in 

Clerkenwell. The road is now redeveloped and much of the original housing stock long 

gone. Henry followed the example of his father in taking out insurance with the Sun Fire 

 
17 



 
 

Office company, and on 16th November he obtained £300 of cover, comprising £280 with 

respect to household goods and £20 with respect to China and glass. 

They move from Clerkenwell to Islington and start a family 

In a few years they moved north to Islington. The land tax records of 1822 and 1823 show 

Henry by reference to a new home on Duncan Terrace, and perhaps they moved in 

anticipation of starting a family. They have not gone far, moving less than half a mile north 

from Clerkenwell to an area close by The Angel, a distance that can easily be walked within 

ten minutes. But with each move they are edging further from the City towards a more 

green and open space, what might now be considered the suburbs. 

In early 1822 Henry and Mary Ann had their first child, who they named Catherine Eliza. 

She was baptised on 16th March at St James’ church in Clerkenwell, which would then have 

been further away from their current home than the nearby parish church of Islington, and 

so perhaps at this point they retained some allegiance to the church close to their former 

home.  

Catherine was followed the next year by a second child, Alexander, who was born on 25th 

October and baptised on 26th November 1823. The record of baptism shows them still at 

Duncan Terrace, Henry is listed as “gent” by way of occupation and the ceremony takes 

place at St Mary’s church in Islington. 

Henry must have been doing well to have occupied such a fine house on Duncan Terrace at 

the age of twenty six in 1822. Then, as now, it was likely to have been one of the most 

attractive and relatively expensive streets in Islington, with accommodation over five stories 

(with a large basement for the kitchen, attic rooms for any servants, and three floors of 

generous space for the family in between). Much of the surrounding area would have been 

green fields, and they would have been only moments away from the Regents Canal and 

the New River. It is likely that Henry and his family lived on the lower part of the terrace 

(numbers 1 - 12) as the remainder of the terrace does not seem to have been built until the 

1830’s. He may have been amused to know that in years to come the Prime Minister of our 

current age, Boris Johnson, would also live on the terrace with his family for a few years. 
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During the Bucklers residence on Duncan Terrace, they may perhaps have encountered 

their famous neighbour, the author Charles Lamb and his sister Mary, who then lived 

nearby at Colebrooke Cottage (now 64 Duncan Terrace). The author of Lambs’ Tales of 

Shakespeare and other works described his home (which was smaller than Henry’s, and 

more of a cottage style) as “a white house with six good rooms, the New River runs close to 

the house”.  

Notice from Henry posted in the London Gazette 

As 1824 drew to a close, a notice dated 31st December appeared in the London Gazette, 

signed by Henry and his younger brother John (John is the youngest of his full siblings, born 

in 1800, just a few months before the death of their mother Jane). This states that “the 

Partnership lately subsisting between us, Henry Buckler and John Buckler, of Basinghall 

Street, in the City of London, Blackwell Hall Factors, was this day dissolved by mutual 

consent. All debts due and owing to and by the said concern will be received and paid by 

the undersigned Henry Buckler, at No.74 Basinghall Street.” This is something of a puzzle as 

I have found no other reference to Henry acting, like his father, as a Factor. And 

presumably since 1816 he had been fully occupied in his employment at the Old Bailey. 

One possible explanation, although it must be only conjecture, is that following the death 

of their father Alexander in 1823 (the previous year), Henry and John may have worked 

together to continue the business of their father (which had been based at No. 74), perhaps 

for as long as was necessary to wind things down and to move on. There is nothing further 

I have found to suggest Henry ever acted again in this capacity, although unfortunately his 

brother John crops up again in the London Gazette of 1828, which reports that the 

Blackwell Hall Factor had been made bankrupt. 

In 1827 Henry and Mary Ann had Henry, a third child who was baptised at St Mary’s church 

on 4th July. They have moved by this time and are now living at 54 Cloudesley Terrace 

(subsequently renamed Liverpool Road). We do not know the reason for the move (the 

style of property on Cloudesley Terrace is similar to Duncan Terrace). 

And then comes their fourth and final child Josiah, baptised on the 21st of March, 1830. 

They are still at Cloudesley Terrace and Henry is still a “gent”, but this ceremony takes place 
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at the Holy Trinity church in Cloudesley Square. Notably, Josiah’s middle name is Fell (which 

appears to be in honour of the newly appointed vicar of the parish). 

The electoral register of 1832 includes Henry, who appears by reference to his address at 

Cloudesley Terrace, and so indicates that Henry would have been entitled to vote. Recent 

electoral reforms (notably the Great Reform Act of that year) had begun to open up the 

limited criteria for voting to a slightly wider section of society, though the property 

ownership qualification ensured this remained a very narrow franchise. He might have 

been amused to know that in later years Holy Trinity would become a polling station for 

residents to vote in elections with a general franchise. 

Their house on Cloudesley Terrace backed onto the newly built church of Holy Trinity, and 

presumably the family would have watched its progress as the building was completed in 

the late 1820’s. From the outset, Henry appears to have had a close association with this 

church, and the first Vestry minutes of 1831 record that Henry had been appointed as a 

member of the newly formed Select Vestry committee. He will shortly also become 

Churchwarden and continue throughout his life to be closely involved with the activities 

and administration of the church. 

Sadly, their first child and only daughter, Catherine Eliza, died aged ten on 10th December 

1832 and was buried a few days later on 17th December. The family would have had a 

short journey of only some moments from Cloudesley Terrace to the burial service at Holy 

Trinity, which was officiated by Rev Fell. And so Catherine Eliza, who may well have played 

in Cloudesley Square while the church was being built, became one of the first members of 

the parish to be buried in its crypt.   
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Henry’s work at the Old Bailey  

Henry continues as shorthand writer at the Old Bailey throughout this time, and again (as 

in 1818) we see him occasionally mentioned in newspapers when he is asked to read from 

his notes to the court. And his name continues to appear on the front page of the 

Proceedings published throughout each year, but with the passage of time the prominence 

given to his name seems to increase, so that on occasion it is second only in size to the 

reference to the Central Criminal Court itself. It seems reasonable to assume that Henry 

has some financial interest in the publication of the Proceedings (and a number of the 

Proceedings explicitly state that they 

have been printed and published for 

Henry, such as the 1816 example 

shown on this page), but these details 

seem lost to us now. 

We know that Henry took on a deputy 

in later years, and when I reviewed 

some court records of the period it was 

clear that other named shorthand 

writers were also employed on 

occasion. Again, the details are lost to 

us now, but it may be that Henry (as 

the most senior, and the formally 

designated shorthand writer to the 

Court), employed a small number of 

individuals, rather like a pool system, 

to assist him.  

In his role as shorthand writer to the 

court, Henry will have been a witness 

to the administration of criminal justice during a period characterised by social unrest and 

widespread poverty. Britain faced bitter domestic conflict in the early decades of the 19th 

century. Social unrest caused by poverty, famine and unemployment, recession and radical 

agitation led to repressive laws curtailing free speech, trade unions and the right of 
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assembly. Protest centred on Parliamentary reform, Catholic emancipation and the 

abolition of slavery. 

Justice was typically swift, with most criminal trials lasting only a few hours or minutes, and 

even complex cases rarely took more than a day. And justice could be harsh, with death 

sentences frequently imposed (although many such sentences were commuted), and 

sentences of transportation for life often handed down for what today might be regarded 

as minor criminal activity .  

One of the most sensational cases of the age was tried at the Old Bailey on 17th April 1820 

and subsequent days. The so-called Cato Street Conspirators led by Arthur Thistlewood, 

became the last persons to be beheaded by axe in England. They were found guilty of 

having plotted to murder the prime minister Lord Liverpool and the members of his 

cabinet, and five members of the group were hung and their corpses decapitated, while 

another five were transported for life. 

As mentioned, the preceding years had been marked by economic downturn, and also 

burgeoning attempts to improve the rights and conditions of the populace. In the years 

following the Peterloo massacre, the authorities had kept close watch on suspected 

radicals, including a small group led by Thistlewood. A police informer was placed within 

this group and it is unclear to what extent this individual may have actually given shape and 

direction to the scheme to assassinate members of the government. 

The plot came to fruition at a time of uncertainty shortly after the death of George III, and 

Thistlewood apparently hoped that his plan (to assassinate the prime minister and cabinet 

at a private dinner party in a London house), might prompt a general insurrection. The 

authorities (with the help of their informer) were fully aware of the plan, and were able to 

raid the plotters’ hiding place and arrest the group then or shortly thereafter, although one 

policeman was killed in the process.  

Henry would quite literally have had a ringside seat at a trial which attracted some of the 

most intense public interest of the age, and tens of thousands (estimated at up to 100,000 

people) turned out to watch the execution of the conspirators on 1st May 1820 outside 

Newgate prison. The crush of the crowds was such that a barrier by a nearby church gave 

way, injuring many spectators. Meanwhile those with vantage points at nearby windows 
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were able to charge three guineas to those willing to pay for the privilege of witnessing the 

event. 

 

 

We can only speculate on Henry’s thoughts as he returned home to Mary Ann in 

Clerkenwell. He helped to administer one aspect of the system of criminal justice, and 

perhaps in a small way he might be seen as a member of the establishment of the time. He 

would in all likelihood have regarded the Cato Street conspirators as dangerous criminals, 

as the vast majority of the country did. But he may also have had his own thoughts 

regarding the fairness of the criminal justice system as a whole, and in the case of James 

David White mentioned below, we see him intervening in order to seek to mitigate some of 

the harsher sanctions imposed by the court. 

The following years continue to be marked by social unrest and political upheaval, as 

demand grows for a widening of the franchise and significant electoral reform, leading 

eventually to milestones such as Catholic emancipation in 1829 and the Great Reform Act 

of 1832. The wave of public protest even swept by the Buckler’s home in Islington in 1834, 

when an estimated one hundred thousand marchers passed through Barnbury and 
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gathered at nearby Copenhagen fields in support of the Tolpuddle martyrs. The offence of 

these individuals had been to join a trade union and their punishment was a sentence of 

transportation for life, although they were eventually pardoned.  

 

 

We catch sight of Henry in two specific cases. The first is in 1836 when Henry assists an 

appeal for clemency against the sentence imposed on a young solicitors’ clerk, James 

David White. In order to escape his debts, James had forged a cheque for £212 in the 

name of his employer and was sentenced to transportation for life. Henry assisted a 

campaign to obtain clemency on behalf of the clerk (it appears that Henry may have 

coordinated these efforts), and he submits the bundle of relevant petitions and statements 

to the Crown. No stone appears to have been left unturned, with petitions obtained from 

the convict’s home town of Taunton, his former colleagues, a statement from the victim of 

the fraud requesting clemency and also a plea for clemency sent to Queen Adelaide 

(consort to William IV). Their efforts are successful and the sentence of transportation is 

commuted to the lesser sentence of fourteen years imprisonment. We do not know Henry’s 

connection with James David White, save only that they both worked within the legal 

fraternity, and perhaps significantly, his mother appears to have lived nearby in Islington. 

Perhaps she made an appeal to Henry as a person of note in the local community, who also 
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had connections into, and an understanding of, the criminal justice process. By putting his 

name to this appeal, Henry will not only have extended his own political capital to the 

cause, he may even have taken some personal risk. The appeal is against a sentence 

imposed by the Courts, and Henry will have been well known to the judges as an officer of 

their court.  

 

The second glimpse of Henry (perhaps literally so) comes in 1843 when the Illustrated 

London News reports on another of the most sensational cases of the day. On 27th 

February the trial took place of Daniel M'Naghten, who had shot and killed Prime Minister 

Robert Peel’s private secretary. The accused entered a plea of not guilty by virtue of insanity 

which was approved by the court, and a precedent (known as the M'Naghten rule) was 

thereby established for an insanity defence. This principle has been in place for many years 

subsequent, and learnt by generations of lawyers.  

On 4th March 1843 the Illustrated London News included a lengthy report on the case, 

together with a sketch of the courtroom (not far below a sketch of ladies fashions and a 

report of a procession in Manchester). See the image at the beginning of this note.  
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And in the bottom left hand side of the sketch, a smartly dressed man is shown at a desk 

taking notes. Could this be Henry ? The position of the desk suggests he is someone of 

relative importance in the courtroom, as he occupies a designated space, slightly raised 

and close to the heart of the action. The man is bent forward and seemingly intent at his 

work, and we may note he is balding and perhaps middle aged. He appears conscientious 

and perhaps a little careworn. Henry would have been forty seven at this time, and perhaps 

the twenty seven years by then spent in the role may have prematurely aged him. It is 

possible that this could have been Henry’s assistant James Drover Barnett, but I would like 

to think that Henry would have been present for one of the most important trials of the 

day. 
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Interestingly an earlier image of the court (from 1841) features a similar figure seemingly 

acting as notetaker, though with more hair (shown to the middle right of the image). Is this 

Henry, and has he temporarily moved away from his desk (which again is located at bottom 

left) ? If so, perhaps he has moved his position further forward in the courtroom in order to 

better hear a particular witness, or to be better heard by the judges (should he be asked to 

read from his notes) ? 
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And it is interesting to observe the vacant desk, 

and to see the items left in view. Whoever has 

left the desk will shortly return, as writing 

implements (paper, quill pens and ink stand) 

and personal items (a large umbrella with a fine 

handle, and a fetching stove pipe hat) remain. 

Of course after all this time we will never know if 

this actually is an image of Henry or his 

possessions. But we can at least conclude that 

the images appear to show someone 

performing the function of shorthand writer at 

the Old Bailey in the period when Henry was working there in that capacity. So it may well 

be him (or perhaps someone he has appointed to fill in for him). Given the similarities 

between the images of 1841 and 1843, this may be a further reason to suggest that it could 

be Henry. 

The truth is that the information to hand is limited and the question of identification is now 

probably unverifiable. However with great caveats, I would like to think that it might well be 

him, at work in the occupation he held for so many years. 
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The 1841 census and the Rate Books 

We see from the 1841 census that the family have now moved a short distance within 

Barnsbury to Thornhill Cottage on Thornhill Road. At that time Thornhill Road occupied 

only a small section of the road we now know by this name, little more perhaps than the 

area bounded by what is now Richmond Avenue at one end and Offord Road at the other. 

 

The chances are that this was a relatively newly built property (as most other properties in 

Islington at that time would likely have been), as a map of 1805 shows relatively little in 
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existence on this section. The aspect from the property is therefore likely to have been onto 

open green fields.  

It seems from the local Rate Books and Directories that No. 1 Albion Cottages was 

somewhere close by, and the 1828 sale particulars for that property (shown above) 

perhaps suggest something of the amenities that may also have been enjoyed by Thornhill 

Cottage, assuming of course it was built to the same scale and style. The property is “built 

in the cottage style, delightfully situate”. It boasts “commanding uninterrupted views of 

Highgate, Hampstead” and “an excellent walled garden, abundantly stocked with choice 

fruit trees and green and hot houses therein; a paved yard and necessary outbuildings: a 

large fore-court neatly laid out with shrubs and evergreens, an ample supply of water, and 

the advantage of stages to and from London at all hours in the day.” In other words, a 

perfect house and garden for a family with three young boys. 

Residing at Thornhill Cottage on the relevant date in 1841 are Henry and Mary Ann (with 

slightly incorrect ages listed, Henry is forty five and not forty, as described). Also present 

are their sons Alexander, Henry and Josiah, and again the recorded age is slightly awry as 

Alexander was then eighteen and not fifteen as stated, but Henry and Josiah are given their 

correct ages of fourteen and eleven respectively. Mary Ann is simply Mary (was she known 

within the family by that first name alone ?) and Henry’s occupation has been recorded as 

“Hand Writer”. But then someone has clearly added (at an angle and perhaps in another 

hand) the word “Short”, in order to state the more accurate description of shorthand writer. 

Was this Henry making a clarification, and is this his neat addition to the work of the census 

taker ? We also find that they have two servants living with them, Sarah Cousby who is 

thirty and Alice Hatt who is fifteen. 
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Henry appears in directories throughout the 1840’s by reference to this address and his 

occupation is stated to be a stenographer. And, it would seem from those directories, that 

living almost immediately adjacent is the Reverend Fell and his family. 

The rate books confirm that Henry owns as well as occupies Thornhill Cottage, as he had 

also owned their previous residence at 54 Cloudesley Terrace (and possibly also Duncan 

Terrace). The Gross Estimated Value is stated to be £46, the Rateable Value is £40, and the 

rate in the pound (ie the amount actually paid in rates) for two quarters is one pound, 

sixteen shillings and eight pence. Unfortunately we do not know the basis for these 

calculations and the actual value of the property at that time was likely to be higher. 

Henry’s friendship with Reverend Fell 

There are a number of reasons to believe that Henry and the Reverend Hunter Francis may 

well have been good friends. Henry will have known the Reverend from the start of his 

association with Holy Trinity, as he is recorded in the first Vestry minutes of 1831 as a 

member of the Vestry Committee, and almost immediately is also appointed 

Churchwarden. In the latter role, he seems to be acting as Fell’s deputy on occasion, and 

seemingly has his complete trust and confidence.  

One year earlier on the birth of his son Josiah, the child was given the slightly unusual 

middle name of Fell, which might perhaps have been a reference to his new friend. And we 

see from directories that during the 1840’s the Fell and Buckler families lived adjacent to 

one another on Thornhill Road, perhaps even next door. 

 
31 



 
 

But in 1832 Henry confirms the point beyond doubt when he makes his will and appoints 

his “friend” Reverend Hunter Francis Fell as one of the trustees of his will to administer 

bequests and to discharge any debts etc. 

Some practicalities of work 

Henry’s workplace was the Sessions House located on Old Bailey. From 1834 the building 

was more formally known as the Central Criminal Court, but was itself frequently referred 

to as the Old Bailey. The building went through several iterations during the 18th Century, 

but the structure Henry would have known was last remodelled in 1774. Originally 

containing only one courtroom, the building had at least one additional courtroom towards 

the end of Henry’s time there. It is now long gone, having been replaced by the 1907 

building currently on the site. 

 

Note: the above image shows the Sessions House (known colloquially as the Old Bailey) in 

1812. 

 
32 



 
 

 

Note: the above photo shows the main court of the Old Bailey in the late 1800’s. It seems 

very similar to the courtroom sketches shown earlier in this note. 

So how would Henry have made his way to work each day ? In the early 1800’s London was 

a walking city, with no public transport as we would understand it today. This would have 

been no hardship in his early days, as the walk from Basinghall Street to the Old Bailey in 

1816 might have taken only ten to fifteen minutes (something the modern commuter might 

pine for). The move to Spencer Street in Clerkenwell would have made the journey slightly 

longer at twenty minutes, and every further move north would have added a little more 

walking time. Thirty minutes from Duncan Terrace, and (according to google) thirty seven 

minutes for the walk of almost two miles from the approximate location of Thornhill 

Cottage. However should Henry ever have sought to reduce his journey time, he might 

have joined some fellow early commuters, who from the late 1820’s could take one of the 

regular Islington stagecoaches or horse drawn omnibuses running from nearby Highbury 

Corner or from The Angel into the City. The 1828 sale advertisement for Albion cottage 
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boasts that the area has “the advantage of stages to and from London at all hours in the 

day.” 

 

Note: the above image shows the horse drawn omnibus on High Street Islington in the 

1840’s, near the Angel. 
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Henry’s death in 1847 

Henry died on Saturday 26th June 1847. A death notice appeared in The Times newspaper 

on Thursday 1st July: “DIED .. On the 26th ult, at Islington, after five days illness, Henry 

Buckler Esq, aged 51”. In subsequent days similar death notices appeared in other 

newspapers including the London Sun, the London Evening Standard and the Liverpool 

Standard & General Commercial Advertiser. 

The death certificate states that the cause of death was “erysipelas, organic affection of the 

brain”. This is likely to have been an infection caused by the streptococcus bacteria, and as 

such the condition could well have been curable by antibiotics today. Symptoms typically 

include an intense rash of the skin, and the condition may in some cases lead to sepsis. 

Henry’s former neighbour on Duncan Terrace, the author Charles Lamb, had also died of an 

erysipelas type infection some years earlier. In Charles’s case, this seems to have been 

contracted from a minor graze on his face sustained after slipping on the street. This 

perhaps suggests the perils of a time before antibiotics, and perhaps also the filthy state of 

the city at that time.  

 

Henry's death certificate states that his son Alexander was present at time of death, 

although it is likely the entire family would also have been in attendance during the illness, 

as its gravity became apparent. The specific reference to death after “five days illness” 

suggests a sudden affliction having taken hold, which may have built rapidly to a crisis. 

Living a few moments away at 11 Minerva Terrace was John Coward, a surgeon, and 

perhaps he may have been summoned for help as Henry fell ill. 
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On Saturday 3rd July, one week after his death, and less than two weeks since Henry fell ill, 

his funeral was held at Holy Trinity church. Henry was only fifty one, and his family and 

friends must have been in shock at the sudden turn of events, when he might otherwise 

have reasonably expected to live many years longer. They would doubtless have been 

comforted by his friend Reverend Fell and his family, and it is Fell who officiates that day at 

Henry’s funeral service. 

They would have had only a short distance to travel from Thornhill Cottage to the church. 

We have a sense of the weather that day from the Illustrated London News which states 

that “the sky was cloudy til near noon, after that time it was cloudless and the remainder of 

the day was fine. The average temperature was 64 degrees [fahrenheit]”. So a mild day, 

perhaps a little chilly for the season if the service was held in the morning. 

And who would have been in attendance ?  The Bucklers of course, Mary Ann and her sons 

Alexander, Henry and Josiah (now twenty four, twenty and seventeen respectively), 

doubtless all shocked and saddened by their sudden loss. And then there is the extended 

Buckler family who would likely have gathered for the occasion, including the remainder of 

the large sibling group that Henry was part of, and the Ferris’ of Warminster from his 

mother's side of the family. In all likelihood Henry’s first cousin Henry Peach Buckler 

would have attended if he could. Born the same year as Henry, their fathers’ John and 

Alexander were brothers, and Henry Peach seems to have followed in the wool trade, being 

listed in directories as a wool broker based at No 23 Basinghall Street (while Alexander and 

his family were at No 74). It seems likely their lives would have been intertwined.  

And would other extended members of the Buckler family also have been present ? 

Perhaps this group might have included Henry’s cousin John Chessell Buckler. He is three 

years older than Henry and by now an architect of some repute in the Victorian era. If so he 

may have examined Holy Trinity church with particular attention, as some years earlier he 

had been in competition with its architect Charles Barry. Both of them had entered the 

competition of 1836 to design and rebuild the new Houses of parliament, and while Barry 

had won the competition and found renown as the architect of this landmark, Henry’s 

cousin John came second in the competition. He would go on to gain repute for his work at 

Oxford colleges and to become a leading exponent of the gothic style.  
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There is also likely to have been a significant representation of his colleagues from the Old 

Bailey, given that Henry had spent the last thirty one years at the court, and will have been 

known to some generations of its lawyers, judges and officers. And the local community will 

of course have been in attendance for their Churchwarden and esteemed member of the 

Select Vestry Committee. 

In some ways perhaps, Henry has planned for this eventuality and it seems likely that his 

affairs were all in order. Their home has long been owned outright, and for decades he had 

been remunerated for his work at the court and also by his association with the publication 

of the Proceedings. And there is also the will which he made many years earlier, making 

sure to provide for his beloved spouse. By this he leaves all his property and goods to “my 

dear wife Mary Ann” together with the sum of £1,000 which shall be payable on his death 

from the London Life Insurance Company of Cannon Street. He doubtless trusts her to 

provide for their family as appropriate, at her discretion. 

 

When the Vestry minutes are next taken on 25th April 1848 the following was written in 

relation to Henry: 
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“The Reverend Chairman reported that since the last meeting of the Vestry , his lamented 

friend and Churchwarden for so many years Mr Henry Buckler had been removed by the 

hand of Death. 

It was unanimously resolved that the Vestry take the earliest opportunity of recording the 

deep sense they entertain of the loss sustained by the District on the death of the late 

Henry Buckler who for many years filled the office of their revered minister’s Churchwarden 

with indefatigable zeal and exemplary diligence. 

It was resolved that a copy of this Resolution be transmitted to Mrs Buckler, his widow”. 
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Mary Ann’s death in 1848 

On Tuesday 19th December of 1848 (little more that a year after Henry’s death) a death 

notice appeared in The Times: “on the 17th inst at Stockwell Park Road, Stockwell, aged 58, 

Mary Ann, widow of the late Henry Buckler, Esq., of Islington and of the Central Criminal 

Court.” 

It is not clear why Mary Ann is located in Stockwell at her death, as Thornhill Cottage 

remains in Buckler ownership for some years, and the Rate Books for 1848 record her as 

still in occupation at the Cottage. Her sons seem to be living nearby (when Henry and 

Alexander both marry the next year, they are respectively at 16 Park Street and Canonbury 

Park). We only know that her son Henry is recorded as having been with her at the time of 

death.  

Her death certificate states “Albuminuria uncertain, congested liver 2 months, corna 22 

hours”. Albuminuria would appear to be a condition of having too much protein in the 

urine, which may be caused by kidney damage. In turn this may lead to liver damage. It is 

possibly a by-product of other conditions, such as diabetes and high blood pressure. It 

would appear from the death certificate that she has been displaying distinct symptoms for 

at least two months, and these symptoms may have been particularly acute for her last 

twenty two hours. There is also some uncertainty in the diagnosis (the doctor says 

Albuminuria “uncertain “). 
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And so the Buckler family must gather again for another funeral. On 24th December the 

Reverend Fell officiates at the ceremony, and she joins her husband Henry and daughter 

Catherine Eliza in the crypt of Holy Trinity church. 

Some time later, a memorial to their parents Henry and Mary Ann (his “beloved wife”) and 

their sister Catherine Eliza, is erected prominently at the front right hand side of Holy 

Trinity church, “as a tribute of affection by their surviving sons”. 
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And what happens to their children ? 

Alexander married in 1849, and together with his father’s deputy James Drover Barnett, 

they took over as shorthand writers to the Central Criminal Court. We know that in an 

attempt to reduce costs, from time to time the City administrators put out to tender the job 

of taking shorthand notes at the trials and publishing the Proceedings. In 1862 four bids 

were received, with prices ranging from £550 to £1100 per year for taking the notes and £2 

15s. to £3 7s. per sheet for printing the Proceedings. The contract was awarded to James 

Drover Barnett and Alexander for the total sum of £1100 per annum.  

Alexander continued in this role for many years (he holds it even longer than Henry) and 

there are examples of his work through to the 1890’s. His work address was 89 Chancery 

Lane and by the time of his death on 26th January 1905 at the age of eighty two, he was 

living far from Islington at 21 Aldersmead Road in Beckenham. 

In his spare time he gained some notoriety as the author of obsequious poetry written in 

praise of the royal family, and he is known for volumes entitled “Word Sketches in 

Windsor”, “Tales and Legends in Verse”, Memories of Albert the Good” and “Odes to H.R.H. 

The Prince of Wales”. 

One example appeared in the press of 1863 under the headline “Stenographic Loyalty” in 

praise of Princess Alexandra (on the occasion of her marriage to Albert, The Prince of 

Wales) 

“Hail to the Princess Alexandra ! 

My name’s the same as hers  

Should any scoundrel ever slander her, 

I’d kick him as we kick vile curs. 

And though to Princess not a truckler 

I’ll always be her shield and BUCKLER” 
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It seems fair to say that his work received a mixed response, though somehow he managed 

to keep on being published. The Dundee Advertiser in 1897 tries to be kind to Word 

Sketches in Windsor but concedes “his literary art is not great”. The Hampshire Telegraph 

notes in 1870 that Tales and Legends in Verse contained “different degrees of merit”.  On 

the publication of a second edition in 1880, the Graphic sighs “they call for no special 

mention “. It fares worse with The Era in 1870 which simply calls them his “deplorable 

rhymes “. 

Henry also married in 1849 and together with his wife Jane Payne they continued living in 

Islington at 20 Cloudesley Street. Initially he also describes his occupation as shorthand 

writer but by the early 1860’s he is working as a stockbroker, and the census of 1881 

indicates that he is a member of the London Stock Exchange. Jane’s late father Edward was 

a merchant based on Lombard Street in the City, and perhaps the Payne family have been 

able to assist with this change of occupation. He became a partner at the firm Buckler and 

Lawrence based at 11 Angel Court in the City (ironically not far from where his father and 

grandfather had been based at Basinghall Street). He died in 1903 at the age of seventy six 

at his home in Kingston Hill, Surrey. 

And Josiah Fell Buckler, whose middle name may or may not have been given in honour of 

his father’s friend, studied at Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge, and then (like the 

Reverend) he became a minister of the church. He moved northwards and became curate 

of St Paul’s Macclesfield and then vicar of the parish of Tinsley in Yorkshire (a position he 

held for many years). He had four children, and on the birth of his only daughter in 1861 he 

named her Catherine Eliza. And so the brothers’ young sister of that name (and perhaps 

also Josiah’s aunts Catherine and Eliza) were remembered. He died in June 1917 in 

Cambridgeshire at the age of eighty seven. 
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Buckler family crest 

 

At the top of the memorial to Henry, Mary Ann and Catherine Eliza in Holy Trinity church we 

can see part of the Buckler family coat of arms and crest. This coat of arms was awarded in 

1544 during the reign of Henry VIII to the rather remarkable Sir Walter Buckler and his 

family. Sir Walter came from the County of Dorset and was a diplomat, chamberlain of the 

household of Lady Elizabeth (later Queen Elizabeth I), and private secretary to Catherine 

Parr, sixth wife of Henry VIII. The motto on the memorial states “Fidelis ad Mortem”, or 

faithful unto death. 
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