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Introduction 
This is another book in the series of free / kindle e-books which we are bringing out throughout the year, as a thank you to those people who regularly buy our books. These books will be events or crimes which have never been written about before, and through them we hope to bring to life other facets of living in the town of Rotherham throughout the centuries. I am constantly surprised and fascinated by  events which took place all those years ago, and find it hard to believe that they actually happened - yet they did!

Who would have thought that on the bridge which still holds an ancient chapel, a man was murdered for no reason at all. By now, most people are aware of the problems facing women giving birth to an illegitimate child in Victorian society. But who would believe that a respectable farmer could impregnate his housekeeper and yet deny all knowledge of it, despite her statement to the contrary. There is a compelling account of an embezzlement at Bentley's Brewery, and the way in which the thief was detected, using common sense police methods, long before the development of the forensic science we have today. The book also has an account of a robbery at an isolated toll bar whose keeper kept a loaded pistol, cocked and ready to fire on the mantelpiece. A neighbours quarrel, which illustrates the low lifestyle of people living in the rabbit warren of yards off Westgate. But the most terrible of all these is the case of the brutal neglect of a father towards his daughter, who in his eyes, brought the ultimate shame to his door.

All these cases really happened in the Rotherham of the Victorian era, on the same streets where we walk today. These were real people living their lives in the best way that they could, that is and always has been, the focus of the appeal for writing about crime in Rotherham. Judging by our sales, many people also share my fascination, and we hope to go on writing these books for as long as you enjoy reading them.

With our grateful thanks,

Margaret and Chris Drinkall

Rotherham

May 2015

Chapter One: Drunken brawl outside the Bridge Inn.
Many of the crimes committed in the Victorian period had their basis in drunkenness. Throughout the Victorian era temperance movements were prevalent in Britain, and Parliament was lobbied on many occasions to have public house opening hours decreased. Rotherham was no different in supporting a demand that they be closed altogether on Sundays. Although the temperance movement certainly found some support in Rotherham, they were usually unpopular with many of the working class men and woman. As a consequent there were many crimes which were fuelled by alcohol. Thankfully most of these were trivial and few ended in murder. One which did however, took place right outside the historic Bridge Inn. The inn was placed near to the Chapel on the Bridge which has been in existence for over six hundred years. During that time many visitors and pilgrims to Rotherham have passed over the bridge to enter into the town of Rotherham. Today the inn, which at one time was known as Nellie Deans serves traditional ales in a friendly and cheerful atmosphere. Such is its popularity that it has won awards, and has been featured in Good Beer Guide. Back in 1839 the pub had its own brew house, and it was there that the body of a man was taken after being struck down on the very bridge, after which it was named.

On Tuesday evening 6 August 1839 about 6 pm, Isaac Lee was walking back into Rotherham from Masbrough after finishing work there. He was approaching the bridge over the river when he saw three people, two men and a woman standing there. Suddenly a third person approached and Lee was horrified to see one of the men, who he learned later was called Joseph Pike hitting the newcomer William Shackleton several times across the face. Another witness called John Doe, a blacksmith of Masbrough, also saw the men brawling as he too was returning back into the town. He noted that the newcomer was very drunk and he was staggering and cursing. He was so enraged that he was almost foaming at the mouth, but Doe could not tell what he was saying. Lee who was closer, saw the man Pike walk towards Shackleton and say to him 'thou's blackguarded me for a long time, and now I'll pay thee for it'. He saw Pike hit the drunken man on the face with his right hand, and then immediately again with his left hand. Doe went over to stop the attack as he could see that the victim was clearly drunk. He looked at the attacker and said to him 'for shame of yourself for using the man so'. 

The victim was not about to give up however. He got to his feet and clapping his hands together saying 'thou hast paid a sovereign at Doncaster, and thou shall pay another one for this', referring to a fine which Pike had recently had to pay. Pike immediately started forward again and told Shackleton 'well I will not pay it for nowt then' and he struck the man very hard once again, this time he knocked him to the floor. Doe noted that he hit him on the right side of the face again near to his ear. Both men watched in horror as Shackleton fell down onto his left side, in the middle of the bridge and this time he stayed down. They could both see that he was now bleeding from the nose and mouth, and that he was clearly badly injured. Isaac Lee said to Pike in disgust at that point 'I hope thou'll be satisfied now; thou hast finished him'. He saw  at that point that all the anger had left Pike, who now looked anxious, as if he had just realised what he had done. John Doe dropped to his knees to inspect the man on the ground. He appeared to be completely insensible and Doe was not sure at that point whether Shackleton was alive or not. Isaac Lee stated that he would find him a doctor and then he ran up Bridgegate and into the town centre. 

Pike also said that he would find a doctor and he ran to the house of surgeon Mr Wilkinson. The surgeon asked him what was the matter, and Pike told him that there was a man on the bridge who was bleeding badly. When Mr Wilkinson asked the cause, he told him that the man had used abusive language at him and that he had 'pushed him down'. The surgeon asked Pike if he was still lying on the bridge and hearing that he was, he directed his assistant James Woodhead to return with Pike and examine him. He told his assistant to see what was the matter, and to get the victim to a place of safety and off the ground. When the two men got back to the bridge Mr Woodhead went inside the Bridge Inn and asked the landlord, Mr Ridgeway to allow him to bring Shackleton inside. Mr Ridgeway told him that he could put the man in the brew house where there was some chairs. When Mr Woodhead returned back to the surgery he told Mr Wilkinson what had happened, and the surgeon went to the brew house himself to see the patient about nine o'clock that same night. 

Mr Wilkinson found William Shackleton still insensible, and still lying uncomfortably on four wooden chairs. He berated the landlord for behaving so inhumanely towards an injured man, and he ordered that he be put into a bed in one of the rooms of the inn. When this had been accomplished, Mr Wilkinson examined him more carefully. He found that the patient was clearly labouring under concussion of the brain, as well as the effects of liquor and loss of blood. The surgeon attended him at the Bridge Inn until Thursday morning about ten o 'clock when he arrived and found his patient in a dying condition. William Shackleton died within minutes of Mr Wilkinson's arrival and Joseph Pike aged 31 was taken into custody charged with causing his death. An inquest was held at the Rotherham Court House on Friday August 9 1839 at 9 am on the body of the deceased man by the local coroner. The case was watched by a local solicitor Mr Joseph Badger for the prisoner, who was still in the cells in custody. After the jury had been sworn in, they went to the premises at the Bridge Inn where they viewed the body of William Shackleton. The first witness was Isaac Lee who testified to the assault. He described how Joseph Pike had hit William Shackleton 'with all his might' on the ear or on the side of the neck. A juror asked him if Shackleton had struck out at Pike at all, but the witness told him that he had not, in fact he made no resistance at all.
Lee stated that he had not clearly heard any words pass between the deceased and Pike, before he saw the latter strike out at him. He said he never saw Shackleton strike at Pike at all as far as he could tell.  Lee told the jury clearly that 'it was not an accidental blow or a push' and that Pike had lashed out at the deceased man quite deliberately. He condemned the prisoner with his next sentence as he stated that 'he did it coolly and not as if in a great passion'. Lee was asked by a member of the jury to clarify if he thought that Pike was drunk at the time he assaulted the deceased man. The witness shook his head and stated that 'he seemed to me to be sober'. John Doe was the next to gave his evidence and he admitted that he too had not seen the start of the fight, and did not know the reason why the two men had been fighting. When he was cross examined by Mr Joseph Badger, he told him that there seemed to be no provocation and that Shackleton did not assume a fighting stance, or try to protect himself in any way.

Another witness was a man called James Hancock who stated that he was at the other side of the bridge coming away from Rotherham towards Masbrough, when he heard men shouting. He saw a man going over the bridge, heading for the road leading towards Rawmarsh. It was very clear that the man was in a very intoxicated state as he walked towards the bridge, and standing on it were some people. Hancock heard the man make some comment about 'a guinea' in an irritating manner, and he heard Pike say something which he did not understand in reply. At the time Pike was leaning against the wall of the bridge, and was accompanied by two other persons. At first the two men were together in the middle of the bridge, but then Hancock saw Shackleton walk away before turning round again. At that point Pike left his companions and the two men walked towards each other, still in a very angry manner. The witness heard Pike say 'thou does not appear to be quiet, but I will quieten thee' before he struck him over the temple with his right hand and then again with his left. Then he gave him a blow which struck him so hard that it turned him completely around, and he fell violently onto his left side. 
Hancock told the coroner that the deceased was very drunk, but Pike seemed to be quite calm and not drunk at all. Hancock described how he had knelt down beside the injured man and took hold of his head. Seeing the serious condition he was in, with blood coming from his nose and mouth, Hancock said to Pike: 

'I do believe that thou hast killed the man. I never saw a more vicious stroke in my life. You appear to be in a cool blood, and to hit a poor innocent, intoxicated man in that way was wrong and brutal. If the man does die I will come from Sheffield to attend the inquest to give evidence against you'.

Shortly after this the man was removed away from the centre of the bridge, Hancock still holding his head whilst Pike and Lee carried him to the brew house. Hancock told the inquest that after the assault, he also noted a great change in Pike as if he truly regretted his actions. He went to fetch a medical man and when the surgeon's assistant arrived and began to bleed Shackleton, Pike held the basin with shaking hands. He told the inquest 'I never saw a man more desirous for the relief of the deceased than Pike was'. Another man appeared as a witness and gave his name as John Roberts of Ball Street, Green Lane, Sheffield. He told the coroner that he had known Pike for six or seven years. He and his wife had travelled to Rotherham on that Tuesday evening, and as they were walking towards the town they saw Pike. Roberts described how they all stood talking on the bridge, when a man who he didn't know passed them, and said something to Pike about asking him for a job many times before. The man who was clearly drunk then started to use a great deal of abusive language. Roberts told him to hold his tongue in front of his wife, and Pike pushed away the man saying that he wanted nothing more to do with him. Shackleton walked off, but after about twenty yards he returned and Pike swung at him. 
Roberts stated that the blow 'would not have killed a worm' but the drunken man almost immediately fell to the ground. Unlike the previous witnesses, he claimed that Shackleton was preparing to defend himself, and had walked back towards Pike in a fighting stance. Roberts described how the surgeon had examined the man and eventually his wife and himself had left the scene and continued on with their business in Rotherham. He told the court that the day after the assault and before Shackleton had died, that Pike had gone to his house at Sheffield. He explained that it was not thought that the man would live, and stated that 'it was a bad job and he wished it had never happened'. Pike had asked Roberts to appear for him if the man should die and there was an inquest, to which Roberts had agreed that he would. The two men discussed the events of what had happened the previous night. Pike told Roberts to 'speak the truth at the inquest' and to carefully describe what he had seen. The witnesses wife, Charlotte Roberts then gave her evidence and confirmed much of her husbands testimony. She told the inquest 'I curbed Pike for striking out at a drunken man, and if I could have prevented it, I should'. She claimed the blow was only 'a side blow', but nevertheless it was strong enough to knock down the inebriated man.

Mr Wilkinson told the coroner that he had examined the deceased whilst he was still alive, and had found a slight external injury on the left side of his head, a little behind the ear. The left side of his face was swollen and the left eye was black as if he had taken a severe beating. The surgeon stated that very morning he had made a post mortem examination, and found extraversions of blood on the whole of the right side of the brain. There was no fracture of the skull and the whole of the deceased man's viscera was healthy. In answer to a question from one of the jury, he answered that 'being intoxicated, the fall was sufficient to cause his death, without any propelling force being added'. The solicitor watching the case for Joseph Pike, Mr Badger asked him if the fact that the man was drunk would have cause greater extraversion in the brain, than would have been the case with a sober man, to which Dr Wilkinson agreed. 

At that point Joseph Pike was brought into the court room, accompanied by two constables, and the depositions which had been given by the witnesses were read out to him. The coroner told the prisoner that he need not make a statement unless he wanted to, and cautioned Pike that anything he said, might be taken down and used in evidence against him. The prisoner however seemed determined to put his side of the story as he told the inquest:

'I was standing on the bridge talking to a man called Joseph Roberts and his wife when Shackleton came up and started being abusive to me [...] I pushed him away and said I did not want any of his bother. He then went about thirty yards away  from me before coming back again, clapping his hands and raising his fists. I then gave him a shove, and he tumbled down by the shove that I gave him'.

By now the enquiry had lasted till one o'clock, and it was therefore adjourned to later that same  evening when the jury met again to hear the evidence read over, and to consider their judgment. After consulting a short time the jury returned a verdict of manslaughter against Joseph Pike. The coroner issued a warrant for the committal of the prisoner to York, in order to take his trial at the next assizes.  On August 17 Pike along with seven others was removed to the Castle at York to await his trial. 

He was brought before judge Mr Justice Erskine on Tuesday March 17 1840 where he pleaded guilty. After all the evidence had been heard, it would seem that the assize jury were more lenient towards the prisoner than the coroner's inquest had been. They found him guilty, but asked for mercy because of the strong provocation to which the prisoner had been subjected to. His Lordship in summing up pointed out that because the victim had been drunk at the time, he might have fallen more heavily than a sober man might have done. Warning Joseph Pike against his future behaviour, he pointed out that 'you might have come before me on a much more serious charge than that you face today'. The judge told him that as he had already been a prisoner for seven months, he ordered that he was to be imprisoned for just a further ten days. It was reported that Joseph Pike looked very relieved.
Joseph Pike would have been very thankful to have left the dock with the judge's warning ringing in his ears. He could so easily have been charged with murder, which as a capital offence might have probably resulted in the death penalty. It does seem from the reports that Pike showed a genuine remorse for his actions, and by his swift summons to the surgeons assistant, he managed to get medical aid for the injured man as quickly as possible. Other prisoners in the same position who showed little remorse for their actions were dealt much more severely by the courts.

Chapter Two: Infanticide at Roche Abbey
The problems of a woman finding herself pregnant and having to deal with it on her own seems to have run through Victorian Society. It is a sad reflection of the age that the male concerned took no blame or responsibility, and it was always the woman who went on trial for either infanticide or concealing a birth. No questions were ever asked at the inquests, magistrates courts or the assizes in these cases about the putative father, who usually got away scot free. But in this case it seems that the woman's employer knew much more than he was admitting to. Even so, his guilty knowledge was barely challenged by the assize judge who dealt with the case. 

The sad fact that bodies of abandoned babies turned up in canals, rivers, ash pits and in outhouses were a common occurrence in Victorian Rotherham. So when the body of yet another child was found on the morning of Saturday April 19 1845, in a pond near the ruins of Roche Abbey, it caused little fuss. A bundle had been seen in the water by a man called George Laycock who pulled it out and unwrapped it. There in a man's shirt he found the body of a full term, baby girl. Laycock handed the bundle to police constable Francis Turner, who took the body of the child to the Scarborough Arms at Maltby. The police in Rotherham were notified and a full investigation into the whereabouts of the mother of the child was initiated. 
Later that morning, a local man, Nathaniel Brookfield told PC Turner that his servant had disappeared and that she had left him a note on the kitchen table. The note informed her master:

'You must not expect to see me any more in time. I have had more to bear this day than my strength would uphold me. Take care of yourself and dear little John. You are not my enemies. Give your Anne all my clothes, only let the nice shawl go back to Miss Johnson. Take the little money you have in your hands belonging to me, and buy John some clothes with it. Be aware of her who she said would be my friend. She has proved my chief enemy. You will find the kitchen door key, behind the pantry door. Bye for ever, your undutiful servant Mary Thorpe'. 

The 'John' referred to was her master's son, although it is unclear who the 'Anne' or 'Miss Johnson' might be. It was thought that the person referred to as one who 'would be my friend' was a neighbour called Mrs Revill, who Mary thought was the instigator of the rumours that she had given birth to a child. However what is clear from the few bequests that she left, was that at the time the letter showed a clear intention to do away with herself. A search for the missing servant was put in place and it was quickly established that Mary Thorpe had been strongly suspected of having recently given birth to a child, a fact that she had always denied. Later that same night Mary was taken to constable Turners house at Maltby around 8pm. She had been found sitting in a quarry near Slade Hooton by two men John Greensmith and William Day who had been looking for her. She was arrested on suspicion of having been the mother of the child found drowned in the pond at Roche Abbey. The news circulated quickly throughout the village and the local newspapers reported that:

'considerable excitement has been caused in the little village of Maltby, about six miles from Rotherham, in consequence of rumours that a young woman, a housekeeper to a farmer at that place, who had been delivered of an illegitimate child, and that child had been destroyed'. 

At 5.30 pm on Monday 21 April 1845 an inquest was held on the child's body, before the coroner Mr T Badger and a 'highly respectable jury' at the Scarborough Arms, Maltby. The coroner told the jury that since her return back to Maltby on Saturday night, Mary Thorpe had been so ill that the surgeon Mr Flower had ordered her straight to bed. She was therefore at that time in one of the upstairs rooms of the inn, guarded by Mrs Turner, the wife of the constable. The first witness was her employer who described himself as a 'yeoman farmer of Maltby'. Nathaniel Brookfield told the inquest that he knew Mary Thorpe, who he described as being 'upwards of 40 years'. He told the inquest that she had been employed by him for the past year or so, and claimed:

'I did not know that she was in the family way, nor even observed any signs of her being so. I did once about four or five months ago accost her with being large, and she told me that since she had been to Askern she had frequently been large, and then it went down again. She said that her hands used to swell a bit before she went to Askern, but since she had been there, her hands had not swollen but her body had. She went about her work as usual until Friday night last the 18 April, when she left my house. I and my son John aged 11 went to bed on the Friday night about nine o'clock and she came into the chamber to fetch the candle out, and I did not see her again that night. When I got up in the morning, she had left my house and I did not see her again until she was in the custody of Francis Turner the constable at his house on Saturday night. I never slept with Mary Thorpe nor she with me. I did not think that she has had a child; she has not had one to my knowledge and I am almost sure that she has not had one'. 

The coroner Mr Badger did not ask the witness to explain what the reference to Askern had been, but he seemed more interested in finding out the paternity of the child. He bluntly questioned Mr Brookfield, 'I ask you Sir upon your oath have you ever had any intercourse with her, to lead you to think that she might be in the family way'. The man retorted 'I don't know why you ask me these questions. I have told you once that I have never slept with her, and I cannot see what business you have to ask me these questions, or what you have to do with it'. The coroner told him 'it is for me to judge sir what questions are proper to put to you, and for you to answer'. The question was again put to the witness and repeated five or six times, and each time no direct answer was given. Brookfield at first evaded answering the question by arrogantly repeating that he did not see that there was any reason to put such questions to him. Then he retorted that he had answered the question before, and finally that the question had nothing to do with the enquiry. After being told that he must give a direct answer to the question or be committed, Brookfield answered in the negative, in a most petulant manner.

Ann Revill a neighbouring farmer's wife told the inquest that she knew the accused Mary Thorpe, and she lived at the house of Nathaniel Brookfield who lived opposite their own farm. Mrs Revill explained that she knew the prisoner well, as she was in the habit of fetching milk almost daily from the farm, both morning and night. Like other people she had observed that the woman was growing very large and appeared to be in the family way. It would seem that quite a few of the local people were aware that the relationship between master and servant was not a straight forward one, which was revealed in her next statement. Mrs Revill told the inquest that about five or six weeks previously, she had some conversation with the prisoner as she collected the milk. Pointing at the woman's stomach she asked her 'if she was married to Mr Brookfield?' Mary made no reply and the farmer's wife told her that she suspected that she was in the family way. The servant strongly denied it and added that 'she had been asked of it dozens of times already'. Mrs Revill told the coroner that the prisoner made some  explanation by claiming that she was not pregnant, but had a disease which made her look so large. The prisoner had stated that she had caught scurvy which had long troubled her, and it caused her blood to turn to water, causing her body to swell. 
Jokingly Mary added that 'if she was in the family way, she had been so five or six times before'. The farmer's wife asked her if in other ways she was fit and healthy, and the woman told her that her appetite was good. On Friday 11 April she met Mary again and told her that she seemed thinner and she looked ill as if she should be in bed. The prisoner had told her that on the night before she had been extremely ill, and had lost a great deal of water and blood. This had caused her to look as if she had lost weight. Mrs Revill chided her for not calling Mr Flower the medical officer for the area, to come to attend her if she had been ill. Mary replied that she would not go to Mr Flower, but when she felt better she would go to consult Mr Hopper at Rotherham. The farmers wife told her bluntly that a lot of people were repeated the rumour that she had a baby, and the prisoner replied 'no such thing, she had not'. 
After some further conversation the farmer's wife again urged her to go to see Mr Flower, in order to 'still the rumours which were going around the village' but once again Mary still refused to do so. Mrs Revill in desperation asked to see her breasts, telling her neighbour that 'if you prove to me that you had not given birth to a child. I am your friend and will go from door to door to clear your character'. Mary went with Mrs Revill into another room and the farmer's wife, who was clearly experienced in such matters, found that the woman's breasts were full of milk, and she told her of it. Mary said that she could show her a book which said that persons with her disease frequently demonstrated that they had fluid which looked like milk in their breasts.  

The constable of Maltby Francis Turner gave evidence that as a consequence of a bundle which had been given to him by a man called George Laycock, he had gone to look at the pond at Roche Abbey. He looked around for any evidence which might lead him to discover the mother of the deceased child. He then took the remains of the child to the Scarborough Arms at Maltby. The constable informed the inquest that the body of the child had been taken to the surgeon Mr Flower, who had undertaken a post mortem on it. He described how the previous Saturday evening Mary Thorpe had been found in a quarry and had been taken to him. PC Turner said that after she had been cautioned, the woman was in a most distraught and exhausted condition. He had called in Mr Flower, who had ordered that the prisoner was to be put straight to bed. The witness told the coroner that on the following day the prisoner had made a statement to him, and when he asked her who was the father of the child she answered clearly that it was her master, Nathaniel Brookfield. A murmur went around the room at this pronouncement, which merely confirmed what the whole village appeared to have suspected. 

The surgeon Mr Frederick William Flower then gave evidence that he had examined the body of the newly born child at the Scarborough Arms. He had found that externally there were no marks of violence, and confirmed that it was a full grown female child. He listed his examination of the vital organs which appeared to be healthy, before he concluded his evidence by stating that: 

'from the general appearances I would state that the child had been born alive, but from the state of decomposition, I could not positively swear to it. Mary Thorpe told me that the child had been born the previous Thursday, but she did not say whether it had been born alive or not'. 

The prisoner herself at this point had been brought into the room. It was clear that the woman was still very ill and unable to walk into the room without assistance. After being cautioned by the coroner and been given a chair to sit in, she then made the following the following voluntary statement:
'I am a single woman and am thirty five years of age. On Thursday last but one, about half past one in the afternoon, I was delivered of a female child in the bedroom of the dwelling house of my master Nathaniel Brookfield. No Person was with me, and the child was born alive. As son as I could, I took it up from the floor and placed it on the bed. The child never cried that I heard, but it sobbed several times. I fainted, and knew nothing for two hours after, as I was insensible for that time. When I came to myself, I found myself laid on the bed and the child dead by my side, I lay still in bed all evening, being unable to rise. My Master's son came upstairs, and asked me what was the matter, an I said I was very faint. He asked me to get up to make tea, and I told him that I could not. My master did not come near me that night, but his son brought me a cup of tea. My master came to the foot of the stairs and enquired if I wanted anything, and I said that I did not.
Continuing with her statement, Mary told the inquest that she heard Mr Brookfield and his son going to bed together as usual that night. Subsequently in the early hours of Saturday morning 19 April, she wrote the letter to her master, which she left  on the table at the farm where she had been employed. There was complete silence in the court as the witness then continued:

'I got up and wrapped up the body of the child in an old shirt, and placed it between the bed and the mattress, and kept it there for three days unknown to my master or anyone else. I then buried it. I took up four bricks in the pantry floor and buried it there. As a consequence of a rumour in the village that I had had a child, and they were going to examine me, I took it up again and left my masters house between twelve and one o'clock on Saturday morning and went to Roche Abbey pond. I threw my child in with the intention of following it and drowning myself. I thought that after having done one rash act, I would not do another, and determined that I would not lay violent hands on myself. I had put a stone in the bundle with the child, but it fell out, and the bundle came up again, but I thought it would sink when I went away. I do not know whether it floated or not'. 

 Making up her mind that she would take herself away from the area Mary decided that she would go to her aunts in Lincolnshire and set off with the intention of walking the distance. She described how:
'walked on until I was not able walk any further, and then I lay down on the ground. It was then daylight in the morning. After I had been there a short while, I heard some keepers shooting. I got up to make the best of my way home again and at last I got out of the wood. I found myself on the common at Worksop, I walked a short way, and then lay down and kept proceeding that way until I  reached near home that Saturday night. 
Mary then told the inquest how she was taken by the two men called Greensmith and Day, and given into the custody of the Maltby constable. She categorically told the inquest:

'my child was full grown. The letter now produced is in my handwriting, and I left it on the table in my master's kitchen when I left the house on Saturday morning. My  master is the father of my child. I never told him that I was in the family way. He had accosted me with it, but I always evaded answering him. I do not want my master to have any more disgrace cast upon him than he already has. There has been a great deal said about it, and I should not have come back again, but I was afraid that the people of the village would suspect that he had made away with it, and he would be taken up. My master never said anything to me about making away with the child. He told me that he did not intend to marry anyone that was likely to have children, but that if I was in the family way he would pay for the child'.
Mary was thanked for the clear way in which she had given her evidence, and then escorted by Mrs Turner was allowed to go back to the bedroom at the inn.
Mr Brookfield 11 year old son, John was then brought into the room. After being examined by Mr Badger as to whether he understood what giving evidence under oath meant, he was sworn in. The boy claimed to remember one day 'about two weeks previously' when Mary Thorpe was ill, and contrary to Mary's statement described how his father had taken her some tea up to her bedroom. He said that it was about seven o'clock and that his father remained about five minutes in the room with her. Going up the stairs he could see into the room, and he saw his father standing by the side of the bed, but his father did not see him. When he returned back downstairs his father told John that she was a little better. Another neighbour, Mary Cookham then made a rather curious statement. She claimed that she had seen Mary standing at the door to her employer's house on Saturday morning about six o'clock. The witness said that Mr Brookfield then came out of the house dressed only in shirt and trousers, and she watched him walk from the house door going towards the gate. She swore that the woman at the door was Mary Thorpe, who by her own confession was now supposed to be miles away. Mrs Cookham claimed that a man called Godfrey Harris was with her, and that he saw them both too. 
Nathaniel Brookfield was recalled and he clearly stated that the woman was wrong, and there were no female at the house at that time on that Saturday morning. The coroner, wishing to clear up the confusion then went into the bedroom which Mary Thorpe occupied, and asked her whether she had been at Brookfield's house at the time the witness had stated.  On his return Mr Badger said that Mary Thorpe had positively declared that she 'was nowhere near the place after one o'clock in the morning'. Mary Cookham was recalled and she backed down from the previous evidence she had given. She now said that she could not swear that it was Mary Thorpe that she saw, but that it was a woman with the same black cap that Mary was in the habit of wearing.

The foreman of the jury spoke to the coroner about the confusion the jury felt regarding the relationship between Mr Brookfield and the prisoner. They felt that there had been some discrepancies between the statements that Mr Brookfield had made and his son. Nathaniel Brookfield was once again recalled by the coroner who repeated the statement which had been made by his son. He told him that John had seen him stood by the side of the servant Mary Thorpe's bed on the day that she was ill, yet he had claimed that he had not gone into the woman's bedroom. Once again Brookfield blustered and claimed that his son was mistaken. Mr Badger then told him that Mary Thorpe had made a sworn statement that he was the father of her child and once again asked him 'if he still intended to adhere to his former statement'. Brookfield said that he had not even know that she was pregnant, and added that he had never noticed any difference in his servant's appearance. He denied asking her if she was in the family way except what he had already stated to the coroner earlier. 
Mr Badger challenged him that:

'it is impossible that you could have been in the house with her, and not observed what every other person did, namely that she was getting very stout, and you must have been aware of the cause, from what had taken place between you. The girl declares you are the father of the child and there is every reason to believe that she is telling the truth'.
Brookfield again told him 'I tell you sir that I know nothing about it. Is her word to be taken first or mine?' The coroner told him that from the manner in which he had given his evidence 'that I would sooner believe her'. Mr Brookfield was told to return to his seat and Mr Badger began summing up the evidence. He went minutely over the witnesses statements and drew the attention of the jury to the deposition given by Mary Thorpe where she explicitly stated the circumstances under which she was delivered of a child. He told the jury that 'if her statement was true the child must have died almost directly after birth, most probably from the want of proper medical help'. Mr Badger told them:

'that after wandering about all night, it had occurred to her that the liberty of the man who was the father of the child, and for whom it appeared at all events to have had a great respect for, was likely to be jeopardised by her absence. It was at that point that she decided to return'.
The coroner said that the jury had to decide whether the child came by its death by violence or not. He thought that there was no case for a murder verdict, therefore he advised them to return a verdict of concealing the birth of a child. The jury held a short discussion 'in the course of which great pity and commiseration was expressed for the young woman' before reaching a verdict in accordance with Mr Badger's advice. One of the jury informed his colleagues that he personally knew Mary Thorpe, who had lived with his family for twelve years, before going to work at Brookfield's Farm. He said that she 'had always conducted herself with the greatest propriety and was always honest and upright in her nature'. Mr Badger requested that the prisoner remain at the Scarborough Arms under the care of Dr Flower, until 'she should be so far recovered as to be fit to be removed'. 

On Friday May 4 1845 Mary Thorpe was now well enough to be brought before the magistrate Henry Walker Esq., at Rotherham. The depositions that were taken by the coroner were read over, before she was committed to take her trial at the next assizes. Mary was brought into court at the Yorkshire assizes on Monday July 21 1845 in front of judge, Mr Justice Cresswell. After listening very carefully to all the evidence, Mary was found guilty of concealing the birth of her child and was sentenced to be imprisoned for nine calendar months with hard labour. 

Although Mary Thorpe had acted in the best interests of her master and only admitting that he was the father of the child, when she was forced to, this was a harsh sentence. Prison in those days for women was a terrible ordeal, as it was thought that by imposing a strict regime and hard work on the prisoners, it would restore them back to respectability and lawful ways. The 'hard labour' for women usually involved picking oakum, a mindless and repetitive tasks of unpicking ropes to make caulking for ships. At the end of her sentence it would be unlikely that Mary Thorpe would be able to get another position, in view of her criminal background. Did she return back to Maltby, to the master who had disowned her when she needed him most. Sadly from this distance in time we shall never know.  
Chapter Three: Embezzlement at the Old Brewery
By Christmas of 1850 a man called John Harrison should have been living the good life. He was employed by the prestigious Bentley's Brewery on Canklow Road, Rotherham in the position of junior clerk. Despite the lowly title his role was one of great responsibility and trust, as he handled large amounts of cash for his employers which he would sign for, before handing it over to the cashier Mr William Clifford. Any cash that was left in the office at the end of the day, he was supposed to take home to his own house to prevent theft. He and his wife also had a house on the premises, which overlooked the brewery yard. But John Harrison had a secret, unbeknownst to anyone he was helping himself to his employers money. On the 7 November 1850 he was given the sum of £4. 17s 6d from a brewery waggoner, who had been paid by Mr Crosland of Greasbrough. When the waggoner arrived back to the brewery he paid the money over to Harrison, who initialled the sum in the man's book. Only later it was noted that no amount had been entered into the cash book, although other smaller amounts had been accounted for. 

The superintendent of the Rotherham Police, Mr Bland was informed on the morning of 31 December that there had been a break-in at the brewery. At some point between 9 am and 10 am he went there to find the clerk, John Harrison and the cashier Mr Clifford waiting for him. Harrison told him 'we've had a nice job here. The counting house has been broken open'. He pointed to some drawers behind his desk, which had been left in a half open position. He told the superintendent that the thieves had opened his money drawer and take £96. 6s. When the superintendent asked Harrison how the money was made up, he told him that there was two £5 notes one for a  Sheffield bank and another for a Retford bank. The remaining £86 was made up of gold and silver. Mr Bland asked both him and Mr Clifford to turn out their pockets. Harrison only had ten shillings, whilst Mr Clifford had £1.10s made up of silver and copper coins. Mr Bland asked Harrison to show him how the thieves had entered the building, and he showed the superintendent the sash windows at the back of the room. Harrison voiced the opinion that the latch which fastened the windows had been pushed back with a knife. 

Mr Bland then inspected the drawers from which the money had been taken. Both drawers, one above the other had been opened and the bolts looked as if they had been drilled out. Harrison pointed out marks in the wood where the thieves had used a drill. There were similar marks on the drawers belonging to Mr Clifford, but as there had been no money left in there, the thieves had been unsuccessful. Mr Clifford then showed Mr Bland the next door office belonging to Mr Bentley himself. He said that when the caretaker arrived that morning, he had found that the gas jets had been turned on to full pressure, and as a consequence the room was full of smoke and soot. Thankfully it had not caught fire, but nevertheless there had been a lot of damage. At this point Mr Bland thanked the two men for their help, and they returned back to work whilst he continued with his enquiries. Mr Bland firstly examined the sash windows and he noted that from the inside the space between the sash window and the sill was very tight. He then went outside to see if he could see any marks of entry made on the first floor windows, but he could not see any. 
Going back into the building he took out his own pocket knife and by inserting the blade he tried to ease the latch into the open position. However he was unable to even insert the blade due to the fact that the space was so tight. He concluded that the only way the latch could have been pushed back and the window opened, was by the use of a very fine file. Mr Bland then borrowed a ladder and tried again to insert his pocket knife into the space from the outside, but the wood had swollen so much that he could not insert so much as a piece of paper into the crack. The superintendent found himself slowly coming to the conclusion that the window could only be opened from the inside. This idea was confirmed when the officer looked more closely at the boring that had been made on the cash drawers, from where the money had been taken. He found the top drawer empty, but the cash drawer underneath had chips of drilled wood in it. The only conclusion that he could come to, was that the drilling was made when the cash drawer was already open, and the money taken out. 
Mr Bland then went outside with Mr Clifford, and they both went across the brewery yard into the cooper's shed. There he found a brace hanging up from a hook on the wall, and there was already a bit inserted it. He took it back to the counting house and testing the bit in the drawers, which he found that it fitted perfectly. He noted that Harrison's house in the yard, had a sitting room window which overlooked the cooper's shed. He deduced that a person could climb through that window and enter the shed without being seen by other people on the premises. Mr Bland spoke of his suspicions to the cashier Mr Clifford before he returned back to the police station. The next day police constable Hudson handed him a £5 note and three pieces of torn up notepaper, which confirmed to Mr Bland that the chief suspect at that point was John Harrison. The following day about 5 pm Mr Bland returned back to the brewery with constable Hudson, and was talking to Mr Clifford when Harrison entered the room. He said that he had hoped that Mr Bland had got some clue to the thieves, and the superintendent told him that he thought he had. He asked him if he was sure that there had been two £5 notes in the drawer and that one of them had not been changed into sovereigns. Harrison told him that he was sure there were only the two notes, and the superintendent thanked him for his help before Harrison left the room.

As a result of a conversation with the cashier, Mr Bland, Clifford and constable Hudson went upstairs to a private room, before sending for Harrison to come up. Mr Bland cautioned him to tell the truth, and told him that he had found evidence that he had paid a £5 note to Mrs Marshall of the Prince of Wales Hotel at Masbrough on the day before the so called 'robbery'. The three pieces of paper which Hudson had earlier handed to him, when put together, proved to be a note written in Harrison's handwriting. The note stated that enclosed was a £5 note to repay the money he had borrowed from Mrs Marshall previously. At first Harrison claimed the £5 was what he had received from another customer called Mr Waterton, but Bland was convinced that the man was not telling the truth. Harrison then remembered that he had borrowed five sovereigns from Abraham Jackson, and had substituted them for one of the notes with which he had paid Mrs Marshall. At that point Mr Bland told him that he was arresting him on suspicion of taking the money and Harrison continued to claim that he was innocent. The manager to the brewery, Mr Hurst then entered the room, and hearing of the circumstances asked that the matter be placed in the hands of his employer, Mr Bentley. Mr Bland told him that it was now a police matter and Harrison was taken to the cells. Following an admission made in the prison cell, a search of the prisoner's house was made, and in an upstairs room constable Hudson found £95 hidden in a drawer.
On Monday 6 January 1851 John Harrison was brought before the West Riding Quarter Sessions at the Town Hall Sheffield, in front of magistrate Mr Wilson Overend. He was charged on two counts. The first was that of embezzling £4. 17s 6d the property of his master, Mr R J Bentley, and a second charge of embezzling the sum of £96. 6s. Mr Pashley conducted the prosecution and Mr Pickering was the defence counsel for the prisoner. Mr Pashley opened the case by stating that the position held by Harrison had been one of great responsibility. He had been entrusted to receive money on behalf of his master, and therefore the offence was a very grave one. He hoped that if the prisoner was found guilty, that he would receive a sufficient amount of punishment, which would deter others in a similar position of trust. He told the court that enquiries had proved that on 28 December Harrison was in dire financial difficulties and had been forced to borrowed money, but by the 31 December he had paid off several of his debts.

The first witness was Mr John Bland who described being called to the scene of the crime, and the conclusions he had subsequently arrived at. He was closely cross-examined by Mr Pickering, but it was reported that 'he failed in any degree to shake his testimony'. Stephen Brittain, the clerk to Mr Bentley, said that in a conversation he had on Saturday 28 December the prisoner told him that he owed something in the region of £30 to £40 in total, yet had no more than £5 with which to pay his debts. Mr William Clifford gave evidence and stated that in the cashier's absence Harrison would receive any money and put it in the cash drawer to which he had the key. There was an iron safe in the clerk's office in which was kept all the account books. Mr Clifford gave evidence that on the Monday night before the robbery he had told Harrison that he had learned that very day, that he was no longer to be acting as the brewery cashier. He informed his junior clerk that his job had been given to Mr Cooper, and that instead he would be supervising the men working in the brewery. Mr Cooper would be taking over the next day, and he asked Harrison to make sure that all the cash and the account books were up to date, and ready to hand over in the morning. Mr Clifford told the court that when he arrived at work the next morning he discovered the robbery. 
The cashier, continuing with his evidence said that when Harrison arrived at the works, he had informed him that the cash drawers were empty. He reminded Harrison that he was supposed to take home any cash and not leave it on the premises, but the prisoner merely replied that 'he had left it before and it had always been there the following morning'. Mr Clifford told the court that the previous night, he had been the last one off the premises, and that when he left the building was secure and well locked up. The next witness was the manager Mr Hurst. He told the bench that same Monday he had carefully inspected all the entries in the cash book. From enquiries that he had made, he found that the sum of £4. 17s 6d was outstanding and had not been entered  in the book. Not thinking that anything was wrong, he had merely mentioned it to Harrison later in the day, and told him to remind Crosland about it the next time he saw him, and Harrison replied he would. 
Mr Hurst said that the next morning being a Tuesday, he went into the brewery as usual at about 8 am and the porter, Thomas Milner was already there. A few moments after he got in, he noted the prisoner's two cash drawers were open as were his own. He had been in the office for ten minutes before Harrison arrived and he told Mr Hurst that £96. 6s had been taken from his drawer. Mr Hurst told the magistrates that at the time he had left for home, the gas had been left burning in the clerk's office as was usual. However it was only left on very slightly, and there should have been no gas left on in Mr Bentleys private office. He stated that Mr Brittain, the prisoner and himself all had the keys to the office door. 

Thomas Milner the porter at the brewery told the court that he had noted that the window to the clerk's office was opened about 7 am on the morning of 31 December, and he also found the gas burning ferociously in Mr Bentley's office. The room was full of smoke and was very hot, and he opened the doors and windows to let out the smoke and to cool the place down. Milner noted that the prisoner's drawers as well as four others were opened. He went to Harrison's house and left a message with his wife and about twenty minutes later Harrison arrived at the office. Milner told him that the cash had gone, but he made no reply and so the porter then went to the home of Mr Clifford and told him what had happened. He immediately went to the office. Ann Marshall, the wife of Robert Marshall of the Prince of Wales Hotel, Masbrough was the next to give evidence. She told the court that Harrison had borrowed £5 a month before the robbery, which he was supposed to repay the following day. When she did not receive anything from him, she wrote to him on 26 December reminding him that he still owed the money. On 31 December she received a note from him enclosing the £5 note which she had since given to constable Hudson. When she was cross-examined by Mr Pickering, she told him that the prisoner had borrowed money on other occasions before, but had always paid her back.

A woman who was also employed at the brewery called Elizabeth Pashley told the court that she was a widow, and she too had often lent the prisoner money. On 28 December he borrowed £3, and on the following Monday borrowed £2 more. On the Tuesday she had gone to his house and he paid her five sovereigns, which he told her that he had borrowed out of the drawer at the brewery. As Mrs Pashley was leaving Harrison's house, his wife had said to her that 'I should not like you to name to anyone that my husband has owed you any money'. Mr George Moorhouse the manager of a mill which was situated at the side of the brewery, stated that on 30 December he had changed five sovereigns for a £5 note given to him by Harrison. Joseph Booth who also worked at the brewery told the court that on Monday 30 the prisoner gave him two sovereigns and sixpence in order to  repay a Mrs Nussey at Masbrough. He told him it was to repay some money he had borrowed the previous week.  
Mr Pashley announced to the court that concluded the case for the prosecution, and Mr Pickering began his defence of the prisoner. There was some legal argument about the definition of embezzlement, before he proceeded to deal with the first count for the sum of £4.17s 6d. He acknowledged that the sum had not been written in the cash book, but he took it for granted that the omission was accidental, and he left it to the jury to decide whether it was wilful or not. If they thought it was a mistake, then the prisoner was clearly not guilty of embezzlement. Mr Pickering reminded the bench that the book was in constant use by the other clerks in the office, as well as the cashier. He stated that all the circumstances of the case pointed to the conclusion that there was no intention to defraud. Harrison's defence reminded the court of the great esteem with which the prisoner had been treated by his employers, and added that the prisoner was allowed to continue in his post, a full two days after the suspicion had been cast on him by Mr Bland. He simply carried on with his duties, including collecting money, which suggests that the superintendent's concerns were not shared by his employers. Mr Pickering asked the magistrates 'would they have done so if they themselves suspected that he was guilty?' He went to the night of the robbery and described all the suspicions entertained by Mr Bland. Mr Pickering claimed that there were many circumstances which might lead other men employed at the brewery to be under suspicion. Several of them had access to keys to the building, and pointed out that if the clerks office window had not been fastened correctly the night before, it might easily have been used by robbers. Harrison's defence counsel said that there had been no evidence put forward that the window had been properly secured. 

Mr Pickering claimed that was the chief constable, Mr Bland's own opinion that had condemned the prisoner, and he asked the jury to be sure to distinguish fact from opinion. He claimed there was no proof that the marks made on the inside of the window might have been made years before the night of the robbery. Harrison's defence said the mere fact that his window overlooked the yard and the cooper's shop, was again simply no proof of guilt. Speaking of the drawers and the chips of wood, Mr Pickering left it that the jury 'should bring their own common sense to bear, and not once more rely on the opinion of Mr Bland'. Regarding the drill in the coopers shop, he readily acknowledged that it was open to anyone in the yard, and was a place where men were known to regularly 'lounge about' during the day. Because the drill and bit, used in the robbery had been found in the shed, that no weight ought to be attached to that fact. Mr Pickering concluded by pointing out that there had been no attempt at concealment on the part of the prisoner, against whom there was not a shred of evidence apart from Mr Bland's opinion. 
The chair of the magistrates summed up the case recapitulating the principle points of evidence. In the course of his remarks he bore testimony to 'the ability that Mr Bland had displayed in investigating the case'. He stated that 'he felt this was my duty to do this publicly, in consequence of the remarks made by the defence counsel'. The jury having consulted for 15 minutes found the prisoner guilty on the first count and acquitting him of the second. The chair in passing sentence remarked that the prisoner had been found guilty of embezzling £4.17s 6d, the property of his master. Turning to the prisoner he told him:

'a person who appropriated his masters money to his own use was guilty of the greatest social crime and therefore you must be severely punished. The sentence of the court is that you be imprisoned for six months, and it was a fortunate thing for you that you were not found guilty of the second count'. 

The prisoner was taken away to the cells. The case, which had lasted for over ten hours, had demonstrated much interest and excitement throughout by those people attending the court.
I believe that there was little doubt that John Harrison was guilty of the offence of embezzlement. When a man is given such responsibility of handling large amounts of money, combined with a penchant for borrowing, it would test the strongest of characters. To me what is interesting were the methods used by Mr Bland to come to his conclusions. In the days before forensic science, there was no fingerprinting available, no handwriting experts and the case gives us an interesting insight into the sleuthing methods used by the Victorian police of the day.
Chapter Four: Attempted Murder at Brinsworth Bar
The condition of the roads in Victorian Britain had long been a cause of some concern for many years. Once coaches started to travel long distances, the roads soon became rutted and slippery. At times of bad weather, rain or snow the roads became completely impassable. In the end turn pike trusts were set up that were responsible for improving and repairing the roads. These trusts were empowered to charge a fee for carts, horses and foot traffic to use the roads, and they were very unpopular. People resented, as always, having to pay for something that previously had been free. Toll bars which collected the fees were set up along many of the main routes in and out of Rotherham, and it was not long before they became the target of robbers.  

On the morning of Friday 19 November 1852 a murderous assault took place on the keeper of the Brinsworth toll bar, a man called Robert Hansley. The bar was on the main Sheffield to Bawtry Road and situated about two miles from the centre of the town itself. The position of the toll bar was of some concern to the keeper, as it was in a lonely, isolated setting and there were no houses within a half mile in either direction. This combined with the fact that Robert Hansley and his wife were in their sixties made it an easy target. Nevertheless despite his age Housley was aware of the danger, and subsequently kept a pistol ready and loaded which he placed on the mantelpiece in the lower room at the bar. He also kept a ferocious dog which he was convinced would fly at anyone attempting to break into the place, and rip them to pieces. Hansley's reputation and bravery were well known in the district, as he had frequently boasted that if anyone attempted to break into his toll bar, he would shoot the first man that entered. All the money that was collected was paid over every month to the bank in Rotherham. Hansley was also aware that any thieves breaking in when the money was due to be paid into the bank, would have got a substantial amount of money. 

Early that morning at 1.15 am Hansley was awoken by cry of 'gate' and he looked out of the window where he saw a man sitting on an ass on the road. Hansley was confused, because there were two posts at the side of the bar which were sufficiently wide to allow a man and an ass to get through easily at no cost. He shouted down to the man to pass the posts, but the man retorted that the ass was shy, and would not pass through such a little opening. No doubt cursing the erstwhile traveller for disturbing him, Hansley got up and dressed to let the man through the gate. The man asked him how much the toll would be and he told him three half pence. The man dismounted before reaching into his pocket saying that he would need change for 6d. That was when a second man who had been crouching down at the side of the toll house, sprang up and hit Hansley over the head with a hedge stick. The man with the ass also landed some heavy blows on the elderly man, who was now on the floor and curled up in a ball trying to protect himself. Inside the toll house Mrs Hansley let go the fierce dog telling him to attack the men outside. Sadly it was reported that:
'singularly enough the ferocious disposition of the animal seemed entirely to have disappeared, and the dog simply frisked about the men as if enjoying the scene'. 

Hansley meanwhile managed to get away from the two men and rushed back into the lower room of the toll house. He grabbed the loaded pistol and was in the act of pointing it at the two intruders, who had followed him inside, when one of them knocked it out of his hand. They then proceeded to beat him savagely once again with the hedge stick and an iron poker taken from the fireplace. Mrs Hansley screamed out 'murder' at the top of her voice, but her husband was beaten almost insensible as he lay on the floor covered in blood. The two men then turned their attention to the woman. Grabbing her from behind and holding a knife to her throat, they used the most awful threats of what they would do to her if she did not hand over all the money in the house. As it happened the money had just been paid in to the bank a few days earlier and she told them this, but they did not believe her. One of them stayed with the injured man, whilst the other accompanied her to the upper rooms. They ransacked all the drawers and cupboards searching for any valuables or cash. 
Despite their frantic search the men only found Hansley's silver watch, some plated spoons which they mistook for silver, two silk handkerchiefs and about £4. 10s in money. So threatening were the men towards her that Mrs Hansley even handed over the few half pennies she had in her apron pocket. As they left the toll house they told the elderly couple to go back to bed, and warned them that if they tried to attract any help before 4 am they would returned and murder them both. The two men then left locking the bedroom door and the back door, taking the keys with them. No one else passed the gate until 6 am when a man called Daniel Jenkinson was passing on his way to Sheffield. Mrs Hansley opened the bedroom window and shouted down to him and told him that herself and her husband had been locked in the upstairs room following a robbery. Jenkinson managed to get a ladder and entering the house he prise open the bedroom door, setting the elderly couple free. Dr Hardwicke the surgeon from Rotherham was called to attend to Hansley and he arrived almost immediately. Tending to the keeper, he found four very contused wounds on his head, two on his back, one on the right side and another on the forehead. His left shoulders and the upper parts of his arms where he had tried to defend himself, were also very much bruised.

The man was sent into hospital where his condition was still very precarious for a day or so after the attack. It was reported that it was strongly suspected that if inflammation set in, then his recovery would be impossible. Dr Hardwicke had also informed the Rotherham police, and in daylight they could easily see the evidence of the vicious nature of the attack. On the outside doorstep and underneath the window, where the first attack had taken place, were many spattered bloodstains. Inside was even worse, with the floor, walls, furniture, ceiling and clothes all covered with the keeper's blood. A description of the two men was given to the chief constable, and posters giving the description of the men were circulated throughout Rotherham. It was said that both men were aged between 22 and 25 years of age, and had light features and a clear faces. They were of middle stature, wearing blue and white 'slops' and caps. (slops were the cheaper kind of home made clothing). A close search was made of the neighbourhood and a reward of £150 was offered for the capture and conviction of the two robbers. Police enquiries quickly established that prior to the robbery, the same two men had made their way to Rotherham, entering the town in the early hours of Thursday morning. Their rough appearance had alerted the police and they were questioned, but claimed that they were just navvies coming to the town in search for work. They gave their names as Thomas Jackson and William Thompson.
A close eye had been kept on the two men by the Rotherham police, and as a consequence they had been seen going in the direction of Brinsworth by police constable Timms in the early hours on the morning of the robbery. Another witness saw them at Canklow Mills, within a mile of the bar. Timms description, as well as that given by Mrs Hansley, convinced the local police that these were the same two men who had committed the robbery. Police enquiries revealed that the reason for threatening the couple before locking them in, was because the two men intended to rob another toll bar at Wickersley. They found that when the robbers got to Brecks farm they went into a stable and stole a horse. One of the men was riding the horse as he approached the toll bar and once again shouted for the keeper to let them through, whilst the second man stayed hidden. As before, the toll bar keeper told him to pass through the posts, but when he refused the toll keeper was suspicious. The fact that the man wanting to pass the toll bar was wearing poor clothing, and that he was riding a horse with no saddle or bridle, made the keeper think that 'mischief was intended'. Just then a waggon appeared on the road, and the toll keeper had no option but to let the two vehicles through. He noted that the man had looked very disgruntled as he paid the toll. The police were convinced that if the waggon had not appeared, the toll bar keeper would also have been attacked and robbed. The horse that had been used in the attempted robbery, was later found grazing in a field a half mile from the bar. It was re-claimed by the farmer from whose stable it had been taken.

Although only one man was seen, there was little doubt in the mind of the Rotherham police that these were the same two men who had been stopped in Rotherham the day before. They were convinced that they had perpetrated both robberies. A witness came forward who had seen the two men approaching Wickersley. They were later identified by another witness at Bramley. What the Rotherham chief constable found out from a report that he received on the Saturday after the robbery, was that the same two men had committed a previous robbery on a toll house. On the previous Tuesday they had been in the custody of the Newark police charged with vagrancy, but had been discharged by the magistrates on promising to leave the town. Instead of leaving they had committed a similar robbery at the Debdale Mill toll house on the Newark to Worksop Road. Their method of operation was the same in all three cases, where one man would decoy the keeper out of the house whilst another, who was concealed, attacked the keeper as he came outside. The report stated that they had proceeded to plunder the Debdale toll house and on this occasion only found £2. After committing this robbery which had given them so little return, they then made their way to Rotherham. 
The chief constable was furious as he felt that if the Newark police had been quicker to circulate the report of the theft at the Debdale Mill bar, an arrest would have been made when the two men had entered Rotherham in the first instant. Instead, by the time the news had come to the town, the two men had disappeared and an intensive search for them was undertaken. At this time it was strongly suspected that the two men were notorious characters named George Curtis and George Woodcock both from Tickhill near Doncaster. A month later on December 18 1852 Woodcock had been arrested on a charged of burglary at Eckington and had been imprisoned at Chester City Gaol.  The toll bar keeper's wife, Mrs Hansley was taken to Chester to see the prisoner, but she was unable to identify him positively. It was reported at the time that 'it was hoped that before the man's term of imprisonment had finished, that Mr Hansley would be in a better state of health and able to identify the man'. Sadly by the beginning of the following year it was recorded that Mr Hansley:
'has become quite idiotic and imbecilic, arising in great measure from the injuries he received in the struggle with the two villains'.

However this report must have been exaggerated, because he certainly recovered, enough fourteen months later by February 1854, when he and his wife were asked to identify another possible suspect. By this time George Woodcock had served his sentence at Chester and had been discharged from prison. 
On Thursday February 20 1854 Sergeant Astwood from the Doncaster police arranged for Mr and Mrs Hansley to see the suspected man, George Curtis at the Morpas toll bar at Tickhill. He had reason to believe from information he had received that Curtis, would pass the toll bar there. The couple were still inside the toll house when Sergeant Astwood met Curtis on the road outside and took him towards the toll house, telling him that two persons wished to see him following a robbery at Brinsworth. Almost immediately after casting eyes on him, the elderly couple identified him as the man who had committed the robbery. George Curtis was the son of a farmer of Tickhill and he was aged 23. He gave his address as  Blyth Cottage, Tickhill when he was brought before the magistrates at the Guild Hall at Doncaster the next day. Messrs Hoyle and Marsh attended the court and watched the case on behalf of the Sheffield to Bawtry Road Trustees. Curtis was found guilty of all the toll bar robberies, and sent to take his trial at the next York assizes. 
George Woodcock by this time was serving yet another prison sentence at the Derby House of Correction for a burglary he had committed. He was known to have a violent nature and had already committed a vicious attack on one of the turnkeys at the gaol. Once again Sergeant Astwood and Mr and Mrs Hansley were taken to Derby Gaol, but they were unable to identify the man positively as one of the robbers. On Monday 13 March 1854 George Curtis was brought before the judge, Mr Baron Platt charged with the burglary at the Brinsworth toll bar. He was also charged with the theft of the silver watch, almost £5 in money and three plated spoons the property of Mr Robert Hansley. The toll keeper told the court that he recognised the prisoner easily, as the two men had remained in the house for a full half an hour during the robbery. During that time they wore no masks and there were two candles burning. Therefore Mr Hansley had plenty of time to watch Curtis and was very confident that he had identified him positively. He told the court that he had recognised him whilst he was still on the road outside the toll bar at Tickhill, even before he had been approached by Sergeant Astwood. 
Mr Overend who defended George Curtis claimed that Mr and Mrs Hansley were wrong in their identification, and there was simply no evidence that the prisoner had taken or tried to sell any of the stolen goods. He claimed that the length of time since the attack, and the old age of the victims had rendered their evidence as worse than useless, and therefore it was impossible for them to speak with any certainty. He stated that on the morning of the attack the elderly couple were still in such a state of shock, that they both told Mr Bland that they would be unable to identify the men. Mr Bland gave evidence that on the morning of the robbery he had taken down the exact words of the elderly couple. Although Mrs Hansley had given a good description, it was only Mr Hansley that had stated that he didn't think he would be able to describe the men. However he had remembered that one of them had deformed front teeth, which was clearly visible with George Curtis. Mr Bland then read out that the description he had taken down from Mrs Hansley statement, which fitted the prisoner exactly. After hearing all the evidence the jury found George Curtis guilty of the violent attack on the elderly couple, and the judge agreed. As he told the jury 'you have not rashly come to the conclusion that you have pronounced, and I could not say that it was wrong'. Addressing the prisoner he pronounced the sentence of death, and as the prisoner stood holding the rails of the dock, he shouted 
'I am as innocent as these rails. I know nothing about the affair. I hope that God Almighty will strike me dead if I do'.  
The judge told him that 'the outrage of which you have been convicted was one of so cowardly and ruffianly a character, that the judgement of the court was that the sentence of death will be recorded'. Curtis was then removed out of the docks and into the cells below. 
Thankfully George Curtis did not hang, as his sentence was commuted to transportation for life. He was one of 250 convicts who joined the ship 'William Hammond on 3 January 1856 bound for Western Australia. Interestingly George Woodcock also had his sentence changed to transportation for the burglary for which he had been sentenced. He went out with 270 convicts on the ship the 'Nile' on 18 September 1857 also bound for Western Australia. Although there is no evidence it is interesting to speculate, whether the two men meet up on those distant shores so far away from their home town of Tickhill? 
Chapter Five: A Murderous Assault in All Nations Yard 
One of the most notorious places in Rotherham during the Victorian era was Westgate. Today it is a thoroughfare full of shops, nightclubs and offices, but then it was a place of slum dwellings, pubs and low lodging houses. The police were regularly called to Westgate to remove drunks, assist in domestic abuse cases and investigate the many crimes that went on in the area. The Rotherham magistrates were tired of hearing cases of crimes which took place on a regular basis along Westgate. As one magistrate commented 'the place was becoming a perfect nuisance'. 

On the night of Sunday March 19 1865 a most brutal attack took place, which even shocked those officers attending the scene. A vicious assault was made on a woman in one of the alleys off Westgate which was characteristically named All Nations Yard. A man named George Hartley, aged 35 lived there, who was better known in the neighbourhood from his peculiar occupation as 'Muck Jack'. Hartley was employed as a scavenger and was employed at removing night soil (the contents of the toilets) during the dark hours. The man was described by his neighbours as being of the most brutal disposition, who regularly fell out with people around him. Night after night the neighbours were woken and alarmed by the cries and entreaties of his wife, whom he regularly subjected to a beating. Hartley also had arguments with his neighbours and the police were regular visitors to the yard. He and his wife took in lodgers, and it had been noted that in the early part of the previous week, that a labourer called Smith and his wife had gone to lodge in the house. Mrs Ann Smith was the sister of a former wife of Hartley's and it was known that the pair were clearly antagonistic towards each other. 

That Sunday, Hartley, Mr Smith and their respective wives had been drinking heavily, and as the day went on it was a surprise to no one when they began to get quarrelsome. In the course of the evening neighbours reported yet another noisy dispute taking place. Mrs Smith made some remark, which highly exasperated Hartley and he immediately took her by the shoulders and pushed her out into the yard, shutting the door behind her. She made an attempt to re-enter the house, but as she was opening the door Mrs Smith heard him say 'if she doesn't know when she is well, I will teach her'. Knowing the violent disposition of the man, and fearing the consequences if she persisted in returning back into the house, Mrs Smith changed her mind and she closed the door and walked away. She had scarcely gone a dozen yards however before Hartley opened the door again. Mrs Smith turned, and in the act of turning Hartley threw with great precision, a large fire poker straight at her. The poker struck her across the temple, and the poor woman, after staggering a few yards, fell heavily against a wall. Neighbours could see blood flowed from her head in streams, as they rushed out to help the injured woman. Hartley, when he saw what he had done, simply went back into his house and closed the door,

Someone called for a doctor, but there were concerns that she would bleed to death before medical assistance could be found. Thankfully Dr Hardwicke's assistant, Dr Edwin Borough was soon in attendance, and on examining the woman he found that the main artery of the temple had been completely severed. He sent her immediately to the hospital, but later that night it was reported that 'she was lying in a most precarious condition and is not expected to live'. Hartley was arrested and taken to the police office. The news of the murderous attack quickly spread throughout the town and for hours Westgate was thronged with people anxious to visit All Nations Yard  to see for themselves where the assault had occurred. It was also reported that:

'almost every Saturday and Sunday night during the past winter, the disgraceful disturbances have taken place in this street. The assault last night is the culmination of a series that have recently taken place'. 
George Hartley was brought into the Rotherham Police Court on Monday March 20 1865 before the Hon. and Rev. Mr Howard and other magistrates. The prisoner was charged with 'cutting and wounding Mrs Ann Smith with intent to do grievous bodily harm'. The facts of the matter were laid before the bench and a remand was asked for, as at that time Mrs Smith was not in any condition to give evidence against him. When Hartley asked if he had anything to say as to why he had committed the offence, he told the magistrates that the woman came to his house regularly every Sunday in a state of complete drunkenness. Hartley said that when he turned her out the day before, she had struck him in the face and had consequently thrown stones at his door. Without the testimony of Mrs Smith the bench had no option but to remand the prisoner for a week. Hartley was remanded several times in fact, until Monday April 10 when the poor woman was at last in a position to give her version of events. Still visibly suffering from the violent attack of that night, she was brought to the court in a cab. During her examination she was allowed to remain seated as she made her statement. 
Mrs Smith appeared to be still excessively weak and her head was still bandaged up but her condition did not apparently have any effect on the prisoner. He seemed from the minute he entered into the court room, to treat the whole affair with the utmost indifference. The court was silent as Mrs Smith gave her evidence. She told the bench:

'I am the wife of labourer Thomas Smith of Rotherham, and we have been lodging with the prisoner. On Sunday night the 19 March, my husband and I were having a few words about my son, when the prisoner threatened me saying "if I did not hold my tongue, he would put me out of the house". I told him he would not. He jumped up from his chair and opened the door and then turned round to my husband and said 'now lad are you going to turn her out'. 'My husband replied "No I shall not turn her out". The prisoner then took me by the shoulders and pushed me out into the yard, and shut the door. There was a stone near and I picked it up and threw it at the door, I tried to open it  to get back inside but I could not. I then asked him to give me my bonnet and  I would go. I called out to him "you are badly George". He answered "If I am not badly, I'll make you badly very soon" I heard him cross the floor as I walked down the yard. When I had gone about  dozen paces, I turned my head around and as I was doing so, I felt something strike me on the head. The prisoner was then standing at the doorstep. I walked another two or three steps and then fell against a wall, bleeding profusely from the head. I was confined to my bed for three weeks and have not been out the house until this morning. Directly after the blow I looked to the ground and saw a poker'.  

A fitter called Arthur Wilson told the court that on that Sunday he had been standing at the back door of the house, where he lived in All Nations Yard. Suddenly he heard raised voices, and he saw Mrs Smith come out of the house of the prisoner and directly afterwards someone shut the door. Mrs Smith tried to push open the door again, but she could not open it. Wilson saw her swear at someone still inside the house, before she turned away and walked down the yard. The witness described how the prisoner had then come to the door with the poker in his hand. He described how Hartley had poised the poker as if to throw it, and seeing what he was about to do Wilson shouted at him to desist. Ignoring the man's warning Hartley threw the poker and it struck Mrs Smith on the left side of her head. 
Mr Edwin Borough, the assistant to Dr Hardwicke, was the next to give evidence. He told the magistrates that he had been sent to the house on the night of the assault. There he found his patient to be in a very low state, suffering from a wound on her temple which was about three quarters of an inch in length. The wound was not dangerous, but it caused a great loss of blood. Dr Borough stated that he had attended to Mrs Smith since then, and confirmed that she had been confined to bed for three weeks. He was shown the poker, which was described as 'a fearsome weapon' and he confirmed that it could easily have caused the wound. Police constable Holgate said that after the assault, he had apprehended the prisoner and charged him with the assault on Mrs Smith, Hartley was shown the poker and he had replied 'I did not strike her with it; I heaved it at her, and would do so again if she came to my house in that state'. However he did confirm that it was the same poker that he had thrown at the woman. The prisoner in his defence said that Mrs Smith was causing a great disturbance and added that 'she brought the punishment on herself'. 
After hearing all the evidence the chair of the bench, the Hon. and Rev. Mr Howard told the prisoner that they had found him guilty, and decided to send him to take his trial at the assizes. Hartley appeared to be astonished at this, and said that he would rather it was decided by the magistrates. The bench informed him that they had not the power to do that, given that it was such a violent attack and the prisoner was removed. It was reported that 'he seemed perfectly astonished to be informed that the charge was too serious a nature to be deal with by the magistrates'. On Tuesday August 8 1865 George Hartley was brought before judge Mr Justice Mellor at the assizes at Leeds. The prosecution was Mr Waddy and he outlined the case for the jury. Once again Mrs Smith gave her version of events, and in cross examination by the prisoner, who was undefended in court, she hotly denied that she was drunk and abusive at the time of the attack. 
The prisoner's only defence was repeating his accusation that she was a drunken and abusive woman. He claimed she was someone: 

'who spent even the parish allowance in drink. I have borne with her until I was compelled to turn her out of the house, and I threw the poker at her in order to frighten, but not with the intention of seriously wounding her'. 

The fact that Hartley admitted that he had no intention of injuring her went along way with the jury. They acquitted the prisoner of the felony, and found him guilty of the lesser misdemeanour of unlawful wounding. His Lordship said there was no doubt the prisoner had received great provocation, but not to an extent which would justify the use of such a weapon. Mr Justice Mellor then told Hartley that as he had been in prison for four months already he must undergo a further imprisonment of six weeks. 

 Chapter Six: The Mysterious Death of Louisa Turner.

As we already know, any woman giving birth to an illegitimate child in Victorian Rotherham stood the risk of being ostracized by her friends and family. There is little doubt that parents saw it as bring shame on the family, but one father treated his daughter so badly that it ended in her death. The savage way in which he dealt with her, shocked a society in an already very brutal age. His attitude to his daughter, and the manner in which he made sure the members of the family complied with his wishes, ended in condemning her to a long and protracted death.

In May of 1885 Louisa Turner was aged 20 years of age and was staying with her sister, Mary Jane and her husband at Parkgate whilst going out to work to earn some money at cleaning. She had lived with her sister since January of that year, but Louisa had a secret. When it seemed that her sister had put on weight Mary Jane asked her if she was pregnant, but Louisa always denied it and made some excuse for her weight gain. In the beginning of May her father who was a painter and who lived at Eastwood Lane, Rotherham sent for his daughter to go and keep house for him. He was a domineering man who ruled his family with a rod of iron. Nevertheless Louisa was glad to go, and she left her sisters house in the morning of 3 May but called her sister to come and see her the same night. There she made a confession to both her sister and her father that not only was she was pregnant, but that she was actually in labour. Mr Turner was outraged and he told her flatly that there was to be no doctors or medical help to be called, and he no longer wanted anything to do with Louisa. He told her that from that day forward she was dead to him. From that moment on he never spoke another word to her. 
Mary Jane was more forgiving and to keep the peace between her father and her sister she stayed at his house until after the baby was born at 7 am the next morning. Although Mr Turner was still in the house when Louisa gave birth, he refused to acknowledge it or his daughter. Despite her father's commands Mary Jane had insisted in calling a midwife to attend to her sister, called Harriet Uttley who was present at the birth. She found that Louisa had been placed in a bedroom right at the top of the house in the third storey. As she continued to visit the girl after her confinement, Mrs Uttley saw the domineering attitude of Mr Turner, who forbade any of his children from having anything to do with their sister. She saw the girl become weaker and weaker as she was afraid to leave the bedroom in the attic. Her sister Mary Jane visited on occasions, but as she had a young family of her own, her time was limited. No one had any idea how little food was given to Louisa Turner, as she slowly starved to death in the attic bedroom, growing weaker and weaker. She died alone on Sunday 17 May 1885 and the child died a week later. 
The inquest into the body of Louisa Turner was held at the Effingham Arms Inn at Rotherham by the coroner Mr D Wightman on Tuesday afternoon of 19 May 1885. Inspector Lawson watched the case on behalf of the police. The police surgeon Alexander Richard Cobban was the first to give evidence. He told the coroner that he had held the post mortem the previous day, and he gave evidence that the woman had recently been confined, probably within the last fortnight, although the girl had no milk in her breasts. There were no outward signs of violence on the girl's body and the internal organs were healthy. Dr Cobban could not find any sign of disease, but there was no food in the stomach or the intestines, and the body was very emaciated. He deduced that much of the neglect must have occurred during the last fortnight. He concluded that the girl had died from 'want of nourishment and a general neglect of the kind of nursing a woman could expect in her condition'. Following a question from the coroner, Dr Cobban said there was no reason for the deceased woman not to have taken food, if it had been provided for her. From the state of the stomach at the post mortem he deduced that she had not eaten anything at all within the last twenty four hours of her life, although there was some fluid which he supposed to be tea.
The next witness was Mary Jane Brown the wife of William Brown of Parkgate who gave evidence that she was the sister of the deceased. She stated that she had visited her sister several times after the birth of the baby, and she had never complained about feeling hungry or asked her sister to get her any food. Harriet Uttley told the inquest that she was a qualified midwife and said that she had been sent for on 3 May and she continued to visit the girl until her death. Mrs Uttley told the court that on the previous Thursday she had found her patient crying, and when she asked what was wrong, the girl told her that she had seen no one since half past nine that morning. She had been given a cup of tea, but since that time had eaten nothing. The midwife stated that a week previous to this, the girls father asked her how his daughter was going on and she told him 'very nicely considering what she has had to eat, and the way in which she had not been waited upon'. To this piece of sarcasm the father did not reply. At the time he was sat at the table eating beef and some potatoes with his two younger children, and it looked like they had all just finished their meal. Mrs Uttley told the court that during the fortnight she had been visiting the girl, she had taken her tea and toast, some fish and several times a new laid egg from her own house. However she made sure that she had never taken the girl any food when the father was about. 
One of the jurymen asked her whether the father had been earning enough money to be able to provide enough food for the girl, and she told him that there was always sufficient food for himself and the children in the house. She had challenged him one day and told him that his daughter did not have enough food to eat, and that she needed food to make her strong after giving birth, but to this he made no reply. However she did tell the court that the girl being situated so high in the house would make it impossible for her to make the children downstairs hear, if she wanted some food. On the Thursday before Louisa died, she had told the midwife that her father had never been up stairs to see her, since she had confessed the truth to him. The next witness was the one that most people wanted to hear from.

The father of the deceased girl gave his name as Thomas William Turner and said that he was a widower. He admitted that he never gone upstairs to see his daughter before her death, but claimed that 'he was busy and had not time for anything'. Mr Turner stated that his daughter Edith who was nearly twelve years of age was the one who looked after her sister. He stated that he was in the habit of shouting up to her every morning from the bottom of the stairs, to ask Louisa what she wanted. However after hearing the evidence of Dr Cobban the jury could tell that this was a patent lie. Incredibly Mr Turner stated that he sent regularly sent Louisa meals upstairs with Edith every morning and evening, and that he had also left food for the children to cook for her at lunchtime. However most of the time, he said the meals were returned untouched. The witness said that his wages were almost a guinea a week and he denied that Mrs Uttley had ever told him that his daughter did not have enough to eat. He told the court that he had even cooked Louisa some bacon the previous Sunday and he had sent it upstairs with some bread and butter and tea. When the tray was returned she had only drunk the tea and left the bacon untouched. 
Mr Turner also claimed that only the previous week he had asked Mrs Uttley what he could get for his daughter to eat. She had told him that she would probably eat a nice mutton chop. He had asked his daughter if she would like one, but she told him that even if he bought one for her, she would not be able to eat it. Despite the contrary evidence of the doctor, he insisted that not only had he provided meals for Louisa, but was also aware that the neighbours were bringing her food too. Mrs Uttley the midwife was re-called and she denied having the conversation with Mr Turner about the mutton chop. On the contrary she had told him on three different occasions that his daughter needed more food and better nursing and care, but each time he never spoke or replied to her. The coroner asked the midwife if the deceased woman was able to eat food if it had been given to her, and she told him 'yes sir, she would eat it if it was given to her'. He asked her if Louisa had been capable of coming downstairs by herself, and Mrs Uttley told him that she had done so on one occasion, but she was very weak and soon returned back to bed.

A neighbour Laura Bower, told the coroner that she knew Louisa Turner and after she returned back to her father's house, she was aware of her circumstances. She gave evidence that although the girl's father had never asked her to call, she had taken her little things, and tried to act like a good neighbour to her. Mrs Bower had offered her opinion to Mr Turner and suggested that he ought to get someone in to care for girl, but he had refused to listen. She told the coroner that in her opinion Louisa would not have died, if there had been anyone in the house to take her food. Edith Turner aged 12 then gave her evidence. She was described as a 'very intelligent looking child who gave her evidence in a manner much older than her years'.  Edith categorically denied that her father had ever sent her sister any bacon or anything at all upstairs. Her sister had never had anything, but what the neighbours had given her. She claimed that she took her sister half a basin of milk every night when she was able to. Edith stated that her sister had only once asked her for food, and that was for half a slice of toast. She had gladly got it for her, but that was the one and only time. 
The coroner Mr Wightman told the jury that they had to decide from the evidence which witness was telling the truth, from those who obviously were not. He said that 'the last witness had let as much daylight into the case, as any witness they had had', before adjourning the inquest to the following Friday 23 May. When the inquest was reconvened, the son gave evidence. His testimony was perhaps the most chilling, as the boy described how his sister had been systematically starved to death. John William Turner was 14 years of age and he told the coroner that he remembered his sister coming to live with them one Monday about three weeks ago. She had arrived about noon and his father came home from work about 7 pm. Almost immediately there was an argument, and his father told Louisa that 'he would not have her there, and would not have a doctor or a midwife in the house'.  His other sister Mrs Brown had wanted to get a  doctor but his father had ordered her out of the house. His sister however had refused to go and so he simply pushed her out, but she returned later with a midwife. At that  time Louisa was in the lower kitchen part of the house and he could see that she was very ill, and complaining of pains in her stomach. His father was shouting at her and so the boy went to bed which was in the top bedroom attic. John had only been in bed a short while, before his father came in the room and told him he had to give up his bed for his sister. 

The boy told the court that he had seen Louisa four or five times after she had moved into his bedroom. He said that he had taken her some bread and butter twice, but his father had never sent him up with anything, or asked him to take anything to her. He took it up because his sister called for it. John described how on one occasion he had seen his sister crying, but she would not say what she was crying for. He explained that his little sister Edith was deaf, and that if Louisa needed anything that she would have to shout loudly to make her hear. The witness then described the lay-out of the house saying that Louisa had been in the attic bedroom, but the family mostly lived in the cellar kitchen. A juror asked him who was on the middle floor and he said that he and his father slept upstairs in the middle section of the house, although when they were at work during the day no one was in the middle room.
Then the coroner asked him a curious question. Mr Wightman said to him 'was it true that your father asked you to say that you took bacon, eggs and tea up to your sister every day'. The boy replied 'yes sir' to which there were gasps in the court. Then the coroner asked the witness 'during the whole of the time your sister Louisa was upstairs, do you think she was ever a day without anything to eat?' John replied that on the Friday before her death, she had nothing to eat all day until he got home at 4 pm. He had been given some bread and jam and he shared it with his sister and she ate half a slice. John stated that he had been given the bread and jam for running errands for his other sister Eliza. On one occasion the neighbour Mrs Bower had told him to tell his father that he ought to get a doctor for Louisa. He had repeated it to his father, but he had replied that he could not afford to pay for a doctor. The boy was clearly asked by the coroner 'if he had ever seen his father take her food' to which he replied 'no sir'. John said he only knew of one occasion when his father had sent some bread butter and tea upstairs with his sister Eliza. Chillingly he told the inquest that the neighbours used to come in every day at first, but then just before her death they never came for about three days at a time. He told the inquest that neighbour Mrs Hall was the last to have brought Louisa some food, but that was not within two or three days of her death, adding that 'it might have been about a week before'. 
As the questioning of the boy progressed, it was obvious that the coroner and the jury were visibly shocked at the evidence they were hearing. Mr Wightman continued to gently question the boy as to whether his father had ever enquired after his sister. The boy told him 'no sir'. He asked if Mr Turner had ever gone up to the attic to see Louisa for himself and John told him that he hadn't. The coroner then asked him 'do you mean to say that from the time she went upstairs on that Monday night she came home, to the night she died, your father never saw her until after her death'. The witness once again replied 'yes sir'. He said that although his sister had been downstairs in the kitchen when he came in clutching the jam and bread, there was no bread or any food in the house. He also told the shocked room that when his sister died, no one was with her. His father was in the lower kitchen and he had been in the middle room nursing the baby. When he had last seen his sister on the night she died, he had taken the baby from her arms as she said she had lost the use in them. 
The coroner then addressed the jury and told them that 'this was one of the most shocking cases I have ever had before me'. He said that the jury had to decide whether in their opinion the father had been responsible for his daughter's death through wilful neglect. The coroner reminded them that the father had brought the girl back to his house, and under those circumstances he was the one person who should have the responsibility for her. Part of that was to provide food, as well as care and attention for his daughter. The jury would have to consider whether the father had simply trusted in the neighbours to look after the deceased woman, and whether he thought that by doing this it would relieved him of the responsibility. Mr Wightman said that in such a scenario, that would have been the only point that could be considered in his favour. The jury after only a few minutes deliberation, returned a verdict of manslaughter against the father. Mr Turner was called back into the room and committed by the coroner to take his trial at the next assizes. Inspector Lawson who had been watching the hearing, then took the father into custody and he was placed in the cells at Rotherham station. In the meantime a subscription was started in the court room to allow the children food during the time their father was in the cells.

On Saturday 24 May 1885 Thomas William Turner was brought before the Rotherham magistrates on a charge of the manslaughter of his daughter. The chief constable Mr Pollard made a brief statement of the facts of the case, and asked that the prisoner be remanded to the following Thursday. Turner asked for bail but he was told by the magistrate Alderman Wigfield that bail could not be granted that day, and he would have to wait until the following Thursday when the matter would be considered again. On Thursday 29 May Turner was brought before the bench again. Mr F Parker Rhodes was the prosecution and Mr H H Hickmott defended Turner. Mr Rhodes gave the facts of the case, and stated quite categorically that the woman had died from lack of food and proper attention, at a time when the prisoner was in possession of food and might easily have let his daughter have some. Dr Cobban gave the same evidence as he had in the coroners inquest. Mr Hickmott then called Eleanor Lomas, a neighbour of the prisoner. She told the court that she knew the deceased and had seen her every day between her confinement and her death. The neighbour said that she had visited the girl, and it was not true that there had been no food at the house. She told the magistrates that she had seen a packet of milk biscuits and some oatmeal in the bedroom where Louisa lay shortly after her confinement. Mrs Lomas said that she had no idea that the girl was so close to death, because she never complained to her of being hungry 

The midwife, Mrs Uttley also stated that the girl did not complain to her that she did not get any food, so she was unaware of the problem until she found her crying. She admitted that she too had seen some oatmeal at the house and a packet of milk biscuits in the bedroom. However she could not swear that the packet of biscuits were still in the bedroom up to the time of the girl's death. The boy Thomas was called and questioned again, but it was reported that 'now his replies were somewhat reluctantly given'. Mr Rhodes spoke to him kindly, and he became more open in his answers. John admitted that when he wasn't at work he often went out to play cricket and left his sister Edith alone in the house with Louisa. He was closely questioned about when he said that his father had told him to say that he had taken bacon, eggs and tea every day up to his sister, and admitted that he had lied to the coroner. When the magistrate asked why he said that 'he had got muddled at the inquest'. 
Mr Rhodes told him 'do not lie my lad, tell us the truth'. The boy answered 'I thought they were going to take my father sir'. However at this point his version of events became a little different to his previous statements. John now said that his father had often asked him if he had taken anything up to his sister, and that his father had said to let his sister have anything she wanted in the house. Contrary to his previous evidence he added that there was always plenty of food available. He claimed that he had regularly asked his sister if she wanted anything to eat, and she had always said 'no'. On one occasion when his sister wanted something to eat he took it up for her. Mary Jane Brown stated that she had seen her sister on three or four times between her confinement and her death, and she had never complained to her that she was hungry. She said that she had sent her the biscuits, which had been in a paper bag in her bedroom. At this point the magistrates intimated that it was their intention to commit the prisoner for trial. Mr Hickmott stated that he was surprised at this decision, as 'they would be sending for trial a case which no jury could reasonable expect to convict'. The prisoner was then formally committed to the assizes and bail was allowed on two sureties of £25 each. 
Thomas William Turner was brought before Mr Justice Wills on Monday August 10 1885 at the Leeds Town Hall. Mr Mellor prosecuted and Mr Kershaw defended him. Mr Mellor stated the case saying that the prisoners daughter had not lived at home for a considerable time, before she returned on the 3 May. Shortly afterwards she was taken in labour, and 'this naturally roused the anger of the prisoner, and by refusing to allow a doctor to attend his daughter, he had behaved somewhat brutally'. He described how the deceased was delivered of a healthy child, and that she had been seen by the midwife 'from time to time' but she seemed to have been completely neglected by her family. The midwife had complained to the father that the girl needed more nourishment, but he did nothing to get her any and this omission was 'cruel and harsh'.
John William Turner, the son gave his evidence and stated that his sister had only once complained of being hungry, and that was about a week before she died. Once again he claimed there was food in the house, and that his father 'would not have done anything to him if he had given some to the deceased'. The judge asked in bewilderment 'is it possible to maintain the prosecution in the face of this evidence'. The prosecutor Mr Mellor replied 'I have never felt confident of my ability to do so'. His Lordship then told the court:

'there may have been a want of affectionate attention; but here is a working man who leaves food in the house and the children left at home were not infants you know. They did not know that the girl was suffering from want of food, and the only person who can give any account of what took place behind the man's back says 'I should have taken her food if I had known. I should not have been afraid of my father". You cannot say therefore that the prisoner is responsible under those circumstances. 

The jury concurred and returned a verdict of not guilty and the prisoner was accordingly liberated. 
This was one of the most puzzling case I have ever researched. Was it possible that a woman, who had recently given birth could starve herself to death without making any statement or complaint to anyone for more than a fortnight? It is my belief that Mr Turner had imposed his will on his family to such an extent that his son and daughters were frightened to take food to her. It is implied that he left the responsibility for the provision of food to the neighbours generosity, but there was little evidence that Mr Turner made enquiries as to whether Louisa would have had enough to eat or drink. I would also suggest that only when the enquiry into his daughter's death took on a more serious nature, did he encourage his son John change his story. Once the father was allowed bail and he returned home, it was very obvious that the boy start to minimise the brutal attitude of his father's treatment of his sister, until by the time it was heard at the assizes, there was literally no case to answer. The old adage about 'no one really knowing what goes on behind closed doors' was certainly true in this case. 
Further Reading

If you have enjoyed reading this book, then here are some more written by the same author and easily accessible to download onto a kindle device immediately or to buy in book form on Amazon. Some are 19th century crimes committed in Britain generally, whilst other focus on the town of Rotherham itself.

MESSENGERS OF DEATH
It was easy to kill someone in the 19th century, much easier than it is today... 

Access to arsenic could be gained for pennies and it's effects mimicked such diseases as cholera, dysentery and typhoid, all of which, at the time, were common illnesses. Other killers, such as laudanum, sulphuric acid and a rare poison called colchicum were used by the women in this book. Research proves that it was easier to kill someone by poison in rural areas than in big towns and cities. In most cases, the murder was only brought to the attention of the authorities by gossip and rumour mongering. One expert suggested that there were many hundreds of poisoning cases that remained undetected. It was said that women were more amenable to poisoning as it was a non physical type of execution. They also had less chance of detection, by travelling around the country, getting married and/or changing their name. The insidious ways in which these poisons were used, called for such women to be nicknamed 'Messengers of Death'.

Using previously unexplored cases, Margaret Drinkall reveals how women poisoners in the nineteenth century created such a culture of poisoning, that it seriously alarmed the government and the legal authorities of the time. Some women believed that spells and the power of witchcraft would protect them from the gallows. One woman offered her services as a professional poisoner, to other wives wishing to escape their husbands. Many others enjoyed the benefits of murder after insuring their relatives in burial clubs, without the knowledge or consent of those who were poisoned. Women in the village of Wix near Harwich used mass poisonings to rid themselves of encumbrances. As a result, local coroners were forced to order many exhumations. This then is the story of some of those 'Messengers Of Death'...

THE OTHER WHITECHAPEL MURDER

This book deals with the true murder of Harriet Lane in 1874. She was the mistress of a middle class business man called Henry Wainwright and she disappeared on 11 September 1874. Exactly a year later to the very day, Henry asked a former employee to help him remove two parcels from his business address at 215 Whitechapel Road. The man Stokes agreed but was curious about the contents and when his former employer went for a cab he peered inside and to his horror found the chopped up remains of a woman. Following the cab Stokes managed to attract the attention of two constables and Henry was arrested with the remains. Shortly afterwards his brother was also arrested and charged with being an accomplice to the murder. This case has all the components of a typical Victorian murder, the body being transported in a cab and the body being covered in chloride of lime which was thought to destroy the remains, but in fact worked as a preservative. Using the newspapers of the period and the reports of inquests, magistrates court enquiries and the trial itself, the tale unfolds revealing many twists and turns. But what caused a frisson in the minds of the newspaper reading public was that Henry had so nearly got away with it. For a whole year the body had remained hidden and if Henry had sent Stokes for a cab instead of getting it himself, he would never have been convicted. 

MORE NINETEENTH CENTURY ROTHERHAM MURDERS

Many of these cases have been drawn from those published in Margaret Drinkall's weekly column in the Rotherham Advertiser, but they have been expanded to include much more details. For example there is a case of a young boys killed by a stagecoach that was travelling too fast along Westgate. There is the murder of a farmer at Thrybergh, that remained unsolved to this very day, despite a reward and an allegation made twenty six years later. There is an attempted murder at the canal side in Rotherham where a man tries to kill his wife. Another man tried to kill his wife at the Dusty Miller public house, by shooting at her. But perhaps the most serious attempted murder was that of a man who tried to kill his former landlord and his wife. He had wanted her to elope with him, but she refused and the actual letters they sent each other are reproduced. In addition there is a case of a shoot out on Wellgate at the Cleaver Inn, and other true crimes such as poaching, highway robbery, infanticide as well as a man who claimed to be imitating Jack the Ripper. All these crime took place in the same lanes and street in which modern people of Rotherham walk along today 
ROTHERHAMS ROGUES AND VILLAINS
This book has six new cases, which have never been written about before concerning some of the rogues and villains of the town of Rotherham. The cases include:

An sudden and unprovoked attack on an elderly man, by a younger one he befriended in Conisborough. The two men had formed an unlikely friendship for many years until the sudden, murderous attack which completely came out of the blue. The second case is one which broke a gang of robbers that had been operating in the area around Rawmarsh for many years. The Rotherham police force looked on helplessly as the crimes continued, and which were only broken when four men of the village took the law into their own hands. The third case also holds a mystery. Did a harassed servant girl take her revenge on her controlling mistress by poisoning her, or was she completely innocent pawn? Only you can decide.  The fourth case is a massive jewel robbery of which a local rogue, a man called 'King Dick' was strongly suspected. Failure to catch the thieves for this crime, or the many other robberies that remained unsolved in the area, brought the reputation of the Rotherham police force into strong disrepute. The fifth case is a couple who lied and cheated people into supplying them with goods, on the understanding that they would be re-paid. The last case is that of a disaffected solicitors clerk from Wath. When his former employers refused to pay the money that he felt he was owed, he maligned them in placards which were placed in the windows of his house, for all the world to see.

ROTHERHAM CRIMES
This is another book of true crimes in Rotherham which took place in the 19th century. Many of these cases have been published in Margaret Drinkall's weekly column in the Rotherham Advertiser but they have been expanded to include more details and the actual statements made by the witnesses and those accused of crimes. The book includes the case called 'Consider Me Dead' about breach of promise case. This expanded version introduces the actual love letters between the couple, plus two vicious ones that the allegedly 'demure Miss Glover' had sent to Mr Straw's ex-girlfriends.  There are more swindles uncovered when William and Eliza Fritz came to Rotherham reporting that they had come into money. The tradesmen of the town were eager to supply them with goods and food on the expectation that they would be paid when the couple came into their inheritance. They did not realise they had been duped, until the couple skipped town. There is the mysterious poisoning of a woman called Mrs Bates who was visiting the town from Birmingham. When she died after eating some sausages, the police were not notified and no inquest was held until her husband heard rumours that she had been poisoned. Other case involve a smooth talking clog dancer, the notorious Mrs Barton a brothel house keeper and the strange case of Eli Swift

WOMEN ON THE GALLOWS

These are some of the cases of women who died at the end of an executioners rope for varied crimes from infanticide, murder of a grandchild and an uncle, to a woman charged with being a resurrectionist a few years after the exploits of Burke and Hare. Included are an horrific tale of a woman who took children from a workhouse and starved and beat them until some of them died. There is the case of a hard hearted stepmother who murdered her own children and her stepchildren because they were 'in the way'. Catherine Foster was so beautiful that she was called the Belle of Acton, but that didn't stop her from murdering her husband, because she never loved him and didn't want to be married. A young girl hanged for infanticide who tried to appeal to the other women lodging with her for mercy. None was shown to her and she was arrested and sentenced. All these women all ended up being hung and sometimes even these judicial deaths themselves were so horrific, that calls for the end of capital punishment was heard in Britain. Legal brains even discussed alternatives methods of execution which would hopefully be less traumatic. 
