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915
Die Lunc, 9° Julii 1838.

The Lord WHARNCLIFFE in the Chair.
Evidence on the Operation of the Poor Law 

Amendment Act.
Mr. JOHN BOWEN is called in, and further 

examined as follows :
YOU stated on Friday that the Proportion of 

Deaths in the Parish of Bridgwater was not greater 
in the Year 1837 than the Average of the Three 
preceding Years?

I cannot answer that precisely without 
referring to the Figures.

Have you not stated that there was not a greater 
Number in the Year 1837 than the Average of the 
Three preceding Years?

Deducting the additional Number of Deaths 
in the Workhouse the Impression upon my 
Mind is so. It is upon the Record that more 
Persons died on the Average of Three Years; but 
to get at a correct Result you must in both Cases 
deduct the Deaths in the Workhouse, for if the 
additional Deaths in the Workhouse were 
thrown upon the Deaths in the Parish there 
would be a great many more, but deducting 
them from both the correct Result will be found.

In the Bridgwater Workhouse, before the 
Formation of the Union, there were no Persons but 
Parishioners of Bridgwater, were there?

Certainly not.
Since the Formation of the Union Persons not 

belonging to the Parish of Bridgwater have been 
likewise in the Workhouse?

Certainly.
You omitted in the Calculations the Persons in 

the Workhouse?
In both Cases the Persons in the Workhouse 

have been substracted from the whole Number 
of Deaths, and the Result will then show 
whether the Fatality out of the Workhouse in 
that Year was comparatively greater than it was 
in the other Three Years. In both Cases that 
Deduction is made, and stands so in the 
Answer.

You referred on Friday to a List of Persons who 
had died, referred to in your Pamphlet at Page 33, 
represented as having died of the Measles, but you 
stated that they were Cases of Diarrhæa; upon what 
Authority do you state that they were Cases of 
Diarrhæa?

I state that on the Authority of the Medical 
Attendant, the Governor, and the Matron.

Have any of those Cases been entered in the 
Medical Officer's Book as Cases of Diarrhoea?

I have not traced them; but the Words in the 
Medical Officer's Letter, I remember, were 
these:"Many of the Children were affected with the White 
Mouth, the Result of Irritation of the Stomach and Bowels; 
in this State they were seized with Measles."The Death 
was ascribed to the Measles.

What is the Name of the Medical Man?
Mr. Abraham King ,
You have not examined the Medical Book, to 

ascertain whether they were considered and 
treated as Diarrhæa Patients or not?

I did not at that Time; I simply examined the 
Death Book, and applied to the Matron, the 
Governor, and the Medical Man to mark such 
Cases on the Death Book as had been previously 
afflicted with the Diarrhæa, and my State ment 
is the Result of such Inquiry.
916 You attended the new Board of Guardians a 
few Times? 

Fifteen or Sixteen Times.
Is there not a Bye Law that every Motion which is 

made shall be put down in Writing, and handed to 
the Chairman?

I believe there is. 
Was that the Practice while you attended the 

Board? 
I think that was the general Practice.
Was that done in the Case you alluded to, when 

Mr. Ruddock moved on the 14th of April with 
respect to the Diarrhea?

Certainly not; there was no Resolution put on 
Paper; there was no Motion made.

In conformity to the Bye Law that ought to have 
appeared?

If that Gentleman had chosen to persevere in 
making a Motion he must have conformed to 
the Regulations prescribed by the Bye Law.

In fact such a Motion could not be put by the 
Chairman unless the Motion had been reduced to 
Writing?

Not according to the Bye Law.
You speak of the Diarrhea which there was in the 

House; can you state whether there was any 
Diarrhæa out of the House at that Time?

There was none within my Knowledge; but 
that I might obtain the best Information on that 
Point, I applied to the principal Medical Men in 
Bridgwater, to ascertain how the Facts stood in 
their own Practice. I applied to them likewise on 
another Point which is alluded to in a 
Communication by Mr. Weale, that there had 
been previously Diseases in the House. I 
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considered it of so much Importance to lay 
before this Committee the former State of the 
Health of the House, and the State of Health out 
of the House during the Time the Diarrhæa was 
raging there, that I applied to the Noble Lord in 
the Chair, to know whether if I were to apply to 
Medical Men individually for their Affidavits as 
to the State of the Health of the People in both 
Cases such Affidavits would be received in 
Evidence. The Noble Lord stated to me that I 
might at all events prepare myself with those 
Affidavits, and the Committee would determine 
whether they would or would not receive them, 
and whether the Persons would or would not be 
called. They have prepared them, and I beg to 
submit them to the Committee. The Questions 
asked of the Medical Men were, whether or not 
they had attended the Bridgwater Work. house, 
whether there was a large Number of Persons 
on the Sick List during that Time, whether they 
had ever known any such Disease as Diarrhæa 
prevail there, and whether in their own private 
Practice there had been any Deaths from 
Diarrhæa in the Six Months that it was raging in 
the Workhouse, and if so, how many, I will, 
with your Lordships Permission, read their 
Affidavits.

The following Affidavit is read : 
Jonathan Toogood of Bridgwater in the County of 

Somerset, John Giles Toogood of the same Place, and 
James Coles Parker of the same Place, Surgeons, make 
Oath and say, That they are the Surgeons of the 
Bridgwater Infirmary, which has been established about 
Twenty-five Years for the Relief of sick Persons, and is 
supported by voluntary Contributions; that the Number of 
in-door Patients admitted into the said Infirmary between 
the 1st Day of September 1836 and the 21st Day of April 
1837 was 115, of whom Two only died during that Period, 
One of Scarlet Fever and the other of general Dropsy; that 
the Number of out-door Patients of the said Infirmary 
between the said 1st Day September 1836 and the 21st of 
April 1837 was 421, of whom Two only died, both or them 
of Phthisis. And these Deponents say, that from the said 
Ist Day of September 1836 to the said 21st Day of April 
1837 no in-door or out-door Patient of the said Infirmary 
was to their Knowledge and Belief affected with Diarrhoea 
to any Extent, and that no Patient died of that Disease.

( Signed ) JONATHAN TOOGOOD ,
JOHN GILES TOOGOOD ,
JAMES COLES PARKER. 

Sworn at Bridgwater in the County of Somerset, by the 
Deponents Jonathan Toogood, John Giles Toogood, and 
James Coles Parker, the 28th Day of May 1838, before me 

( Signed ) RICHARD ANSTICE, a Master Extraordinary 
in Chancery.

917 That covers the Period during which the 
Diarrhæa prevailed in the House? 

It does; and that Affidavit relates to a Class of 
Persons just above Paupers who received 
Assistance from the Infirmary.

The following Affidavits are read :
 Edward Anstice Stradling of Bridgwater in the County 

of Somerset, Surgeon, maketh Oath and saith, That he is a 
Surgeon and Apothecary, and hath practised as such in 
Bridgwater aforesaid and the Neighbourhood about 
Twenty-four Years; saith, that he attended the poor 
Persons in the old Poor or Workhouse at Bridgwater 
aforesaid as Surgeon and Apothecary about Ten Years, 
that is to say, from the Year 1814 to the Year 1824; that 
during the said Period of Time Diarrhoea or any similar 
Disease did not prevail in the said Poor or Workhouse, but 
the poor Persons therein were generally healthy, and that 
to the best of Deponent's Belief the Average Number of 
Patients therein who required Deponent's Advice and 
Assistance at one and the same Time during the Period 
aforesaid amounted to about Five or Six; saith, that 
between the Months of September 1836 and April 1837 
Diarrhea was not a prevalent Disease amongst the 
Deponent's Patients, and that no Case of Diarrhæa which 
came under Deponent's Knowledge or Care during the 
Period last aforesaid terminated in Death.

E. A. STRADLING. 
Sworn at Bridgwater aforesaid the 28th Day of May 

1838, before me ,
Richard Anstice, a Master Extraordinary in Chancery 

James Haviland of Bridgwater in the County of 
Somerset, Surgeon, maketh Oath and saith, That he is a 
Surgeon and Apothecary, and hath practised as such in 
Bridgwater aforesaid and the Neighbourhood about 
Twenty-six Years; saith, that he attended the poor Persons 
in the old Poor or Workhouse at Bridgwater aforesaid as 
Surgeon and Apothecary about Sixteen Years, that is to 
say, from the Year ] 811 to the Year 1826; that during the 
said Period of Time Diarrhea or any similar Disease did not 
prevail in the said Poor or Workhouse, but the poor 
Persons therein were generally healthy, and that to best of 
Deponent's Belief the Average Number of Patients therein 
did not exceed Five or Six at one and the same Time 
during the Period aforesaid; saith, that between the Months 
of September 1836 and April 1837 Diarrhæa did not prevail 
amongst Deponent's Patients more than usual at that 
Period of the Year, and that no Case of Diarrhæa which 
came under Deponent's Knowledge or Care during the 
Period last aforesaid terminated in Death.

JAMES HAVILAND. 
Sworn at Bridgwater in the County of Somerset, the 

25th Day of May 1838, before me ,
THOMAS SYMES, a Master Extraordinary in Chancery

. Henry Axford of Bridgwater in the County of 
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Somerset, Surgeon, maketh Oath and saith, That he is a 
Surgeon and Apothecary, and hath practised as such in 
Bridgwater aforesaid and the Neighbourhood about Thirty-
three Years; saith, that in conjunction with other Medical 
Men he attended the poor Persons in the old Poor or 
Workhouse in Bridgwater aforesaid as Surgeon and 
Apothecary about Twenty five Years, that is to say, from 
the Year 1811 to the Year 1836; that during the said Period 
of Time Diarrhæa or any similar Disease did not prevail to 
any Extent in the said Poor or Workhouse, but the poor 
Persons therein were generally healthy, and that to the 
best of Deponent's Belief the Average Number of Patients 
therein who required Deponent's Advice and Assistance at 
one and the same Time amounted to about Four or Five; 
saith, that between the Months of September 1836 and 
April 1837 Diarrhæa was not a prevalent Disease amongst 
Deponent's Patients, and that no Case of Diarrhæa which 
came under Deponent's Inspection or Care during the 
Period last aforesaid terminated in Death.

HENRY AXFORD. 
Sworn at Bridgwater in the County of Somerset, the 

30th Day of May 1838, before me 
THOMAS SYMES, a Master Extraordinary in Chancery. 
Have you any thing to add on the Question 

whether Diarrhoea prevailed generally in the 
District, or more than it had previously prevailed in 
the Workhouse?

I was intimately acquainted with the 
Workhouse for some Time, and it did not 
prevail during such Time in the Workhouse; 
and I was not aware of its prevailing in the 
District.

From your Knowledge of the Workhouse do you 
think you must have known if it prevailed at the 
Time you were connected with the Workhouse as an 
Overseer and Church warden?

I must, certainly.
In Page 76 of the printed Papers there is a 

List of Names, and in the Answer given with 
respect to the Six first Names there is an Extract 
from a Letter of the Medical Attendant; from 
what Source is it that you have drawn the
918 Remarks which follow in that Page :"These 
were Cases preceded by or accompanied with severe 
Diarrhæa; excessive Debility from Diarrhoea. Some of 
these Cases died at the North Petherton Workhouse, 
where many diseased Persons were sent from the 
Bridgwater House "?

Mr. Abraham King the Surgeon, Mary Read 
the Nurse, James Gover the Governor of the 
Workhouse, and Jane Gover the Matron.

When you found that you were unable to 
persuade the Board of Guardians to interfere to stop 
the Gruel in the Workhouse, which you supposed 

produced Diarrhæa, did you or any other of the 
Guardians make any Appeal to the Poor Law 
Commissioners, or Mr. Weale the Assistant Poor 
Law Com missioner in the Country, upon the 
Subject?

I have already stated that I only received 
Notice of being elected a Guardian on the 30th 
of March; on the 31st of March, the next Day, 
the first Board was called, and on the 21st of the 
following April the Gruel was abolished. Thus 
there were only Three Weeks to effect this in. 
The first Motion was made on the 14th of April, 
I have already detailed minutely what then took 
place, and on the next Board Day, the 21st, the 
Thing was done.

Previously to that you said that some of the 
Guardians had endeavoured to persuade the Board to 
alter the Diet?

That was in the previous Year; I state that on 
their Assertion.

Do you know of their having made an Appeal 
from the Board to the Assist ant Poor Law 
Commissioner or the Poor Law Commissioners, or 
not?

I conceive not; I do not know whether they 
did or did not, but I conceive they did not.

Were you present the whole of the 14th of April at 
the Board of Guardians?

I was ,
Had you visited the House that Day with Mr. 

Ruddock? 
Yes.
The Reverend Mr. Ruddock was the Person who 

made the Motion?
I found the Reverend Mr. Ruddock and 

several other Members of the Visiting 
Committee there; I think I was not there first 
myself.

Did you go from the House to the Board of 
Guardians? 

We went in a Body.
Do you remember whether when you arrived the 

Business had commenced, or whether it was about to 
commence?

I really cannot tell.
You cannot tell the Time of the Day?
I believe the Time for the meeting of the 

Board of Guardians was Ten o'Clock, but the 
Members of the Visiting Committee, some of 
them coming in from the Country, seldom came 
in till about half-past Ten o'Clock; signing the 
Report, and so on, might take Half an Hour at 
the Workhouse; then they went to the Grand 
Jury Room, where the Board of Guardians met.
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Can you recollect the Time at which you went 
that Day?

Not that Day particularly; but I should say 
generally we went about Half past Ten.

Was this Motion made by Mr. Ruddock 
immediately?

No; it was made in the usual Course, on the 
Visiting Book being produced by the Chairman; 
that Book was always laid upon the Table, and 
the Chairman turned to it in course.

Then this Conversation ended in no Motion being 
made? 

Yes.
Mr. Ruddock was the Spokesman?
He was.

919 Have you the Means of knowing what Number 
of fresh Paupers were introduced into the Workhouse 
while the Diarrhæa was raging?

No. The Admission and Discharge Book, 
which the Clerk has, will show that.

What was the Period during which you say the 
Diarrhæa was raging; from September 1836 to what 
Time in 1837?

I take it in this Way : 27th September 1836, 
the Entry stands in the Visitors Book,"The aged 
Poor are affected with Colic and Diarrhæa, and the 
Children suffering from the same Complaint."Then going 
to the Death Book, the first Death I see in the 
Obituary from Diarrhea is the 28th of 
September,"William Arthur, Diarrhoea."The 
Termination of the Diarrhea Period may be 
taken to be the 28th of April 1837. The People 
were then improved in Health, but there were 
many Persons died of Diarrhæa afterwards.

When was it considered as infectious?
I do not know how to fix that Period, because 

that is to a certain Extent Matter of Opinion, The 
Deaths appear in the Book in October and 
November; in December there were few Deaths; 
in January there were a greater Number of 
Deaths; and I believe it was during those 
Months that the Disease was at its worst; but I 
had nothing to do with the House at the Time.

At what Time was it that the Guardians would 
not go round the Wards?

I understood from Mr. Baker, and from the 
Governor and the Matron, that for some Time 
the Guardians did not go round the House, but 
what Part of the Six Months that was I cannot 
tell.

Have you any Means of referring to any Entries 
to show what Number were introduced during the 
Period referred to?

No, I cannot do that, nor can any Individual 
do it without some Trouble, for all the Orders 
for Admission into the House were for 
Admission into the Bridgwater House, while the 
Children and some others were removed into 
the Petherton Workhouse; the Governor, of 
course, can give every Name.

In Page 78 of the Papers submitted to this 
Committee you mention the Case of "a wretched Man 
who escaped from the Bridgwater Pesthouse with out 
taking with him his Wife and Children, for whom he had no 
Shelter of any Description whatever, and was by the 
Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the Board of 
Guardians, in their Magisterial Capacity, consigned to a 
Prison and the Treadmill."Who was that Man?

His Name was Robert Kidner.
Do you know any thing of the Man?
No; I never saw him except after his 

Imprisonment, when he came to the Board. He 
was then in a wretched Condition; he said that 
the Governor had refused him Permission to see 
his Wife and Children; that she was in the 
Workhouse, and his Children were ill.

When was that?
I have not the Date.
It was during the Time you attended the Board?
Yes. The Man was not committed when I 

attended the Board, but before.
It appears that he was received at Wilton Gaol on 

the 9th of March, there to be kept to hard Labour for 
the Space of One Calendar Month?

Then, perhaps, it was about the 12th or 13th 
or 14th of April I saw him at the Board.

Did you know any thing of this Man before?
I neither knew the Man before or afterwards; 

I never saw him at any Time, except on his 
Appearance before the Board. My Observations 
go to the Fact of this Man and his wife and Five 
Children having been sent into the House while 
the Diarrhea raged there.

When was he sent in?
I think by Reference to the Books it will 

appear that he was sent in in December.
920 Did you inquire into the Circumstances of the 
Case?

I know from a Gentleman who employed 
him that he was not a Man of good Character.

Do you know that he never carried a Shilling of 
his Earnings home to his Wife, and that he left her 
starving?

I asked his Employer respecting that; he said 
that the Man was half a Fool. but that as to his 
carrying home none of his Wages that was 
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Nonsense; he must have carried Part home; he 
had but Six Shillings a Week.

Do you know of the Woman having said,"I have 
been working as long as I can to sustain my Children; as 
long as I had Health I did all I could do, but not a single 
Farthing can I get from my Husband; I am starving, and he 
has been for some Time earning Wages of a Farmer in the 
Parish, and has never brought me a single Shilling since I 
have been in this State "?

I have read the Affidavits, and I beg to state 
that I have not a Word to urge in favour of any 
idle drunken Man; but whatever the Conduct of 
any idle Man might be, that which I wish to 
bring before the Public, and also before your 
Lordships, is, that this Man's Wife and Five 
Children were sent into the Workhouse at a 
Time there were not Beds enough to put them 
into; the Diarrhoea was then raging. The Case is 
an awful one. I have no Objection to an idle 
drunken Man being send to the Treadmill for a 
Month or for Seven Years if he will not reform.

You complain of his being sent to the Treadmill 
for running away from the Pesthouse where you say 
this Disorder was raging?

Yes. 
Do you know the Offers which were made to the 

Man? 
I have read the Affidavits.
Do you mean that you have read the Evidence 

which was given before this Committee?
I have read the Evidence given at the Inquiry 

instituted by the Poor Law Commissioners at 
Bridgwater. I have not read a single Line of the 
Evidence given before this Committee, neither 
have I heard One Word of it.

Are you aware that before he was committed 
Three Proposals were made to him : first of all, that 
he should go back to the Workhouse and there remain 
with his wife and Family; if he did not like that, that 
he should go to the Workhouse and fetch out his Wife 
and Family, and bring them home to Petherton, and 
that if it was found that he was using his best 
Endeavours to maintain them by his Labour, and 
could not wholly maintain them by his Labour, Mr. 
King would himself make Application to the Board of 
Guardians for his Relief, and that a strong Hope was 
held out that this Application would be acceded to; 
then, that if he adopted neither of those Offers he was 
to go to Gaol?

It was impossible for me to know that at the 
Time I wrote; the Pamphlet your Lordship refers 
to for that Evidence came out upon the Inquiry 
that was made into my Statement.

Therefore you did not inquire into those 
Circumstances when you stated this in your 
Pamphlet, that he"escaped from the Bridgwater 
Pesthouse without taking with him his Wife and Children, 
for whom he had no Shelter of any Description whatever, 
and was by the Chairman,"and so forth,"in their Magisterial 
Capacity, consigned to a Prison and the Treadmill;"and 
then, by a Note at the Bottom of that Page, that"he 
left this Den of Disease to endeavour to support himself by 
his Labour, and to assist his Family as far as he could; for 
this Crime he was consigned to a Prison and the Torture of 
a Treadmill ”?

No, I did not.
Did you know that this Man was an idle dissolute 

Fellow; that instead of is Family, he never brought 
home & single Shilling to his Wife, but let her 
starve? Did you know thatch Offers were made to
921 him before he was committed? and if so, do you 
think that you Mr were justified in writing those 
Paragraphs?

I could not know the one or the other, for 
they came out in consequence of my writing 
this.

Before you wrote such strong Paragraphs as to 
Persons did you not think it was your Business to 
make further Inquiry into the Matter?

I was fully in possession of all I intended to 
complain of, that the Man and his Wife and Five 
Children ought not to have been sent into that 
House at all.

For what Reason?
Because the House was in a State of Disease; 

the House was said to be at that Time in a State 
of the most awful Disease. I think there will be 
no Offence in my saying I never have been an 
Advocate for Idleness or Extravagance.

Do you believe it to be true that the Man escaped 
from the House in consequence of its being a 
Pesthouse?

It was a Pesthouse at the Time.
You say he left this Den of Disease to endeavour 

to support himself and his Family by his Labour; did 
he do so?

Yes; I believe he was at Work at the Time he 
was apprehended.

Was he not offered Relief out of the Workhouse if 
he would support his Wife and Family properly?

I made some Inquiry respecting that Man, 
and perhaps it will be more satisfactory for me 
to state the Result. I asked his Wife to state, 
quietly and coolly, what was her Condition 
previously to this Matter; she said that under 
the old Poor Law they had received 1s, 6d. a 
Week from the Parish, which they had regularly 
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allotted to the Payment of their Rent; that her 
Husband received 6s. a Week, a Part of which 
he spent in a Beer House. When the new Law 
came into operation the 1s. 6d. a Week was 
stopped; that she had no Means of paying her 
Rent, which got into arrear, and her Goods were 
seized and sold; that she did apply for some 
Relief before the Goods were seized and sold. 
Afterwards the Man and Woman were utterly 
destitute. The Man became, I dare say, as such 
Persons usually do, impertinent and desperate, 
and would not receive what was offered him; 
but nothing was offered to him, as will be found 
by the Relieving Officer, until his Goods were 
sold, and then the Man was utterly destitute; he 
had no Place to which to take his Wife and 
Children ,

Do you know that Relief was ordered by the 
Guardians in the first instance, and that his Wages 
should be attached?

Unless the Relief had determined the Debt 
for which the Man's Goods were sold, I believe 
his Goods were sold, no practical Result can be 
drawn from the Fact.

Do you know that to be he Fact?
I do not.
Do you know that the Landlord turned them out 

of the House for not paying the Rent?
Yes; I know it on the Woman's Statement, but 

not otherwise.
Do you know that the Woman had said,"Will you 

take us into the Work house?"and that she went in at 
her own Request?

I do not know that Fact, but if the Woman 
asserts that I should believe her; I would as soon 
believe her as I would believe any Person.

Do you know of the Woman having said 
lately,"For God's Sake do not ever let me go out of 
the Workhouse; I am quite happy here; but if I go 
home to my Husband he will starve me as he did 
before ”?

Very likely she might say so.
Do you know that?
I do not.

922 Do not you think it would have been worth 
while to have ascertained how far such a State of 
Things existed before you made those violent 
Accusations against Parties?

No; my Accusations went to the Fact of the 
Man and Wife and Five Children being sent into 
such a Place under any Circumstances.

Does not it go to accuse those Gentlemen, Mr. 
Warry and Mr. King, who were the Magistrates who 

committed this Person, of Cruelty, for committing 
the Man for running away from his Wife and 
Children?

I think it does.
Do you think there was any Cruelty in their 

committing such a Man, sup posing the 
Circumstances referred to to be true?

Yes. These Circumstances do not at all alter 
my Opinion upon it.

Is your Mode of Writing to take those strong 
Things for granted against Men?

I have taken nothing for granted in this Case. 
What operated upon my Mind was sending this 
Man and his wife and Children into the House. 
If he was a bad Man they were not bad. I think 
any Man justified under such Circumstances in 
running away.

Did he state that he ran away because the Place 
was unwholesome? 

I do not know that he did.
Was there any thing beyond his intending to run 

away, and intending to leave his Wife and Family to 
the Parish?

I do not know what he stated.
Then was there any thing to render it improper to 

commit the Man to Prison?
I referred to the sending the Man into the 

Workhouse at all under those Circumstances.
You make Two Accusations : the first is sending 

the Man at all into the Workhouse in that State; the 
other is of the Conduct of the Magistrates in 
committing him for running away from his Wife and 
Family; and you state that he did so because it was a 
Pesthouse?

It was a Pesthouse at the Time.
Can you state that, at the Time of the Man having 

been offered the Alternative instead of remaining in 
the Workhouse, the Man ever complained that he was 
put into the Workhouse on account of its being 
unwholesome, or that he gave that Reason for 
running away?

I never knew that he made such a Complaint; 
but his Wife, in the course of a few Days 
afterwards, was returned, as will be found in 
the Book, among a long List of Diarrhæa 
Patients.

Or that he had any Excuse for his own Conduct?
I do not know that he ever offered any. I 

never saw the Man but at the Board.
Do you know whether he offered to give 

Assistance to his wife and Children while they 
remained in the House?
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I do not, and I think it probable he could not, 
from the mean Employment of the Man, and his 
small Earnings; after he came from the 
Treadmill he was so weak and feeble.

What was he weak from?
He was an undersized Man.
Was he given to Intemperance and drinking?
He had been, I dare say, previously, but it is 

not likely that he suffered from that at the 
Treadmill.

You complained that he was sent into the 
Workhouse, into which Workhouse no Man should 
have been sent at that Time?

Yes, that is the Case; but I would go further : 
it is specifically provided by the Law that a Man 
should not be sent to Prison under such 
Circumstances; and if a Man could not be sent 
to a Prison where there was an infectious
923 Disease, it is not a strained Inference that a 
poor Family should not be sent into the 
Workhouse under such Circumstances.

Do you think it proper that Magistrates who sent 
him to the Treadmill should be Two Magistrates who 
sit at the Board of Guardians?

That is the State of the Law; it is a delicate 
Thing for me to give an Opinion upon.

What is your Objection to those Magistrates 
acting in that Case?

They were the Persons who had determined 
the Man's Case as Chairman and Deputy 
Chairman of the Board of Guardians; and I 
think it was not decent for Men to turn their 
Backs round, and in another Capacity, as 
Magistrates, to sign a Warrant to commit him.

Determined what Case?
The Man's Case as brought before the Board 

by the Relieving Officer.
Do you mean the Fact of his having run away 

from the Workhouse?
The Fact of his having been sent to the 

Workhouse at all.
What has the Fact of his having been sent into the 

Workhouse to do with his being committed by the 
Magistrates for having run away from his Wife and 
Children?

The one is connected with the other.
What has that to do with the Accusation against 

those Magistrates for punishing him for running 
away from his Wife, and leaving her chargeable to the 
Parish?

A Man who has been before the Board, and 
under such Circumstances sent to the 
Workhouse, comes before the same Persons as 
Magistrates with a very bad Chance.

Do you apprehend that no Magistrates within the 
District, all of whom are ex-officio Guardians, ought 
to perform the Duty of Magistrates in any Matter 
with respect to the Poor in your Union?

If I were to answer that directly it would be 
merely a speculative Answer, and might throw 
a considerable Degree of Discredit on my 
Evidence, if I were disposed to go to that Extent; 
but I think that Two Persons so immediately 
connected with the sending this Family to the 
Workhouse ought not to be the Persons to send 
him to Prison.

What has sending him to the Workhouse to do 
with his running away, and leaving his Wife and 
Children?

He could not have run away unless he had 
been sent there. I have no Doubt 1s. 6d. a Week, 
offered in proper Time, would have prevented 
it.

Suppose the Man was a Person who brought 
home none of his Wages to his family, and left them 
to starve; do you think that it would have been a good 
Discretion to have given that Man is. 6d. a Week for 
his Rent?

No.
Supposing the Poorhouse to be in a proper State?
That is the whole Question, whether it was so 

or not.
Supposing the House to be in a proper State, 

would not that be the proper Case for taking a Man 
into the Workhouse instead of relieving him out?

If the House had been in a proper State. I 
have not the slightest Objection to say that; for 
such a Person the Workhouse was the proper 
Discipline.

You say that at the Time at which you went to the 
House it was not in a State in which it was fit to 
send a Man?

I was not a Guardian at the Time; but on One 
of those Books, the Visitor's Book, there are 
Complaints of the State of the House.

How do you know that the Pest existed at that 
Time?

I did know it at the Time I wrote my 
Pamphlet, because the Documents were before 
me.

You cannot point out the precise Time at which 
this Man was admitted?

Perhaps I may just refer to Mr. Baker's Entry 
upon the Subject :"About the Middle of December 
Seven or Eight Children were removed to the Petherton
924 Workhouse in consequence of the crowded State 
and diseased State of the Bridgwater House, while on the 
same Day a Man, his Wife, and Five Children came into 
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the House, already so crowded, by Order of the Board. 
There was not One Bed unoccupied at the Time; every 
Bed and Bedstead that could be spared having been sent 
to Petherton with the Children. On that Occasion I attended 
the Matron at Eight o'Clock at Night; she wished me to 
provide for this Family out of the House for a few Days at 
least. This I endeavoured to do, but could not immediately 
succeed, and Accommodation was made for a part of them 
by removing the Body of a Female Pauper from the Bed on 
which she had just expired”  It is only by such Means I 
could know any thing of the Circumstances, not being a 
Guardian.

Are you aware that he was relieved some Time out 
of the Workhouse before he was received into the 
Workhouse?

I do not know how long, but I know he had 
Relief before he was received.

Do you know that on the 20th of December he 
attended before the Board, and requested that he and 
Family might be allowed to quit the Workhouse, and 
be put on the Out-relief List; that the Board ordered 
him Six Loaves of Bread and other Necessaries, which 
he did not accept?

I have no Knowledge of those Facts. And that 
he remained in the House till the 15th of 
January? I know nothing of those Facts.

How much did he earn?
He said, in the Presence of the Board, that he 

earned 6s.; he appeared to be an undersized 
decrepid Man.

He maintained his Wife and Children on that 6s. 
a Week? 

No.
Do you know that the Wife has said that she 

maintained the Family on 7s. a Week, together with 
her own Earnings?

The Man stated to the Board, and I inquired 
in the Neighbourhood whether it was true, that 
he had only 6s. a Week; it was Mr. Danger I 
applied to, who was then from charitable 
Motives giving him 7s.

Do you know that the Woman has said that with 
his Earnings, which were ys., and her Earnings, she 
could have maintained her Family?

The woman told a very different Story to me; 
your Lordships have not the Relieving Officer 
before you.

Do you know that he had deserted his Wife Three 
several Times? 

I have heard so.
And that he had been committed to Taunton Gaol 

previously for that Offence?
I know it now; I did not know it then.

How do you know it?
I only know it is stated.
You do not know that it is truly stated?
No; but I have no Reason to doubt it.
Do you know that after he escaped, before he was 

committed, he had been applied to to take his Wife 
and Family out of the Workhouse?

No; but that will not alter my Opinion if he 
had no Place to put them into, not even a Hovel.

Do you know that the Guardians offered to assist 
him at the Time? 

The Question is whether the Board found 
him a Place to go into. 

Do you imagine it the Duty of the Board to find 
him a Place to go into? 

No.
Supposing he had the Means of supporting his 

Family, was not it his Duty to find a place to put 
them into?

Yes : but if the Man was reduced to the 
greatest State of Destitution at that Time I do 
not know how he could do that for them.
925 What reduced him to that State?

Low Wages.
Supposing this Man to be, as stated by the Wife, a 

drunken Man, a Man who never brought 1s. home, is 
it not easily accounted for that he could not have a 
House of his own?

He might be an idle, drunken, worthless 
Man, but it is not likely to be true that he spent 
all his Wages.

Previous to the new Poor Law the Parish paid the 
Rent for this dissolute Man, he not applying any 
Part of his Wages to the Maintenance of his Family 
or the Payment of his Rent?

I do not think it will be found that he did not 
apply any part of his Wages to that, but that I 
cannot speak to. The Wife told me the Man was 
not so bad as he was represented to be; and his 
Employer, who was not likely to be very 
favourable to him, said that he was a poor half-
witted Man.

You say the Magistrates sat in Judgment upon 
him before; in what Way did they sit in Judgment 
upon him before?

I cannot put it in other Words than I have 
done.

The Man applied to them for Relief, and they were 
to consider how far he was entitled to Relief. Upon a 
Consideration of his Case they ordered him into the 
Workhouse to receive that Relief?
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I do not know his Circumstances further than 
stated.

Do you not know that he was in the Workhouse?
Yes; and I assume that he was so to be by 

Order of the Board of Guardians.
Do you not therefore know that his Case was 

considered by the Board of Guardians?
Yes.
And that he had made an Application for Relief?
Yes.
Then what had that to do with their Duty as 

Magistrates?
I merely stated my Opinion that the Persons 

who had acted as Chairman and Deputy 
Chairman of the Board of Guardians ought not 
to have committed that Man.

Will you refer to the Note in Page 78, and state 
whether you think yourself justified in writing in 
those Terms?

I will not justify my own Work more than 
that of others; but your Lordships will consider I 
am a Man who have passed a large Portion of 
my Life among those Persons. I have never been 
an Advocate for Idleness and Drunkenness 
under any Circumstances; but where I think 
they have been harshly treated I may have 
written more warmly than I should do on 
Consideration; I would not defend my own 
Errors.

Do you think the Man was so hardly treated as 
you have represented?

I do say that I think the Man was most hardly 
treated in being sent into the House when it was 
in that State.

Do you think it was correct that he left that Den 
of Disease for the Purpose of endeavouring to support 
himself by his Labour and to assist his Family?

I believe he left it in order to endeavour to do 
so; I think it is likely he might have suffered so 
much that he would endeavour to do what he 
could.

Are you aware that there was a Third Magistrate 
concerned in this Committal?

I was not at the Time; I heard of it after-
wards.

You say that you understood the Man was in 
work at the Time the Magistrate sent him to the 
Treadmill?

I heard that he was; but I only heard his own 
Account of the Thing at the Board; and though I 
would believe the Woman, I would not believe 
the Man.

926 You do not know how long he had been at 
work?

No.
You say that you would not send any Man to this 

Workhouse in its then State; did the Woman catch 
the Disorder?

Yes; she caught the Diarrhæa, and is returned 
upon the Medical Return as being affected with 
the Diarrhæa, in a long List of others.

Did several of the Children also catch it?
I was desirous of seeing what the 

Consequence had been of sending this poor 
Woman into the House, and I have taken out 
from the Medical weekly Return this 
Memorandum :"January 3d, she is included in a long 
List of Patients in the prevailing Disease, the Diarrhea."On 
reference to the Medical Book it appears that 
Elizabeth Kidner was entered as affected with 
Diarrhea, in the Week ending the 3d of January, 
and the following Week as affected with 
Constipation.

Was Constipation common after an Attack of 
Diarrhæa?

After those Patients had been affected with 
the Diarrhæa their Bowels sometimes got into a 
very torpid State; then the Diarrhæa sometimes 
returned."January the 5th, Diarrhæa. January 10th, 
Constipation. February 7th, Constipation. February 14th, 
Constipation. February 21st, Tumour in the Head or Neck. 
March 10th, Itch. March 17th, Itch. March 23d, Itch. March 
24th, Fever. March 31st, Fever. April 7th, Fever."I 
extracted no further; what became of her 
afterwards I do not know.

You are of opinion that the Diarrhæa produced 
Constipation?

I cannot give a Medical Opinion; but there 
are many Persons entered as affected with 
Constipation after having been affected with 
Diarrhea.

Can you say how many?
No; I do not know how many, but I know 

there were some.
The Wife of Kidner told you that she received 1s. 

6d. from the Overseers under the former System; you 
understood that that was the utmost Relief given 
her?

I do not know that she said that was the 
utmost; it is very likely that upon some 
particular Occasion she had received more.

You understood that she did not receive more than 
1s. 6d, a Week? 

Yes, so I understood from her.
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Are you aware that on the 20th of December as 
much as Six Loaves, equal to 4s., were offered to the 
Family to go out of the Workhouse, but that he would 
not accept of it?

I am not aware of that. 
And that he remained in the Workhouse Twenty-

six Days after that? 
I have no personal Knowledge of that.
It does not appear as if he had so great a Dread of 

the Pesthouse if that was the Case?
I do not know where he was to go to; he had 

no Place to take his Family to; his Goods had 
been seized.

Would you under the Circumstances of the Case 
have paid his Rent or provided him with another 
House?

I cannot answer supposititious Cases of that 
Kind. 

Then why do you accuse Persons of Cruelty in not 
doing that?

I would not have sent that Family into the 
Workhouse at all under those Circumstances.

Would you have provided another House for the 
Man, and paid the Rent of that House for him?

I do not know what I should have done, but I 
would not have sent him there.

If you do not know what you should have done, 
what Right have you to accuse those Persons of 
Cruelty in sending him there?

I am perfectly certain that the Persons 
committed a Misdemeanor in sending him 
andhis Family there. Lord Hale so lays down 
the Law in his Pleas of the Crown; he says, that
927 if a Person with a contagious Disorder 
appears in the Highway he commits a 
Misdemeanor. How much more did the Board 
commit an Offence in sending this Man, his 
Wife and Children, into the Bridgwater 
Workhouse at that Time.

Did you know enough to say that there was a 
contagious Disease in the House at that Time?

No, but that was the prevailing Opinion. I 
was not in the Board at the Time, but I see there 
is a long List of Persons in the Diarrhæa a Week 
afterwards.

Was it the Opinion of the Medical Man that it 
was contagious?

Yes; he stated that Opinion over and over 
again ,

Who stated that Opinion?
The Medical Man.
To whom?

He stated it to me.
Is there any Statement of that given in any of his 

Reports to the Board?
I cannot say; but I beg to say that the 

Governor of the Workhouse caught the Disease 
Five Times in the House; he stated that upon his 
Oath.

Is it not the fact that for above a Month before this 
Man entered the House, namely, on the 8th of 
November 1836, there is this Entry, signed by Mr. 
Colthurst,"The Health of the Inmates of the House rapidly 
improving; ”and on the 15th,"The Health of the Inmates 
generally good, with the Exception of Five Children."On the 
23d of November,"The Health of the Inmates still 
improving;"signed by Mr. Ruddock. On the 29th of 
November“ Still much Sickness in the House, with the 
Dietary the same as it has been since the 25th 
October;"that is signed by William Baker. The 6th 
December"The Health of the Inmates is improving ”?

I have clearly proved before this Committee 
that there are Entries which are not correct.

Do you mean to say that Mr. Baker, Mr. 
Colthurst, and Mr Ruddock are not to be believed 
when they put their Names to those Entries?

I do not know any more honourable Men, 
and I should be disposed to believe them, except 
in that Book. I have produced Instances where 
Names appear to,"Yes. Yes. Yes. All well,"when a 
Magistrate walked into the Workhouse, and 
found Sixty-five Persons with the Itch. Some 
Men consider it a mere mechanical Routine, and 
make the Entry as a Matter-of course, without 
attending to all the Circumstances.

Was Mr. Baker a Guardian at the Time Kidner 
was admitted into the Workhouse?

He was.
You mean to say they made their Entries in the 

Visiting Book, and signed them at random, without 
paying the slightest Attention to what they signed?

A Reference to the Medical Book will show 
that the Disease raged in the House to a 
considerable Extent while they signed these 
Entries.

The Question is, whether it was an infectious 
Disease?

I believe it was.
If the Medical Man did not report that it was 

infectious, but on the contrary that the Health of the 
Inmates was improving, how were the Board to know 
that an infectious Disease then existed?

They knew by the Books placed on the Table 
weekly whether there was Diarrhæa in the 
House; they knew the general Opinion existing.
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Suppose they did know that Diarrhæa existed, 
how would that show them that there was an 
infectious Disorder in the House?

The mere Existence of Diarrhea would not 
show that; it is at all Times a Matter of Opinion, 
Your Lordships must be aware that there has 
been Evidence given that there is no such Thing 
as Infection. I remember the Evidence taken
928 before a Committee of your Lordships 
House, or of the other House, where some 
Medical Men stated that there was no 
Contagion even in the Plague.

You have charged the Guardians with sending 
those Persons knowingly into a House in which an 
infectious Disease raged; how do you prove that they 
knew that an infectious Disease raged?

I cannot answer that further than I have 
already answered it.

Do you draw a Conclusion that there was an 
infectious Disease from the Fact of the great Number 
of Persons having Diarrhea at that Time in the 
House?

From the Number of Persons having 
Diarrhæa; from the Declaration of the Medical 
Man that he caught the Diarrhea himself; and 
from the Declaration of the Governor that he 
caught it Five Times.

Was that before or after this occurred?
I should think much about the same Time.
You do not know whether it was before or after 

those Circumstances? 
I apprehend the Evidence proves that this 

was about the Middle of the Period.
Did the Medical Man ever report that the 

Disorder was infectious? 
No, I believe not.
Do you know when it first appeared in the 

Medical Report that there was Diarrhæa in the 
House?

I do not know; I conceive about September.
You went, you say, into the House when there 

was a great Stench; at what Time was that?
That was in April; but it was much worse 

than your Lordships can conceive; you could 
not conceive that Men could exist there an Hour 
in such an Atmosphere. I have seen their Fæces 
lying in a Puddle on the Bed.

In how many Cases have you seen that?
Perhaps not more than Two or Three Cases.
Can you name the Patients?
I cannot.
Did you report that to the Medical Officer?

The Medical Officer knew it well, that that 
was the general State of a large Part of those 
Persons who were affected.

You mean to say that was the general State of the 
greater Part of the Persons affected with Diarrhæa, 
that they could not retain their Stools, and that they 
did their Stools upon their Beds?

At last they came to that.
In how many Cases do you suppose that 

occurred?
I do not know.
You know only of Two or Three?
I only know of Two or Three, but the Words 

of the Persons in attendance will best state that.
Do you happen to recollect whether those were 

very old People, or young Children, whose Fæces you 
saw lying in a Puddle on the Bed?

I think they were old; but there was one an 
old Woman, very far gone; she was supported 
on the Chamber Pot by Two Persons, One on 
each Side; they were so affected by the Smell 
that one of them was vomiting at the Time she 
held the Woman.

Then that poor Woman s Stool did not go on the 
Bed? 

No.
With respect to those Persons who had left the 

Puddle on the Bed, were they old or young Persons?
I think they were old, but I cannot recollect 

exactly.
929 You cannot recollect their Ages nor their Sex?

I recollect this old Woman; I think it very 
probable I might have seen perhaps One or Two 
old Persons besides, and One or Two Children ,

Were those old Men or old Women?
They were old Men, except the one old 

Woman.
You do not recollect their Ages or their Names?
No; I think one of them was James Pocock; I 

think that he was one.
With respect to the Children; were they Babies?
No; I have seen Children of Two or Three 

Years old; they pined away till their Arms were 
not so big as my Thumb; they lost all Power of 
Retention.

Do you recollect their Ages?
No.
Do you recollect whether they were Boys or Girls?
It is impossible to recollect. I would beg to 

state there were upwards of Twenty Persons in 
that State, and it was so extremely offensive to 
be amongst them, and so very difficult to get 
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any Person to see what was necessary to be 
done, that I did not register their Names or Ages 
or Sexes.

You say there were Twenty Persons in that State; 
do you mean that they were Persons in a State that 
they were unable to retain their Fæces?

Certainly not all of them at that Period; some 
in one Stage and some in another.

When was that Period?
The 21st of April.
Were not you a Member of the Board at the Time 

this Man was sent into the Workhouse?
No; he was sent into the Workhouse in 

December; I was elected a Member the 30th of 
the following March.

Was that the Week ending the 28th of April?
No; the Week ending the 21st of April. There 

were Twenty Persons entered with Bowel 
Complaints that Week.

In some Stage of the Diarrhoea?
They were in different Stages of Diarrhæa; 

they complained of Bowel Affections.
Did you state that to the Board of Guardians?
That was the Day that the Diet was changed.
In the Week from the 14th to the 21st of April 

there were Twenty in that State?
Yes.
Have you examined the Doctor's Book to see 

whether there are Twenty entered?
Your Lordships have it before you. In the 

Medical Weekly Return for the Out-door Sick 
from the 14th to the 21st of April, there is, first, 
Cogle, John; he died a few Days afterwards; he 
was very much reduced at the Time; he was so 
far worn out that he burst a Blood Vessel in an 
extreme State of Debility. From the Inspection of 
the Medical Book it appears that there were 
Twenty Persons affected with Diarrhæa or 
Bowel Complaints on the 21st of April 1837.

Another Point in which you find fault with the 
Board is, that they kept the Persons waiting who 
came to them for Relief; but you say,"the Time is 
wasted by the Orators of the Board in frivolous and 
irrelevant Harangues;"what do you mean by that?

I did not expect, at the Time I wrote that, to 
be called upon to explain; but I do not allude to 
any thing more than that which exists in Boards 
composed of Speech-making Persons. I have sat 
there till Two or Three o'clock while Gentlemen 
were making Speeches on all Sorts of Subjects.
930 What Sort of Subjects were they discussing; 
were they discussing Subjects connected with the 
Management of the Poor?

Something connected with the Management 
of the Poor, or the House. 

Were they inquiring how they could keep them 
most cheaply? 

They were doing the Business of the Day in 
their own Way.

You say they were propounding Schemes for 
screwing something out of the Necessities of the 
Poor?

So they were.
What Sort of Schmes were they propounding?
I cannot give an Answer to that Question; if 

the Minutes of the Board were referred to, it 
would appear what were the Subjects before the 
Board Day by Day. I could not enter into their 
Speeches. I have no Recollection of them.

Were the Poor kept waiting while those 
Harangues were going on?

Yes; but they have improved in that respect. I 
can only state that I am not prepared to give any 
particular Instance of Speech-making.

During a Part of that Time the Workhouse was 
building, was not it? 

Yes.
That would originate a great deal of Discussion?
There was a great deal of Discussion on 

Trifles. I do not mean to allude to any particular 
Person or Persons; but it will be generally found 
that where a Number of Persons are brought 
together, say Thirty Farmers Half respectable in 
Circumstances, and the other Half perhaps a 
little pinched, such Men are not in the habit of 
acting in concert as Persons more elevated are, 
and consequently there is a great deal of loose 
Talk.

What you have stated arises from the general 
Feeling of what would be the probable Conduct of the 
Board of Guardians under any general 
Circumstances, not the Bridgwater Board in 
particular?

And from the Experience that much more 
Time was wasted in Talk than in Business 

In the Vestries under the old Law, was there no 
Time lost in their Meetings?

I have no Recollection of ever having heard 
Five Minutes good Sense at a Vestry Meeting in 
my Life.

Then in that respect the Vestry and the Board of 
Guardians are on a Par?

Precisely on a Par, except that the Vestry was 
open, and Folly could be reported; not so in the 
Board of Guardians.
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Were you in the habit of reporting the Folly that 
took place in the Vestry? 

I have seen it done.
The Follies of the Guardians must have been 

reported, or you could not have known them?
I attended Sixteen Times, and that was quite 

enough to convince me that there was very 
much more Speech-making than was necessary

If your Knowledge had not extended beyond those 
Sixteen Times, you would perhaps have hardly felt 
yourself justified in making so general a Complaint?

I have said that I will not defend any 
Sentence I have written; but I should perhaps 
feel as strongly as I have done on that Subject.

You must have formed your Idea from the Report 
of others?

Your Lordships must be perfectly well 
aware, that though they may shut their Doors 
these Things will get out.

Do you mean to say that the Paupers were kept 
waiting out of Doors?

 No, I have no Knowledge of that.
Have you any Doubt that Paupers were kept 

waiting for a certain Time when Out-door Relief was 
given them under the old System?

I have no Doubt they were, but they were 
kept waiting in their own Parishes. Under the 
new Law there were many Persons who came to 
Bridgwater, Six or Eight Miles, and had to 
931 return; many of them very decrepit, 
coming in from the distant Parishes; they had to 
wait about at the Board, and then to find their 
way home.

Have you not known them kept at the Door of the 
Overseer late at Night, and oftentimes in bad 
Weather?

I am afraid they have been frequently kept at 
the Door of the Overseer, but it is not within my 
own Knowledge; I never kept a Man for an 
Hour.

When they are waiting for the Board of 
Guardians, they are waiting in a comfortable warm 
Room, are they not?

They were not at that Time.
Did they wait out of Doors?
The Board of Guardians at that Time met in 

the Grand Jury Room.
Where did the Paupers wait?
They waited in the Entrance of the Court.
They were not exposed to the Weather?
They were not exposed to Rain.
Was the Place warm?

No; it was just the open Entrance of a Court 
of Justice.

That was during the Erection of the new House?
Yes.
Have you known them often come and not be able 

to get a Hearing, and have to return, and come 
again.?

Yes, very frequently.
Did you ever hear of that happening under the old 

System?
Under the old System a Man would have no 

Right to go out of his own Parish, unless he 
summoned the Overseer.

But unless he did summon the Overseer he could 
get no Redress? 

No; but now he has no one to summon, and 
is compelled to go out of his Parish.

No one forces him to go out now, does he; the 
Relieving Officer does not insist that any Pauper 
shall attend the Board unless he has a Doubt about 
his Case?

The Practice of the Bridgwater Board has 
been a very bad one; Persons able to move at all 
have been brought to the Board. If the Relieving 
Officer had a Discretion to relieve as large a 
Number, perhaps, as Two Thirds of the Persons 
who had applied, very much Suffering would 
have been prevented.

When you were a Guardian did you endeavour to 
prevent that? 

I did, by asking the Relieving Officer why he 
did not relieve, and report the Case.

What was his Reply to that?
He said that had not been the Practice.
Did you endeavour to prevent that Suffering by 

proposing a Change of Practice?
Only by my general Conduct. I generally, 

when I saw a strong Case, asked the Relieving 
Officer why the Person was brought forward at 
all.

Did you ever remark to the Board that you 
thought it was a Pity that Persons were brought 
forward?

I have proposed no Resolution; I have made 
a Remark.

How was it answered?
It was not answered in any other way but 

that the People must be brought up to speak for 
themselves.

Are you not aware that unless they do come to 
speak for themselves great Fraud is effected in respect 
of the Necessity for Relief?
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No Doubt in some Cases it may be.
932 In the Case of an able-bodied Man, who applied 
on the Ground of being out of Work, how would the 
Board satisfy themselves, without his Presence, that 
he was out of Employment?

If he were an able-bodied Man and out of 
Work, he ought to come.

Would it not be better to examine the Men in 
their own Parishes, to prevent Fraud, than to bring 
them Ten Miles?

It would not only be easier for the Pauper but 
better for the Business of the Board. I think the 
Relieving Officer and the Overseer, having the 
Board to check them on the present System, 
being under the habitual View of the Guardians, 
the Overseers and the Relieving Officer may do 
much without bringing the Person before the 
Board at all. If the Board were to be considered 
the Place where doubtful Persons,-Persons of 
suspicious Character,-should be brought, while 
those Persons on whose Necessity no Question 
could be raised were to be relieved by the 
Relieving Officer, the Guardian, and the Parish 
Officers, very much individual Suffering would 
be pre vented.

Suppose the Relieving Officer and the Overseer to 
act in a harsh or oppressive Way, where must the 
Appeal be brought; to the Board of Guardians?

Certainly; then the Board would be a Court 
of Appeal in such cases, and not be a Board of 
first instance.

That is very like the old Practice; when the 
Application was in the first instance to the Overseer, 
and if the Overseer did not do Justice there was an 
Appeal to the Magistrates?

Yes, something like that.
Those Appeals were frequent?
Yes, in some Instances; during the Four Years 

I was connected with Bridgwater there was only 
One Appeal to the Magistrates against the 
Overseers.

Did not a great Portion of the Business of the 
Petty Sessions consist in hearing Appeals from 
Paupers?

In several Parts of the Country it did, but I 
never met with it.

You are not aware whether the Business of the 
Petty Sessions has very much decreased in 
consequence of those Applications ceasing?

I should think that probably is the Case.
Are not the Magistrates who would constitute the 

Court of Appeal Members of the same Board, namely, 
the Board of Guardians, that judge of it now?

They are. 
There are the same Persons sitting and judging, 

but under different Names? 
We have the same Persons, but in different 

Capacities; in the former Case they were bound 
to administer the Law.

Are they not bound to administer the Law now?
Yes, as far as their own individual Votes go; 

but there is nothing to prevent their being out-
voted, as they are in some Cases, Two-fold or 
Three-fold.

Your Objection is, that the Relieving Officer had 
not the Power of using his own Discretion to relieve 
a Pauper, but they were all obliged to appear before 
the Board?

Yes.
Do you mean to say the Relieving Officer never 

did relieve any Persons without their coming before 
the Board?

No; there were some cases of extreme 
Destitution where he did relieve them; but they 
generally came. I have been questioned rather 
on Matters of Opinion than on Matters of Fact. I 
believe that if the Relieving Officer had a greater 
Discretion, and that was exercised under the 
Direction of the Over. seer and the Guardians of 
the Parish, there would be much Distress pre 
vented.

In such a Case the Pauper would in point of fact 
have an Appeal to the Guardians from the Decision 
of the Relieving Officer?

If the Decision of the Relieving Officer was 
made on the particular Point. I think that if
933 the Board of Guardians looked upon 
themselves as having to decide between the 
Pauper, the Relieving Officer, and the 
Overseers, and the Guardian of the Parish, 
provided the System stood as it is, they would 
act in a much more liberal Manner than they do 
at present.

You think the Relieving Officer not using the 
Discretion you refer to tends to make the Board of 
Guardians less liberal in dealing with the Poor?

Very much so; for they have the whole 
Circumstances of the District brought before 
them. Perhaps I may be allowed to mention One 
Fact that happened about a Fortnight or Three 
Weeks before I came up : The quarterly Revision 
of the Pauper List was entered on, which is 
provided for in the Act. There was a Circular 
Letter, I think, sent to the Guardians generally, 
but I know there was such Communication 
made to the Guardians and Overseers of 
Bridgwater, requesting them to examine and 
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revise themselves the Pauper List of their own 
Parish. There were Four Overseers, Four 
Churchwardens, and Five Guardians for 
Bridgwater,-Thirteen Persons, with the 
Assistance of the Relieving Officer; they were to 
revise the Pauper List; and they revised that 
List, and recommended, I think, Twenty-four 
old Persons to receive Sixpence a Week in 
addition to what they had received,-they had 
received 2s. 6d. a Week, and they recommended 
them to be allowed 3s.; that was rejected by the 
Board upon that Bye Law which your Lordships 
made some Remarks upon, or rather asked me 
some Questions upon, on the First Day I was 
examined, declaring that the Widows were to 
receive 2s. 6d. a Week, except in Cases of 
extreme Destitution; those were so in the 
Opinions of Thirteen Persons who knew all the 
Circumstances of the Case, and had not the 
smallest Wish for Extravagance; but the Board 
rejected it.

What is the Bye Law to which you refer?
That Widows and aged Men should receive 

2s. 6d. a Week, except in Cases of extreme 
Necessity. The Board rejected nearly all Cases as 
not being Cases of extreme Necessity, or 
admitted very few. In this Case there were 
Thirteen Persons, all of whom had an Interest in 
keeping down the Rate, and they must be 
supposed, I think, to afford as fair a Board for 
deciding on the Claims of their own 
Parishioners as can be constituted; still their 
Proposition was out voted by the Board, but 
they brought it forward the next Week, and 
succeeded in carrying it, but after such an 
Opposition and with so much Trouble that I 
heard a general Expression of Determination 
not to trouble themselves to do it again. I should 
be perhaps out of place in recommending this 
strongly to your Lordships Consideration, but I 
conceive that with the Board of Guardians 
checking the other Officers a great deal of the 
Inconveniences and the Hardships of the 
System may be done away.

Not interfering in the first instance?
No; considering themselves as a Court of 

Appeal.
Has not the Relieving Officer practically relieved 

many Persons without waiting for the Decision of the 
Board of Guardians?

Yes, if your Lordships will go into the List 
you will find many relieved by him.

Has that Relief been generally confirmed by the 
Board of Guardians, or objected to?

The Relieving Officer under those 
Circumstances affords what is called casual 
Relief, which extends only to the next Board 
Day, when the Board deals with it according to 
the Circumstances of the Case, under the 
Operation of their Bye Laws.

Do you know that invariably after the Relieving 
Officer has afforded that casual Relief, and made his 
Report to the Board, they insist on the Pauper 
coming before them?

Not invariably; but I should say that is their 
general Practice.

In the Pamphlet you delivered in, which is a 
Second Edition of Letters to the Editor of the 
Times on the Reform Poor Law, you say :"Deaths 
of Convicts in the Hulks, 2∙3 per Cent.; Deaths in the 
Bridgwater Workhouse, 41∙ 4 per Cent." Is that the real 
State of the Fact?

Yes.
934 Will you turn to Page 37 of that Pamphlet; 
you say that on the Average of Two Years there were 
2,800 Persons in the Hulks?

I can give an Authority for that. 
You mean it to be taken that there were 2, 800 

Persons in the Hulks? 
Yes.
In the Bridgwater Workhouse the Average 

Number of Inmates is Ninety four?
Yes.
That out of that Number Thirty-nine died in the 

Year; do you mean to say that Thirty-nine out of 
Ninety-four died in the Year?

The Average Number is taken in both Cases. 
2, 800 is not only the Average Number but the 

Number admitted during the Year?
No; that is given as the Average. May I be 

permitted upon that Subject to state, that when I 
published the Working of the new Poor Law in 
the Bridgwater Union I did not publish any 
comparative Reasonings at all; I merely stated 
that John Bunden and Harriet So-and-so had 
been brought to an untimely Death in that 
Union; but instead of that Statement having 
attracted the public Attention in the Way which 
would have afforded Hope of Amelioration, this 
very Charge was referred to the Persons who 
had committed that Offence, and they reported 
upon it. I had gone on to the End of the Chapter 
in that Way, and therefore I put the Deaths in 
that Form which called public Attention to the 
Subject; and it has been brought before your 
Lordships. I determined to bring it before the 
Public over again. If that comparative Result 
would not have done it, I would have tried 
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whether there was any other Way to bring it 
before the Public, to have it determined whether 
those Persons died fairly.

That Comparison of Deaths per Cent. introduces 
Numbers which have nothing to do with one 
another?

They are strictly correct according to the 
Data.

Do they, in your Opinion, give a fair Impression 
to the Public of the Mortality in that Workhouse?

I thought I could not state them better. In 
correcting my Evidence I observe in the Answer 
to a Question whether it would not have been 
better to have taken the whole Number, I stated, 
that it might have been better. On reconsidering 
that Subject I think it would not have been 
better; I think the Average Number being 
usually referred to, and the Average Number 
specifically stated as the Number on which the 
Deaths were calculated, the Average Number in 
the Workhouse was the Number to be brought 
before the Public.

You mean to say that the Average Number of 
Persons is to be taken as compared with the whole 
Number of Deaths?

Yes. 
Suppose the whole Number of Deaths had been 

Five per Week, and that Five Persons came into the 
Workhouse each Week, so that the Average Number 
had continued precisely the same, how would you 
have stated the Case?

I am not prepared to say how I should state 
that, in order to satisfy myself and the Public, 
but I should state it fairly.

Would it have been stated that there were 260 
Deaths on an Average Number of 100?

Yes; it would have been stated that the 
Number of Deaths was at the Rate of 260 per 
Cent.

How could there be 260 Deaths per Cent. on a 
Number of 100? 

I should have stated it at the Rate of 260.
How could it be at the Rate of 260 per Cent.; is 

not that a Contradiction?
It appears to me that the Statement is correct. 

The Statement consists of Two Heads; first, the 
Number of Persons generally in the Workhouse
935 secondly, the Time. It is possible for the 
Deaths to be at the Rate of 1, 000. per Cent. per 
Annum. Suppose the whole 100 Persons die in 
One Month, the Deaths would then be at the 
Rate of 1, 200 per Cent. per Annum. It is so far 
from being a Contradiction, that it is the 
universal Mode of stating the Thing; and, as far 

as I have had Access to public Documents, I 
know of no other.

You state that there can be 260 Deaths on an 
Average of 100?

Yes, there may be 260 Deaths per Annum.
Do you mean to say that 260 Persons could die 

out of 100 Persons?
If I have said any thing so foolish I hope your 

Lordships will dismiss me from this Table as an 
Idiot, incapable of giving Evidence.

Do you mean to take that Number of Thirty-nine 
Deaths for the same Period for which you take the 
Average of Ninety-four?

I mean to say there was an Average of 
Ninety-four Persons in the Poor house.

In what Period; in a Twelvemonth?
Yes; it appears that there were Thirty-nine 

Deaths in Twelve Months, between the 15th of 
July and the 15th of July.

The Average Number in the House for the 
Twelvemonth being Ninety-four, the total Number of 
Deaths for the same Twelvemonth is Thirty-nine?

Yes.
Is that similar to the Calculation you have made 

that People might die for One Month at the Rate of 
1,200 per Cent. per Annum?

Your Lordship puts a supposititious Case, 
and I can only answer that by putting another,-
that it is possible for Persons to die at a greater 
Rate per Cent. per Annum than 100 per Cent.

If you take as your Data the total Number of 
Deaths, and the Average Number of Persons at the 
same Period, is it possible that more than 100 per 
Cent. may die during that Period?

I really do not understand the Question.
If that is the Average Number of Persons for a 

Year, can the total Number of Deaths per Cent. be 
greater than that of the Number of Persons?

Certainly, because it is declared to be the 
Average Number, and that presumes a larger 
Number as well as a smaller Number. But I 
must beg leave to say, that I never considered 
this comparative Statement any part of the Case 
further than it assisted me in bringing 
effectively before the Public what I considered a 
Case of helpless Persons having been brought to 
an untimely Death in the Bridgwater 
Workhouse under the Regulations of the Poor 
Law Commissioners.

Are you not aware that the greatest Quantity of 
Crime is committed by Persons in Vigour, whose 
Passions are very active, and whose Prospect of Life 
is the greatest; and that therefore it would be quite 
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unfair to institute a Comparison between the 
Population of the Hulks at Woolwich, which is the 
most favourable to the Duration of Human Life, and 
the Population of a Workhouse, a large Proportion of 
whose Population consists of aged and decayed 
Persons?

There is a very great Difference; but that 
comparative Statement has done that which I 
wished it to do. It has in part been the Means of 
bringing before your Lordships this Subject.

Did you mean to state that 41 out of every 100 
who passed through the Workhouse died?

I have already frequently declared that I 
meant no such Thing.

If that is the way in which it has been understood, 
have you done any thing to correct that 
Understanding?

I conceive it would be highly mischievous to 
attempt to rectify it until there has been a 
Decision by your Lordships as to whether those 
Persons were fairly brought to their Deaths. An 
Extract was read the other Day, from which it 
appeared that a Person had so used my 
Statement. I should, in any Explanation, still
936 still go back to my general Statement, that 
the Deaths have been 41∙4 on the Average; but I 
shall not lose any Opportunity of removing a 
false Impression where I conceive it can be 
safely done.

By reference to all the other Statements you bring 
in contrast with the Bridgwater Workhouse, it 
appears that they are made on an Average of the 
whole Number of Persons; first, of all who were in 
the course of a Year in the General Military Hospital 
at Fort Pitt; secondly, of the Patients treated in 
Nineteen Hospitals; thirdly, of sick Prisoners in the 
House of Correction; fourthly, of Prisoners in the 
Hulks; fifthly, of Deaths in all England; and sixthly, 
of Deaths in the British Navy; whereas it appears 
that you make your Calculation as to the Bridgwater 
Workhouse on the daily Average?

On the weekly Average.
Can that by possibility give a fair Result?
No, not without reasoning; but if it puts your 

Lordships and other Persons on the Process of 
reasoning why there should be such a 
Difference, my Object is gained.

Is that the Reason for making a Comparison 
which is no Comparison at all? 

I think it is a fair Comparison.
Are you prepared to say that the Number per 

Cent. is upon the total Number of Persons employed 
in Her Majesty's Naval Service in the Year, or the 
Number of Seamen voted?

It stands on Sir Gilbert Blane's Evidence as 
being on the Number of Persons in the Service; 
the Vote has nothing to do with it.

There is another Comparison you have made 
between the new Union Workhouse and the old 
Workhouse in respect of Deaths; that Comparison, as 
far as you can judge, is fair?

Perfectly.
And it shows the greater Number of Deaths that 

took place in the new Workhouse than in the old?
Yes. 
That is not what you put on the First Page of 

your Pamphlet?
I gave the Difference to which your Lordship 

has alluded, the one being the total Number; 
and I therefore take only in the Title the 
Number of Persons in the Hulks; they were 
returned by Mr. Capper as being the Average.

All those Returns of Persons in the Hulks, 
Persons in the Navy, & c., which are the Ground-
work of your Comparison, are in the best State for the 
Continuation of Life, except those in the Workhouse?

No; there are a great Number from the 
Hospitals. I might have very materially 
increased this List. I had the Means of taking the 
Number of Persons in the London Fever 
Hospital, and showing that the Deaths among 
them are less than in the Bridgwater 
Workhouse.

You have ascertained as well as you can the 
Average during the Year? 

Yes.
You take the Deaths during the Year?
Yes.
You compare the one with the other?
Yes.
Will you state any Observations you have to make 

upon the Cases of the Men referred to in Page 51 of 
your Pamphlet?

“ Towards the End of December last, having seen 
several Pauper Funerals pass my Window, I called at the 
old Workhouse to obtain some Information on the Subject. 
I was there informed that some frightful Disease had in a 
short Time swept off many of the old Inmates. "

Who told you that?
The Governor of the Workhouse.
Gover?
Gover.

937 When was that?
It says towards the End of December.
In what Year?
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Last Year, 1837."On inspecting the Minutes of the 
Board, the Medical Weekly Return, and the Visitors Book, I 
found that not the slightest Allusion had been made to this 
terrific Visitation. ”

The Visitation of which Six Persons had died?
Yes."Even the Obituary, out of Eleven Deaths 

consecutively recorded, only contained Two Entries in the 
Column, headed Reference to Surgeon's Book.'”

[ The Book is shown to the Witness. ]
Is the Book in the same State in which it was?
It is not; the Book has been filled up since 

that Time.
Will you show how it has been altered?
This Book was examined by me in January, 

and at that Time there were only Two Names 
against which there were Entries of the Disease 
of which they were stated to have died.

Do you swear that?
Yes.
At the Time you made this Memorandum did you 

take your Statement from the Book?
Yes.
You swear that it was not filled up at that Time?
Yes.
State distinctly how it has been altered since that 

Time; what has been filled in since?
There are Entries,"7th of December, William Gill, 

Inflammation of the Bowels,"and “Nicholas Starkey, 
natural Decay;"those Two I am now reading were 
filled up previously, but there are Eleven Deaths 
recorded of which the Disease of only those 
Two was recorded at the Time I examined the 
Book.

Read the Names of those that have been since 
filled up?

The first that was not then entered is,"Mary 
Sage, Consumption. ”

Was the Name entered?
Yes; but the Disease was not filled up."Sellick, 

Martha, Hydrothorax;"the Disease was not filled up 
at the Time."Pollard, Edward, Putrid Fever. "

Was that filled up at the Time?
No."Gregory, Sarah, Putrid Fever,"not filled 

up;"Clark,"( no Christian Name, )"Convulsions;"the same 
as to the next Two; Watts, Esau, Ague and Debility. ”

Was that filled up?
No."Rowsell, James, Congestion of the Brain. ”
Was that filled up?
No."Jarman, Edward, Hemiplegia. ”
Was that filled up at the Time?
No."Parrish, George, Pneumonia. ”

Was that filled up?
No. The next was,"Francis James, Mortification of 

Feet. ”
Who kept that Book?
The Governor of the Workhouse, I believe.
Do you know the Handwriting of the Governor of 

the Work house?
No. I do not think he made the Entries in the 

Book himself.
What was the Name of the Governor of the 

Workhouse at the Time?
James Gover 

938 That was the old Workhouse?
Yes.
The following Entries are read from the 

Medical Weekly Return :
 Mary Sage. Nature of Disease, old Lung Disease; 23d 

October. Died, 30 November, from Lung Disease, not the 
Disease for which she was admitted.

Martha Sillick, 13th November; Hydrothorax.
Edward Pollard, 23d November; Putrid Fever. Dead.
Sarah Gregory, 23d November, Inflammatory Fever; 

28th November, Putrid Fever. Dead. 
Charlotte Clarke, 5th December; Confinement.
William Gill, 7th December; neither Disease nor Death 

mentioned. 
Nicholas Starkey, the same Day; no Disease
Esau Watts, 11th December; general Derangement of 

System; aged 78. Dead. 
James Rosehill, 8th December; Encepholitas. Dead.
Edward Jarmin, 14th December; Hemiplegia.
George Parrish, 220 December; Pneumonia. Dead.
Whose Book is that?
Mr. Ward's. This shows that the Obituary 

was not at the Time filled up."On inquiring into all 
this suspicious Concealment, it appeared that on the 3d of 
November the Inmates of the House were unusually free 
from Disease;"that is entered in the Medical 
Book."On the 4th a wandering Vagrant, lousy, itched, and 
in a high Fever, described as follows, appears for the first 
Time in the · Medical Weekly Return ,'among the helpless 
old Inmates of the Workhouse, who had no Opportunity of 
escaping beyond the Reach of Infection. ”

What was the Name of that Man?
The Entry is,"Briffit, John, aged Twenty-eight. 

Disease :-Congestion of the Brain. Observation :-This Man 
will in all Probability not recover. ”

Did he recover?
He did ultimately recover; but James 

Rowsell, a poor Man, who was appointed to 
attend on him, was seized with the same 
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Disorder, and died after a few Days Illness. 
Another poor Man, George Parish, who nursed 
Rowsell, was seized in his Turn, and was 
carried off with Four other Persons.

With the same Complaint?
Yes; all declared, by the Governor, the 

Matron, and the Woman who assisted in 
nursing, to have been seized in nearly the same 
Manner.

After this diseased Man had been brought into the 
Workhouse? 

Yes.
What was his Complaint?
It is described by the Matron, the Nurse, and 

the Governor as a malignant Fever. It is not 
entered as Fever but as Congestion of the Brain.

How are the others entered?
Rowsell was said to have died of Congestion 

of the Head, which I suppose means the same 
Thing as Congestion of the Brain; Jarman was 
said to have died of Determination of Blood to 
the Head; Gill they have not ventured to give 
any Cause of Death, or to carry out his Death at 
all; it says, William Gill, with Two or Three 
Figures carried out, there is no Disease nor is his 
Death carried out; Watts is said to have been 
seized with Ague, afterwards"Extreme Debility.”

He died? 
He did. The next Man, Starkey, has written 

against him,"No Disease."
He was Eighty-five Years of Age?
Yes. But the Evidence of those Persons whom 

I have named goes to the Fact that all those Six 
poor Persons were seized with precisely the 
same Disease. I would wish to say, there is no 
Disease written against Starkey's Name. He was 
seized on December the 4th, and he died on the 
7th; but in the Doctor's Book, which ought to 
have recorded his Death, there is no Notice of 
his Death at all.

Who is the Doctor? 
Mr. Ward. The next is Parrish; there 

is"Pneumonia"written against him, and he is
939 is entered as dead. The Point I would wish 
to bring before your Mr Lordships is this, that 
between the 7th of December and the 27th of 
December, that is Twenty Days, those Six poor 
old Men died, and the Persons who had to 
attend them say that they all died of Fever.

Who were those Persons?
James Gover, Jane Gover the Matron, Mary 

Reed the Nurse, and James Barnard, a Pauper 
who assisted in nursing. There were Seven 
Persons seized, and Six of them died in a few 

Days.
Do you impute Blame to the Surgeon for not 

making out a proper Return, or to the Authorities for 
admitting a Vagrant with an infectious Disease?

I impute no Blame individually. I only say 
that in that Workhouse a Man said to labour 
under an infectious Disease was brought in, and 
Six Persons died of that infectious Disease, and 
the Death of those Persons are not entered, or 
are entered in a very suspicious Manner.

And that the Entries in the Obituary have been 
made since your Inspection of the Book?

Yes. There is an Entry in the Visiting Book 
dated the 24th November 1837, the next Entry, 
with an Observation,"Rather offensive in the Sick 
Wards;"this Entry is neither dated nor signed, 
and I have no Means of knowing who made it.

By whom is that usually entered?
By the Visitor of the Day. But I would call 

your Lordships Attention to the Fact that the 
last Entry is dated November the 22d; there is 
therefore no Entry for the greater Part of the 
Period during which those Six Persons who 
died were lying ill. There does not appear on the 
Visitors Book any Entry of such Disease existing 
in the House, or any Notice taken of it.

Do you mean to say that besides the Instances of 
Omission there are many Cases of Diarrhæa not 
entered?

No, not of Diarrhæa.
Your Belief is, that this Vagrant brought in an 

infectious Disease?
I hope your Lordships will remember I never 

saw the Vagrant, nor any of those Persons; I 
only saw Four or five or Six Burials pass my 
Window in a short Time, and I inquired the 
Cause, and found the Books in the State I have 
spoken of.

That was the Impression that was made on your 
Mind, that it arose from a Vagrant having been 
admitted with an infectious Disease?

I have not the smallest Doubt of it, and I do 
not think the smallest Doubt can be thrown 
upon it of any kind.

Suppose this Vagrant was in the infectious State 
in which you suppose him to have been, how could 
the Authorities who were bound to relieve him in his 
Sickness do so without in some way or other 
endangering the Persons who had to attend upon 
him?

They could have hired a separate Room or 
hired a Lodging for him.

The Person who attended upon him would have 
been capable of communicating that Infection he 
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received?
I must beg altogether to decline reasoning 

upon these Cases. I am ready to speak to Facts; I 
know nothing more of these Cases than the 
Information I have received from Persons to 
whom I have spoken.

Have not you reasoned upon those Facts in this 
Pamphlet?

I have, but very slightly. Perhaps the better 
Way would be to permit me to read what I have 
said upon it :-that Cases of infectious Disease 
have been severe in the Workhouse, where 
Persons are constantly received with contagious 
Diseases, who have had Persons to attend upon 
them.

Is it not the Practice in Medical Hospitals to put a 
Person with an infectious Disease in a separate 
Apartment?

No Doubt of it.
940 This was in the old Workhouse?

Yes.
In the new Workhouse there is perhaps a separate 

Room to put such a Person into?
There is no separate Building. There have 

been many Fever Cases in the House, and they 
are put into the Room called"The Fever Ward ”

There were many Houses in Bridgwater they 
might have got to put this Man into, were not there?

Yes.
They must have got a Person to attend upon him 

in that Case? 
Yes; Half a Dozen might have been got, if 

necessary.
Would not Persons so engaged have been liable to 

take the Infection, and capable of communicating it?
It is found in Practice, I believe, that healthy 

Persons engaged as Nurses who are up to their 
Business, are very seldom infected; I have read 
so. I was once on board Ship where Forty-four 
Persons died of Dysentery, and the Ship's Crew 
were so reduced that, as a Passenger, I nursed 
them all myself. The Surgeon died; but I was 
never better in my Life. I nursed and buried the 
whole of them.

Did you use Chloride of Lime? 
No; it was before those Gases were used. I 

never suffered the smallest Inconvenience, 
except being greatly reduced in bodily Strength.

You were a Guardian at the Time of these Six 
Deaths, were you not? 

Yes, I was, but I had ceased to attend the 
Board for Six Months before.

You did not go in consequence and make 
Complaints to the Board? 

The Paupers were dead before I knew of it.
Would there not have been the same Advantage in 

mentioning it then as now?
I think not. Your Lordships can, by inquiring 

into it, consider whether it is a Thing that ought 
to be provided for by future Regulations.

Do you not think that the Board would have 
thought it worthy of their Attention?

I think I shall be able to show your Lordships 
by the next Cases I come to that the Board did 
not attend to such Representations.

What are the Cases to which you allude, which 
you say show that the Board did not attend to such 
Representations?

There is only One Class of Cases more, and I 
have so put them as to meet some particular 
Points. I have stated,"It should be observed, that 
in the Cases of Rowsell, Jarman, Watts, and 
Parrish, there are Second Entries under the 
Head of Nature of Disease. The other Two 
Victims have not another Word given to them; 
neither is the Existence of that unsparing 
Pestilence by which the Governor, Matron, and 
Nurse declare these Victims were carried off 
alluded to in any Manner whatever. The Order 
for the Medical Attendant to record and to 
report, without Delay, to the Board of 
Guardians the Cause and Circumstances of 
every Death which may take place in the 
Workhouse ,'is thus treated with profound 
Contempt. Out of the above Six Deaths which 
took place in Twenty Days under such appalling 
Circumstances only Three of them are carried 
out in the Column for Observation as being 
dead."There are Three of them not returned in 
the Medical Weekly Return as being dead at all 
:"One of the Victims, poor Gill, a decayed 
Tradesman, who was nearly blind, has neither 
Disease nor Death marked against his Name; 
and another who was seized on the 4th of 
December and died on the 7th has marked 
against him, No Disease ,'but not the slightest 
Notice is taken of his Death in that Return 
where the Death, the'Cause and Circumstances 
,'are directed to be entered by the Medical 
Attendant. "
941 Are there any more Cases to which you wish to 
call the Observation of the Committee?

Yes; the other Cases will take a considerable 
Time to go through; if your-Lordships will 
permit me to enter upon those on a future Day I 
shall be obliged; they immediately follow those 
to which I have referred.
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The Witness is directed to withdraw.
CHARLOTTE ALLEN is called in, and 

examined as follows :
Charlotte Allen ,
WHERE have you been living lately?
At Bridgwater.
In the Workhouse?
Yes.
You were delivered of a Child some Time ago, 

were you not?
Yes.
When was it?
A Twelvemonth on the 30th of June.
Previous to your being brought to Bed, were you 

in a bad State of Health? 
Yes; I was ill for about a Month before I was 

confined.
Were you attended by a Medical Person?
Yes.
Up to the Time of your being brought to Bed?
Yes.
When you were about to be brought to Bed did 

you make any Inquiry or express any Wish with 
respect to the Person who was to attend you?

No.
Did you fix yourself on Kitty Walker to attend 

you, or did the Parish fix on Kitty Walker?
I applied to the Relieving Officer for a 

Medical Person, and he said I was to have Kitty 
Walker; I expressed no Wish myself to have her; 
I must have the Person whoever they allowed 
me.

When you applied for a Medical Officer did you 
mean that you would be satisfied with a Woman 
Midwife, or that you wished for a Man Midwife.?

For a Woman if they preferred it.
You expressed no Preference for the one or the 

other?
No.
When you were brought to Bed did you suffer a 

great deal?
I did, a great deal.
After you were brought to Bed did you think there 

was something wrong in the Manner in which you 
had been delivered?

Yes.
How soon after?
About Half an Hour after I was put to Bed I 

thought something was quite out of Place.
Was there a bearing down?

Yes; and something quite out of Place.
To whom did you express that?
I called the Woman with whom I was 

lodging, Mary Date, the Sister to the Midwife, 
and said,"Oh, Mary, I know there is something out of 
Place that ought not;"and she examined me, and 
said,"Charlotte, I have had Five Children myself, I never 
was so myself, and I never saw any Person so. ”

In the Progress of your Confinement did you 
complain of the Midwife hurting you?

Yes; I cried out,"Oh, Kitty, take away your Fingers "
942 When you were in this State did you express 
any Wish to have a Medical Man?

On Monday after I was confined, the 
Monday Morning, I requested the young 
Woman lodging with me

What is her Name?
Jane Fenn was the young Woman I asked to 

be so kind as to ask Betty Woolley, who was 
going to the Relieving Officer for some Bread, to 
ask whether I might have a Medical Officer for 
Assistance; I said,"If I have not, I am sure I cannot live." 
She asked at Mr. Waites', whether Charlotte, 
that is me, might have Medical Assistance; he 
said,"What is the matter?

You know that only from what she told you?
Yes.
You told her to go to the Relieving Officer, saying 

that you were sure if you did not get Relief you 
should die?

Yes.
When did the Medical Officer attend you?
On the Wednesday Evening at Nine o'Clock.
In the meantime the Wife of the Relieving Officer 

came to see you? 
Yes, on Wednesday.
Did she examine you?
Yes; the Woman who confined me was along 

with her; she said she should think if I had a 
little Castor Oil I should do very well.

Did she examine your Person at that Time?
Yes; and she examined me on Saturday 

Night.
What did she say when she examined you?
She said,"Charlotte, I assure you there is nothing at all 

material the matter with you more than there is with other 
Women."I said,"I am sure there is, Kitty;"that was 
Saturday Night; she came in the Morning to see 
me again, and said,"Charlotte, how are you?"I 
said,"Oh, it is still worse. ”-She said,"Can you draw it,-
can you break it off? "

Did you try?
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No, I did not.
When the Wife of the Relieving Officer came to 

you did she examine you with Kitty Walker?
She did.
When she had examined you what did she say?
I cannot remember the Words that she 

repeated.
Did she tell you there was nothing the matter 

with you more than usual?
No, she did not.
Did she say there was something wrong?
She did not say what was wrong; she said 

she thought if I had a few Herbs they were very 
good in those Cases.

When did the Medical Officer first come to you?
On Wednesday Evening.
Did he examine you then?
No.
When did he examine you?
On Thursday Morning.
At what o'Clock did he come on the Wednesday 

Evening? 
Between Eight and Nine.
Was it dark?
No; it was Summer Time.
Did you tell him what you thought was the 

matter with you? 
Yes.

943 That there was something out of Place?
Yes.
He did not examine you till the next Morning?
On Thursday Morning.
Was he alone, or was there any Medical Person 

with him?
There was no Medical Man with him.
Did he tell you what was the Matter with you?
Yes; he said that the Womb was out of Place.
Did he tell you you had been torn, and speak 

about Laceration?
Yes.
After that you were again examined by that same 

Gentleman and Mr. King? 
Yes.
Did they repeat to you that you had met with this 

Misfortune?
Yes.
You remained a considerable Time in Bed with 

this Misfortune?

Yes.
Did you get up in the Morning after you were 

delivered?
I got out of Bed.
Did the Midwife or the Nurse find fault with you 

for so doing, and say you ought not to have done it?
No.
Are you sure of that?
Yes, quite sure.
Was your Pain and bearing down increased by 

your getting up?
Yes.
You remained in Bed after this some Time?
Yes; nearly Three Months.
During that Time were you troubled with a 

disagreeable Discharge?
Yes.
After you got up you were sent across the 

Quantock Hills?
I went home on the 12th of March, to my 

Sister's, to stop.
Between the Time of your getting up and your 

going to your Sister's were you still troubled with 
that Discharge?

No, not after I went to my Sister's; not very 
much.

Did it entirely cease?
Yes, after I had been in the House at 

Bridgwater for some Time.
During the Time that you were at your Sister's 

did it cease?
Yes; about a Fortnight after.
Did it entirely cease, or was it no longer 

offensive?
It entirely ceased about a Fortnight before I 

came into the House.
It has now entirely ceased?
Yes.
Were you not examined by a Surgeon of the Name 

of Standert, from Taunton?
I did not know his Name, but I have been 

told since that was the Person.
Did he tell you any thing of your State at that 

Time?
Yes; he said it was a very great Laceration.
Were you with your Sister then?
No; it was at Stowey.

944 That was before you went to your Sister's?
Yes.
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There was a Discharge at that Time?
Yes.
That was in February or March last, was not it?
In February.
How are you now?
I am better.
Can you move about?
Yes; I can walk a great deal better since I 

have been in the House
Has Mr. Ward ever examined you?
Yes, he examined me.
When did he examine you?
I am sure I do not know the first Time.
Was it before or after Mr. Standert?
Before this Gentleman had come.
Where were you when Mr. Ward examined you? 
At Stowey when he first examined me.
What did Mr. Ward tell you when he examined 

you? 
I am sure I do not know.
Did he say you had nothing the matter with you, 

or any thing of that Sort?
I am sure I cannot remember the Words he 

said to me.
Without remembering the Words, what is your 

Impression; what did you understand him to say 
with respect to your State?

Mr. Ward replied that he thought I had been 
rascally handled; those were the Words.

Did you understand him to mean that you had 
been improperly treated by the Midwife?

Yes, I thought so. 
Were you better or worse when Mr. Ward saw 

you than when Mr. Standert?
I was better when Mr. Standert saw me than 

when Mr. Ward saw me.
Before you went over the Hills to your Sister's 

were you confined to your Bed?
I got up about a Fortnight before the 12th of 

March.
How soon after your Confinement from your 

Delivery did you come down Stairs?
Twelve Weeks exactly.
Did you get up and sit in your Chair?
Yes, a little; an Hour or Half an Hour at a 

Time. 
You suckled your Baby all the while?
Yes.
The Child did well?

Yes.
Were you able to suckle the Child all the Time? 
Yes; I suckled her till the Time I came up 

here.
Did you ever hear the Medical Man say you 

ought to be attended by a Man?
Yes; the First Time he saw me he said that I 

ought to have had Medical Assistance.
945 Was that before you were delivered?

No.
He did not say that before?
No; he asked me at different Times whether I 

knew who I was going to have, and I said,"No, 
Sir, I do not. ”

When Mr. Ward said you had been most rascally 
handled what did he allude to; to your having been 
improperly delivered, or to any Treatment you had 
sequently received?

I do not know.
Did you ever suffer any great Pain at any of those 

Examinations?
No, not a great deal; I was in pain.
Did you suffer any great Pain in the 

Examination?
It increased my Pain, I felt it Four Days after.
Did you ever tell Mary Date you would rather 

have Kitty Walker than a Man?
No, I never did; they had been asking me at 

different Times.
You say you told this Woman to take away her 

Fingers; were you suffering greatly then?
I was suffering a great deal of Pain, and I did 

not know what it was; there was only a Pain or 
Two afterwards I had, and the Child was born, 
and it all came at one Pain.

Did she use her Fingers violently?
I thought she did; it appeared to me a Sort of 

cutting Pain.
You had had no Child before?
No.
Did she take away her Hand?
Yes.
Did she use the same Sort of Violence afterwards?
No; I will not be sure whether it was One or 

Two Pains I had after that, before the Child was 
born.

You are better now, you say?
Yes, I am. I have received a great deal of 

Benefit since I have been under Mr. Ward.
Are you now quite well?
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No, I am not.
Do you feel any Discharge from you now?
No, no Discharge; but I have been always in 

pain ever since.
In pain in that Part?
Yes; ever since the Child was born.
You had had bad Health for some Years?
Yes; I was chilled in a Place. I was never 

strong, but I was able to do Work.
Who sent you out of Stowey over the Hills?
I wished to go to my Sister's.
You say Mr. Ward has done you a great deal of 

Good; how has he treated you; has be merely given 
you Medicines?

He has given me different Medicines and 
Lotions.

Applications to the Parts?
Yes.
How long has he attended you?
I have been in the House Eight Weeks To-

morrow.
946 How often does he visit you?

Every Day.
Did he visit you at all before you left Stowey?
He came twice to Stowey; I was insensible 

the Second Time of his coming : I had a 
Complaint in my Head; I do not remember that.

How long after he visited you at Stowey, the 
Second Time, did you go into the House?

Thirteen or Fourteen Weeks. I was at my 
Sister's Nine Weeks.

Did any other Medical Man attend you between 
the Time of the Medical Man at Stowey attending 
you and your coming into the House?

No; not while I was at my Sister's, I had some 
Medicine with me to take while I was there.

You have found yourself decidedly better since 
you have been under Mr. Ward's Care?

Yes; I am a great deal better since I have been 
under his Care. 

His Treatment was quite different from that of the 
others? 

Yes.
Did you get better under the Treatment you had 

from the others? 
Yes, I got better.
You were gradually improving?
Yes.
What was the Name of the Medical Gentleman 

who attended you before you were brought to Bed?

Mr. Ruddock.
He only asked you whether you knew who was to 

attend you during your Confinement?
Yes. 
He did not say whether you ought to have a Man 

or a Woman?
He said he would apply himself; and I heard 

him say he did, but that they would not allow 
him to confine me.

Did he say that from the State of your Health at 
that Time it was highly proper you should have a 
Man?

Yes.
And that he would apply for it?
Yes; he said afterwards that he did apply to 

the Board, and they would not allow it.
When did you first feel there was something so 

very wrong? 
About Half an Hour after I was put into Bed; 

after I recovered myself.
 Do you remember getting out of Bed the Day 

after you were delivered?
Yes. I continued in much Pain, and on 

Saturday Night I requested the Sister of the 
Midwife to fetch her Sister; and she came and 
examined me, and repeated these Words : 
“Charlotte, there is nothing at all material the matter with 
you any more than there is with other Women; you will do 
very well."

Did either Kitty Walker or Mary Date tell you 
that you had done wrong in getting out of Bed?

No.
Who has come up with you?
Mrs. Underdown.
Has she come for the Purpose of taking care of 

you?
Yes.
How did you come here; in a Coach?
Yes.

947 Who provides for you?
Mrs. Underdown provides everything.
Did you travel all Night?
No; I came in the Day-time.
The Witness is directed to withdraw.
Ordered, That this Committee be adjourned 

till To-morrow ,Twelve o’Clock.


