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INTRODUCTION 

 

While researching old newspaper archives for articles about the Cooper Cooper 

family of Toddington in Bedfordshire, I came across a story that held my attention, 

and I was inspired to preserve the political and religious historical snapshot of this 

little village in 1866. 

The text of the following story is compiled of extracts from newspaper articles 

found on Findmypast.co.uk. I have transcribed the text to help make the story easier 

to read.  

This story is dedicated to Amelia Cooper Cooper Tearle. Although she has nothing 

to do with the story itself, it is through researching her life story that I find all these 

other interesting encounters … this one telling a tale of her brother, William Cooper 

Cooper, and his influence in Toddington just prior to his appointment as High 

Sheriff of Toddington in 1867. 

I would like to thank Barbara Tearle for starting me on this never ending discovery 

of the Cooper Coopers and their relationship with the Tearle family of Toddington; 

Richard Tearle for encouraging me and helping me with proofreading; Ewart & 

Elaine Tearle for inspiring me to record family history and share the stories we 

discover in our journey to learn more about our forbearers; Phil Mead on behalf of 

the Toddington Village Facebook page, which I admire for their great work in 

sharing ‘then and now’ Toddington moments; Alan Higgs of Toddington, for also 

being a great inspiration in acknowledging and preserving the history of this little 

village in Bedfordshire. Lastly I would like to thank my amazing family, who 

continually support me in my search for the unknown. Without you all, this story 

would not exist. 

Enjoy. 

Wendy Skelley – New Zealand 

October 2016 (150 year anniversary story) 
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TODDINGTON. 

A CAUTION TO POLICEMAN. 

PREACHING ON THE GREEN. 

 

 At the Petty Sessions at Woburn on Friday 

last, before Lord Charles F. Russell, O. S. 

Parker, Esq., and C. H. Smith, Esq., a charge 

of exceeding his duty was brought against the 

Superintendent of police in reference to the 

religious services held upon the green. 

 The charge was made against William 

Ralph Young for that he, being a 

superintendent of police in the Woburn 

division, with intent to repress and prevent one 

William Cuff from exercising the right of 

going and being upon certain land named 

Toddington Green, of which the said William 

Cuff claimed to exercise a right therein; and in 

his capacity of police-superintendent and in 

violation of his duty he did, on or about the 

30th June, forbid the said William Cuff from 

going and being upon the said land by making 

certain threats; and also did instruct certain 

police-officers, to wit, Sergeant Olden and 

Sturges, to warn and forbid the said William 

Cuff from going and being upon the said land. 

 Mr. Willis, barrister, of London, instructed 

by Mr. Bailey, of Luton, appeared in support 

of the information. 

 Mr. Willis proceeded to state the case. He 

said: May it please your lordship and members 

of the Bench, I appear in support of a charge of 

a very grave and serious nature which has been 

preferred by the Rev. William Cuff, of 

Ridgmount, against William Ralph Young, 

Supt. Of Police for the Woburn Division, and 

the offence charged against Supt. Young is, that 

he, being a public officer and a police-officer, 

has been guilty of misbehaviour in an abuse of 

his office. That office was created for a certain 

determinate purpose, and whoever is called to 

that office is bound to discharge its duties to the 

ends for which the office has been created; and 

if an officer goes beyond its limits, to endeavour 

to accomplish other objects than those which 

are marked out he commits a grave and serious 

office, on which the laws of this country meet 

with deserved punishment. The office which 

you (Supt. Young) hold was created by the 2nd 

and 3rd Vict. C.93, which created county and 

district constables under the authority of the 

justices of the peace. Every public officer, 

whether under the provisions of this Act or not, 

is liable under a common law indictment for 

misdemeanour for abuse of his office. Now the 

office you hold, though considerable, differs 

little in authority from that possessed by every 

individual except where especially authorised 

by Act of Parliament, and your duties are 

principally in connection with these felonies, 

misdemeanours, and breaches of the peace. The 

charge against you is that, being a police officer 

you did use your office contrary to its design, in 

preventing the Rev. William Cuff from 

exercising a certain civil right, which was not 

the preventing of crime – the purpose for which 

you were appointed. 

 If I clearly show the Bench to-day that you 

have been guilty of such an abuse of office, you 

will be liable to such a penalty as, in their 

discretion, they impose. Now, not far from your 

residence is the town of Toddington, which 

falls, I believe, within your jurisdiction, and the 

police at Toddington are under your control. In 

the centre of the town, no doubt you are aware, 

there is a large open space of ground, traversed 

by three or four highways. On the waste portion 

of this land the inhabitants of Toddington have, 

from time to time, exercised certain methods of 

enjoyment, and they claim the right to go upon 

that land and hold any meeting for any lawful 

object. Whether they have the right or not in this 

case is not the question. They did claim it, and 

in consequence of that right so claimed, some of 

the inhabitants of Toddington invited the Rev. 

W. Cuff to preach on the Green, he accepted the 

invitation, and published a handbill clearly 

indicating his intention to preach on the 3rd 

July. He never supposed for a moment that he 

was invading anybody’s rights. He had heard 

that the Green was used by any person, even 
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those who chose to go there for the purpose of 

demoralization, and he thought he was entitled 

to go there for the purpose of doing good. But 

unfortunately, he was mistaken. This waste land 

falls, I believe, within the manor of Toddington, 

and it seems to have been thought a serious 

office the being on the Green for the purpose of 

preaching. I make no remark with regard to any 

persons except to explain that Major Cooper, 

lord of the manor of Toddington, and a 

magistrate of this county, claims all the rights 

over this Green, excluding the claims of the 

inhabitants of Toddington. If they have no rights 

there are proper ways of determining the 

question. Major Cooper sent no notice to Mr. 

Cuff that he was not entitled to be on that 

Green, and, without the slightest warning, 

Major Cooper resorted to what I do not hesitate 

to say were utterly illegal measures. Unless the 

statement of Supt. Young should be to the 

contrary, Major Cooper instructed the police to 

interfere. I shall carefully abstain from any other 

remarks than that it is to be regretted that Major 

Cooper, who was in her Majesty’s commission, 

should have acted in such a way. On Saturday, 

the 30th June, appears upon the scene Supt. 

Young, and he then does that which gave rise to 

this charge; and it will be the question for the 

Bench to consider whether on that occasion he 

acted in his capacity of superintendent of police, 

– whether he called upon Mr. Cuff as a police-

officer, for if he did so he is guilty of the 

offence – a violation of his duty and abuse of 

his office. And to show you in what capacity he 

went, he had in his cart two men hand-cuffed, 

and I suppose he went in his cart in the capacity 

of police-officer. He rang the bell at the door, 

and asked to see Mr. Cuff, and he was shown to 

Mr. Cuff. The first thing, he took out the hand-

bill announcing the preaching on Toddington 

Green and said, “Is that your handbill, Mr. 

Cuff?” Mr. Cuff said it was. Mr. Young said, 

“Then I have come in the name of Major 

Cooper to forbid you preaching on the Green.” 

Mr. Cuff said, “Who is Major Cooper?” for I 

believe he really did not know of the existence 

of such a gentleman. Mr. Young said, “He is the 

Lord of the Manor of Toddington; the Green is 

his property; I forbid you preaching on the 

Green in Mr. Major Cooper’s name.” Mr. Cuff 

told Supt. Young that he intended to preach on 

Toddington Green as he had announced, and if 

he could not preach on the Green he would 

preach in the street. Now comes the most 

material part of the case, as he had made use of 

language which showed that he was making use 

of his authority as a police-officer. He said, “If 

you do I will take you for stopping the 

thoroughfare.” Now no police constable was 

entitled to say beforehand what he should do in 

a case not yet established, because it was 

impossible to say whether the thoroughfare 

would have been obstructed, and the police 

could not interfere until such was the case. In 

what capacity did he use the words – “If you do 

I will take you for stopping the thoroughfare.” 

That is the question that will be left for the 

decision of the Bench this day. I submit, on the 

supported testimony of Mr. Cuff and his 

colleague, that he did use his office as police 

superintendent to prevent Mr. Cuff from being 

on the Green. My Lord, let me ask you, is it an 

ordinary policeman, with ordinary ignorance of 

the law, who is liable to the influence of Major 

Cooper, that does this? It is the superintendent 

of the police of the Woburn division, going into 

the study of a minister on a Saturday afternoon, 

using the office to prevent Mr. Cuff from being 

on the Green. I do not know whether Supt. 

Young or Major Cooper know that it is no crime 

now in England to preach on a Green without a 

license from the state. If they think it is a crime, 

you do not. You know it is a not a crime. 

Happily that was established in common law 

before this country was the scene of terrible and 

bitter persecution. Who gave you (Supt. Young) 

authority? Major Cooper was not justified in 

giving you authority. Major Cooper is not your 

master; if you wish to do his service you must 

leave your present employment. Then, sir, who 

authorised you to say to Mr. Cuff “You will not 

preach upon Toddington Green!” Who 

authorised you to say “The Green at Toddington 

is Mr. Cooper’s property?” My Lord, there are 

means by which the rights of the humblest as 

well as the richest can be enforced; as a 

magistrate Major Cooper should have confined 

himself to them. I ask for the earnest and serious 
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consideration of the Bench to the question, 

whether or not, if I prove the statement, Supt. 

Young has exceeded his duty? Those interested 

in this matter are persons who are lovers of 

order, and I would appeal to history to say 

whether the denomination to which they belong 

was not always true, enthusiastic, loyal, and 

constant to the succession to the throne at a time 

when the great were plotting and acting treason. 

These rights have been conceded by the 

Legislature, and it is not likely that they will be 

given up. I am sorry if I have trespassed upon 

your time, but the case is one of some 

importance, and if it be established on clear 

evidence, it will prevent any such proceedings 

being again resorted to.  

 The Rev. W. Cuff then substantiated the 

statement already made by the counsel. 

 Supt. Young asked the witness whether his 

tone was jocular in the study, a question which 

puzzled Mr. Cuff. – Lord Charles Russell: Was 

his tone jocular? – Mr. Cuff: No, sir; he looked 

as though he meant it (laughter). 

 The Rev. G. Walker, Baptist minister, of 

Fenny Stratford, deposed to the Interference of 

Sergeant Olden and Police-constable Sturges, 

on the 3rd July, at Toddington. 

 Sergeant Olden, subpoenaed by the 

informant, avowed that he had acted on the 

instructions of Major Cooper, on the 3rd July, 

and repeatedly asserted that he did not act on 

the instructions of Supt. Young. This witness 

produced some written instructions left at this 

house, subsequently to the 3rd of July, by Supt. 

Young; and Supt. Young attempted to get hold 

of it, but Mr. Willis prevented him, and said it 

was in the hands of the Bench. The instructions 

run thus:- 

 “On Thursday, in the event of any preaching 

on the Green, Sergeant Olden and police-

constable Sturges to patrol the town. If any 

obstruction of the highway or any infraction of 

the law to report the same. Not to interfere in 

any way, except to preserve the peace. 

 You received your instructions from Major 

Cooper:- Witness: Yes. Supt. Young: You must 

not answer. – Mr. Willis: But I have got it, and 

he may have to repeat it again someday. 

 Supt. Young then entered into a defence of 

his conduct, stating that what he did was merely 

to go to Mr. Cuff to give friendly advice, and he 

had often given valuable advice to persons. 

 Lord Charles Russell (to Supt. Young): We 

are well satisfied that we did not take the course 

suggested a fortnight ago, of going into the 

matter without previous notice, when you would 

have had no opportunity of making your 

defence; and we are also pleased that we have 

had the advantage of counsel’s statement to-

day, in which he clearly laid down a great 

principle of English common law that where 

persons are armed with extraordinary or extra 

powers the Legislature is extremely jealous of 

those powers being confined to the purpose for 

which they are given. The offence with which 

you have been charged is that of exceeding your 

duty, or rather applying your powers to a 

purpose to which they ought not to have been 

applied. There are no misdemeanour – you had 

nothing to do with preaching on the Green; if it 

is an invasion of Mr. Cooper’s private rights to 

the Green, it is no misdemeanour, no felony, no 

breach of peace; therefore it is clear that you 

have gone beyond your duty, and in your 

defence you seem to have admitted it in saying 

that you went to give him advice, but not in the 

capacity of a common police officer. That is a 

point on which I entire disagree with you. I 

think the fact of your going there with prisoners 

in the cart, hand-cuffed, at once stamped the act, 

and showed that you went there in the character 

of a police officer. For the very book you put in 

for your defence, an official record of your 

proceeding, contains a memorandum of what 

you did, and proves the transaction was other 

than a neighbourly one. As a police officer you 

say that you frequently have given advice. We 

must say that a police officer who takes upon 

himself to give advice should be extremely 

cautious how he does it. It is very dangerous, in 

some instances it is highly commendable on the 

part of an officer; but it is dangerous, and may 

lead to an abuse of his authority in matters 

which do not strictly come within his duty; and 

in doing it of course he will exceeded his duty. 

In this instance we think you did. You have 

been with us now many years as superintendent 
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of police; had it not been so we think the Bench 

would have been obliged to represent this case 

to your superior as one requiring dismissal. We 

do not do that as you have been many years 

superintendent at Woburn. We think it was an 

error of judgment on your part, but we take no 

other steps in this matter, than expressing our 

opinion upon it. There is no charge against you 

for want of courtesy; you seem to think it a 

great triumph that Mr. Cuff did not charge you 

with want of courtesy and held communication 

with you afterwards. We saw that, simply 

because he thought you called upon him in the 

execution of your duty, and thanked you for the 

way in which you did that duty; but he did not 

think it the act of a neighbour to give advice not 

asked for. As I said before, it is the unanimous 

opinion of the Bench that you did exceed your 

duty, and we are much surprised after the long 

experience you have had; at the same time that 

experience leads us to suppose that this 

expression of opinion on our part will prevent a 

repetition of it. We make no recommendation to 

your superintendent, but he will be put in 

possession of our opinion, for him to form any 

judgment or not as he thinks proper. We have 

nothing more to say, except that the parties 

before us may press the indictment. 

 Mr. Willis at first demurred to the non-

infliction of a fine. Either Mr. Young was guilty 

or not guilty. 

 The Clerk to the Justices said the Bench had 

no power to inflict a fine, but an indictment 

might be presented against Supt. Young at the 

quarter sessions. 

 After a short consultation, Mr. Willis said 

those for whom he appeared were perfectly 

satisfied with the expression of opinion they had 

obtained from the Bench. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Buckingham Advertiser and Free Press 

October 29, 1866 
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Bedfordshire Mercury 

November 3, 1866 

 

 
 

 

TROUBLE AT THE GREEN 

 

Bedfordshire Times and Independent 

November 13, 1866 

 

William Horley, a respectable young man, a 

carpenter of Toddington, was charged by 

Superintendent Young with violently assaulting 

Sergeant Olden on the night of 5th Nov., at 

Toddington. The case was adjourned until the 

16th inst., in order that the police-officer may be 

recovered sufficiently to attend and give 

evidence, and there we defer the publication of 

the evidence taken until the re-examination, 

merely stating generally that the evidence 

adduced went to prove that a masked mob were 

letting off fireworks and making bonfires on 

Toddington Green; that a particular tar barrel 

which had been ignited, but put out, was in a 

public-house yard, and the gates shut; the 

defendant and others tried to push the gate open, 

when Police-sergeant Olden took off his mask 

in order to know who he was, which led to the 

assault complained of. 

 

 

 

 

Northhampton Mercury 

November 24, 1866 

 

 
 

The article from above continues …  

 

… therefore rolled back to the place it was 

brought from the Bell Inn yard, by the same two 

men. Witness, and Shelton, a parish constable, 

and Sturges, a police-constable, went into the 

yard and tried to shut the gates to prevent the 

mob from having the tar barrel out again; the 

gates were got nearly closed when the prisoner 

(who was one of the men who rolled the tar 

barrel up the yard), jumping about with a stick 

on his shoulder, pushed up against the gates to 

try and force them open, but did not succeed; 

he, however, tried again and nearly pushed 

Shelton, the parish constable, down by the 

violence of the shock. Olden then said, What 

did you do that for? I’ll see who you are, and 

forthwith took the mask from his face, and 

discovered the prisoner, whom he knew. The 

prisoner immediately raised his stick, described 

as a hedge stake, with both hands, and struck 

the sergeant a terrific blow on the head; his hat 

partly protected him, but he fell immediately as 

if shot. Sturges rushed at and seized the 

prisoner, and then commenced a dreadful 

contest, – the police to secure the prisoner, the 

mob to rescue him, and for an hour the fierce 

and sanguinary struggle continued. The police, 

with the assistance of Shelton and one or two 

bystanders, who courageously helped the 

constables, succeeded at last in getting within 

the shelter of Olden’s dwelling, a distance of 

about 200 yards. The mob then, disappointed in 
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their object, immediately demolished everything 

that stick and stone would demolish, and the 

house was left windowless. 

 Dr. Mayor, of Toddington, attended and 

dressed the wounds of the police, and the 

prisoner was handed over to the superintendent, 

who had been sent for. The sergeant was got to 

bed, where he remained for a week. He was 

now, however, much better, but still unfit for 

duty. This evidence was confirmed by Sturges 

and two other witnesses, who proved the 

violence used by the mob to rescue the prisoner. 

Mr. Simpson subjected the witnesses to a very 

severe cross examination, but did not elicit 

anything material, except that police-constable 

Sturges on a former examination had sworn that 

P. S. Olden had no stick in his hand, and he now 

said was not quite sure about it, he did not 

notice one. Mr. Simpson made an eloquent 

speech for the defence, urging that the police 

first assaulted Horley, his client, by taking his 

mask off, which they were not justified in 

doing, and called eight or nine witnesses to 

prove that Olden had struck the defendant with 

a stick across the shoulders. The witnesses, 

however, although they seemed all well agreed 

 

that the police officer did strike the defendant, 

yet varied so materially as to when, and how, 

and where, one saying defendant stood on his 

left hand, another saying he stood on his right, 

one saying it was outside the gates, and another 

saying it was in, that the Bench would place no 

reliance on what they stated, especially as 

although they all swore distinctly to seeing the 

policeman strike, yet none of them saw the 

defendant strike in return, nor did they see the 

policeman fall, or know that he had been struck.  

 The Bench retired to consider their 

judgment, which was delivered by Lord C. J. F. 

Russell, who said the assault was a dastardly 

one, and if the police had brought evidence to 

show that there was any breach of the peace on 

the Green, the sentence would have been much 

more severe. As it was they had determined on 

inflicting a penalty of £10, and a £5 7s. costs, 

which was reduced to £2 2s. by Dr. Mayor 

declining to receive his fees. The fine was paid 

immediately by Mr. Stephen S. Marriott, 

farmer, of Toddington, who pulled out his 

check-book and wrote a check for the amount, 

and the prisoner was liberated. 
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Bedfordshire Mercury 

December 1, 1866 
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Bedfordshire Mercury 

December 1, 1866 

 

 
 

 

Following on from the above article, I haven’t yet found an article 

telling us what happened to Supt. Young, Sergt. Olden, and 

Police-constable Sturges after this public meeting.  

To be continued … 

 

 

 

 

Two months later: 

 

On Feb 2
nd
 1867 William was present at the Queen's Court on the 

Isle of Wight – Osborne House – for his investiture as Sheriff of 

the County of Bedfordshire. 
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