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Introduc)on 

At the beginning of lockdown, - and what a strange feeling it is actually wri8ng that - I 
was trying to think of ways to carry on engaging with customers, friends, cricket lovers, 
Wisden collectors - actually all of those overlap and inter-mingle with each other, and 
one of the ideas I came up with was to put together a compila8on of the ar8cles that 
have been wri>en for the Wisdener newsle>er by Richard Lawrence under the 8tle 
‘Leaves from The Past (LFTP).’  

Richard first began his series in 2013 and I know from the feedback I receive that his LFTP 
pieces are very much enjoyed and I also know that an awful lot of members will not have 
read most of them. So I contacted Richard to ask if he thought it would be a good idea to 
put a small selec)on together. He was so posi)ve that we just had to do it. 

I will be honest, it is not a straight-forward project. And, no doubt there are errors - 
despite my best efforts some)mes Wisden will be in italics and some)mes Wisden will 
not be, and some ar)cles might flow a liNle awkwardly, and owing to restraints on how 
this can be sent out, it is being sent in three parts -but the over-riding aim was to put 
something together that would be of interest, enjoyable and help pass away some )me. 
 

Richard’s research and his )me spent wri)ng LFTP deserve a really big thank you and his 
support in doing this, while s)ll working and juggling a large family, has been wonderful. 

Some of the earlier ar)cles featured have since been updated and our plan is to publish a 
further volume containing the updates and more ar)cles post 1900, and if the lockdown 
con)nues that will be in the near future. 

I was chaQng this morning to someone who I had not spoken to for a while and he 
summed up what he, and now I, have realised what we are missing most about having 
no cricket:  It isn’t going to the match, it isn’t watching the play on TV or listening to it on 
the radio as I worked in my office. It is the simple things like seeing a headline on the BBC 
Cricket page “Lancashire out for 70 before lunch’ or “Kent reach 400 by tea’ - the liNle 
headlines, the liNle one-liners that tell you that somewhere the game is being played; 
somewhere a team - your team or not - is doing well, or not doing too well: a batsman or 
bowler you like and admire has scored runs, taken wickets, is in good form for the games 
ahead. The )ny one-liners that just make you feel that all is well, all is normal and there 
is con)nuity  - all that will return, but it doesn’t stop us missing it. 
 

I hope the following pages are enjoyable and once again, thank you Richard! 

Bill Furmedge, April 24th 2020
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Preface 

The essays in this liNle collec)on started life as a column in the Wisden Collectors’ Club 
journal, The Wisdener.  In each essay I have selected a match report from Wisden, usually 
at random, and explored one or two of the significant details; for example the fortunes of 
one of the players in the match, or an unusual incident, or something about the wider 
context of the match.  It is a feature of Wisden, and indeed of our great game, that so 
many matches can offer a launch-pad for an ar)cle in this way.  Although I have aNempted 
to add to the Wisden match descrip)ons in each case, I cannot pretend that they offer any 
hugely original research or scholarship; they are simply my personal take on Wisden’s 
reports.  However, in one or two cases I have aNempted to set the record straight where 
history seems to have been slightly off-track. 
 

Most of the matches featured here are from the English County Championship, because 
that has been the backbone of Wisden throughout most of the Almanack’s history.  
Some)mes I have taken a University match or a tourist fixture as my star)ng point, but s)ll 
the emphasis is on the first-class county game.   

Over the years Bill Furmedge and I had occasionally discussed the possibility of publica)on 
of some of these essays in a separate volume, but issues such as the approval of Wisden 
and poten)al viability meant that these never progressed beyond the status of casual 
discussion.  However, in the current dark days of the Covid-19 pandemic, Bill had the idea 
of issuing the essays to Wisden Collectors Club members as a free download, as a way of 
raising morale in these stressful )mes, a proposal to which I readily acquiesced.  Hence 
the collec)on is rather less polished than it would have been if it had been formally 
prepared for publica)on, and some essays are included that might otherwise have been 
substan)ally revised, or removed altogether.  Nonetheless, if my poor efforts have the 
effect of liding anyone’s spirits at a )me of na)onal emergency, I shall be happy. 

Some of the ar)cles were first published in the Australian journal Between Wickets and 
are reproduced here by kind permission of the editor and publisher, Ronald Cardwell.   

Richard Lawrence, Easter 2020
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On the Lord’s Side 

Prominent among the many books of theology on my 
grandfather’s bookshelves was an imposing-looking 
series of volumes en8tled Expository Thoughts on the 
Gospels, by J.C. Ryle.   They occupied pride of place on 
a large bookcase on the landing and I came to 
associate them with my grandparents’ home, so much 
so that although I had never removed them from the 
shelves and knew li>le about them, when my 
grandfather died in 2000, it was these volumes I chose 
to take to remember him with.   
 

More than this, I actually read them and found that while in 
some ways they fiNed the image of the austere Victorian 
evangel ical , the wri)ng was unpreten)ous and 
straigheorward, free of what the Victorians would have 
called ‘cant’, and not without occasional flashes of humour. 
 

Some years later, perusing one of Roger Heavens’ excellent 
reprints of Scores and Biographies (Pictured, below), I was 
surprised to see the name J.C. Ryle appearing in the Eton 
eleven against Winchester at Lord’s in 1833, and 
immediately aderwards in the Eton eleven against Harrow.   
Could this be the same man – the unashamedly evangelical 
clergyman who rose to be the first Bishop of Liverpool – 
playing a game that was frowned upon by many churchmen 
of the day?  (The Vicar of Town Malling famously denounced 
a match between Kent and NoQnghamshire in a sermon in 
1837.)  A liNle internet research and a glance at the 1901 
Wisden quickly confirmed that this was indeed the same 
John Charles Ryle.   
 

His obituary in the 1901 Wisden 
is not terribly enlightening, 
commen)ng that ‘liNle is known 
of his style of baQng or his 
mode of bowling’, but that the 
old scores suggested he was 
fairly successful in both. 
 

The future Bishop of Liverpool 
did not greatly dis)nguish 
himself in either match in 1833, 
although top-scoring with 20 
out of 86 in the first innings against Winchester.   Owing to 
the limita)ons of the recorded scores of the )me it is not 
possible to tell if he bowled or even if he took a wicket.  No 
other matches are recorded for Eton in 1833 in Scores and 
Biographies or on CricketArchive, (although it is perfectly 
possible that other matches took pace and are languishing in 
the school archives awai)ng discovery).   
 

The following season Ryle was captain of the Eton eleven 
against both Harrow and Winchester, leading his side to 
defeat by 13 runs against Harrow but victory by the same 
margin against Winchester.  Once more he top-scored (26 
out of 55) in one innings, but there is again no record of his 
bowling.  

 

Moving on to Oxford, Ryle appeared in first-class cricket for 
the first )me in 1835 when he turned out for the University 
in a rain-ruined match against MCC, scoring only 5. Owing to 
the weather MCC had no innings.  The only other match 
recorded for Oxford that season was the return match at 
Lord’s, when Ryle baNed at number three – at least in the 
first innings – but was bowled by Sir Frederick Bathurst 
without scoring.  However, it is in this match that we have 
the first posi)ve record of Ryle bowling, when he dismissed 
Hon F. Ponsonby for 16.   
 

No other Oxford University matches are recorded in Scores 
and Biographies for 1835, and the game s)ll seems to have 
been in its infancy there (more matches are recorded for 
Cambridge).  In Oxford Memories, Rev James Pycrod – a 
contemporary of Ryle – notes that cricket in his day was 
‘more of a sport and less of a business than it is now’, and 
adds that in the 1830s it was possible to be in the Eleven 
without ‘defying all reading for the summer term’.   
 

There was no Varsity match in 1835; indeed, up to that point 
there had only been two matches against Cambridge, in 
1827 and 1829, only one of them played at Lord’s.  These 
had come about thanks to the efforts of Charles 
Wordsworth, who wrote in 1869 that he had been in the 
useful posi)on of studying at Oxford while his father lived in 
Cambridge, so he had contacts in both ci)es.  Wordsworth, 
who was also responsible for seQng up the first university 
boat race and rowed in the Oxford eight, went on to become 
Bishop of St Andrews (his brother was Bishop of Lincoln and 
his nephew Bishop of Salisbury). 

 

The annual series of matches between the 
two ancient ins)tu)ons did not begin un)l 
the late 1830s, and according to Pycrod it 
was Ryle himself who in 1836 suggested the 
contest and used his Eton contacts at 
Cambridge to make the arrangements for the 
match; as with the 1827 fixture, personal 
contacts seem to have been of considerable 
importance. 
 

Pycrod is not always the most reliable of 
sources, and although Baily’s Magazine of 
Sports and PasKmes records that the match 

was the brainchild of Ryle and Pycrod in a report of the 
Golden Jubilee of the 1827 fixture in 1877, it is possible that 
this informa)on was obtained from Pycrod, who wrote for 
the magazine on an occasional basis.   
 

Nonetheless it is true that three of the Cambridge side in the 
Varsity match in 1836 – Frederick Micklethwait, Charles 
Taylor (who played for the Old Etonians against the Old 
Harrovians at Lord’s alongside Ryle immediately prior to the 
Varsity match) and Frederick Long (who succeeded Ryle as 
captain of Eton in 1835) had been school contemporaries of 
Ryle, while the absence of another, John Kirwan, was said by 
Haygarth to have greatly weakened the Cambridge side.   
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Whatever his role in arranging the match, it was a personal 
triumph for Ryle.  Although his bowling had not made much 
of an impression in previous years, in this match he took ten 
wickets, including six in the second innings of Cambridge, to 
help his side win by 121 runs.  His precise figures cannot be 
given, as no record of the bowling analyses appears to have 
been kept.  Altogether in the three first-class matches he 
played in 1836, Ryle took 22 wickets.  
 

The scorecard of the match on CricketArchive does not 
indicate who the captains were, but according to Ryle himself, 
wri)ng in an autobiography wriNen for the benefit of his 
children, he was the captain of the Oxford side, which lends 
weight to the statement that he was instrumental in  seQng 
up the match. His role as captain of the side is confirmed by 
Sir Pelham Warner and F.S. Ashley-Cooper’s Oxford v 
Cambridge at the Wicket, which adds the curious informa)on 
that the role was joint with George Rawlinson. 
 

Some internet sources indicate that Ryle captained the 
Oxford eleven in his second and third years there.  However, 
during 1837, his third year at Oxford, Ryle was seriously ill 
and played no first-class cricket; in fact there is no record of 
his playing any cricket that year.  
 

There was no Varsity match in 
1837, perhaps because Ryle's 
guiding hand was not there to 
o r g a n i s e i t . H e t o o k h i s 
examina)ons in November 1837 
and early the following year was 
awarded a First in Literae 
Humaniores (Classics).  This could 
have allowed him to take up an 
academic post at the University, 
but life at Oxford does not seem 
to have appealed to him, and he 
led Oxford soon ader his degree, 
in his own words ‘never to return’. 
 

Despite the fact that he had led 
the University before the season 
started, Ryle returned to the 
Oxford eleven in 1838, although none of the matches he is 
recorded as playing in was played at Oxford, perhaps 
confirming that he had led the city by this stage.    
 

Despite some reports that he was captain for this match as 
well, Warner states that the captain for this match was 
Algernon Coote.  His second Varsity match was rather less 
triumphant than his first: he did not bowl (or at least took no 
wickets) and was absent hurt in Oxford’s second innings 
having scored only five in the first. However, since he had 
taken ten wickets in the match at Lord’s against MCC a few 
days earlier it seems safe to assume that his bowling powers 
had not altogether deserted him.  
 

The 1838 Varsity match was Ryle’s last appearance in first-
class cricket.  He is not recorded in any more matches in 
Scores and Biographies, but a search of the newspaper 
archive has found one further reference to him on the cricket 

field, in August 1840 when he played for Burton and 
Chaddesdon at Trent Bridge against the Gentlemen of 
NoQnghamshire, taking at least three wickets in the 
NoQnghamshire first innings and scoring 19 in his only 
innings. The newspaper reports of his baQng make 
interes)ng reading, as they are the only references I have 
seen to his playing style: ‘If Mr Ryle’s defence was equal to his 
hiQng, he would be an acquisi)on to ANY eleven.’   
 

The same report also comments on his being ‘enthusias)cally 
aNached to this beau)ful game’, and speculates that he was 
‘des)ned to cut a figure among the gentlemen players’.   Had 
things progressed as planned, Ryle might indeed have been a 
well-known gentleman cricketer over the next fideen to 
twenty years, perhaps turning out for MCC and the 
Gentlemen and bolstering amateur bowling at a )me when it 
was weak.  But two events in his early twen)es changed the 
course of his life en)rely.   
 

In 1837, as stated above, he suffered a serious illness.  The 
enforced idleness and the severity of the illness caused him 
to examine the Chris)an faith which un)l then had been 
merely a nominal part of his life, resul)ng in his becoming a 
keen believer, to the dismay of his family.  But this by itself 

did not alter his plans, or prevent 
him from playing cricket, despite 
the disapproval of some in the 
faith (such as the vicar of Town 
Malling).  Four years later, when 
Ryle was working in banking, and 
was considering Parliament, the 
family fortune was lost overnight 
through mismanagement and the 
dishonesty of a trusted employee.   
 

Ryle no longer had a career path 
ahead of him; MPs in those days 
were unpaid and he had no 
money to back him.  Almost it 
seems as a last resort, Ryle was 
ordained into the Church of 
England in late 1841.  It is odd to 
reflect that this most dedicated 

and conscien)ous of churchmen should have entered the 
profession almost en)rely as a means of earning a livelihood 
with no strong evidence of a calling. 
 

In his entry in Who’s Who, Ryle listed his pas)mes as 
including ‘cricket un)l ordina)on’.  Apart from the match at 
Trent Bridge men)oned above, there is no evidence of his 
having played any cricket ader 1838, but it seems likely that 
he appeared in minor matches the details of which have now 
been lost: in later life he recalled his last match, apparently 
played at Lincoln, in which he had scored 88 not out, by 
playing ‘with led shoulder forward the whole )me’, so 
perhaps he had taken on board the advice in the newspapers 
in 1840.  But he never seems to have played again ader his 
ordina)on.   
As a clergyman, despite the circumstances of his coming to 
the profession, Ryle took his du)es seriously, visi)ng his 

REV. J. C. RYLE, born at Macclesfield, May 10, 1816; died 
at Lowestod, June 10, 1900, aged 84. For many years 
bishop of Liverpool. His religious works, pamphlets, 
could be numbered by the hundred. For two years, 1833 
and 1834, he assisted Eton against Harrow and 
Winchester, scoring 7 and 3 and 21 and 1 against the 
former school, and 20 and 11 and 26 and 0 against the 
laNer. He was contemporary at Eton with J. H. Kirwan 
and C. G. Taylor.  
 

He was in the Oxford elevens of 1836 and 1838. But liNle 
is known of his style of baQng or mode of bowling, as no 
biography is given of him in Scores and Biographies, but 
from a perusal of old scores it is apparent that he was 
generally successful both with bat and ball. 
 

Wisden Obituary, 1900
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parishioners regularly and devo)ng much energy to both the 
pastoral and the spiritual sides of his role. Indeed, he is 
reported to have said that he regarded himself as much as a 
doctor as a clergyman in his first parish.  Such efforts led no 
)me for cricket, and Ryle himself was not enamoured of clergy 
who spent all their )me in leisure pursuits (one wonders how 
he and Pycrod got on in later life).  His approach is no great 
surprise; others in his posi)on have also wrestled with this 
ques)on.  One of his successors as Bishop of Liverpool, David 
Sheppard, also struggled to jus)fy playing cricket regularly: 
‘Perhaps the whole of life must be given to sterner things.’  
But Sheppard came to the conclusion that just as Jesus 
shocked people of his day by going to par)es and mixing with 
some highly dubious characters, so today Chris)ans should be 
‘not on the sidewalks of life but in the middle of the world of 
men.’ 
 

However, while Ryle stopped playing cricket ader his 
ordina)on, and also gave up such pas)mes as billiards, cards 
and dancing, he does not appear to have en)rely turned his 
back on cricket.  Indeed, he looked back fondly on his days 
playing for Eton: ‘as long as I live I think I shall say considered 
that the happiest days I ever spent in a simple, earthly way 
were the days when I was captain of the XI in Eton playing-
fields’. He later wrote that his experience leading Eton and 
Oxford had been a good prepara)on for later life: ‘I believe it 
gave me a power of commanding, managing, organising, 
direc)ng, seeing through men’s capaci)es and using every 
man in the post for which he is best suited … which I have 
found of infinite use on hundreds of occasions in life, though 
in very different maNers.’ He encouraged his children to play 
the game, his claim that such )me was never wasted sounding 
remarkably similar to a more famous quota)on of his 
regarding the value of )me spent in prayer!  And he con)nued 
to take a keen interest in the fortunes of his old school and 
university sides, expressing delight in the victories of Eton and 
Oxford a leNer to a friend in 1886. 
 

It was during his )me as a parish clergyman that he wrote the 
books for which he is now perhaps best remembered: 
Holiness, The Upper Room, as well of course as the afore-
men)oned Expository Thoughts.  His books sold very well, and 
it says something about the man and his integrity that he used 
the royal)es to help pay off his father’s debts.  He remained a 
parish priest into his six)es and it was only when he was 
nearing re)rement that he was nominated for the important 
post of Dean of Salisbury.  However, he never took up the 
post. In a twist strongly reminiscent of Anthony Trollope’s 
Barchester Towers, Ryle was appointed to the new Bishopric of 
Liverpool in 1880.  Responsibility for appoin)ng bishops lay 
with the Prime Minister, and it is widely thought that the 
evangelical Ryle was appointed by the outgoing Premier, 
Benjamin Disraeli, to spite his incoming rival, the High 
Anglican William Gladstone. But Trollope’s fic)onal evangelical 
Bishop Proudie was weak, effete and under the thumb of his 
terrifying wife. Ryle was no Bishop Proudie.  At six feet and 
three inches– very tall for the period – and with a beard to 
rival WG, Ryle was an imposing figure.  A powerful intellect, a 
firm work ethic and a profound faith that seems to have been 
less prone to doubt than most (despite some difficult 

domes)c circumstances), all combined to make him one of the 
most significant figures in the Victorian Church of England. 
 

Sadly, Ryle’s domes)c life was as challenging as the poverty-
stricken parishes where he spent much of his working life.  He 
was married in 1845 but first wife died, reportedly of ‘a chill’ – 
which could mean many different things – ader only a few 
years of marriage, leaving Ryle with a baby daughter to care 
for.  In 1850 he married again, but his new wife did not enjoy 
good health either, and having borne him four more children 
she also died aged 39, of Bright’s Disease – the same afflic)on 
that carried off Victor Trumper more than fidy years later.  
Much of his )me in their ten years of marriage was sent caring 
for her and the children.  Once again Ryle was led a widower, 
now with five children to look ader.  Perhaps it is not 
surprising that liNle more than a year ader the death of his 
second wife, Ryle married again at the age of 45.  His third 
wife proved a liNle more robust than her predecessors and 
was a great support to Ryle in his ministry, but she too 
predeceased him, dying (also of ‘a chill’) in 1889.  Ryle himself 
remained Bishop of Liverpool un)l 1900 when he was 84; he 
died a few months ader re)ring from the see. 
 

Despite his being captain of the Eton Oxford, there is no 
biography of him in Scores and Biographies, although five of 
his contemporaries in the Eton eleven are so honoured.  
Possibly Haygarth disapproved of evangelical clergymen.  
Today, where Bishop Ryle is remembered at all it is for his 
wri)ngs, and given his clear priori)es, I imagine he would not 
have had it any other way.  No doubt the Varsity match would 
have developed with or without Ryle, just as Anglo-Australian 
Tests would have developed in England with or without 
Charles Alcock, and the credit for inaugura)ng the Varsity 
match lies with Charles Wordsworth.  But in each case the 
trajectory of that development would have been different.    
As one of the earliest Oxford cricketers, J.C. Ryle played an 
important role in the growth of University, and hence also of 
amateur, cricket in the mid-nineteenth century and for this he 
deserves to be remembered by all cricketers, whatever their 
religious persuasion.  
 
 
 
 

Select bibliography 

Short biographies of Ryle by Mark Beardall on hNps://bannerodruth.org and 
by David Streater on hNp://churchsociety.org  
 
John Charles Ryle: 1816 – 1900 (Marcus Loane, Hodder, 1983) 
 
Scores and Biographies, volume 2 (reprinted by Roger Heavens, 1997) 
 
Oxford Memories (James Pycrod, available online at www.archive.org)  
 
Parson’s Pitch (Rev David Sheppard) 
 
Wisden Cricketers’ Almanack 1901 
 
Baily’s Magazine of Sports and PasKmes, 1877 
I am grateful to Roger Heavens for his sugges)ons regarding the above and to 
Richard Miller for his research in old newspapers. 
 
'This ar)cle first appeared in the Australian cricket journal Between Wickets 
and is reproduced here by kind permission of the editor, Ronald Cardwell.  For 
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on cardwell@mcks.com.au.'
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Super sixes 
Kent v Sussex, Tunbridge Wells, July 12, 13, 14, 1869, Wisden 
1870, p95 
This was the third mee8ng of the two sides during the 1869 
season but it was not arranged by the county clubs so must 
have been a private arrangement between the players of the 
two neighbouring coun8es.   
 

Wisden does not men)on that it was arranged for a player’s 
benefit, but the fact that the ground (on Tunbridge Wells 
common) was enclosed strongly indicates that it was arranged 
for financial gain, not just pleasure.  It was not the only privately-
arranged county match that season: Wisden notes that the 
match between Yorkshire and Cambridgeshire was not arranged 
by the Yorkshire commiNee, and by that stage the 
Cambridgeshire county club had disbanded (see chapter for 
1871). 
 

The canvas enclosure was treated with disdain by Kent’s 
celebrated hiNer, Charles ‘Buns’ Thornton.  In the course of 
Kent’s second innings he hit nine sixes – in other words, he hit 
the ball right out of the ground nine )mes (one wonders how 
many of his other hits also cleared the boundary).  Such was the 
power of these strokes that the Sussex fielders believed some of 
them would have been worth eight if the ground had not been 
enclosed and the hits all run for; indeed, Haygarth suggests that 
all of them would have been worth this.  Thornton scored 124 
and was the principal factor in Kent’s victory by 150 runs.  
Although he con)nued to play first-class cricket for another 28 
years, this would remain his highest score and was one of only 
five hundreds in over 200 first-class matches.  It would seem that 
the joy of hiQng the ball a long way was his primary interest, 
and building an innings of secondary importance.   Stories of his 
huge hits abound, but what I find par)cularly remarkable is how 
powerful a hiNer he was even at a young age.  In a special 
feature on his baQng in 1869, Wisden recalls his baQng in the 
1866 Canterbury Fes)val, when hits over square leg were the 
principal feature.  Scores and Biographies confirms this: playing 
for the Gentlemen of Kent v MCC in August 1866, Thornton hit 
two sixes in succession in the second innings, along with one in 
the first, clearly strokes that stuck in the minds of the onlookers.  
At this stage he was only 16, a schoolboy at Eton (he had made 
his debut in the Eton v Harrow match earlier in the season).  
 

Two years later, Lord Harris remembers him hiQng the ball all 
round Lord’s, culmina)ng in a straight drive that cleared the 
Pavilion.  Even allowing for the fact that this was the old 
building, not the current structure, this was a prodigious hit.  His 
Lordship observes that the hiQng was most unusual for a 
schoolboy.  According to Scores and Biographies, his strokes 
consisted largely of leg hits and drives; in an ar)cle in The 
Cricketer in 1975, Gerald Brodribb states that Thornton derived 
his power from the momentum of his footwork, jumping out to 
drive with a full swing of the bat.  It was certainly an effec)ve 
method, as several of his hits are recorded as carrying more than 
140 yards and one was measured by James Pycrod at over 160.  
 

How he would have loved T20 cricket! 

The two crack county elevens 
Yorkshire v No^s, Sheffield, August 15, 16, 17, 1870, Wisden 
1871 p95 
Repor8ng a Roses match in 1901, the magazine Cricket 
celebrated the glory days of the NoUnghamshire v Yorkshire 
fixture: ‘it was more difficult to make runs in Yorkshire v No>s 
than in any other match... [the batsman] never found the 
bowling become loose, and every run had to be fought for.’ 
 

The 1870 fixture between the two sides at Sheffield seems to 
have encapsulated that spirit, Wisden repor)ng that ‘the very 
cream of the professional element of the North were contes)ng’.  
It was the only match in Yorkshire’s programme that year that 
was led unfinished – indeed, the only one Yorkshire did not win 
– but the reasons it was led drawn are somewhat obscure, at 
least in Wisden.   
 

The two sides were very closely matched, as demonstrated by 
the match at Trent Bridge earlier in the season, which Yorkshire 
had won by two runs.  Ader the first innings of this match, 
Yorkshire held a lead of one run, having collapsed from 116-3 to 
147 all out.  NoQnghamshire performed very similarly in their 
second innings to their first, a total of 142 being four less than 
their first innings score, and Richard Dad top-scoring on both 
occasions.  This led Yorkshire 142 to get when they went out to 
bat at 2.15, with just under four hours to play (and no tea 
interval in those days).  
 

In that )me, with no breaks for rain being reported, 107 runs 
were scored in 92 four-ball overs, the equivalent of just over 60 
overs today.  Such a scoring rate seems to bear out the 
comments in Cricket, and contemporary reports agree on the 
quality of the cricket played; it would seem that the bowling was 
so accurate that it was impossible to score quickly.  Indeed, both 
Alfred and Jem Shaw were no)ceably miserly bowlers, both 
conceding liNle more than one run per over all through the 
season. 
 

However, it is the over-rate that really stands out.  Nowadays we 
should all be delighted with sixty overs in less than four hours, 
but in those days, it would normally have taken less than three 
hours to bowl, even allowing for the fact that with four-ball 
overs there were many more changes of end to factor in.   
 

For example, the first day of the Surrey v Gloucestershire match 
that season produced 180 overs between 12.35 and just before 
seven o’clock.  No explana)on is given in Wisden for the slow 
progress, but there are one or two dark hints in other 
publica)ons.  
 

John Lillywhite’s Cricketer’s Companion men)ons the loss of 
)me as ‘reprehensible’, while Scores and Biographies also refers 
in its comments on this match to ‘unnecessary and avoidable 
delays’ causing matches to be unfinished, although it is not clear 
from Haygarth’s remarks if he making a specific comment about 
this match or a general one about drawn games. 

1869 and 1870
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Cambridgeshire’s Last Match 

Surrey v Cambridgeshire, The Oval, June 22, 23, 24, 1871, Wisden 
1872 p85 

Wisden in the 1970s and 1980s used to carry a set of figures 
recording the County Championship results for all the first-class 
coun8es since 1864, the year in which for a 8me the County 
Championship was assumed to have started.  Besides the 
revealing fact that Yorkshire had won far more matches than 
anyone else, there was a surprising entry for Cambridgeshire, 
showing that between 1864 and 1871 the county had played in 
19 matches, winning and losing eight. 
 

Cambridgeshire’s last match was against Surrey at The Oval in 
1871, the only first-class match played by Cambridgeshire that 
year and the first since 1869 (when they had also 
played only one match); it was also the first mee)ng 
between the two sides since 1862. 
 

According to Scores and Biographies, the club was 
disbanded in March 1869 partly owing to a lack of 
support but principally because of the ‘refusal of the 
“cracks” T.Hayward, R.Carpenter and G.Tarrant to 
assist their county’.  This would seem to have been a 
dispute over captaincy, as Haygarth states that the 
1869 match against Yorkshire was ‘got up’ by 
Carpenter, who was willing to play when he was 
allowed to captain the side (and the others were 
willing to play alongside him in such condi)ons). 

Wisden’s report of the match focuses on what it 
refers to as ‘the Cambridge two’, not a small spy ring 
or unfairly imprisoned terrorism suspects but the domina)ng pair 
of professional batsmen, Tom Hayward and Robert Carpenter.   
 

There was a clear sense of pleasure at their reappearance at The 
Oval ader a long interval.  Both jus)fied their status: they added 
53 together (out of a total of 86) in the first innings and 88 in the 
second, domina)ng their side’s baQng.  But there is also a sense 
that this pleasure was reliving the past: Wisden emphasises that 
both had been among the leading professionals ‘in their day’, 
clearly implying that it was now over. There is some truth to the 
observa)on.  Hayward, 36, was in his penul)mate first-class 
season and did nothing of note ader 1871, while although 
Carpenter con)nued to play un)l 1876, at the age of 40 his best 
days were now behind him.   
 

However, their names lived on ader them.  Carpenter’s son 
Herbert played for many years for Essex.  Hayward’s nephew, also 
called Tom Hayward, was for many years up to 1914 one half of 
one of the best opening partnerships in the country; the other 
half was of course Jack Hobbs – also, incidentally, from 
Cambridge.  One wonders how cricket history might have been 
different if there had been a Cambridge county club for them 
both to open for. 

A miss is as good… 

Surrey v Gloucestershire, The Oval, June 3, 4, 1872, Wisden 1873, 
p125 

The newly-formed Gloucestershire club was in the 1870s one of 
the strongest county sides in England, but Grace’s men did not 
always have things all their own way.  In 1872 they fought what 
seems to have been one of the most exci8ng matches of the 
season with Surrey - and lost. 

Ader the first innings, Gloucestershire had a small lead of 38, 
which W.G.Grace and C.R.Filgate proceeded to build on with an 
opening partnership of 48 in what Wisden describes as ‘fine 
hiQng form’.  However, once they were parted, the game 
changed radically.   

 

The Surrey bowlers strangled the baQng, 
Southerton conceding only 32 runs in 28.3 
(four-ball) overs, and Marten bowling ten 
consecu)ve maidens during which he took 
three wickets.  From being 48-0, 
Gloucestershire subsided to 71 all out, leaving 
Surrey 110 to win.  The drama con)nued, and 
as the target was whiNled away, the wickets 
fell; at the fall of the eighth wicket Surrey s)ll 
had 24 to win.  Marten and Thomas Humphrey 
took the score to 108-8 at which point ‘the 
fast bowler’ dismissed Humphrey.  
 

Those of us not conversant with the bowling 
styles of the gentlemen who played for 
Gloucestershire will have needed to refer to 

the scorecard at this point to determine that Humphrey was 
dismissed by Brice.  This is characteris)c of Wisden (and other 
publica)ons) at the )me: the tendency to try to vary the style by 
not always using the name, hence references to ‘the amateur’, 
‘the old Harrovian’ or even ‘the doctor’, which in the case of the 
Graces can be confusing as both WG and EM were some)mes 
referred to in this way. 
 

With the score s)ll on 108, W.G.Grace bowled to Marten.  
According to Wisden, Marten ‘played the ball to mid-on, thereby 
giving an easy chance to Mr. Miles, who, however, dropped it’.   
 

As a result, Surrey went on to win the match by one wicket, 
instead of losing by one run.  Curiously, however, in its account of 
the same match, Lillywhite’s Cricketers’ Annual for 1873 records 
that the chance went to Miles at short-leg, not mid-on.  I 
wondered at first if this was a reflec)on of old-fashioned 
defini)ons of fielding posi)ons, but a diagram elsewhere in the 
same annual indicates that the dis)nc)on between short-leg and 
mid-on was much the same as it is now.   
 

Other publica)ons are silent on where Mr. Miles was fielding 
when he dropped the winning catch, but all are agreed that it 
was an easy one, and one can only speculate as to his recep)on 
by the other Gloucestershire players ader the match. 

1871 and 1872
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A ques)on of allegiance 

Surrey v Sussex, The Oval, June 5, 6, and 7 1873, Wisden 1874 
p104 

The decision in 1873 not to allow cricketers to play for more 
than one county during the season may not have 
inaugurated the County Championship, as was once widely 
believed, but it did force a small number of cricketers to 
decide where their true allegiance lay (or at least who might 
pay them more).  
 

The prime example was James Southerton, who was Sussex-
born but lived in Surrey and had played regularly for both 
coun)es in the past.  Hitherto he had always represented 
Sussex against Surrey, but as at the beginning of the season 
he had declared himself for Surrey the new rules had an 
immediate effect, this being Surrey’s first match of the 
season.  He now played for Surrey against Sussex for the first 
)me, and remained a Surrey cricketer )ll the end of his life 
seven years later. 
 

Southerton, father of the future Wisden editor Sidney 
Southerton, certainly made an impact on his first appearance 
against Sussex, with five wickets in the first innings and top 
score when Surrey baNed.  But his influence was not enough 
to prevent defeat for his adopted side, a fact which is 
something of a feature of the 1873 Surrey season.  
 

Southerton that year took 131 wickets, far more than his 
nearest rival (Street with 70) and in fact more than everyone 
else in the Surrey side put together.  Since the county won 
only three matches and lost twelve during the season, one 
wonders what dire straits Surrey would have been in without 
Southerton.  Sussex, deprived of Southerton’s services, also 
performed poorly, winning only one other match in the 
season. 
 

Another cricketer who had thrown in his lot with Surrey for 
the season was Gordon Strachan, 
who in previous seasons had played 
for Middlesex against Surrey, 
Gloucestershire against Surrey, and, 
in one week in 1872, for Surrey 
against Middlesex and 
Gloucestershire against Surrey.   
 

This season he was captaining 
Surrey, a role he filled for most of 
the 1870s. He did not play at all in 
1876, and according to Lillywhite’s 
Annual he had re)red, but he 

returned in 1877, and Wisden closed its review of the Surrey 
season with ‘a note of praise on the captaincy of Mr. 
G.Strachan, under whose courteous, skilful, gentlemanly and 
popular lead the Surrey Eleven achieved so much success in 
1877.’ 

Over the Elms at Prince’s 

Middlesex v Noanghamshire, Prince’s, July 13, 14, 15 1874, 
Wisden 1875 p107 

London's third ground had all too short a lease, but while it 
lasted it was a popular and fashionable loca8on and ‘Under 
the elms at Prince's’ was a favoured mee8ng place. This 
match took place at the height of its popularity, when 
Middlesex played their home matches there and a 
Gentlemen v Players fixture was held there.  It pi>ed the 
mainly amateur talent of Middlesex (they did have one 
professional bowler, George Howi>) against the all-
professional NoUnghamshire side, amateur baUng against 
some of the best professional bowlers in the land.  It was a 
close match, the lowest score being 130 and the highest only 
178. 
 

While bowlers such as Alfred Shaw were known to be highly 
accurate, giving liNle away, Wisden singles out two strokes in 
which the batsmen were able to break the stranglehold, at 
least temporarily, when Middlesex went in on the second day 
to get 191 to win. Arthur Tabor opened his account with a hit 
for six off Shaw that flew over the heads of the spectators and 
landed 110 yards away from the wicket.  Wisden specifically 
states that it was all-run, presumably to dis)nguish it from a 
ball out of the ground, which would have scored six 
automa)cally.   

It would seem that one of the NoQnghamshire fielders 
misjudged the next big hit, this one off Mar)n McIntyre by 
Charles ONaway, later to achieve fame as the first English 
football captain.  He hit a ball to leg that Frederick Wyld 
believed to be ‘a boundary hit’.  Although the concept of the 
boundary had been introduced at Lord’s in 1866, it was not in 
the Laws of Cricket at the )me and only applied by local 
arrangement.   
 

The fact that Tabor’s hit was run for strongly suggests that 
Prince’s was not applying this par)cular condi)on, so when 
Wyld believed ONaway’s hit to be a ‘boundary’, this must 
mean something different.  I think that Wisden must mean 
that Wyld assumed the ball was going to cross the boundary 
of the ground.  According to Wisden, the batsmen would have 
run no more than six if he had not made this mistake 
(presumably he did not bother looking for it, let alone chasing 
it); as it was they had run seven by the )me the ball had been 
retrieved.  Soon aderwards, however, Tabor was out, and no 
one ever quite mastered the bowling; despite these big hits, 
the scoring rate was overall s)ll quite slow (the total of 169 
was made off 133 overs).   
 

A ninth wicket stand of 19, made largely in sharp singles 
which kept the crowd in a sustained state of excitement, 
ended when an appeal for lbw from Alfred Shaw was given a 
posi)ve reply by the wonderfully-named umpire Luck, and 
two balls later Shaw took the wicket of the last man, HowiN, 
to win the match by 21 runs.   

1873 and 1874
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Admission charges 

Kent and Gloucestershire v England, Canterbury, August 2, 3, 4 
1875, Wisden 1876 p75 

Legend has it that a sign was once seen outside a county 
ground adver8sing ‘Admission 6d.  If W.G.Grace plays, 1 
shilling’.  I have never seen this legend verified, but in 1875 
the decision to increase the price for admission for the first 
match of the Canterbury Week from 6d to 1s (W.G.Grace 
was playing)  was, according to Wisden, ‘the only novelty’ in 
the programme for the week. Wisden describes the first 
match as ‘unmeaning, uninteres8ng’ – in contrast to the 

‘excellent’ match (Kent v MCC) 
that was to follow.  Since both 
were essen8ally exhibi8on 
matches, one wonders if the 
compiler had his tongue firmly 
in his cheek at this point. 
 

Be that as it may, the ‘England’ 
side was not representa)ve: not 
only was W.G.Grace playing for 
Kent and Gloucestershire, but a 
whole string of other leading 
players, including Hornby, Dad 
and Lockwood, were also unable 
to play for England.  Wisden 

therefore makes a point by puQng ‘England’ in inverted 
commas at the head of the scorecard. 
 

Perhaps the admission charge and the unrepresenta)ve 
nature of the England side affected the aNendance on the 
first day; perhaps not.  Certainly the first day crowd seems to 
have been smaller than in 1874, £64 being taken in 1875 
(1280 paying spectators) as against £46 at sixpence in 1874 
(1840).  However, on the second day ‘the company was larger 
than is generally the case on the second day’ and this is 
confirmed by the figures: £105 was taken in gate money 
(2100 spectators) against £48 in 1874 (1920).  Overall, the 
organisers were probably pleased with the experiment.  
 

This was not the only match in 1875 to have increased 
admission charges.  The Gentlemen v Players match at The 
Oval was also played ‘under the novel circumstances of the 
admission charge to the ground being advanced to 1s.’ 
 

Wisden is implicitly cri)cal of this decision, ci)ng the fact that 
the only known precedent, a Gentlemen v Players match in 
Brighton in 1871, had been played for a player’s benefit.  As 
at Canterbury, the increase does not appear to have had a 
significant deterrent effect, and on the second day a crowd of 
4,000 was reported – nothing like the vast crowds that 
assembled for the early Test matches at The Oval, or the 
Surrey v Australians match in 1878, but good for the )me (the 
aNendance of approximately 7,000 at the Surrey v Sussex 
Bank Holiday match at The Oval in 1876 was stated to have 

been ‘unprecedentedly large’).   
 

Two years later, when Gloucestershire played England at The 
Oval (many felt it should have been at Clidon), the price was 
again raised to a shilling, ‘at which increase many a man 
present exercised his Briton’s privilege of grumbling’ - but 
again there was s)ll a good aNendance. 

On the other hand, the admission prices for some of the 
biggest games of the period do seem to have had an impact.  
During the late 1860s and early 1870s the crowds for Eton v 
Harrow at Lord’s had been growing enormously, to such an 
extent that the spectators encroached onto the field of play.  
 

In 1864, when MCC acquired possession of the lease to the 
ground, Haygarth records that ‘the commiNee felt it their 
duty to adopt certain regula)ons to accommodate the 
crowds’.  He es)mates that around this )me crowds were 
about nine or ten thousand.  These measures included the 
deployment of fidy policemen to keep back the crowds, the 
erec)on of a grand stand (which at this stage was privately 
owned, not under the control of MCC) and the roping off of 
the playing area.  They also included an increase in the price 
of admission from sixpence to a shilling.   
 

This last measure does not seem to have had much effect: 
Haygarth records the crowd for the two days of the 1864 
match as approximately sixteen thousand, while less than ten 
years later it had risen to almost that figure for the first day 
alone. Despite the fact that the aNendance was composed 
largely of the cream of society – and despite the presence of 
the police – crowd behaviour was not always what might have 
been hoped, and problems at the match in an overcrowded 
ground were not uncommon. 
 

In 1874 admission for the match 
was increased from a shilling to 
two shillings and sixpence.  A 
comment in Baily’s magazine in 
August 1874 suggests that this 
was a deliberate ploy to reduce 
the size of the crowds at the 
fixture (though the writer is at a 
loss to say why it should be 
considered such an aNrac)on, at 
least from a cricke)ng point of 
view).   
 

By way of comparison, Wisden in 
1874 cost a shilling, so this 
increase roughly equates to a hike from £50 to £125 a )cket.  
Given the prices now asked for a Test match or a one-day 
interna)onal, this comparison does not seem too far off.   
MCC might perhaps have argued that the clientele aNracted 
by the Eton v Harrow match could afford such prices.   
 

The 1875 Wisden reports that all seats in the Grand Stand had

1875
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been sold a week before the match and the demand for 
)ckets was such that a temporary stand was erected.   
 

The Almanack observed that the match remained ‘the great 
event of the London fashionable season, and for aught it 
would have affected the wonderful aNrac)on of the match, 
the admission charge might as well have been raised to half a 
guinea as half a crown.’  Similarly, Haygarth comments that 
the price rise ‘caused no diminu)on in the numbers present’.  
However, the paying aNendance was significantly affected.   
 

From a first-day figure of 15,868 in 1873, aNendance fell to 
9,039 in 1874.  Many were admiNed free, of course.  The MCC 
no)ce that announced the price rise also announced that 
boys and staff at the two schools would be allowed in without 
paying, and also that ‘no charge will be made for servants in 
aNendance’.   
 

According to a leNer to Bell’s Life from the secretary of MCC, 
Bob Fitzgerald, a thousand free passes were sent to each 
school.  In addi)on, of course, there were MCC members.  
Members’ carriages at the ground numbered some 430, all of 
them admiNed free, and each member was allowed to bring 
three guests, so the thousand or so )ckets alloNed to 
members accounted for another 4000 spectators.  Even so, 
the combined figures of 9039 paying spectators and about 
6000 admiNed free comes to less than the 15,868 who paid 
for admission in 1873.  Fitzgerald was perhaps right to 
conclude that .the rise in admission ‘not only tended to check 
the aNendance by several thousands, but it was especially 
conducive to the good order that prevailed’. 
 

The change in paying aNendance in 1874 was not a one-off.  
Average first-day aNendances in the late 1870s and early 
1880s were about 7,500, or half what they had been before 
the price rise.  As Fitzgerald’s leNer indicates, MCC must have 
been happy with the outcome: with aNendances halved but 
prices more than doubled, its income from the match s)ll 
increased, without all the difficul)es arising from large and 
some)mes unruly crowds.   
 

Baily’s in 1877 reflects that part of the problem with Eton v 
Harrow crowds was the )ming of the match: occurring during 
the ‘fashionable London season’, it was inevitable that it 
should become a ‘picnic’ and aNract larger crowds than could 
be comfortably accommodated at Lord’s.  Comments around 
this )me suggest that the crowds were s)ll somewhat unruly 
even ader the price hike. 
 

Policy for the Oxford v Cambridge match was slightly 
different.  Up to 1874 it aNracted slightly smaller crowds than 
Eton v Harrow.  First-day aNendance in 1873 was 10,153, for 
example.  When the price for the Eton v Harrow match was 
raised, the Varsity Match remained at a shilling.  (It had risen 
to this price in 1865, a year ader the rise in price for the 
schools match.)   
 

By 1876 the situa)on had changed radically, and the first-day 
aNendance of 14,772 for the Varsity Match was more than 
the Eton v Harrow match on both days combined.  This trend 
con)nued into the 1880s.   
 

By 1887 (the last year in which Wisden lists aNendance 
figures for the two matches since 1871), the aNendance at 
the schools match for the two days was 9,840, although it is 
only fair to say that the match had progressed so far on the 
first day that there was every possibility of it ending before 
lunch on the second, which must have affected the 
aNendance (scorecard from Wisden 1888 pictured, below).  
Wisden notes that the weather was fine on both days and 
‘the aNendance was not much below the average ... There 
was, perhaps, an absence of the enthusiasm to which we are 
accustomed at the great schools’ match...’  The change, it 
seems, had done its work.  By contrast the aNendances at the 
Varsity match, which had risen sharply in 1875 to about 
25,000, had remained steady at around that figure ever since.  
Admission remained one shilling.  Whether it generated 
similar crowd problems to those of the schools match cannot 
now be said, but it seems not. 
 

One interes)ng footnote.  While these two high-profile 
matches, 
both played 
en)rely by 
amateurs, 
were priced 
at one 
shilling and 
half a crown, 
Gentlemen v 
Players at 
Lord’s 
(though not 
at The Oval) 
cost just 
sixpence.  
This match 
usually 
(though not 
always) 
featured the 
very cream 
of cricke)ng 
talent in England, and the price was a bargain.  In 1876 
Wisden reported with approval that the match was played ‘at 
the old admission charge of 6d’.  Yet aNendances were far 
lower than for the society matches: on the three days in 1875 
the highest was 5143 and the total paying aNendance was 
less than 11,000.   
Clearly the rela)onship between aNendance and cost is a 
complex one.

1875
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The Graces, Long Ago 

Gloucestershire v Noanghamshire, Clicon, August 14, 15, 16 
1876, Wisden 1877 p168 

In 1876-77 W.G.Grace and his Gloucestershire side were just 
about at the top of their form, and although there was no 
official County Championship in those days, it was generally 
acknowledged that Gloucestershire was the Champion 
County of those years.  Wisden commented in 1877 that 
Gloucestershire was ‘at the top of the county tree in 1876’.  
This match at Clikon was the first in a sequence of matches 
in which W.G. was par8cularly dominant.  
 

In the following match, against Yorkshire at Cheltenham, he 
famously scored 318 not out, then the highest score in county 
cricket, although rain meant that Gloucestershire were unable 
to press home their advantage and the match was drawn.  
Against NoQnghamshire, however, the weather was, in 
Wisden’s words, ‘splendid’, and the Graces prominent.   
 

W.G. scored 177 out of a total of 400, to which his brother 
Fred contributed 78.  Then when NoQnghamshire baNed 
Fred took five wickets in the first innings and W.G. eight in the 
follow-on.  Altogether, the Graces scored over 300 of 
Gloucestershire’s runs and had a hand in 17 of the wickets to 
fall.  (E.M. Grace’s contribu)on was the least of the three, as 
he scored only 29 runs and took no wickets, but he did take 
four catches, presumably at his favoured posi)on of point.) 
 

As a footnote, it is interes)ng to remark on W.G.’s remarkable 
stamina.  The 495 runs he scored in the week were nearly all 
run out – Wisden men)ons only one six out of the ground 
and a couple of sevens which must have been all-run.  Wisden 
also records that in his 318 not out he ran between the 
wickets 522 )mes, a distance of almost six miles. 
 
———————————————————————————- 
 
                                        All too short a date 

Middlesex v Noanghamshire, Prince’s, July 10, 11, 12 1876, 
Wisden 1877 p135 

For a brief period in the 1870s London had not two but 
three major cricket grounds: Lord’s, The Oval and Prince’s, 
which was located in Hans Place, Chelsea, roughly where 
Lennox Gardens is now located, to the west of Cadogan 
Square.   
 

The 1872 Wisden gives the loca)on as 'adjacent to Prince's 
Racket Court in Hans Place, Sloane Street'.  London's third 
ground lasted only a few years, but while it lasted it was a 
popular and fashionable loca)on and ‘Under the elms at 
Prince's’ was a favoured point for a rendezvous (not to say 
assigna)on).  As well as a cricket ground there was also a 
ska)ng rink (for roller-ska)ng, although it appears there was 
also ice-ska)ng in the winter) and various other aNrac)ons; 

there is more than a sugges)on that the owners, George and 
James Prince, were not wholly commiNed to cricket, and the 
ska)ng appears to have been at least as great an aNrac)on as 
the cricket.  The elms shaded the 'Members' Walk and Ladies 
Promenade', next to which the ska)ng rink was later built.  
While at this remove it is difficult to know what the ground 
looked like, and I have not been able to locate a picture of any 
kind, contemporary reports suggest that it was tree-lined and 
all agree that it was a beau)ful place to play cricket.   
 

It had all begun with such high hopes.  When the ground 
opened the July 1871 issue of Baily’s Magazine proclaimed, 
'unless the ground ul)mately proves a most fashionable 
resort, someone has made a grand mistake.'   
 

Lillywhite’s Annual for 1872, in a short ar)cle on ‘Cricket 
Grounds and How to Make Them’, indicates that Prince’s 
would ‘amply repay a visit by those who desire a complete 
cricket ground.’ The Annual also reports that James 
Southerton had been among those who advised on the 
construc)on of the ground.   
 

The facili)es had much to recommend them, not least the 
fact that there were comfortable seats and shelter from the 
elements, ‘unknown to those who have been used to expend 
the modest sum of sixpence on the chance of an occasional 
posi)on of comfort’.  The 1872 Wisden carried a report of the 
first season at Prince’s, no)ng that it was 'one of the truest 
playing grounds in England' and predic)ng that it would be 
'the scene of many a gay, brilliant and aristocra)c gathering'.   

Aristocra)c it certainly was: the membership consisted of 700 
members of the 'nobility and gentry', and in 1874 Wisden 
recorded that the ground was one of the most popular 
des)na)ons of young people during the London season, 
many of them enjoying roller-ska)ng, then much in fashion.  
 

Lillywhite's Annual for 1873  suggested that the ground had 
‘an air of exclusiveness objec)onable to the radical mind’, 
while in 1878 a book en)tled Old and New London 
complained of a recent price hike that had made the ground 
more exclusive, and restric)ons on members bringing 
companions.  The book added, perhaps sa)rically, that ‘an 
edict has gone forth from the despots at “Prince’s” – That no 
lady is to be admiNed at all unless she has been presented at 
court.’  The same publica)on dismissed Prince’s as ‘a cricket 
ground of second-rate importance’.   
 

Be that as it may, when first-class cricket began at Prince’s in 
1872, Baily’s pointed out some of the shortcomings of the 
ground.  While on the one hand the pitch was excellent, the  
accommoda)on for spectators – despite the comments in 
Lillywhite – led much to be desired.  In par)cular, the writer 
highlighted the fact that there was insufficient provision for 
large crowds such as were drawn to the other London 
grounds, and the distance of the playing area from the 
spectators, which made it ‘impossible to observe the 
minu)ae 
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of the game’.  With a remark that is highly ironic in hindsight, 
the writer suggested that the ground ‘might be 
advantageously curtailed in its extremi)es’, and that there 
would s)ll be room for a hit for seven (hits were run out at 
Prince’s, Wisden repor)ng one occasion when a ball was hit 
over the ring of spectators but smart fielding restricted the 
batsmen to four). 
Before making their home at Lord’s, Middlesex briefly played 
their home matches at Prince’s, although their stay lasted only 
from 1872 to 1876. Again, early impressions were favourable, 
and Lillywhite’s Annual in 1873 was pleased to report that it 
was a ‘pleasant change’ from the previous headquarters in 
Islington and ‘the odorous vicinity of the CaNle Market’.  
Wisden was also posi)ve, declaring that the 'pleasant and 
spacious' ground was 'a home worthy of the Metropolitan 
County'.   
 

However, there were problems: the exclusive nature of the 
ground meant that Middlesex members were not able to 

prac)se there, and the dressing room facili)es – ironically – 
were described as ‘hardly fit for gentlemen’.  In addi)on there 
were disputes with the owners, and the management of the 
ground does not appear to have been everything that might 
have been wished for.   
 

Lillywhite’s Companion is scathing about the organisa)on of 
the 1875 Gentlemen v Players match at Prince’s, describing it 

as ‘a mere farce’: the Gentlemen’s side was by no means 
representa)ve, and W.G.Grace appears to have had a hand in 
the selec)on of the pitch, which even then was highly 

irregular.  The writer commented: ‘The administra)on of 
affairs at Prince’s requires revision.’  (Wisden is also cri)cal of 
the match, sugges)ng that if the powers that be cannot secure 
the services of the best cricketers for such a fixture, they 
ought not to stage them at all.)    
 

Furthermore,  MCC was keen to bring Middlesex to Lord’s to 
expand the first-class programme there and ader the 1876 
season the club moved to Lord’s.  
 

According to Middlesex amateur Edward RuNer, who played 
for the club un)l 1875, members were influenced not only by 
the problems with the ground but also by the fact that it 
appeared likely to be built over before long. The Cadogan and 

Hans Place Improvement Act of 
1874 earmarked the area for 
redevelopment, and from then 
on, the wri)ng seems to have 
been on the wall for Prince’s.  
 

According to Charles Box, 
wri)ng in The English Game of 
Cricket which was published in 
1877, the lease for the cricket 
ground only ran un)l 1880, 
although that for the ska)ng-
rink lasted un)l December 1885.  

Lillywhite’s Companion noted in 1876 that ‘everyone must 
regret that before long the incursion of bricks and mortar will 
drive both skaters and cricketers off the field.’  The first 
ominous warning of what was to come occurred in 1876, 
when the north-eastern corner of the ground was cut off to 
build a road (possibly what is now Pont Street) into Sloane 
Street.  The compiler of Wisden, in his survey of Prince’s Club 
that year, spoke 
presciently of 
t h e g r o u n d 
b e i n g 
‘magnificently 
m a n s i o n e d 
o v e r ’.  T h e 
g r o u n d s m a n , 
Tom Box (no 
r e l a ) o n t o 
C h a r l e s ) , 
complained that 
he had been 
obliged to pitch 
wickets on a 
por)on of the 
g r o u n d n o t 
intended for use 
i n ‘ g r e a t ’ 
matches.   
T h e m a t c h 
between Middlesex and NoQnghamshire was Middlesex’s last 
at Prince’s.  By the third day, NoQnghamshire were in a strong 
posi)on as Middlesex, following on, were 97-3, s)ll 59 behind.  
But the Middlesex opening batsman, Charles ONaway, made a 
match of it, being first in on the Tuesday evening and last out 
at four on the Wednesday and scoring 106; Wisden stresses 
the excellence of his innings given the fact that it was against 
the NoQnghamshire bowling.  Even so, NoQnghamshire 
needed only 55 to win and were 10-1 when the match was 
brought to a premature conclusion.  Tom Box, who was 
working the scoreboard, was taken ill, fell from his seat and 
died shortly aderwards.  Wisden notes that ‘further play was – 
of course – stopped.’  Whether the stress of the situa)on at 
Prince’s contributed to Box’s sudden demise it is of course 
impossible to say for certain, but it seems a remarkable 
coincidence. 
 

So ended Middlesex’s brief tenure at Prince’s.  For a while, 
first-class cricket con)nued there.  Cri)cising the programme 
and the management at Prince’s in 1877, Lillywhite’s 
Companion describes Prince’s as ‘essen)ally a ground for 
lotus-eaters’, meaning not that its patrons were drug abusers 
but that they were in a state of indolence and unaware of the 
world outside. There probably was a sense of unreality to the 
cricket played there as the builders circled. Wisden is 
dismissive of the programme at the ground that season, 
calling it ‘the reverse of aNrac)ve to the London cricke)ng 
community’.  On the other hand, the Almanack does not 
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appear to believe that all was lost for the ground: the 
problem, it contends, was that the fixture list was unaNrac)ve, 
not that the ground had been curtailed: he even suggested 
that the only game to have been inconvenienced by the 
builders was lawn tennis, the courts presumably having been 
situated in the lost part of the ground.   
 

The fixture list in 1878 was again small, but included two very  
aNrac)ve matches: Australians v Gentlemen and Australians v 

Players. The first match in par)cular 
proved very popular: 11,000 spectators 
were there on the first day, although 
sadly the accommoda)on did not match 
it and the crowd was only  65 yards from 
t h e s q u a re . Eve n wo rs e , m a ny 
spectators, unable to find a seat, carried 
out ‘a successful raid’ on a store of 
addi)onal seats and proceeded to place 
themselves in front of the press hut, so 

that the gentlemen of the fourth estate 
were unable to see part of the match. For once, the 
exclusiveness of the ground was defied, and the aristocra)c 
patrons watched with ‘awe and horror’ the incursion of what 
Lillywhite’s Companion in 1879 referred to as an ‘unwashed 
crowd’.   
 

The second match, the last first-class match to be played on 
the ground, took place in September 1878 and was a two-day 
match arranged at fairly short no)ce.  In The Strangers who 
Came Home, John Lazenby records that the match was played 
out to the sound of building work in the adjacent streets, 
which un)l very recently had been part of the ground.  Wisden 
in 1879 lamented that the builders – ‘those heartless foes to 
open space and Sports and Pas)mes’ – had lopped off another 
corner of the ground since the previous edi)on, and it does 
seem that the ground suffered death by a thousand cuts. 
 

The following year there were no first-class matches at 
Prince's.  Plans for the usual North v South match in May 1879 
in aid of the Cricketers' Fund fell through when the South were 
unable to raise a side. The Household Brigade con)nued to 
play its home matches at the ground un)l 1883.   
 

Haygarth records a match there between Government and 
Opposi)on as late as July 1883 in volume Twenty of Scores and 
Biographies.  CricketArchive records Household Brigade and 
Surrey Club and Ground matches there, up to 1886, but this 
refers to a new ground, built nearby. 
 

Wisden’s predic)on that the ground would be ‘magnificently 
mansioned over’ has certainly been fulfilled.  The site of the 
ground now boasts some of the most expensive proper)es in 
London, so perhaps the exclusive spirit of Prince’s Club lives 
on, even if nothing else remains. 
 
___________________________________________________ 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

Returning heroes 

Surrey v Gloucestershire, The Oval, June 7 and 8 1877, Wisden 
1878 p136 

The 1878 Wisden is strikingly re8cent about the famous 
1876-77 tour of Australia and omits any scores or account of 
the tour in its pages, possibly because of professional rivalry 
(the side was captained by James Lillywhite).  However, it 
does record the fact that three of Surrey’s key professionals, 
Ed Pooley, Harry Jupp and James Southerton, were late 
joining the side for the 1877 season because of their 
par8cipa8on in the tour.  Jupp and Southerton returned for 
this match, but Pooley was s8ll absent; Wisden draws a 
discreet veil over the reasons for his delayed return.  

In the previous match against Cambridge University, their 
absence had been sorely felt, the more so since one of the 
side’s best amateurs, A.P. ‘Bunny’ Lucas, 
had played against them for Cambridge.  
But truth be told, the return of 
Southerton and Jupp made liNle 
difference to Surrey when they met 
Gloucestershire.  Jupp made 0 and 4, 
and Southerton, while seemingly 
accurate, took no wickets.  
 

Perhaps they were s)ll feeling the effects 
of a lengthy sea voyage.  Nor did the 
inclusion in the side of two of Gloucestershire’s former 
amateurs, George Strachan and George WyaN, materially 
strengthen the side or greatly weaken Gloucestershire, for 
whom the Graces, William Gilbert and wicket-keeper J Bush all 
performed well.   
 

Surrey never really recovered from losing Jupp lbw to W.G. 
Grace to the first ball of the match (his first back in England!), 
and, conceding a first-innings lead of 116, could only set 
Gloucestershire 45 to win, which was achieved for the loss of 
Fred Grace. 
 

The outstanding player for Surrey was William Game, an 
amateur who top-scored in both innings and scored more than 
half his side’s runs (134 out of 254 from the bat).  Wisden 
refers to his ‘stolid defence’ but also notes that he was not 
above hiQng the ball and singles out two par)cularly fine 
drives for five each, both off W.G.Grace.  
 

In this context it is curious to note that in the profile of Game 
in Scores and Biographies (vol xii, p739) he is described as ‘a 
fine, free and powerful hiNer, though at present he lacks 
somewhat of defence.’  As if to confirm this analysis, 
Haygarth’s descrip)on of the match that prompted the 
biography, MCC v Oxford University in 1873, record’s that 
game’s score of 7 in the second innings consisted of a six and a 
single, sugges)ng that he did not waste too much )me trying 
to play himself in.

1876 and 1877 
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A Day at the Races 

Oxford University v Gentlemen of England, May 28, 29, 30 1877, 
Wisden 1878 p104 

Oxford University began its campaign of 1877 with a match 
against a side entitled ‘Gentlemen of England’, in circumstances 
described by Wisden as inauspicious, given that rain washed out 
all but two overs of the first day.  This was not in itself enough 
to prevent ‘England’ from winning the match, despite the best 
efforts of two of their number, who did not take their innings 
when England batted a second time.   
 

Given that these two were Fred Grace and Albert ‘Monkey’ 
Hornby, two of the best bats on the side, their absence could 
have had a significant impact on the match, but their blushes 
were spared by the performance of Robert Henderson, who 
took fifteen wickets for 98 runs in the match.  The fairly brief 
match report in Wisden refers simply to ‘two instances of 
absenteeism’ in England’s second innings, without any further 
comment. 

May 30 1877 was Derby Day, and Baily’s Magazine suggests a 
little caustically that perhaps the appeal of the Derby was too 
much for Messrs Grace and Hornby.  This is by no means a 
fanciful suggestion.   
 

Derby Day was one of the main events of the social calendar, 
one many members of the Victorian aristocracy were keen not 
to miss. In 1847 a motion was passed in the House of Commons 
suspending business on Derby Day, a motion that was repeated 
in subsequent years.  (The importance of the matter to MPs 
may be judged from the fact that in 1849 261 MPs voted on the 
motion, but only 27 on a later motion on the subject of social 
improvements for the working classes.)  It remained the custom 
for the House not to sit on Derby Day for much of the rest of the 
nineteenth century, although the issue remained a controversial 
one and can hardly be said to reflect well on the honourable 
members.  So it seems perfectly possible that Grace and Hornby 
simply decided that if MPs could take a day off from their 
(unpaid) labours for Derby Day, so could they. 
 

In fact the cricket fixture list was often drawn up to avoid a clash 
with the Derby.  The 1879 Wisden notes that the North v South 
match at Prince’s in 1878 was ‘as usual ... set to be commenced 
the day after the Derby’, the implication being that this would 
enhance the attendance.  Similarly, in 1882 the Australians’ 
match against the Orleans Club in May was restricted to two 
days, the third day being Derby Day.  Haygarth comments in 
Volume Sixteen of Scores and Biographies that it was customary 
for MCC not to play on Derby Day.  
 

Back in 1878, when another eleven named ‘England’ took on 
Cambridge University in early May, there were again two 
absentees from the England side in the second innings, 
although on this occasion the Derby cannot be blamed for the 
absenteeism as the race was run in early June.  This time the 
culprits were Charles Thornton – the captain – and James 
Robertson.  (Fred Grace was also playing but this time took his 

innings.)  The absence of these two made a difference: after 
following on 90 in arrears Cambridge turned the match around 
and eventually won by 79 runs.  No reason is given for the 
absence of Thornton and Robertson.  CricketArchive records 
them as ‘absent hurt’, but Baily’s Magazine was highly critical of 
their absence and did not appear to believe that either was 
injured.  Haygarth lists them both as ‘absent’ but without 
comment.   
 

It is also interesting to note that ‘England’ arrived for the match 
one man short.  The vacancy was filled by Fred Kingston, a 
Cambridge man who although he had played for W.G.Grace’s XI 
against Hertfordshire the previous year had never played first-
class cricket for Cambridge or any other side.  He is therefore 
one of a small number of cricketers to have made their first-
class debut playing for ‘England’, albeit not in a Test match, 
unlike Basil Grieve and Charles Coventry.  Curiously enough his 
second first-class match was also for an England eleven – 
Gentlemen of England v Oxford University the following month.  
He did however make his debut for Cambridge later in June 
1878 and went on to win a blue that year.  Ironically, he missed 
Cambridge’s match against the Australians owing to illness. 
 

Absenteeism was something of a problem in Victorian cricket at 
all levels, including first-class, principally among amateurs.  In 
his articles in the 1870s Fred Gale repeatedly bemoans the 
tendency of the dilettante cricketer to pick and choose his 
fixtures, to cancel at the last minute, to arrive late and to leave 
early.  
 

It would appear to have been common practice for gentlemen 
to saunter off before the end of a game, to fulfil a social 
engagement – dinner at the club, or a night at the opera.  
Moreover, cricket clubs, far from discouraging such practices, 
seem to have been perfectly happy to accept them.   
A glance at the scorecards throughout the 1878 Wisden reveals 
numerous instances of a player being listed simply as ‘absent’.   
In the first innings of Oxford’s catastrophic match against MCC 
at Cowley Marsh, for example, Oxford were bowled out for 12.  
Their cause was not aided by the fact that their captain, 
Alexander Webbe, had missed his train and did not arrive un)l 
lunch, by which )me Oxford had already been dismissed.  (The 
reason for his missing the train is not recorded.)   
 

At The Oval in May, when the Gentlemen of the South took on 
the Players of the North, Charles Buller is recorded as ‘absent’ in 
the Gentlemen’s second innings.  CricketArchive lists him as 
‘absent hurt’, but in Scores and Biographies Haygarth adds the 
word ‘late’ in brackets ader the word ‘absent’.  If that is the 
case, he must have been very late indeed, as the innings did not 
conclude un)l just ader four o’clock in the adernoon.  However, 
Wisden records that there was rain around that day so perhaps 
he assumed that there would be no play.    
 

Jesse Hide (a professional) is also listed as ‘absent’ in Sussex’s 
dismissal for 40 against Surrey at Hove in August.  Once again 
CricketArchive gives ‘absent hurt’ but Haygarth states ‘late’.  
Here lateness does seem a likely factor.  At the close on the first

1877
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day Sussex were 11-0, but according to Wisden their en)re 
innings lasted only fidy minutes.  Less than three-quarters of an 
hour’s play had presumably taken place on the second day 
when Sussex were all out, and it is perfectly conceivable that 
Hide could have arrived too late to take his innings.  
 

In the MCC v Northamptonshire match at Lord’s in 1877, 
H.H.Gurney, having scored 0 in his first innings, was absent in 
the second (no reason given, but perhaps he did not want to 
record a ‘pair’).  When MCC played Essex later on that season 
the first day’s play was washed out ader one over.   
 

On the second day when Essex resumed their innings, Captain 
George Meares was absent although he arrived in )me for the 
second innings.  Perhaps he also thought the match had been 
rained off. Some of these may of course have been genuine 
cases of injury, but where there was injury Wisden some)mes 
records it.  In the return match between MCC and Oxford, for 
example, F.Wyld is recorded as ‘hurt, unable to bat’ in the 
second innings of MCC. 
 

Rain is a possible factor in the some of the instances of 
absenteeism recorded above.  A spectacular example of this 
occurred in 1908 when Sussex played Hampshire at Chichester.  
The first day of the match was rained off, and according to 
Simon Wilde's biography of Ranjitsinjhi (Pictured, below), ader 
the blank first day Ranji invited the Sussex players to his 
mansion at Shillinglee, more than twenty miles away.   

 

The following morning at Shillinglee it was 
s)ll raining heavily and Sussex captain 
Charles Fry (Pictured, opposite)  assumed 
that it would be the same at Chichester.  No 
aNempt was therefore made to travel to 
Chichester for the match, and at the 
scheduled start of play, 11.30, only two 
Sussex players were at the ground.  
Telegrams sent to Shillinglee were ini)ally 
ignored and it was only when Fry arrived at 

the ground to go through the formali)es of calling off play for 
the day that he realised his mistake.   
 

The full Sussex side - no doubt suitably wined and dined by this 
stage - did not arrive un)l ader 3.30, and as rain set in about an 
hour later, the large crowd could not be said to have had value 
for money.  Wisden described the incident as 'an altogether 
unpardonable course of conduct on the part of the Sussex 
team', and Hampshire could easily and quite jus)fiably have 
claimed the match.  Sadly, however, this was not untypical of 
Fry at this stage.   
 

According to his biographer, Iain Wilton, he had already failed to 
turn up for the match at Easter between Surrey and the 
'Gentlemen of England' and in mid-June, when Sussex were 
playing at Horsham, while Sussex appeared to expect him to 
play, he had no inten)on of doing so, and a delay in the start of 
play to allow him )me to arrive was in vain.         
 

One of the worst examples of absenteeism is recorded by 

Haygarth in Volume Nine of Scores and Biographies.  In 
September 1865 the All-England Eleven were due to play 
‘Eighteen Gentlemen of the North’ at Hyde Park in Sheffield, in 
aid of five Yorkshire cricketers who were in dispute with the 
Yorkshire commiNee.  However, seven 
of those who were originally billed 
as playing did not turn up, and 
despite the efforts of the organisers 
to recruit some of the local 
professionals, the Eighteen were 
s)ll two short.  Haygarth, while 
cri)cal, hedges his bets: ‘either they 
threw over their side or they never 
stated that they would play.... If 
gentlemen do not give posi)ve and 
affirma)ve answers that they will 
play, their names ought never to be 
put down and published as a ‘draw’ 
for the public.’  He gives the strong impression that such non-
appearances by amateurs were frequent problems in matches 
of the )me. 

1877

Captain Charles Burgess Fry, who died at his home at 
Hampstead, London, on September 7, 1956, aged 84, was 
probably the greatest allrounder of his or any genera)on. 
He was a brilliant scholar and an accomplished performer 
in almost every branch of outdoor sport. Fry was the 
perfect amateur; he played games because he loved them 
and never for personal gain. He captained England in Test 
Matches, and the Mother Country never lost under his 
captaincy. He played Associa)on Football for England 
against Ireland in 1901; he was at full-back for 
Southampton in the F. A. Cup Final of 1902; and he put up 
a world's long jump record of 23 d. 5in. in 1892 which 
stood for twenty-one years. But it was at cricket that his 
outstanding personality found its fullest expression. 
Opening paragraph of C.B. Fry’s obituary, Wisden, 1957. 
 

Other tributes included: 
Sir John Hobbs: "I played with 'C.B.' in my first Test against 
Australia in this country. The year was 1909 and we both 
got blobs in the first innings. 'C.B.' persuaded Archie 
MacLaren, our captain, to let him go in first with me in the 
second innings, and we knocked off the 105 runs wanted 
for victory. Later he was my skipper and we always got on 
well together. He was a great raconteur, and my wife and I 
have spent many happy hours just listening to him. I saw 
him at Lord's this season." 
Sir Leonard Hu^on: "He was a fine judge of a cricketer and 
he always took the keenest interest in the progress of 
young players. I had a number of leNers from him when I 
was s)ll in the game. They were kindly, encouraging leNers 
which contained much sound advice which I greatly 
appreciated." 
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Old Sol, Old George and Young George 
 

Middlesex v Yorkshire, Lord’s, July 18. 19, 20, 1878, Wisden 
1879 p117 

In contrast to many of the matches played during the 1870s, 
and in par8cular during 1879 (see next chapter), the matches 
of the 1878 ‘Middlesex Week’ at Lord’s enjoyed bright, warm 
sunshine, promp8ng Wisden to remark, ‘P-h-e-w!  It almost 
makes one perspire to think of those baking hot days.’  
Nowadays, such a comment might be more closely 
associated with The Sun.  For the second match of the Week, 
the temperature (‘old Sol’) reached levels not recorded since 
1868, a year which is referred to in terms which appear to 
relate to the visit of the Australian Aborigine team and which 
would certainly not be considered acceptable today. 
 

Two innings were completed on that scorching hot day, 
Middlesex obtaining a first-innings lead of 53 thanks largely to 
the efforts of Thomas Pearson, who took 5-36 and scored 84.  
Making his debut for Middlesex that season, Pearson 
appeared to promise much, but his 5-36 was to remain his 
only five-wicket haul, while in a career of 122 first-class 
matches he only ever scored one century.  July 18, 1878 may 
perhaps be described as his day in the sun. 
 

Among the Yorkshire bowlers on that day was one George 
Freeman, described in the 1879 Wisden as ‘in other days one 
of the very finest fast bowlers that ever hit a middle stump’.  
‘In other days’, for Freeman had not played for Yorkshire since 
1872, but between 1867 and 1870 he had taken 240 wickets at 
an average of less than ten, and according to his obituary in 
the 1896 Wisden was ‘by general consent the finest fast 
bowler of his genera)on’.   According to the same obituary, he 
then effec)vely re)red from cricket to pursue ‘a profitable 
business as an auc)oneer’, and it was only when his business 
had prospered that he felt able to return to cricket – as an 
amateur, although the report of this match does not denote 
him as such. This was his last county match: in the first innings 
he took 3-35 in 21.2 overs, sugges)ng that he s)ll retained 
some of his powers, but no success met his efforts in the 
second innings. 
 

Unlike the first day, the second day was taken up almost 
en)rely by a single innings, Middlesex baQng un)l half-past 
six for a score of 346, seQng Yorkshire a seemingly impossible 
400 to win.  Yorkshire made a brave aNempt to hit off the 
runs, but the most notable feature of their failed aNempt was 
the baQng of George UlyeN.   
 

One mighty blow (which scored only 4) went clean over the 
pavilion (the old one, of course) and landed beyond the gravel 
path the other side, measuring 109 yards – almost 100 metres, 
which compares very favourably with the many sixes hit 
nowadays in the Indian Premier League.  In the end, however, 
his efforts were in vain, and Middlesex won the match by 90 
runs. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Jupiter Pluvius 
 
Noanghamshire v Yorkshire, Trent Bridge, June 9, 10, 11 1879, 
Wisden 1880 p142 

If ‘old Sol’ was in the ascendancy for a brief period in 1878, 
‘Jupiter Pluvius’ reigned supreme for almost the whole of 
1879.  Many of the summers of the 1870s were wet, but the 
1879 season was by far the worst, and is recorded as the as 
the worst ever in the Wisden Index (Wisden 2004 p 1597).  
‘the worst season ever known’ was the verdict of Lillywhite’s 
Companion, adding that ‘there was ... not a single week 
which encouraged cricketers to hope that Jupiter Pluvius was 
about to take a holiday at last.’   
 

Jupiter Pluvius was the Roman god of rain, and contemporary 
references to him in the context of heavy rainfall underline the 
classical educa)on of many if not most writers of the )me.  
Contemporary weather reports seem to bear out the verdict 
of the cricket annuals, with occasional spells of good weather 
las)ng no more than a day or two before the rain set in once 
more.  As well as the finances of the county clubs, 1879 was 
also ruinous for Bri)sh agriculture, and according to some 
sources was a contributory factor in ongoing emigra)on from 
the UK to Australia and New Zealand. 
 

Only two matches at Trent Bridge were completed in 1879, 
and one of the most popular fixtures, the county match 
against Yorkshire, was wrecked by rain and cold.  But the 
genius of Alfred Shaw nonetheless shone through the gloom.  
Wisden refers to him as ‘England’s bowler of a century’, a 
reminder that hyperbole is not a solely modern phenomenon.   
 

Despite the fact that the wickets were ‘dead’, he and Morley 
combined to bowl out Yorkshire for 46 in their first innings.  
The deadness of the wickets is perhaps indicated that it took 
Yorkshire more than 52 overs (almost 35 overs in today’s 
world) to reach that total.   
 

Shaw’s personal figures were 26.3-20-10-5, to which he added 
four maidens in the follow-on before rain ended the match, to 
finish with figures of 30.3-24-10-5 in the match, a tes)mony to 
the remarkable accuracy for which he was justly famous.  
What Wisden does not record, however, is the remarkable 
collapse of Yorkshire, who reached 27 without loss and 
proceeded to 43-3 before subsiding to 46 all out.   
 

Despite this collapse, it was not possible to finish the match.  
Although there was play on all three days, Yorkshire had only 
just begun the follow-on (eight overs for two runs) when rain 
returned to finish the match.   
 

Curiously, the play on the three days had a palindromic feel: 
34 runs on the first day (NoNs 34-1), 150 on the second (NoNs 
170, Yorkshire 14-0) and again 34 runs on the third.    
 
 
 
__________________________________________________

1878 and 1879 
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