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    Editorôs Letter 
    Dear Readers, 

elcome to Ripperologist Magazine #175. Spring is often regarded as the 

season of rebirth. A time to rid ourselves of the cloak of the dark, cold 

winter and reset for the coming year. Indeed, many cultures view the first 

signs of spring as the actual start of the year. In Christianity, the main purpose of 

Lent is to repent past sins and renew oneôs commitment to God. Traditional 

societies welcome the arrival of spring as a time for harvesting the newly 

blossomed wildflowers, fresh roots and greens. These ingredients are then used to 

prepare medicinal óspring tonicsô that help cleanse the body of any lingering winter 

illnesses and rejuvenate the mind and body. There is, however, another darker 

aspect of the season; spring fever. Originating in the 17th and 18th centuries, this 

óspring diseaseô affected sailors who suffered from vitamin deficiencies after the 

long winter. It caused fatigue, joint pain, bleeding and often insanity leading to 

death. During the 19th century, insanity was believed to have been caused by 

alcoholism and was hereditary. However, as the detrimental effects of poor living 

and working conditions gained recognition, these environments were also 

acknowledged as contributing factors. Dr. L Forbes Winslowôs statement ñThese 

poor people worry about their children, their work, their earnings and their health 

ï in fact, about almost all mortal things, and sooner or later their minds, deprived 

of diversion, give wayò which, I hope you agree, can today be applied across the 

social and economic spectrum.  

Many of these themes run through this spring edition of Ripperologist. Michael 

Banksô new column, óRipperologist Revisited,ô offers a new assessment on 

theories and ideas discussed in previous issues of the magazine. Rather than 

criticizing, the column aims to illustrate how the fieldôs perspectives have grown 

over time. We welcome back Debra Arif and Roger Palmer in our features section. 

Both have revisited topics from the past and provide us with magnificent new 

discoveries. Weôre introducing another new column, this time by Professor of 

Psychology Chad Galuska, whose maiden topic concerns errors of the human mind 

ï memory, blocking, blindness, bias and more which might have played a 

significant part in the Ripper investigation. Reconciling differing accounts of the 

same event, this time in Buckôs Row, is the subject of a feature article by new 

contributor Jeff Hamm. Additionally, we present two features focusing on the 

óPolice Kozminskiô suspect theory. First, Mark Kennedy provides us with a 

detailed overview of the arguments for and against the asylum inmate Aaron 

Kozminski (who had a personally dreadful late winter-early spring in 1891) and 

this is followed by Steve Blomer with a chronology of óAndersonôs Suspectô. 

Michael Hawley also returns with Part Five of his examination of everyoneôs 

favorite herb doctor and his quest for human organs, both to help establish his 

professional bone fides, and perhaps life-saving physical rejuvenation. What says 

óspringô louder than that? 

But on a serious note, these past months have been very hard on too many of our friends and colleagues in the field of 

Ripperology. We at the Rip hope that, starting this spring, all of us can be restored in health, energy and life.  

Yours truly, 
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n 19 October 1888, Chief Inspector Donald Swanson sent three reports to the Home Office describing, 

in turn, investigations into the murders of Mary Ann Nichols, Annie Chapman, and Elizabeth Stride. The 

result of these inquiries? Failure. Coming three weeks after the ódouble eventô, when Swansonôs workload 

must have been crippling, the timing is suggestive. An impatient Home Office wanted updatesðand it wanted 

answers. Swanson outlined several lines of enquiry, but it looked like straw grasping: seventy-six butchers and 

slaughterers were questioned, as were three cowboys in a traveling American rodeo. The police scrutinized 

óAsiaticsô lounging in opium dens and attempted to locate óGreek gypsiesô in Greater London. What the Home 

Office thought of this unfocused mishmash went unrecorded, but then, itôs entirely possible that the Home 

Office suggested some of these lines of inquiry in the first place.  

One of the few promising angles 

was an effort ñto trace three insane 

students who had attended the 

London Hospital.ò1 

This evidently was not in response 

to any specific allegations against 

the students, but at least it was 

rational. Polly Nichols had been 

murdered a mere 178 yards from 

the hospitalôs entrance, so a killer 

familiar with the area was easy to 

imagine.2 Further, the reckless 

barbarity of the crimes, especially 

in the Chapman case, suggested 

someone oblivious to the dangers 

he was running (as a madman 

might be) as well as someone with a morbid fascination for dissection. Dr. Bagster Phillips even suggested the 

murder weapon may have been a small amputating knife.3 

And what was the result of this investigation into insane medical students? ñTwo traced,ò Swanson wrote 

tersely, ñone gone abroad.ò He gave no further details. 

Yet, in the margin, an unknown bureaucrat has scrawled a one-word response: ñwhen?ò 

Even now, one can hear the whirl of mental machinery. Had this third student gone abroad before the recent 

 
1 Report of Donald Swanson, HO 144/221/A49301C, ff. 137-145. 
2 As measured with a surveyorôs wheel by Ivor Edwards, see Jack the Ripperôs Black Magic Rituals (2003) p. 34 
3 Report of Donald Swanson, op. cit. 

O 

The Search for the Insane 
Medical Students  

R J Palmer  

 London Hospital c.1905 
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murders or after? Had he somehow caught wind of the police inquiries and fled to the Continent? This 

embarrassing possibility must have made the rounds, for on 27 October a second bureaucrat with the initials 

ñWTBò4 sent a note to Home Office clerk Charles Murdoch: ñShall the Police be askedéwhat has become of 

the 3rd Insane Medical Student from the London Hosp? about whom (under the name Dr--) there is a good 

deal of gossip in circulation?ò5 

Gossip this high up the ladder is unwelcome, and the Home Office clearly did ask the police for clarification, 

for on 6 Novemberðonly four days before tendering his resignationðMet Commissioner Sir Charles Warren 

responded personally. 

ñéI have to state that searching enquires were made by an officer in Aberdeen Place, St. Johnôs 

Wood, the last known address of the insane medical student named ñJohn Sanders,ò but the 

only information that could be obtained was that a lady named Sanders did reside with her son 

at No. 20, but left that address to go aboard about two years ago.ò6 

Here is a rare peek behind the curtain. Yet, astonishingly, Warren was passing along misinformation at the 

highest levels. Equally astonishing, this misinformation can be traced to a police blunder. 

No. 20 Aberdeen Place, St. Johnôs Wood was not John Sanderôs last known address. Indeed, he had never lived 

there. Nor had Sanders gone abroad.  

The medical student Sanders had lived at 20 Abercorn Place, St. Johnôs Wood, a similar sounding street about 

half a mile away. Although at least two authors have suggested that Warren was making a simple transcription 

error (Inspector Abberline had used the same wrong address in an earlier report dated 1 November) this cannot 

be true. The investigating officer had simply checked the wrong house. We know this with certainty because 

if the officer had gone to the correct address, No. 20 Abercorn Place, he would have found Sanderôs mother, 

Laura, still living there and she would have happily supplied the police with enough information to eliminate 

her son from their inquiries. Indeed, the Sanders family had been at that same address since 1874, and Laura 

Sanders is listed in Abercorn Place in both the 1881 and 1891 UK Census returns, though the latter is rather 

garbled. City directories show that she continued at No. 20 Abercorn Place until at least 1895. There is no gap 

in her residency, and the electoral rolls for 1888 even list John Reginald Sanderôs brother, Henry Jr., inhabiting 

one of the rooms.7 How this blunder occurred is unknown, but whatever overly helpful neighbor or resident 

at No. 20 Aberdeen Place informed the police that a óMrs. Sandersô had lived there previously was in a muddle. 

Contemporary city directories from 1885 and 1886 list numerous residents at that address, but no one named 

Sanders, nor was such a coincidence likely.  

Consider, for a moment, the implications. Had Sanders been óJack the Ripperô this blunder could have proved 

fatal for a desperate woman trudging the streets at midnight. By sheer luck (and although the police did not 

know it) John Sanders was no longer at large. 

Research undertaken by John Ogan (see Ripperologist No. 8, ñThe Third Manò) traced Sanders (the son of an 

army surgeon who had committed suicide) to a mental hospital in West Malling Place, Kent. Admitted on 9 

February 1887, Sanders was transferred to Holloway Sanatorium, Egham, on 12 June 1890 and remained 

institutionalized until his death in Exeter Lunatic Asylum in 1901. Surviving case notes reveal that, after 

several years of mental illness, when Sanders may have been treated as an out-patient, his mind deteriorated 

to the point that he attacked friends and family without provocation. Prior to this illness, Sanders had been 

ñshy and retiring.ò8 Ogan, while aware that Philip Sugden had discovered Sanders in the annual registers for 

West Malling Place for February 1888 and 1889, worried that the records were incomplete and there may have 

been a gap in Sanderôs confinement (which may in turn have coincided with the murder of Alice McKenzie) 

but this was based on misinformation sent to him by a clerk who clearly looked at the wrong column in the 

 
4 See Evans & Skinner, The Ultimate Jack the Ripper Companion (2000) p. 132. Could ñWTBôò be ñWPBò --Home Office clerk, William 

Patrick Byrne? 
5 HO 144/221/A49301C, ff. 113 
6 Report of Charles Warren, 6 November 1888, HO 144/221/A49301C, ff. 200-201 [Emphasis added]. 
7 The Register of Persons Eligible to Vote, Borough of Mary-Le-Bone (Western Division) 1888, p. 162. For Laura Sanders see UK Census 1881 

& 1891; London City Directories, 1874-1895. 
8 Jon Ogan, ñThe Third Manò in Ripperologist No. 8 (December 1996), available on www.casebook.org 

file:///C:/Users/suzie/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/www.casebook.org
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lunacy records; a reassessment 

of all the relevant records shows 

that Sanders remained under 

lock and key for all eleven of the 

so-called óWhitechapelô murders 

of 1888-1891.9 

Even so, the case of John 

William Smith Sanders (to give 

his full name) reveals Scotland 

Yardôs willingness to stretch its 

hunt for the murderer or 

murderers into the distant past. 

Sanders had entered the London 

Hospitalôs Medical College as 

far back as April 1879 but ñretiredò three years later due to ñill health.ò10 Thus, there is no guarantee that 

Donald Swansonôs two unnamed medical students were recent London Hospital students. While their identities 

have never been established, there have been suggestions. During the research for The Ripper Legacy (1987), 

Keith Skinner (working from an earlier suggestion by Donald Rumbelow) searched student registers at London 

Hospital to see if the suspect Montague John Druitt may have briefly studied medicine before changing his 

career path to law. There was no sign of him.11 

A second suggestion was mentioned in passing in Paul Beggôs 2007 book, The Facts, citing the case of an 

unnamed medical student from London Hospital who was arrested for the attempted rape of ñEmily Beanò on 

13 April1888.12 The woman was, in fact, Emily Bevan, as revealed in the records of the Central Criminal 

Court.13 An enthusiastic member of the Salvation Army, Bevan was a live-in maid at No. 63 Philpot Street, 

part of the clutter of residential houses directly behind London Hospital. Although the East London Observer 

didnôt give the offending medical studentôs name, other newspapers were not as reticent, identifying him as 

George Goss Borrett, a lodger in the same house. As will be seen, Borrett could not have been one of Swansonôs 

three insane students, but he is nonetheless worthy of our scrutiny for a surprising reason.  

Born in Bengeo, Hertfordshire in 1864 to the Reverend George Kimbell Borrett and his wife, Borrett had been 

left fatherless on what was the first anniversary of his baptism. He did not remain fatherless for long. His 

mother married a surgeon named Alfred Parkman who presumably influenced Georgeôs later career path. After 

attending Epsom College in Surrey (where he achieved a scholarship) he entered London Hospitalôs Medical 

College at the age of 19, taking a private room in the house on Philpot Street where he continued to be a 

student of great promise. Borrett also occasionally played on London Hospitalôs football team. In October 

1884, during a celebration of the hospitalôs hundredth anniversary, the Lord Mayor awarded monetary prizes 

to students who had excelled over the previous term. The highest award (sixty pounds) was given to none 

other than George Goss Borrett.14  

And yet, less than four years later this star pupil, this promisingly surgeon, this son of a clergyman, this student 

athlete and volunteer in the Victoria Rifles, stood accused of a brutal sexual assault. Further, there is no doubt 

whatsoever that he was guilty.  

Exploiting the absence of his landlord and landlady, Borrett used a weak stratagem to lure Emily Bevan into 

his room. He then attacked her. 

ñAt the Thames Court, on Friday, George Borrett, a medical student, residing at 63, Philpot-
 

9 Admissions, Holloway Sanatorium, Virginia Water, 1885-1890; Admission Number 10-700; Reference Number 3237/5/1; Surrey History 

Centre, Woking. 
10 Ogan, op. cit. 
11 Martin Howells and Keith Skinner, The Ripper Legacy: The Life and Death of Jack the Ripper (1988) p. 150. 
12 Paul Begg, Jack the Ripper: The Facts (2004) p.107. 
13 Old Bailey Proceedings Online (www.oldbaileyonline.org, version 9.0) April 1888. Trial of GEORGE BORRETT (t18880423-480). 
14 East London Observer, 4 October 1884, p. 6. Much of George Goss Borrettôs biography has been pieced together from UK Census, baptismal, 

birth, military, and death records. 

Holloway's Almanac and Family Friend, 1892 

file:///C:/Users/suzie/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/www.oldbaileyonline.org
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street, Stepney, was summoned for committing an indecent assault on Emily Bevan, residing at 

106, Cannon-street-road, St. George-in-the-East. The complainant stated that on Tuesday, April 

3, she was in service at 63 Philpot-street. Defendant lived there, and a Miss Aireson also did 

so. At the time her master and mistress were away, and at 2:30 p.m. defendant and herself were 

the only persons in the house. At that time defendantôs bell rang, and when witness went upstairs 

and knocked at defendantôs door he called out ñCome in.ò Witness opened the door, when the 

defendant asked where his tumbler was. She told him it was in the usual place on the sideboard, 

when he said he had looked and could not find it. Witness said she knew it was there, when he 

said, ñCome across and fetch it, then.ò She would not do so, and defendant got the glass 

himself, when she turned to leave. Defendant got hold of her by the arms, dragged her into the 

room, and refused to let her leave. Witness struggled, when defendant remarked that she was 

very strong, and she replied, ñYes; and while I have strength Iôll let you know I am strong.ò 

Witness asked several times to let her go, but he would not do so. He then dragged her on to 

the floor. She struggled, and made the excuse that she wanted to dress in her afternoon things, 

when defendant, finding he could not accomplish his purpose, let her go, when she got up, ran 

out of the room, got her hat and jacket, and rushed out of the house. She ran as fast as she could 

to Miss Aireson at the St. Georgeôs Chapel, and made a complaint to her.ò15 

St. Georgeôs Chapel, incidentally, is on Cannon Street, off Cable Street, well over a mile distant. Although it 

isnôt possible to conclusively identify Bevan, she was very probably the Emily Cox Bevan (also known as 

Emily Ava Bevan) born in Stepney in December 1868, making her nineteen at the time of the assault. Three 

years later, the same Emily Bevan would be a draperôs assistant at 73 High Street, Whitechapel.16 

As for her friend Miss Sarah Aireson, she bravely confronted Borrett. 

ñThat lady went back to 63, Philpot-street, and saw defendant, when she beckoned witness and 

had them face to face. Miss Aireson asked witness what had happened, when she asked, ñHe 

knows what happened, and ought to tell you.ò Defendant then said, ñYou know what girls are. 

Itôs for them to say no.ò Witness then said, ñIf you had been in my place what would be the use 

of shouting when there was nobody in the house? I struggled.òDefendant then said he had been 

to Eastbourne, and had been on the spree. He also admitted that he had gone further than he 

should have done. Witness locked herself in her room the same night, and when her master 

came home made a complaint to him, and then left the house. She had been examined by Dr. 

Morrison, who found her severely bruised. In cross examination, the witness said at the time of 

this occurrence she was under notice to leave, on account of keeping late hours through 

attending religious meetings. The night previous defendant came home very drunkéShe would 

swear she was not frivolous towards himéòò17 

Dr. Morrison was John Reid Morrison, whose surgery is listed in the 1888 Medical Directory at 106 Cannon 

Street East, SGE - the same address given for Emily Bevan. Morrison, middle-aged and married, had been a 

medical missionary, and he and his wife quite naturally sympathized with the plight of a young Salvation 

Army member, and offered Bevan lodgings.  

A potentially significant aspect of the case is that George Borrett admitted that he had spent the weekend of 

the attempted rape on a prolonged drinking spree in the seaside resort of Eastbourne. We will return to this 

momentarily.  

As for Emily Bevan, as an assault victim she had done everything right. She immediately notified a female 

friend; she was examined by a physician who could attest to her injuries; she even managed to elicit a partial 

confession in front of a witness. Next, she notified both her landlord and the police, who were handed what 

looked to be a ñcinchò conviction. The Magistrate Mr. Lushington found the rape allegations credible and 

 
15 East London Observer, 21 April 1888, p. 7. 
16 1871 and 1881 UK Census 
17 East London Observer, op. cit.  
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remanded Borrett for a week but agreed to accept one surety of Ã25.18 

Yet, unsurprisingly for the Victorian era, or even for our own age, the case came to nothing. When Borrett 

appeared before Justice Smith at Old Bailey on 23 April, he was found not guilty. And that was that.  

It was as if the severe bruises on Emily Bevanôs body had never happened. Borrett returned to his studies at 

London Hospital and was not even thrown out of his lodgings; the Medical Registers for 1890 (compiled at 

the end of 1889) still list his address as 63 Philpot Street, and the Evening Mail of 6 November 1889 would 

announce that George Goss Borrett had been awarded a medical license from the Royal College of Physicians. 

The following year he would pass an examination to practice surgery in the Royal Navy, his score being the 

sixth highest in a relatively small group of candidates.  

Borrettôs slender claim to fame during his subsequent naval career is that he was the prime witness at the court 

martial of Staff Commander William Bulmore of the destroyer H.M.S. Lightening when it was badly damaged 

after ramming a colliery during a steam trial. Borrett, himself an enthusiastic drinker in his youth, testified to 

Bulmoreôs drunkenness at the time of the collision, and the commander was duly relieved of his position and 

stripped of five yearsô seniority.19 

While Borrettôs successful medical career shows that he cannot be one of Swansonôs three insane medical 

students, this long digression has not been entirely irrelevant. Careful readers will have noticed an oddity in 

the dates. Borrettôs drunken spree in Eastbourne took place on Bank Holiday weekend, Spring 1888, and his 

return to London on the night of 2nd/3rd April coincided with the fatal sexual assault on Emma Smith, the first 

victim in the Whitechapel Murder files. Emily Bevan had testified that Borrett had come home that night in a 

ñveryò drunken condition. What time 

exactly, she did not say, but Smith was 

attacked on Osborn Street, Whitechapel, 

at about 1.30 a.m., a little over a half mile 

from Borrettôs lodgings as the crow flies - 

a ten - or fifteen-minute stagger. It was 

close enough that Inspector Edmund Reid 

referred to the location as ñOsborne Street 

London Hospitalò in his report of the 

murder.20 Eight hours later, while Smith 

was slowing dying of peritonitis, Borrett - 

still shaking off his drinking spree - tried 

to rape Emily Bevan. 

A coincidence? Probably, but while it is 

often assumed that Emma Smith was 

waylaid by a street gang, she never 

described her assailantsô social class. 

Inspector West merely reported there were three attackers, and one looked ñabout nineteen.ò21 Borrett was 

twenty-three. Raised in Hertfordshire, he had no identifiable relatives in Eastbourne (his parents lived outside 

of Rochester, his brother was at Oxford, and his step-brother was in the Surrey Regiment) so it is highly 

probable that his boozing expedition to a seaside resort included fellow medical students using the Bank 

Holiday to bust loose - just as students still do to this day. The timetables in Bradfordôs Railway Guide show 

trains rumbling into London Bridge Station from Eastbourne until after midnight, with the last train from 

London Bridge to Whitechapel Underground Station arriving at 12.30 a.m.22 It is all conjecture, of course, but 

if Borrett and his fellow students continued their drunken revels on reaching Whitechapel, they would have 

 
18 Weekly Dispatch (London) 15 April 1888, p. 4. 
19 See The Standard (London) 12 December 1895. An article on the accident and resulting trial can also be found at 

https://www.historyofwar.org/articles/weapons_HMS_Lightning_1895.html 
20 London Municipal Archives, St. B.G./Wh/123/19. See also Evans & Skinner, op. cit. p. 4. 
21 Lloydôs Weekly Newspaper, 8 April 1888, p. 1; Morning Advertiser, 9 April 1888, p. 7. 
22 Bradfordôs Railway Guide, 1888, multiple timetables. 

Assault on Emma Smith, Illustrated Police News, 10 October 1888 
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landed quite close to where Smith was assaulted and robbed. Even well-to-do students, particularly when 

drunk, might beat and rob an unfortunate for a ñlarkò and the injury that killed Smith - a blunt object ñthrust 

up her passageò - could just as likely be attributed to a middle-class gentlemanôs walking-stick as a street 

roughôs cudgel. We will soon examine a second case where one member in a group of drunken London 

Hospital students used his walking stick to commit an act of barbarity. Frustratingly, Emily Bevan never stated 

exactly when Borrett stumbled home that night or morning, but there may be an exceedingly thin clue.  

Many men have described a curious and disturbing 

phenomenon known as óHangover Hornô. Although their head 

is pounding, their body dehydrated and resentful, they wake 

with an insatiable lust described by some as that of a ówild 

animalô.23 Although the mechanisms are little understood, 

physicians believe it is related to the hormonal changes 

brought about as the body rids itself of alcohol. Twelve hours 

after the final drink, the subjectôs dopamine levels drop.24 This 

is hardly an explanation for rape, let alone an excuse, but if this 

sensation contributed to Borrettôs sexual assault of Emily 

Bevan at 2.30 the following afternoon, he may well have been 

drinking until as late as 2 a.m. We can dismiss Borrett from 

being one of Swansonôs insane medical students, but readers 

can decide if he might not be considered a person of interest in 

the Smith case. No doubt there were other drunks out in 

Whitechapel that Bank Holiday morning, but Borrett is the 

only one we know of, and he committed a sexual assault only 

hours later. 

Before we leave George Borrett, he has one final link to the 

Whitechapel Murders, but it is entirely frivolous. In 1910, Sir 

Robert Anderson famously wrote, ñIf nonsense were solid, the 

nonsense that was talked and written about those murders 

would sink a Dreadnought,òða reference to the 527-foot battleship that was then the pride of the Royal Navy. 

On what ship did Borrett serve as a navy surgeon in 1915? H.M.S. Dreadnought.25 A journal Borrett kept 

during these years survives in the National Maritime Museum in Greenwich and might offer some further 

insight into his personality, but, as far as we know, he led a blameless life after 1888ðmarrying, serving with 

distinction, raising three daughters, and dying peacefully in Wool, Dorset in 1946.   

None of this get us any closer to identifying Swansonôs two unnamed medical students, but operating on the 

assumption that their names can be recovered, a list has been compiled of every male identified as a medical 

student in the 1881 UK Census for Whitechapel, St. George in the East, Shadwell, Poplar, Shoreditch, 

Limehouse, Hackney, Mile-End, and Bow, on the principle that the student would most likely live within an 

easy commute of the hospital. This is not guaranteed, as we have seen in the case of John Sanders in St. Johnôs 

Wood, but it is a start.  

This effort generated several dozen names, and each was checked against later medical registers to eliminate 

all students who were duly licensed and practiced medicine - which a surprisingly high percentage did do. 

Only a handful of names failed to make the registers, and these were checked again - this time against the 

surviving lunacy records. While there is still more work to be done, two names came to the forefront, and both 

look promising: Walter Reginald Scroging and William Thomas Hodsoll. Could these be Swansonôs unnamed 

suspects? 

A word of warning before we proceed. Several authors, including the deservedly praised Philip Sugden, have 

 
23 Alexa Lardieri, ñExperts Reveal Surprising Reason People Get the óHangover Horn,ôò Daily Mail, 18 March 2024. 
24 Ibid.  
25 Naval & Military Record and Royal Dockyards Gazette, 26 December 1917, p. 14. 

Royal Navy Surgeon Captain George Goss Borrett - 1915 
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written that the three medical students were ñtraced and eliminated.ò In fact, we donôt know this. Chief 

Inspector Swansonôs report only states that the first two students were traced. As it is entirely possible for the 

police to trace someone, or even interview someone, without being able to furnish them with an alibi, they 

must remain ópersons of interestô until they are conclusively identified and their movements accounted for.  

The first man, Walter Reginald Scoging, was born in Dalston (West Hackney) in 1862 to Richard and Emma 

Scoging, the heads of a large and relatively well-off family. Scogingôs father was the proprietor of several 

freehold houses, but earlier documents also list him as a chemist. Although there is nothing to show that the 

Scogingsô were other than entirely respectable, insanity haunted the bloodline. Walterôs older sister was in and 

out of asylums during her young adulthood (including a stint in the infamous Bethlehem Hospital, or 

óBedlamô) while his older brother William Rawlings Scoging would die in Hoxton Lunatic Asylum in 1902.26 

Scoging himself enrolled at London Hospital as early as 1881, and is listed as a medical student in that yearôs 

census, living with his family at 74 Greenwood Road, Graham Road, Dalston. In October of the following 

year, ñW. R. Scogingò is listed as a member of the London Hospitalôs football team but has not been found 

playing in any other match.27 

That same year, the public first learned of Scoging when he appeared as a witness before George Collier, the 

same coroner who six years later would preside over an inquest into the murder of Martha Tabram. (Collier 

would also assist Wynne Baxter in the Annie Chapman case). By all appearances, Scoging had acted as a Good 

Samaritan at a horrific railway accident. On Saturday, 29 July 29, 1882, Charles Francis Clutterbuck, age 18, 

the son of a City of London missionary, was crushed beneath a train pulling into Hackney Downs Station. The 

initial press coverage wrongly reported that Clutterbuck had fallen onto the tracks while trying to board a 

moving train, but this inaccuracy was corrected at the inquest. In truth, Clutterbuck was a passenger on an 

approaching train but inexplicably opened the door to his carriage while the train was still moving at a speed 

ñtoo dangerous to alight.ò Stepping onto the running board, Clutterbuck fell backwards, was pulled between 

the train and platform, his clothes ripped from his upper body as the wheels of the next carriage rolled over 

him. Walter Scogingôs inquest deposition was paraphrased in the Echo. 

ñ--Walter Scogie [sic], a medical student of 74, Greenwood-road, Dalston, stated that he saw 

the deceased lying under the train, and he got underneath the carriage and assisted him out. 

He only lived four minutes afterwards, and witness, who was a passenger by the same train, 

felt the jerk as the carriage passed over the body of the deceased. At the time of the accident 

train was slackening speed in the usual way. Other witnesses having been called, the jury 

returned a verdict of ñAccidental death.òò28 

Considering what follows, it might be 

noted that two witnesses on the platform 

were able to corroborate Scogingôs 

account; Alfred Smith of Lorrimore 

Square had seen Clutterbuck open the 

door of his carriage, as had Robert 

Hudson, a railway porter. No unseen hand 

had pushed young Clutterbuck to his 

death, but one might wonder why he had 

been so eager to exit his carriage.  

We next hear of Scoging under far less 

favorable circumstances, and it is here 

that we get the first whiff of his 

approaching insanity: 

 
26 Scogingôs life has been pieced together using birth and baptismal records and the 1871, 1881, and 1891 UK census returns. For his siblingsô 

admissions to mental institutions, see Harriet R. Scoging and William R. Scoging, National Archives, Commissioners in Lunacy 1845-1913, 

Lunacy Patients Admission Registers, Series MH 94, piece: 5; piece: 25; and piece: 30. 
27 Sporting Life, 11 October 1882, p.1. 
28 Echo (London), 2 August 1882, p.2. 
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ñCruelty to a Cat. 

Walter Scoging, 24, a medical student of 74 Graham-road, Hackney [sic: 74 Greenwood-road] 

was charged at Clerkenwell Police Court on Thursday with cruelly torturing a cat by striking 

it on the head and back several times with a walking stick in Upper-street, Islington, early that 

morning. ïMary Ann Day, a married woman, of Penton-street, Clerkenwell, said she was 

walking home along Upper-street, when she saw a cat run out of a shop across the pavement. 

The prisoner, who was with some other young men, struck the animal a heavy blow across the 

back with his walking stick, for no reason whatever. It crawled into the roadway, where he 

struck it again several times on the head and back. It rolled over, apparently dead, and he 

dragged it back by the ears into the gutter. A constable, who had seen the last blows struck by 

the prisoner, came up and took him into custody. ïPolice-constable Soffe, 236 N, said the cat 

was taken to the Islington Police Station, where it was found to be so injured that it had to be 

killed. The prisoners [sic] was intoxicated at the time. He gave the name of Stanley at the 

station, but it was ascertained that his name was Scoging. ïThe prisoner, in answer to the 

charge, simply said that he had been drinking with some fellow-students. Mr. Hosack sentenced 

him to fourteen days with hard labour, without the option of a fine.29ò 

Newspapers all over England, Wales, and Scotland reported, with apparent satisfaction, Scogingôs prison 

sentence, but what was not immediately reported is that Scogingôs lawyer had asked Mr. Hosack to reconsider. 

ñHe [Scoging] had been for several years a student at the London Hospital,ò Ricketts argued, ñand if he was 

sent to prison his professional chances would be ruined.ò Ricketts also repeated what sounded like a cock-

and-bull explanation: Scoging had not meant to kill the cat but had merely pummeled it to put it out of its 

misery. ñHaving struck the cat once, and finding that he had hurt it more than expected, he endeavored to 

dispatch it.ò Again, somewhat predictably, the court pulled its punch and Scoging was fined 40 shillings.30 

The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, founded in 1824, blossomed under the Victorians and 

there can be little doubt that a correspondent to the Paisely and Renfrewshire Gazette expressed the sentiments 

of many.  

ñI was glad to see that a ruffian named Walter Scoging, described as a medical student, who 

was convicted of gross cruelty to a cat at the Clerkenwell Police-court, had been sentenced by 

Mr. Hosack to fourteen daysô hard labour, without the option of a fine. My satisfaction, however, 

was changed to disgust when I read in Saturdayôs papers that on the following day Mr. Hosack 

revoked the sentence of imprisonment, and ordered the miscreant to pay a fine, because it was 

represented that ñhis professional chances would be ruinedò if he were kept in prison. There 

was no sort of excuse except that he had been drinking, and I should think that the medical 

profession would be well rid of such a brute as this Walter Scoging has proved himself to be. 

Mr. Hosackôs lenity was altogether misplaced.31ò 

One of the truisms of offender profiling is that multiple murderers begin their careers by harming animals; 

statistics vary, but one study, led by Cynthia Hodges at Michigan State Universityôs College of Law, goes as 

far as to claim that 40% of animal abusers will also harm people, and that 100% of multiple murderers have 

abused animals.32  

In the end, it would not be prison that ruined Scogingôs ñprofessional chancesò: it was his mental decline.  

Most of the relevant documentation is now lost, and Scogingôs whereabouts for the next several years are 

currently unknown, but UK Lunacy Patients Admissions Records show Scoging entering Bethnal House 

Lunatic Asylum, Bethnal Green, on 4 May 1895.33 This establishment, which accepted private patients as well 

as pauper lunatics, had a long and sordid history, but treatment had improved by the late 19th Century. Further 

 
29 Hackney and Kingsland Gazette, 13 August 1886, p.3. 
30 The Evening News (London) 13 August 1886, p.4. 
31 Paisely and Renfrewshire Gazette, 21 August 1886. 
32 The Link: Cruelty to Animals and Violence Towards People | Animal Legal & Historical Center 
33 Commissioners in Lunacy, 1845ï1921. Lunacy Patients Admission Registers, Series MH 94. Piece: 6. 

https://www.animallaw.info/article/link-cruelty-animals-and-violence-towards-people
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records show Scoging was discharged on 7 February 1896, but we know from his burial records that he was 

merely transferred to the London & County Asylum, Ilford, also known as Claybury Hospital, then a relatively 

new establishment for the humane treatment of the insane. The relevant asylum records are not known to have 

survived, but Scoging died in Claybury on 1 August 1896, and his body would be interred in the Scoging 

family plot (Grave 2636) at Tower Hamlets Cemetery on 6 August.34 Scogingôs death certificate lists his cause 

of death as ñExhaustion of General Paralysis,ò which, as we will later see, was almost certainly due to late-

stage tertiary syphilis.35 As this usually takes many years to prove fatal, Scoging quite probably had syphilis 

long before 1888. Although a medical student can contract the disease cutting himself while treating an 

infected patient, it is somewhat more likely that Scoging used prostitutes during his student years in the 

Whitechapel Road.  

So here we have a student enrolled at the London Hospital before 1888 who demonstrated violent behavior 

and ended his life in an asylum. The hospital staff would have been aware of the 1885 episode with the cat, 

but whether this led to Scogingôs expulsion is not yet known. What raises some doubt is that Scoging still 

listed himself as a medical student in the 1891 census, but as he had by now studied medicine for over a decade 

and never appears in any UK or Ireland medical registers or directories, this may reflect wishful thinking more 

than anything else.  

Our second student, William 

Thomas Hodsoll, was born in New 

Cross on 13 September 1859 and 

was baptized the following month 

in the magnificent St. Paulôs 

church, Deptford. His father was a 

surveyor (i.e. an assessor) for a fire 

insurance company who would 

investigate óhundredsô of fires.  

Although the family was well-off, 

Hodsollôs childhood was unhappy; 

his parents died in quick 

succession when Hodsoll was only 

seven, and he and his two younger 

sisters were afterwards scattered 

among various relatives in 

London and Kent, with Hodsoll landing with his maternal grandparents, James and Louisa Davidge of No. 

469 Kingsland Road, Hackney. His grandfather was a successful bootmaker, employing four men, and owned 

at least one freehold dwelling. As was common in the Victorian era, William Hodsoll attended grammar school 

for several years but entered the workforce while still in his early teens, finding employment as a clerk.36 

On 9 June 1877 Hodsoll, now seventeen, married Annie Rowse in St. Faithôs, the parish church for Stoke 

Newington. Something about this union is dodgy; the marriage certificate inaccurately lists Hodsollôs age as 

twenty-one and his brideôs age as eighteen when, in truth, she was only fifteen. Signing the register as a witness 

was none other than the brideôs father, a commercial traveler named Richard Rowse, and it may well have 

been the proverbial ñshotgunò wedding. Annie was five months pregnant with the coupleôs only child; Alfred 

Walter Davidge Hodsoll would be born less than four months later, 23 September.37 

The newlyweds apparently moved into Hodsollôs grandparentôs home on Kingsland Road, and it was at this 

address in October 1880 that Hodsoll (under the name Hodsoll & Co.) sold - or at least attempted to sell - 

 
34 Ancestry.com: London, England, Tower Hamlets Cemetery Registers, CTHC/01/028 Register of Private Graves, Walter Reginald Scoging, 

Burial Date 6 August 1896. 
35 England, death certificate of Walter Reginald Scoging, 1 August 1896, Essex, 4a/233 
36 William Thomas Hodsoll, 1861, 1871, and 1881 UK Census; birth and baptismal records. 
37 For Hodsollôs marriage see LMA; London Church of England Parish Registers; Reference Number: P94/FAI/011. For Alfred Hodsollô 

baptism, see LMA; London Church of England Parish Registers; Reference Number: P94/Fai/001 

 Claybury Hospital. Woodford Bridge, London, 1890s 
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insurance, a scheme possibly inspired by his late fatherôs occupation.38 The couple also advertised for a 

servant, requesting a girl ñabout fourteen, clean & willing, good character indispensable.ò39  

As far as is currently known, Hodsoll was first listed as a medical student on 3 April 1881 - the night of the 

UK census. That same month, he was certified by the St. Johnôs Ambulance Association.40 By now, Hodsollôs 

grandmother was dead, and his elderly grandfather had moved in with an adult daughter, giving Hodsoll and 

his wife free reign of the house. When James Davidge died at the end of that same year, he left a relatively 

handsome estate of Ã2,633, but it is unclear if Hodsoll received a penny of it.41 

The next seven years are almost entirely a blank, but things were not going well for William Thomas Hodsoll. 

Despite his medical studies, he returned to work as a clerk, evidently for a stockbroker, but a later report states 

that he had also worked as a ñdoctorôs assistant,ò though the name of his employer is unknown.42 As with 

Scoging, there is no evidence that Hodsoll ever received a medical diploma, nor is he listed in the UK and 

Ireland Medical Registers or Directories. By all appearance, he was a wash out.  

At or near the beginning of 1888, Hodsoll moved his family to No. 40 Herbert Street, New North Road on the 

boundary between Islington and the City of London.43 This was a step down from Kingsland Road and 

settlement papers from 1889 indicate that Hodsoll remained at this address throughout 1888, which put him 

roughly a mile-and-three-quarters north by northwest of Mitre Square, with Buckôs Row another mile further 

on. A school register dated January 30th shows that his son Alfred was admitted to the Church Street 

Temporary School.  

Itôs likely that Hodsoll was unemployed or at least became unemployed in the autumn of 1888 for at the end 

of November he ran a ñsituation wantedò ad in the London Evening Standard for several nights, reading: 

ñClerk (Ledger) DESIRES SITUATION; age 31[sic]; married; good bookkeeper, and can have 

good references; used to brokers. ïW. T. H., 40, Herbert Street, New North Road, N.ò44  

There is something slightly desperate in this appeal, and nothing to show that it led to a position. Sometime 

in early 1889, the family moved house yet again, this time to a large brick tenement known as Eagle Dwellings, 

City Roadða building that still stands. Hodsollôs trajectory was now clearly downward.  

The oddest thing about Hodsollôs behavior at this time is that he developed an obsession - one is tempted to 

call it a mania - for surgical instruments. Indeed, his desire to possess medical implements became so 

overpowering that it ended with his arrest and committal to a mental institution.  

On the charge sheet at Guildhall for 2 March 1889, Hodsoll stood accused of stealing ña quantity of surgical 

instruments, value 4l. 11s, belonging to Messrs. Maw, Son, and Thompson, surgical instrument manufacturers 

of Aldersgate-street.ò45 Contemporary advertisements show that the company sold wholesale drugs and other 

medical supplies as well as surgical instruments from a narrow passage off Aldersgate Street. Hodsollôs 

downfall came when he entered the shop to buy a pair of surgical forceps, but as he turned to leave other 

implements came clattering out of his pockets, described as ñear instruments.ò Bizarrely, Hodsoll had 

frequently visited the shop while dressed as a clergyman and had recently placed an order totaling an 

extraordinary Ã1,000 - well over Ã150,000 in todayôs currency. Messrs. Maw, Son, and Thompson were 

subsequently contacted by a clergyman who, after returning several surgical instruments stolen by Hodsoll, 

requested that he be charged. This clergymanôs name is sadly lost to history, but the obvious implication is that 

Hodsoll borrowed his clerical vestments to wear while shoplifting. At Guildhall, Hodsollôs wife testified to 

her husbandôs recent bizarre behavior and admitted that he often came home with surgical instruments. She 

had taken him to see several doctors to no avail and attributed his behavior to ñoverwork.ò As the hearing 

 
38 Hackney and Kingsland Gazette, 22 October 1880, p.2. 
39 Hackney and Kingsland Gazette, 20 February 1880, p.2. 
40 Hackney and Kingsland Gazette, 20 April 1881 p.3. 
41 James Knott Davidge, 1 March 1882, Principal Probate Registry; London, England; Calendar of the Grants of Probate and Letters of 

Administration made in the Probate Registries of the High Court of Justice in England 
42 Islington Gazette, 13 March 1889, p.3. 
43 Ibid. 
44 London Evening Standard, 27, 28, and 29 November 1888, p.1 
45 Morning Advertiser 4 March 1889; The People, 10 March 1889. 
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came to an end, Hodsoll was remanded so a prison doctor could inquire into his sanity.46  

Hodsollôs use of the clerical disguise is 

noteworthy. It will be recalled that on 15 

October 1888, a little over two weeks after the 

murder of Kate Eddowes, a man wearing a 

clerical costume entered the leather goods shop 

of Frederick William March, 218 Jubilee Street, 

Mile End. The man behaved oddly, and after 

referring to the reward poster in the shop 

window, requested the address of George Lusk, 

the head of the local Vigilance Committee. Two 

days later, when it was learned that Lusk had 

received a threatening letter containing half a 

human kidney, Marshôs daughter immediately 

recalled the strange visitor. He was unlikely to 

have been Hodsoll, however, for Eliza Marsh 

(nicknamed óEmilyô) estimated the visitorôs age 

as forty-five and Hodsoll had just turned twenty-

nine. Further, the man spoke with what she took 

to be an Irish accent, while Hodsoll was a 

lifelong Londoner.47 Still, the coincidence is 

odd. 

In the end, William Thomas Hodsoll was duly 

deemed insane - not by prison authorities, but by City of London Police surgeon Frederick Gordon Brown, 

who had played such an important role in the Kate Eddowes murder investigation. If Dr. Gordon Brownôs 

involvement in the affair is tantalizing, it may only reflect that Hodsoll had committed his thefts in Aldersgate 

Street - that is, within the City of London Police jurisdiction. Whatever the case, Hodsoll was transferred to 

the City of London Asylum at Stone, near Dartford, on 9 March 1889, the expense of his upkeep billed to the 

Poor Law Union for St. Leonard, Shoreditch. A one-word note in blue pencil that looks like ócuredô is scribbled 

on Hodsollôs settlement papers, but this must be incorrect for his health was now deteriorating at an alarming 

rate,48 and on 30 August 1889 he was sent to Banstead Asylum. He died there less than four months later, 19 

December. Hodsollôs symptoms could have developed over many years, but as far as can be shown, his dissent 

from active eccentricity to a torpid stupor lasted barely nine months. Hodsollôs death certificate attributes his 

demise to General Paralysis, which while imperfectly understood by the Victorians, is now accepted as late-

stage tertiary syphilis.49  

General Paralysis of the Insane (G.P.I.) had reached epidemic proportions in the 1880s. Historian Jennifer 

Wallis has noted that between 1878 and 1892, no less than 18,438 patients were diagnosed with ñgeneral 

paralysisò on admission to asylums throughout England and Wales. Thatôs more than three per day but would 

still only reflect the last stage of the disease. Wallis also cautions that Victorian medical records arenôt detailed 

 
46 Morning Advertiser op. cit. See also London Evening Standard, 9 March 1889. 
47 Echo (London) 20 October 1888, p. 3 
48 London Metropolitan Archives; London Poor Law Registers; Reference: Shbg/127/012 
49 England, death certificate of William Thomas Hodsoll, 19 December 1889, Epsom, 2a/13. 

Advertisement for Maw & Sons, 11 Aldersgate Street, London (Dublin Medical 

Press, 1866) 

Death Certificate of William Thomas Hodsoll, 19 December 1889 
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enough to conclude that every case of G.P.I. was tertiary 

syphilis, though certainly most fell into this category.50 

It is perhaps none too surprising that small percentage of 

students attending London Hospital in the 1870s and 80s 

would use local prostitutes and, in turn, be infected with 

syphilis. We can only guess at Scoging and Hodsellôs 

other bizarre symptoms, but Dr. William Julius Mickle, 

the Superintendent of Londonôs Grove Hall Asylum, 

gives a terrifying description of the progression of the 

disease in General Paralysis of the Insane (1886). Mickle 

believed there were four distinct stages beginning with 

mild ñmental alterationsò (such as unnecessarily loud 

speech) that next progressed to ñmental alienationò 

where the sufferer indulged in ñperversions of the moral 

senseò such as theft, lying, and ñdebauchery.ò Next 

came ñmental failureò where the grandiose patient 

gradually lost control of his muscular movements and 

may became violent. The final stage was general paresis, 

which often left the patient mute and bedridden. Both 

Scoging and Hodsoll died shockingly young, but sudden 

death from an aortic aneurysm or an ischemic stroke was 

not unheard of, while other patients, having lost the 

ability to swallow, would die of asphyxia while eating.51 Yet, like most of his contemporaries, Mickle couldnôt 

understand how General Paralysis could stem from a disease contracted many years earlier, especially since 

syphilis invariably includes a long latent period where the sufferer appears to have been entirely cured. Mickle 

instead attributed GPI to heredity, temperament, alcoholism, urban life, and even to overwork. It wouldnôt be 

until 1899 that Dr. Frederick Mott convinced the British medical establishment that syphilis was the root cause 

of general paralysis and its accompanying symptoms.52 Dr. Mickle, incidentally, was the same physician that 

had refused Inspector Joseph Helson access to one-time Ripper suspect Jacob Isenschmid.53  

Coincidentally, Hodsoll died less than 24 hours before Martin Fidoôs suspect David Cohen died in Broadmoor 

(Cohenôs death is listed as 20 December) and like Kosminski of the Macnaghten Memo, Hodsoll had been 

removed to an asylum in ñMarch 1889.ò Part of the folklore of the case has it that Sir Robert Andersonôs wife, 

Lady Anderson, once said that Jack the Ripper had been sent to Stone Asylum - and that, too, fits Hodsoll. 

Still, this canôt be anything more than odd happenstance - Hodsoll was hardly Jewish.  

Indeed, it cannot yet be shown that William Hodsoll and Walter Scoging were the two medical students left 

unnamed in Swansonôs October 1888 report. Scoging had been a student at London Hospital but may not have 

presented the necessary signs of insanity by 1888, while Hodsoll probably was outwardly insane by 1888, but 

canôt yet be conclusively linked to London Hospital. This article is partially motivated by the hope that more 

research in the London Metropolitan Archives might clarify matters. It is also possible that other former 

London medical students may still be awaiting discovery in UK asylum records.  

This is an ongoing investigation. 

Note: The author would like to thank Joseph Chetcuti for proofreading this article.  

R.J. Palmer is a retired researcher currently living in Oregon, U.S.A. His passion is organic gardening.  

 

 
50 Jennifer Wallis, Investigating the Body in the Victorian Asylum (2017) p. 10-12; 199; 211 
51 William Julius Mickle, General Paralysis of the Insane (1886 edition) p. 2-29; 105-106. 
52 J.D. Oriel, The Scars of Venus (1994) p. 55-56. 
53 Report of Inspector Joseph Helson, 19 September 1888, MEPO 3/140, ff. 29-31 

Dr William Julius Mickle 
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Hyam Hyams 

here is a complex backstory which 

surrounds Hyam Hyams, making him 

a difficult suspect to assess. Because of 

lingering questions that relate to his 

identity, we are immediately thrown into a 

plausibility debate concerning his 

established life experiences and familial 

background. Any assessment we make 

regarding serial killers must take into 

consideration such aspects as the personôs 

birth, parents, marriage, occupation and 

location, and if we are unable to do this for whatever reason, then obviously any evaluation will be significantly 

compromised. 

For Ripperologists, the Hyam Hyams journey has evolved considerably since it was first debated in the 1980s 

and, in many ways, this evolution runs parallel to that of Ripperology itself and research undertaken in a pre 

and post internet age.  

Iôm not going to detail the minutiae of the theory here because the circumstantial evidence is extremely 

complicated and this column has never been intended as anything other than an overview so readers can 

investigate further if they so wish. 

Hyam Hyamsôs name was, as far as Iôm aware, first mentioned by Martin Fido in his book The Crimes, 

Detection and Death of Jack the Ripper in 19871. Fido briefly considered him an interesting potential candidate 

for óAndersonôs Suspectô before moving on to David Cohen and then Nathan Kaminsky. All had been patients 

of Colney Hatch asylum, the records of which Fido had meticulously reviewed in an attempt to identify the 

person described in Andersonôs memoirs. Hyams ticked some relevant boxes in this search, not least because 

he was Jewish, lived in the Whitechapel area, was around the 

right age and exhibited signs of mental illness. Whilst Fido 

excluded him for more favoured suspects, in 2001 Mark King 

produced an article for the Ripperologist titled Hyam Hyams2 

and this is where Hyams first becomes a suspect in his own 

right.  

King identified Hyams as being born on the 8 February 1855 

to Solomon and Fanny Hyams (nee Levy). Without going into 

a long list of census records for the Levy family who lived in 

and around Mitre Square and Mitre Street, King asserts that 

Hyams could have been the person seen with Catharine 

Eddowes in Church Passage on the night she was murdered 

and that Joseph Hyam Levy, one of the three men who came 

across them, recognised him, and was therefore reluctant to 

provide an identification.  

Further layering consisted of Emily Marshôs account of a 

strange man who enquired at a leather shop owned by her 

father, there, he asked Emily as to the address of George Lusk, 

who was, at the time, Chairman of the Whitechapel Vigilance 

 
1 Published by George Weidenfeld & Nicols Ltd 
2 Ripperologist #35 June 2001 

T 

Hyam Hyams (casebook.org) 
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Committee.  

The shop was located at 218 Jubilee Street, Mile End, next door to where Hyam Hyams would have given his 

address three months later except he was consigned to an asylum before being able to do so. Further 

speculation ensued with the discovery that Catharine Eddowesôs body was found behind 8 Mitre Street, which 

had previously been a cigar manufacturing concern owned by Hyamsôs uncle, Lewis Levy. 

King completes his article by pointing out Hyams was an alcoholic who ended up in Colney Hatch Asylum 

where his records indicate he had shown violence towards his wife and mother as well as periods of violence 

in general following epileptic seizures.  

Scott Nelson expanded on Kingôs theory in his Ripperologist article The Polish Jew Suspect ï Jewish Witness 

Connection: Some Further Speculations in May 20043. This time, Nelson explicitly considered the possibility 

of óKosminskiô (as detailed in the MacNaghten Memorandum, Robert Andersonôs memoir and Donald 

Swansonôs marginalia) being the Hyam Hyams born in 1855. 

In the April 2007 edition of Ripper Notes Wolf Vanderlinden wrote an article entitled Hyam Hyams: Portrait 

of a Suspect where he questions the validity of Hyams as suggested by Mark King in his article six years 

previously. He points out that the man seen by Emily Marsh did not match Hyams description, nor did he place 

much emphasis on the location of Catharineôs body behind 8 Mitre Street because Lewis Levy had lived there 

nearly twenty years previously and not in the autumn of 1888. Vanderlinden called for more research to be 

done on the subject. 

Despite his plea, nothing really materialised until October 2010 when Chris Phillips and Tracey Iôanson began 

to question whether the Hyam Hyams Mark King identified was the same Hyam Hyams mentioned in the 

Colney Hatch reports4. The research evolved on several threads on Casebook.org and JtRForums.com and this 

then expanded to the identity of Hyamsôs wife, parents and children. 

Finally, in 2023, Sarah Bax Horton published One-Armed Jack where the Hyams 

theory becomes a suspect book. Horton used research material obtained from her 

2xG grandfather, Harry Garrett, a serving police officer at the time. She speculates 

that witness descriptions matched Hyamsôs gait and unusable left arm, although 

there was some criticism regarding confirmation bias and a lack of concrete 

evidence from which to support these claims. Nevertheless, the book was 

published to generally positive reviews. 

And thatôs as far as weôve got with Hyam Hyams, with dispute over his identity 

and dispute over his familyôs identity significantly undermining (or backing up) 

the theory, particularly with regard to Mitre Square and Street. Until such time as 

we have, definitively, ascertained who is who in this conundrum, itôs difficult to 

make any further assessments and the discussions remain open to researchers own 

interpretations. 

Suzanne Huntington is an author and researcher from Shropshire, England. She is the author of óThe Thames Torso Murders: Fact or 

Fiction?ô and is co-managing editor of Ripperologist magazine. 

Sources 

Hyam Hyams ï Mark King Ripperologist #35 June 2001(via Casebook.org) 

The Polish Jew Suspect ï Jewish Witness Connection: Some Further Speculations ï Scott Nelson ï Ripperologist #53 May 2004  

Hyam Hyams: Portrait of a Suspect ï Wolf Vanderlinden ï Ripper Notes #27 April 2007 (via Casebook.org) 

Casebook.org 

Jtrforums.com 

One-Armed Jack ï Sarah Bax Horton Michael OôMara Books Ltd 2023 

 
3 Ripperologist #53 May 2004 
4 https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-discussions/suspects/hyams-hyam/215-hyam-hyams-portrait-of-a-suspect #10 

https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-discussions/suspects/hyams-hyam/215-hyam-hyams-portrait-of-a-suspect
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ñMrs. Gamp had in the meanwhile sunk into 

her chair, from whence, turning up her 

overflowing eyes, and clasping her hands, she 

delivered the following lamentation: 

óOh, Mr. Sweedlepipes, which Mr. Westlock 

also, if my eyes do not deceive, and a friend 

not havin' the pleasure of bein' beknown, wot 

I have took from Betsey Prig this blessed 

night, no mortial creetur knows! If she had 

abuged me, bein' in liquor, which I thought I 

smelt her wen she come, but could not so 

believe, not bein' used myselfô -- Mrs. Gamp, 

by the way, was pretty far gone, and the 

fragrance of the teapot was strong in the 

room ï óI could have bore it with a thankful 

art. But the words she spoke of Mrs. Harris, 

lambs could not forgive. No, Betsey!ô said 

Mrs. Gamp, in a violent burst of feeling, `nor 

worms forget!'ô ï Martin Chuzzlewit, Charles 

Dickens (1844) 

ost people who have an interest in the Whitechapel Murders will have heard of the laundress named 

Maria Harvey. Maria, by her own admission, was a ógreat friendô of Mary Jane Kelly, the woman 

brutally murdered in her own home at room 13, Millerôs Court, Dorset Street, Spitalfields on the 9 November 

1888. According to her statement to police, Maria was one of the last people to spend time with Mary Jane 

before her death and because of this, was a witness at Mary Jane Kellyôs inquest.  

Maria gave her address as 3 New Court, another court off Dorset Street, that she had recently moved into. 

Maria told the inquest that she had stayed in Mary Janeôs room on Monday 5 and Tuesday 6 November. She 

also claimed that she had spent all day in Mary Janeôs company on Thursday 8, leaving for the evening when 

Mary Janeôs ex partner, Joseph Barnett, called in at room 13 between 7.30 and 7.45 p.m. to see Mary Jane.  

There are some conflicting reports that it was 

Mary Jane who visited Mariaôs new home in New 

Court that Thursday. There is also some other 

confusion around the events of that Thursday, 

caused by the fact that Joseph Barnett said that it 

was a woman named Lizzie Allbrook who was in 

Mary Janeôs room when he arrived there. We 

know little else about Maria Harvey apart from her 

reported antics at the inquest that prompted one 

reporter to dub her the ôMrs Gampô of the day. 

Mrs. Sarah Gamp, fictional character in Charles 

Dickens' novel Martin Chuzzlewit was famous for 

her comedic miscommunications. Maria caused 

similar amusement when she told the hearing she 

had left some clothing to be washed at room 13. She said the items included ñone man's two shirts, petticoats 

belonging to a child, and a black overcoat.ò The coroner inquired ñWas that two shirts belonging to the same 

man?ò To which Maria replied ñNo, sir. One man's two shirts.ò  

Maria may also have been in Joseph Barnettôs bad books. A óMrs Harveyô was named by Barnett as one of 

M 

The Mrs 

Gamp of 

Millerõs 

Court 

Debra Arif 

Dorset Street c. 1902 (public domain) 
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two women he described as prostitutes, that Mary Jane had compassionately allowed to stay in their room. 

Barnett and Mary Jane had parted company at the end of October over the issue, apparently after a heated 

exchange where a window was smashed.  

This very topic, the broken window, was being discussed on a long and meandering thread on Casebook.org 

back in 2015 when the topic wandered on to the subject of the presence (or not) of a child aged six or seven, 

said to have been staying with Mary Jane Kelly in her little room. A poster on that thread5 mentioned that they 

had recently found a newspaper account dated June 1888, reporting that a six-year-old boy named John 

Harvey, of Dorset Court, Dorset Street had been run over by a cart in Commercial Street and taken to the 

London Hospital6 and had wondered if this child connected to Maria Harvey at all. As looking for the witnesses 

and locals that are less easy to identify in official records is a research hobby of mine, my long-standing interest 

in Maria Harvey was well and truly piqued again! 

Sometime before the revelation about the boy 

John Harvey, I had been looking for Maria 

Harvey in the available records with little 

success. Frustratingly, a suitable candidate 

didnôt appear on any census, birth, marriage or 

death records apart from one woman I kept 

returning to. I came across this woman of the 

name Maria (on one occasion her name was 

given as Mary) Harvey who regularly 

appeared in the records for St George in the 

East workhouse and infirmary. This woman 

was said to be a widow, born c.1855, and 

interestingly, she gave her occupation as a 

laundress. So far so good. The only problem, 

or so I thought at the time, was that this 

particular Maria Harvey had two children 

according to the workhouse records, John born 

c.1882 and William born c.1884. As there 

were no known reports that mentioned Maria 

Harvey, the witness, had any children living 

with her, this seemed like an obstacle to a 

positive identification. There were, however, 

several reports that claimed either Mary Jane 

had a son of her own living with her, or that she was minding a child for a friend.  

Researcher Wolf Vanderlinden pointed me to newspaper articles stating that the boy staying in room 13 with 

Mary Jane was actually the son of a woman who was staying with her7, just as Maria Harvey had been. Now, 

suddenly, this woman from the workhouse records was looking much more promising. Was she the witness? 

Was the mention of Dorset Court, Dorset Street an error for Millerôs Court? Could the John Harvey knocked 

over in June 1888 have been the witnesses Maria Harveyôs son and if so, could they both then be the people 

in the workhouse records? Researchers Gary Barnett and Jose Oranto both went independently and looked at 

the original records of the London Hospital, confirming John Harveyôs admission on the date reported in the 

paper, his age and address and added that he was treated by Frederick Treves. Those records also gave Johnôs 

address as 2 Dorset Court, off Dorset Street, a court that did not exist. It was researcher Robert Clack, along 

with Jose, who both noted that at the time of the murder in Millerôs Court in November 1888, some early 

editions of various newspapers reported that the crime had occurred in Dorset Court, Dorset Street. This 

presented a real possibility that rather than Dorset Court being named in error, it was perhaps an alternative 
 

5 óRosellaô https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-discussions/scene-of-the-crimes/9495-the-broken-window?p=497633#post497633 
6 Lloyd's Weekly Newspaper, 3 June 1888 
7 "Her name was Mary Jane Kelly, she was twenty eight years of age, of medium height, plump, dark, good tempered, and not ill favoured features. 

Her little room was shared with a boy, eight years of age, and his mother." Suffolk and Essex Free Press - Wednesday 14 November 

https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-discussions/scene-of-the-crimes/9495-the-broken-window?p=497633#post497633
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local name for Millerôs Court. Unfortunately, the 

London Hospital record did not give the name of 

Johnôs parents or guardian. That would have been too 

easy! I was aware of another problem with this 

identification. If it was Maria Harvey and her son John 

from the workhouse records that were involved in 

Mary Janeôs story, where was Mariaôs other son 

William during this time? My efforts to find out more 

about Maria and her two sons, John and William 

continued. A Maria Harvey appeared in the Raine 

Street workhouse register of admissions and 

discharges on four separate occasions in February, 

March, April and July 1887. She was identified in the 

records as a destitute washerwoman and gave an 

address of 18 Station Place. This address was repeated 

in the workhouse creed register, where Mariaôs 

religion was given as Roman Catholic. Station Place 

was in the parish of St George in the East, just off 

Cornwall Street and may be familiar to readers of 

JTRFoums.com as both Gary Barnett and Jose Oranto 

had conducted very interesting research on some shady 

characters that inhabited that place. I also come across 

some settlement records for the Harvey family trio in 

the same St George in the East poor law records8.  

These notes provided little nuggets of information in 

the form of jottings originally taken to determine 

which board of guardians footed the bill for an 

individualôs infirmary or workhouse stay. Details of birthplace, past residences and other relevant information 

was usually taken down as evidence to be used in the adjudication of the parish and poor law union settlement. 

In Maria Harveyôs case the settlement notes revealed several previous addresses; 18 Station Place figured 

largely in those records, as previously mentioned, as well as 25 Mary Street, 6 Back Church Lane and 21 Gun 

Alley. The length of time she had spent at each address varied between the different settlement inquiry entries 

as though Maria had been unable to remember what exactly she had said last time she had been asked.  

Curiously, Gary Barnett informed me that 6, Back Church Lane was in fact little more than a shed being used 

to operate a catôs meat business, and again, had figured in some of his own research. This initially looked as 

though Maria gave false information about living at that specific address. Usually, the kind of information 

provided in the settlement records gives just enough extra clues to help track someone in the official records, 

but despite my initial optimism, Maria and her two sons John and William Harvey continued to completely 

evade identification in any other records beyond the workhouse. 

After months of scratching my head and going around in circles, I decided to look for other possible records 

for Maria Harvey or her sons after 1887. I checked for workhouse and infirmary entries for 1888, 1889 and 

1890. In the admissions for St George in the East Infirmary, I finally found what I needed to crack this 

identification. Admitted on the 11 February 1890 was the same Maria Harvey I had been tracking. Born 

c.1855, a laundress and a Roman Catholic. In this new entry she was admitted as ópregnant.ô Meanwhile, 

admitted to the workhouse on the same date of 11 February was John Harvey born c.1882. He entered Raine 

Street Workhouse from 3 North East Passage, again some people may recognise this address from research 

into other characters in the story of the Whitechapel Murders, including that of Pearly Poll. This address, 

which was actually 3 and 4 North East Passage, was a large lodging house, number 3 reserved for women and 

apparently their children, number 4 for males. In the records for another female in the same workhouse, a Mrs 

 
8 St/BG/SG 98/23 Settlement Reports, Recording Those Entering St George in the East Workhouse, 1887 
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Satchell was mentioned in connection with number 3 and electoral registers show John Satchellôs association 

with number 4. In the comments section of the workhouse register it was noted that Johnôs mother was in the 

infirmary. This corresponded to Mariaôs admission to the infirmary on the same day. I then checked the birth 

register index to see if I could find a childôs birth with the surname Harvey registered in St George in the East 

in 1890 and found one that fitted well. A girl, Mary Ann Harvey was born on 11 February 1890 at the 

workhouse Infirmary, Princes Street. Her father was named as John Harvey, dock labourer, deceased, her 

mother as Maria Harvey formerly Santrey, of 3 North East Passage. Maria Harvey made her mark as the 

informant. This birth was the record I needed to trace both Maria Harvey in the census entries and her sons in 

the birth registers. I now knew her maiden name. 

Looking at the birth index for a Maria Santry born c.1855 drew a blank, but I did find a close match in a girl 

named Hannah Maria Santry, born on the 18 June 1854. Her birth certificate gave her fatherôs name as Timothy 

Santry, a coal whipper, and her motherôs as Johanna Santry, formerly Dacey. Excitingly, Hannah Maria Santry 

was born at 7 Dorset Street, Christchurch, Spitalfields. I had enough information to trace the family through 

several census entries in 1851, 61 and 71 living in such places as Graceôs Alley, Whitechapel, home of 

Wiltonôs Music Hall and Cooper Court Whitechapel. In 1861 Hannah Maria was listed as plain óMariaô. She 

had two older siblings, John and Mary, and two younger siblings William and Emily. Emily, the youngest of 

the children died shortly after the 1861 census was taken. Hannah Mariaôs father, Timothy, had been born in 

Bandon, West Cork and her mother in Douglas, which is also in County Cork. In both the 1871 and 1881 

census Hannah Maria appeared as Hannah M. Santry. In the 1881 entry she was living away from the family 

at Station Place, St George in the East, one of the addresses given for Maria Harvey in the settlement records. 

While tracking Hannah Maria in the census and other records, I noticed another girl named Hannah Santry of 

a similar age, living in Whitechapel. Born on the 20 July 1851, her parents were William and Mary Santry, 

formerly Connor. William was a tailor by trade and also born in West Cork. I wondered if these two families 

may have been related but it also crossed my mind that I may have been following the wrong Santry when I 

noticed that Hannah, daughter of William and Mary Santry was living at 61 Backchurch Lane in 1871.  

As I previously mentioned, one settlement record for Maria Harvey and her sons gave her addresses as 6 

Backchurch Lane, which was not a residential address. I was left wondering if the house number in the 

settlement record should have been 61 and not 6. That would, rather puzzlingly, connect both Hannah Maria 

Santry b1854 and Hannah Santry born 1851 to Maria Harveyôs settlement record addresses. This was a bit of 

a dilemma. If Hannah Santry (1851) was Maria Harvey and not Hannah Maria Santry (1854) then that meant 

there was no early connection to Dorset Street although both girls and their families had connections to 

Whitechapel growing up. The two separate Santry families also had similar naming patterns among their 

children as well as both families originating from West Cork. It seemed highly likely that the two Santry 

families were related in some way.  

Further research into the family of Hannah Santry (1851) and her parents William Santry and Mary Connor 

revealed a quite surprising and intriguing possible connection to a well-known character already mentioned, 

that person was Mary Ann Connolly aka Pearly Poll and also Pollôs cousin, Julia Sheen, nee McCarthy. I 

discovered that the oldest children of William Santry and Mary Connor were all baptised in the connected 

rural coastal parishes of Ardfield and Rathbarry, in West Cork, Ireland9. A few years ago, I discovered Mary 

Ann Connollyôs parents and some of her siblings were baptised in this very same church parish. I also found 

during that research that Julia Sheen, nee McCarthy was definitely Mary Ann Connollyôs cousin, and that 

members of her family were also baptised in the same Ardfield and Rathbarry location10. William Santry, father 

of Hannah Maria was also born very close by in the nearby parish of Bandon.  

Detailed research on the two Santry families is currently ongoing to determine if they were related and when 

they left Ireland for London. At present I favour Hannah Maria Santry (1854) as being the woman named in 

workhouse records as Maria Harvey, given her Station Place address in 1881, the fact that she was known to 

 
9 Cate Santry baptised 8 Jan 1836, Ellen 10 November 1841, Timothy 5 November 1843, all children baptised at Ardfield and Rathbarry, óCMô 

children of William Santry and Mary Connor CPR.08/0007/04771/03 
10 My detailed research confirming that Mary Ann Connolly and Julia Sheen, nee McCarthy were cousins posts #36 to #38 

https://www.jtrforums.com/forum/other-ripper-notables/pearly-poll/17363-mrs-shean-of-4-fuller-s-court-drury-lane/page3#post614710 

https://www.jtrforums.com/forum/other-ripper-notables/pearly-poll/17363-mrs-shean-of-4-fuller-s-court-drury-lane/page3%23post614710
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go by the name Maria and was closer in age. 

As for sons John Harvey born c.1882 and William Harvey born c.1884 the reason they couldnôt originally be 

found in the birth registers was because unlike their younger sister Mary Ann Harvey, both boys were 

registered with their motherôs maiden name, Santry. John Sauntry was born on the 17 December 1881 at the 

workhouse infirmary Princes street so would have been six years and eleven months old in November 1888. 

No father's name is given on his birth entry and his mother is named as Maria Sauntry, domestic servant of 23 

Mary Street. Maria, the informant, signed with her mark at Princes Street workhouse infirmary. Nearly three 

years later on 22 August 1884 at the workhouse infirmary a boy named William Percy Santry was born. Again, 

no father's name is given and Maria Santry left her mark as informant of the birth, a washerwoman of 21 

Lower Gun Street. I looked for a marriage between Hannah Maria Santry, with various spellings of the 

surname, and a John Harvey, or any Harvey, but turned up nothing. Given that Maria was claiming to be a 

widow named Harvey in 1887 in various workhouse records and was still claiming to be widow Harvey in 

1890 when her daughter Mary Ann was born, it seems probable that her óhusbandô John Harvey never existed. 

Finally, to answer the question of where William Percy was in June or November of 1888 if Maria and John 

Harvey were the people documented at Millerôs Court that year and Maria Santry was indeed Maria Harvey 

the witness; William had sadly in died in the months between his appearance in the family settlement records 

in 1887 and the accident report involving John Harvey in June 1888. It was on 18 February 1888 at the 

workhouse infirmary Princes Street that William, aged 3 years, son of Maria Harvey, laundress of 18 Station 

Place succumbed to pneumonia. 

In conclusion, I propose that [Hannah] Maria Santry was indeed Maria Harvey the inquest witness, óMrs 

Gampô and ógreat friendô of Mary Jane Kelly, a woman who had stayed at room 13 on several occasions. I 

also suggest that the boy named John Harvey, aged six, of Dorset Court, knocked down in Commercial Street 

in June 1888 was Mariaôs son, John. If these conclusions are correct, then does this also throw open the 

possibility that the reports about Mary Jane Kelly having a child at her house on the night of her murder could 

be based in truth? Amongst them reports that allege Mary Jane sent the boy to a neighbour to be looked after, 

after acquiring a client on the night of 9 Novemberé 

éand even that the boy saw the killer11.  

Iôll leave that question with you. 

My grateful thanks to Robert Clack, Jose Oranto and Tom Wescott for their help and for encouraging me to 

start writing up my research and to Gary Barnett for sharing all his knowledge. 

Debra Arif is a writer and researcher who lives in Yorkshire. She has had an interest in the Whitechapel murders and the Thames Torso cases for over thirty-

five years.  

 

 

 

 

  

 
11 Western Morning News, Saturday November 10 1888 - Reports that a little boy at 13 Miller's Court was taken to a neighbours house when 

Mary Jane received a respectably dressed client. The boy returned to room 13 in the morning and saw the man with his mother. The man sent 

him off on an errand. As this was said to have happened on the morning of 9 November, this would make that man her killer.  

 

Unjam the Anagram  

Cromwellian axle  

Clue: I donõt think Mary Jane Kelly died in the early hours of Friday 

morningé 

Answer at the end of this edition 
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Missing  

Echo ( London) - Saturday 4 September 1880 

A Missing Daughter ï At the Thames Police-court, today, a respectable looking woman applied to Mr. 

Lushington for his advice respecting the sudden disappearance of her daughter, Mary Watts, aged 17 years, 

of 107, Coutts-road. Stepney, who left home on the morning of Monday week to try to obtain a situation and 

had been missing since. She is described as having dark hair and eyes, and as being attired in a dark drab 

dress, with a deep flounce; a similar coloured hat, bound round with dark velvet, and a long black jacket. 

 

Islington Gazette - Monday 6 June 1881 

A Missing Daughter ï Amongst applicants for advice and assistance, at Clerkenwell Police-court, on 

Thursday, Mrs Parsons, the wife of a boot clicker, of 18, Peters-lane, St, Johns-street, Clerkenwell, who stated 

that, upon May 24th, her daughter Sophia, aged 16 years of age, after having tea, left her home to go into the 

Strand, and that she had not seen her since, and that upon making inquires as to her whereabouts, she found 

that she had been seen in the Strand, and that she was living in some house nearby, but where it was she could 

not say. She had received the following letter from her daughter;- ñ Dear mother and father- I hope you will 

forgive me for leaving home, but I can truly say I was driven to it. I am very well and getting on very well. I 

am going to the continent to travel with a company; so, then, hope you will not trouble. I will write again 

soon.ò She ( applicant) thought that her daughter had been decoyed away and wished to know what she could 

do in the matter. The description of her daughter was:- Height 5ft. 2 in., complexion fair, dark eyes, brown 

hair, dress violet, with kilting, side hat , ribbed coat. Mr. Barstow said that he was afraid he could not help 

the applicant; she had better got to the police and inform them about it. The applicant, on leaving the court, 

was referred to the Associate institute for the protection of women. Cockspur- street Charing Cross, to see if 

the institute could not assist in the matter. 

 

Croydon Express  - Saturday 10 February 1883 

The Missing Daughter- We learn that Rose Chapman, age 17, who left her home, 15,Brockhurst -road, 

Mitchum-road, on the 16th of January, having undoubtedly been decoyed away, has not yet been discovered by 

her mother, Mrs. Card, notwithstanding the efforts of her friends and the police. Mrs. Card has appealed to 

us to again notice her case, and intimate to Rose Chapman that all will be forgiven if she will return home to 

her broken-hearted mother. The following is the description of the girl:- Height, 4ft.10in.; complexion, fair; 

hair, black, with short fringe on forehead; eyes, blue and large; dress, black, Newmarket jacket, black hat, 

trimmed with lace and feathers, blue petticoat, button boots, drab stockings, lined marked ñR Chapmanò. 

 

Morning Advertiser - Wednesday 06 February 1884 

Mrs. Sunderland, of 53, Wood Street, Westminster, applied to the court in the hope that publicity would assist 
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her to obtain tidings of her missing daughter Annie, aged 14, who disappeared from home on the 15th nit. And 

not been heard of, although every inquiry had been made privately and by the police- The missing child was 

described as exceptionally tall, being 5ft.2in. in height, fair ,grey eyes. Dress- black skirt, grey body, black 

Gainsborough hat trimmed with velvet and black beads ; lace up boots. 

 

Islington Gazette - Monday 21 April 1884 

A Missing Daughter ï A woman, apparently in great distress, applied to Mr. Barstow, at Clerkenwell Police-

court, on Thursday, for advice. She said her daughter, Hannah Drew, had been missing from her home since 

Friday, the 4th inst., when she left her home at about ten in the morning to go out to work. She lived with the 

applicant at 38 Compton-street, Brunswick Square, St Pancras. Describing her daughter, the applicant said 

she was fifteen years old, tall, fair, and a rather a fine-looking girl; hair, light brown, she was wearing when 

she left home a black dress with a deep flounce, a black alpaca tight fitting jacket, a black velvet hat with a 

black feather, and high spring-side boots with buttons. Mr Barstow recommended the applicant to ask the help 

of the press, who were generally willing to give assistance in these matters. 

 

Tower Hamlets Independent and East End Local Advertiser ï Saturday 13 March 1886 

A Missing Daughter - An elderly woman applied to Mr. Lushington for his advice respecting the 

disappearance of her daughter, Elizabeth Gale, aged 18, of 17 Lucas Street , Commercial-road East. She left 

home at a quarter to 8 oôclock on Tuesday morning last, taking all her new clothes off, and attiring herself in 

old articles. She was of fair complexion, light hair blue eyes, and was attired in a pompadour dress, with a 

small red flower, a black jacket, black straw hat, and lace up boots. Mr. Lushington said he had no doubt the 

press would kindly notice the application. 

 

Hampstead and Highgate Express  - Saturday 11 June 1887 

A Missing Daughter- Mrs. Chaplin, a respectable looking woman, wife of a police constable living at 

Oakleigh-road, Whetstone, applied to the bench to assist her to gain tidings of her missing daughter, aged 16 

½ years, who left home on the 18th of May, and not since been heard of by her parents. The girl left home 

without hat or jacket and had in her possession two half-sovereigns at the time. The bench requested the Press 

to notice the application. The young woman is described as 5ft.5in. in height, complexion fair, hair and eyes 

brown, smallpox mark on right side of the nose, and was wearing a black dress and black stockings, laced 

boots with low heels, and linen marked ñA.S.C.ò in ink . He name is Ada Sarah Chaplin. 

 

Woolwich Gazette - Friday 01 July 1887  

A Missing Daughter-Mrs. Cook, of 64, Ainsty-street, Rotherhithe , applied to his worship with reference to 

her missing daughter, Mary Jane Cook, aged 15, but looking older, whom she had not seen since Saturday 

week, when she left her in the street. The missing girl was described as tall with blue eyes and was wearing a 

drab dress trimmed with maroon velvet, drab hat and grey ulster. 

 

Pall Mall Gazette - Friday 4 November 1887 

A very curious point of law was raised yesterday at Westminster police-court. A Mrs. Davy apprenticed her 

daughter to a French Milliner, who is intimately acquainted with a well-known procuress, and does work for 

her and women of bad repute. This milliner first lied as to the whereabouts of the girl and then said that she 

had been sent to Italy. The mother swore an information yesterday that the child had been decoyed to a brothel 

abroad; but this, of course, she could not prove by legal evidence. Mr. Partridge said that as she had 

apprenticed her child to the milliner, the milliner could not be charged with unlawfully decoying or taking 
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away the child from her lawful guardian. Seeing that by the indentures she became the lawful guardian of the 

girl. If this be so, then all procuressôs for foreign brothels have only to get their victims apprenticed to some 

friend, and the parents and the courts are powerless. 

 

Weekly Dispatch ( London) - Sunday 16 September 1888 

In Search of a Lost Daughter ï At Marlborough- Street, on Friday, Margaret Elmore was charged with 

behaving in a disorderly manner at Berners-street at three oôclock in the morning. The ñdisorderly 

behaviour,ò according to the evidence of the police constable, would seem to consist in quietly sleeping on a 

doorstep. The prisoner admitted that she was so sleeping, adding that the policeman shook her and otherwise 

handled her very roughly. She was in the habit of going into the streets late at night, in the hope that she might 

find her daughter, who had been taken to Belgium, and was now back in London, walking the streets. Police-

constable Olding, 269 D, before he took her into custody, suggested that she should got to the workhouse. 

That was quite unnecessary, as she was in receipt of an income of some £40 per year. The magistrate, having 

heard her sad story, at once discharged her. 

 

hese are just a very few of the many in the late Victorian press. The abduction and disappearance of girls 

and young children is a dark and hidden history in the period. Many of these missing were destined for 

the semi-imprisonment of the brothels of France and Belgium others the vice and squalor of the East End 

brothels off the Highway. The younger children, horrifically were often the target of the West End brothels 

which catered for the tastes of a cruel and evil section of male society exposed by the WT Stead investigation, 

óThe Maiden Tributer of Modern Babylonô. 

Jonathan Tye is a researcher and writer who graduated in History from the University of Kent. His book on Edward Buckley and the Ripper 

murders was published in 2025. 
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SUGGESTIONS? COMMENTS? QUESTIONS? 

COMPLAINTS?  

RIPPEROLOGIST MAGAZINE WANT TO HEAR FROM YOU! 

CORRESPONDENCE SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO RIPPEROLOGIST@CASEBOOK.ORG . PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR 
LOCATION AND COUNTRY. ALL LETTERS MAYBE SUBJECT TO EDITING PRIOR TO PUBLICATION. DO NOT INCLUDE 

ANY ATTACHMENTS. 
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Change.org petition is launched to install a statue of Catherine 
Eddowes in Wolverhampton  

uke Reader, a Wolverhampton artist and designer, has started a Change.org petition to present to the 

Wolverhampton City Council, asking them to consider installing a memorial statue to Catherine Eddowes, 

so that she is ñproperly recognized and remembered.ò  

According to the petition (which can be found here https://www.change.org/p/remember-jack-the-ripper-

victim-catherine-eddowes-give-her-a-memorial-in-wolverhampton) the statue would be placed on Victoria 

Street, surrounded by historical architecture in a bustling shopping district. Eddowes herself was born in 

Wolverhampton on Merridale Street and spent a portion of her young adulthood living on Bilston Street.  A 

blue plaque acknowledging Eddowesô connection to 

the area was placed on the backside of Hosanna 

House Christian Centre on Merridale Street in 2015.  

The Change.org petitionôs text continues by 

repeating what has come to be a familiar mantra 

since the publication of Hallie Rubenholdôs book 

The Five:  

ñToo often, the story of Jack the Ripper focuses on 

the killer rather than the women whose lives were 

taken. In doing so, the victims are denied their own 

voice and identity, remembered only through the 

man who murdered them. Catherine Eddowes was 

more than a victim- she was a woman from our city 

with her own life, story and connection to 

Wolverhampton.ò  

Readers may be reminded of the difficulty that faced the campaign to erect a statue of Joseph Merrick in his 

hometown of Leicester. While receiving some local and national publicity and enlisting a sculptor for the 

work, the appeal ultimately had to be shelved due to lack of interest and the failure to secure the already 

massively reduced-price tag of £70,000 necessary to fabricate the statue.   

As of this writing, nearly a month has passed since the petition for a statue of Eddowes went live on Change.org 

and it has received coverage on the BBC, in the Daily Express and The Star and the Daily Mail, but still the 

petition has yet to break 200 signatures. The ultimate cost of such a statue, and who would pay for it, has not 

been determined as far as we can tell.  

The petition ends by stating, almost as an afterthought  

ñThe memorial could also stand as a tribute to victims of violence against women throughout 

history- ensuring their stories are remembered, and their voices are not lost.ò  

L 

Site of existing blue plaque 

https://www.change.org/p/remember-jack-the-ripper-victim-catherine-eddowes-give-her-a-memorial-in-wolverhampton
https://www.change.org/p/remember-jack-the-ripper-victim-catherine-eddowes-give-her-a-memorial-in-wolverhampton
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In that spirit, let us remember two recent prostitute 

murders connected to Wolverhampton that remain 

unsolved to this day. The victims were friends. Both 

women leave families behind seeking answers and 

closure. Parents are without their child; children are 

without their mothers. We hope that the city of 

Wolverhampton has provided all of the funds 

required and given every resource available to the 

authorities so that one day soon they are able to 

bring these womenôs murderer to justice.  

On the night of 3 September 1990, twenty-three-

year-old Gail Whitehouse, a Wolverhampton 

mother of two, was soliciting prostitution. She was 

seen shortly after 10 oôclock climbing into a lorry 

on Jenner Street, less than a mile from where 

Catherine Eddowesô blue plaque now resides. Her 

body was discovered three days later lying in some 

bushes only one hundred yards away from where 

she was last seen. She had been sexually assaulted 

and strangled. Press accounts described her as well-

known and well-liked, but despite traffic 

checkpoints, undercover duties and house to house 

inquiries, the police came up empty handed.  

Five months later, on 1 February 1991, 22-year-old Janine 

Downes, mother of three, and a friend of Gail Whitehouse, 

disappeared after leaving The Harp Inn pub on Walsall Street, 

Wolverhampton. Her last known location, like that of Gail 

Whitehouse, was roughly one mile from where Catherine 

Eddowes was born. A few days prior to this she had written a letter 

to her father, promising to leave sex work and rely on his 

assistance, rather than work the streets, to feed and clothe her 

young children. While at the pub on the night of her murder she 

told friends that she was leaving Wolverhampton for London as 

soon as she earned 

enough money for 

her fare. And earlier, 

Janine had said that she knew the identity of the man who killed 

Gail Whitehouse, but did not give his name. Her body was found 

the following morning 13 miles away in Shifnal. Like Gail, she 

had been beaten, raped and strangled before being dumped in 

some bushes along the side of the road. No one has been charged 

with her murder.  

Catherine Eddowes has gained posthumous notoriety due to the 

fact that her murder, along with many others, have gone unsolved 

for 140 years. Letôs hope that the same will never be said of any 

more women from this community.  

If you have any information about the murders of Gail 

Whitehouse or Janine Downes, please call Crimestoppers at 0800 555111. You can remain anonymous.  
 

Artist's impression of the statue 

Gail Whitehouse 

Janine Downes 
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he final part of this article will begin by examining the last time Tumblety practiced his quack medicine 

in the Canadian provinces, specifically, St. John, New Brunswick, then end by linking his Canadian 

sojourn to the Whitechapel murders. Just as in parts one through four, evidence arises linking Tumblety to 

collecting human organs. While a known Jack the Ripper suspect having a history of the exact same thing Jack 

the Ripper did to three of his victimsô bodies, i.e., collecting human organs, is intriguing, there is a problem. 

The London murders happened nearly three full decades later. Thanks to members of the Brotherhood of 

American Paper Stainers in Exile, we have corroborating evidence that Scotland Yard independently connected 

Tumblety to anatomical organs in London in 1888, when they had absolutely no idea of his organ collecting 

history. 

St. John, New Brunswick 

After leaving Boston in June 1860, Francis Tumblety returned to the provinces, but to one he had yet to exploit, 

St. John, New Brunswick. In 1860, St. John was the fourth largest city north of the US border with over 27,000 

residents.1 Since Toronto and the surrounding area in Canada West made him independently wealthy, he had 

the potential to nearly double his fortune. But Boston was over five times larger thus likely a bigger cash cow, 

so why there? As attested by his numerous autobiographies, Tumblety loved to be associated with famous 

people, including royalty. In the spring of 1860, all the major newspapers in the US and Canada were giving 

front-page attention to British royalty visiting the Canadian provinces. A private letter was uncovered by 

Canadian historian Gerard Keith from Deputy Minister William Smith to a government official named James 

Barber in St. John dated December 1, 1888.2 Smith had worked with Barber in St. John years earlier. Smith 

reminded Barber of Tumbletyôs time in St. John in 1860 and how he spent some time with him in Eastport, 

which is a harbor town located northeast of St. John in Newfoundland:  

ñMy dear Barber.... Do you recollect Dr. Tumblety who came to St. John about 1860 and who 

used to ride on a beautiful white horse with a long tail, and a couple of grey hounds following 

after him? Do you recollect how he used to canter along like a circus man? éHe was considered 

by Dr. Bayard and others an adventurer and Quack Doctor. He is the man who was arrested in 

London three weeks ago as the Whitechapel murdereré He must now be 58 or 60 years of age 

as he left St. John about 1860. He was a tall handsome man and a beautiful rider. When I was 

in Eastport in 1860 detained by a storm, I met him there and spent part of the day with him. 

He was very agreeable and intelligent. I do not think he could be the Whitechapel fiend. He 

now spells his name Twomblety. I believe his original name was Mike Sullivan." [Author 

emphasis added]ò 

 
1 Statistics Canada. (2010). The Canada Yearbook, 1867. <www.statcan.gc.ca>. 
2 Johnson, D.F. Jack the Quack. MyNewBrunswick.ca. <https://mynewbrunswick.ca/folklore/jack-the-quack/ >. 
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Incidentally, the source of Tumbletyôs name having been spelled ñTwombletyò was the New York World, a 

newspaper which cabled its articles to dozens of newspapers across the US and Canada. This suggests that 

Smith read the recent information on Tumblety from the papers, recalled his own experiences, then sent a letter 

to an old St. John friend. The importance of this private letter is Smithôs first-hand account. Smith ñrecollectsò 

Tumbletyôs experiences in St. John and he recalled his time with Tumblety in Eastport. Smith also made it a 

point to comment upon Tumblety being intelligent, which corroborates other acquaintances of Tumbletyôs. We 

can also infer that Smith believed Tumblety was in his late twenties or thirty when he met him in Eastport, 

since he expressed his belief that Tumblety would now ïat the writing of his private letter in 1888- be aged 58 

to 60. 

The date of William Smith happening upon Tumblety in Eastport, Newfoundland, waiting out a storm may 

arguably have been the evening of July 22 or 23, 1860. A special event occurred on that day in Newfoundland 

of international significance in which Tumblety ïa man who will later claim friendships in noble circles- had 

the opportunity to socialize with the future King of Great Britain. The Prince of Wales, Prince Edward Albert, 

eldest son of Queen Victoria, arrived in St. Johnôs Newfoundland. According to the Toronto Globe, July 23, 

1860: 

ñSt. Johns, N.F., July 23. Torrents of rain fell last night and this morning. The Prince was to 

land at ten oôclock [on July 24], but the landing was postponed till noon on account of the 

weather. At noon to-day the Prince and suite landed from the Hero, under a Royal saluteé The 

governor, Alexander Bannerman, met His Royal Highness on the Queenôs wharf, and conducted 

him to a carriage, thence through triumphal arches to the Government Houseé There was an 

immense concourse of spectators and great enthusiasm prevailed.ò 

On the evening of July 25, 1860, there was a dinner party at the Government House and a ball at 10pm. The 

Prince of Wales soon left then traveled by train eventually making his way to Canada West and Niagara Falls. 

He then visited the United States before returning to England. If Tumblety did attend, he returned to St. John, 

New Brunswick, and was present when the Prince of Wales was there on or about July 30. According to the 

Belfast News-Letter, July 30, 1860: 

ñThe squadron, with his Royal Highness and suite, is expected at St. Johnôs, Newfoundland, 

about the 23rd. Here, while the vessels coal, the Prince pays a short visit to St. Johnôs. On the 

following day the squadron sails for the Bay of Pictou, about 40 miles North of Halifax, where 

the Prince disembarks and proceeds by rail and carriage across the country to Halifaxé After 

a stay of nearly two days at Halifax he proceeds by land to Frederickton, and thence to St. 

Johnôs [sic], New Brunswick, stopping at each place a whole day at least.ò 
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When Tumblety arrived in St. John, he boarded at the American House and met with the proprietor Samuel B. 

Estey. As usual, Tumblety rented out two rooms. According to St. John genealogist Daniel F. Johnson, 

Tumblety appropriately applied for a license to practice at the common clerkôs office.3 On the application, 

Tumblety claimed to be a native of Ireland, 28 years of age, and was an Indian Herb Doctor. Johnson claimed 

that when the application was delivered to the assistant common clerk, ñit was decided to cross out Indian 

Herb Doctor and substitute the word druggist.ò It will soon be important to determine who substituted the 

word druggist for Indian Herb Doctor and if Tumblety had knowledge of this. Johnson stated that the original 

record was destroyed in the Great Fire of June 20, 1877.  

In normal fashion, Tumblety visited the local newspapers and began his over-the-top mass advertising 

campaign. Tumbletyôs business was in full swing throughout July 1860 and followed the same highly 

successful business plan he used in the other Canadian provinces. He started with an introductory 

advertisement, followed by larger, multicolumn ads with cure-all testimonials. His business plan also involved 

swamping the city with his secret disease pamphlets, so he likely continued this in St. John, as well. Just as in 

Toronto and Montreal, his aggressive cure-all advertising campaign quickly got the attention and ire of the St. 

John medical establishment. It was apparent to the resident physicians that Tumblety was a highly successful 

and manipulative quack doctor whose sole purpose was to make money through deceptive means. 

As confirmed by William Smith, the New Brunswick medical establishment quickly identified Tumblety as a 

quack, so it makes sense that they quickly went on the offensive immediately after the departure of the Prince 

of Wales. On July 31, 1860, Tumblety found himself in front of the magistrate at police court being charged 

with violating the Province of New Brunswick Medical Act of 1859.4 The prosecution stated that Tumblety 

was ñfalsely and willfully assuming titles which implied that he was a registered or lawfully recognized 

physician.ò The prosecution used Tumbletyôs application to practice as evidence in support of their claim. If 

Tumblety applied to practice as a druggist, or pharmacist, then the prosecution was pointing that out. If 

Tumblety applied as a physician, and Tumblety had no knowledge of the word druggist having been added, 

then their argument is weaker. On August 10, 1860, the magistrate returned a conviction, stating Tumblety 

was guilty of ñassuming the title of MD,ò and was fined Ã20. According to the New Brunswicker, this was the 

very first time someone was charged with violating the Medical Act of 1859.5  

Tumblety immediately appealed and Supreme Court Judge Robert Parker studied the case. To the dismay of 

the medical community, on or about September 11, 1860, he overturned the decision of the magistrate. The 

judge stated that the ñmagistrate was not warranted in implying that the defendant by taking and using the 

name and title of Doctor of Medicine meant to assert and signify that he was duly registered under the Province 

of New Brunswick Medical Act of 1859.ò6 

There is an important distinction. Newspapers reported that Tumblety was prosecuted because of fraudulently 

assuming the title of MD. Even though he never went to medical school, this was not the reason why he was 

prosecuted in New Brunswick. Officials claimed that Tumblety was practicing medicine without a license, 

therefore, he was in violation of the Medical Act. The weak evidence they used to prove he was practicing 

medicine without a license was his use of ñherb doctorò and signing MD after his name. They argued that 

Tumblety merely assumed he was eligible, so he practiced medicine. It was perfectly legal to open an Indian 

herb doctor office and advertise cure-all medicine as long as his office acted in the capacity of a pharmacy. 

They had no actual proof that Tumblety was illegally practicing medicine in his office, as Dr. Grant had proven 

in Toronto, and the judge realized this. The judge also saw that Tumblety did the right thing by following the 

directives of the New Brunswick Medical Act and registered with the local authorities upon his arrival. 

Tumblety clearly learned from his mistakes in Toronto. 

Tumblety registered with the mayor, but he would not receive the medical license until it was issued by the 

appropriate legal authority per the Medical Act. The mayorôs responsibility was to pass the request up the 

chain of command to the office of the Lieutenant-Governor. The Province of New Brunswick successfully 

 
3 ibid. 
4 New Brunswicker. July 31, 1860. 
5 New Brunswicker. August 11, 1860. 
6 The Morning Freeman. September 13, 1860. 
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passed their own Medical Act in 1859, which became law on April 13, 1859, and took effect on June 1, 1859, 

in accordance with the Acts of the General Assembly of Her Majestyôs Province of New Brunswick in reference 

to the Medical Act of 1859.7 

We also see Tumblety operating outside of social norms in St. John in the very first eyewitness account of him 

molesting a young man. The St. John resident stated: 

ñThe vile character of Tumblety was fully shown at another time by an assault which he 

attempted on a young drug clerk who came to him as a patient.ò8  

Since Tumblety will have sexually molested young men in the future on multiple occasions on both sides of 

the Atlantic, there is little doubt that this occurred. This event would also have allowed the New Brunswick 

medical council to pull Tumbletyôs name of the registrar, because he was ñguilty of infamous conduct in any 

professional respect.ò The very first time we see any evidence that Tumblety treated women, as a group, 

poorly is during his time in New Brunswick in 1860. A St. John eyewitness recalled Tumblety and remembered 

him claiming he was an eclectic physician: 

ñAfter a while the more intelligent people got their eyes open to the fact that he was a charlatan, 

and soon afterward stories began to go round about his indecorus [sic] treatment of some of his 

lady patients.ò9  

St. Johnôs medical establishment lost round one with Tumblety when the judge sided with him and overturned 

the magistrateôs decision, but they only had to wait just two weeks when a huge opportunity arose to finally 

force Tumblety to close his doors. To their delight, Tumblety found himself being held accountable for the 

death of a patient. If convicted, this would guarantee Tumbletyôs office would be closed, since it violated 

elements of the Medical Act of 1859. James Portmore, a carpenter and volunteer fireman, died under 

Tumbletyôs care on Wednesday, September 26, 1860, according to a timeline in the Morning Freeman, 

September 29, 1860. Portmoreôs gravestone at the Wesleyan Burial Grounds states he passed at aged 59 on 

September 15, 1860. The 1851 census has his trade as a joiner, meaning a craftsman who joins wood.  

On Thursday morning, September 27, 1860, the Mayor spoke with Mrs. Portmore, then wrote to the coroner 

requesting an inquest be held. A jury was summoned and an inquest was held that afternoon, which began at 

Portmoreôs home then adjourned to the Court House. Tumblety was present during the proceedings on that 

day and even cross-examined Mrs. Portmore. According to the Toronto Globe, October 10, 1860, the 

proceedings lasted until Friday, September 28, 1860, but Tumblety was not present the second day. He saw 

the writing on the wall and rushed out of the city leaving behind his travel trunks. 

Tumblety had two young men working for him in St. John, an S.B. Estey and a William Hamilton, and the 

coroner called both to testify in front of the jury on Friday. Estey testified that he had been working for 

Tumblety for thirteen weeks and saw him last night at about 9pm. Tumblety came downstairs, lit a cigar, then 

left. That was the last time he had seen Tumblety. William Hamilton testified that he had been hired by 

Tumblety three weeks earlier as a clerk, meeting him on a steam ferry. He last saw Tumblety last night between 

10 and 11pm on St. Andrews Road ñbeyond the suspension bridge.ò Hamilton continued and stated that 

Tumblety rode his white horse and wore his cloak and cap, grey trousers, and he had his hound with him. 

Hamilton showed Tumblety the way to Gate Bridge. Hamilton stated, ñThe Gate Bridge was closed, and when 

he went to knock the Doctor told him to tell the gatekeeper, ñWho asked if anyone was sick in Carleton, that 

he had been sent for to the Reverend Mr. Dunphyôs.ò The gatekeeper allowed them through, then after about a 

quarter of a mile, Tumblety asked Hamilton about the road to Calais. Tumblety then told Hamilton that he 

would ride to Calais and then have Hamilton $100 to pay Mr. Esteyôs bill and Mr. Stockford. He then told 

Hamilton to keep his office running until he returned. He said that if he does not return, then he would telegraph 

him in order for Hamilton to send him his trunks. Tumblety then said to Hamilton that if his parents permit 

him, he could come too. 

 
7 Simpson, J. (1859). Acts of the General Assembly of Her Majestyôs Province of New Brunswick. Fredericton. British North American 

Legislative Database. 1758-1867. <https://bnald.lib.unb.ca/legislation/source-documents/63?page=1.> 
8 San Francisco Call. December 27, 1888. 
9 Boston Herald. Nov 25, 1888. 

https://bnald.lib.unb.ca/legislation/source-documents/63?page=1
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The significance of examining Tumbletyôs time in St. John time as it relates to this 5-part article is what he did 

on the evening of September 27, 1860. In December 1888, a St. John newspaper reporter hired by the San 

Francisco Call interviewed elderly residents about Tumblety operating in St. John in 1860. The reporter also 

searched the archives of old newspapers and discovered the following peculiar event, which occurred just 

hours before Tumblety sneaked across the border into the US. The reporter stated: 

ñDuring the inquest, and before the Doctor [Francis Tumblety] fled, those present at the 

hearing were horrified at the nearly successful attempt to abstract the heart and liver of the 

dead man from the receptacle in which they lay.ò10  

In late November 1888, a New York World reporter was seeking anyone in New York City who knew Jack the 

Ripper suspect Francis Tumblety and found Manhattan attorney William P. Burr at his office at 320 Broadway 

Avenue. He then hunted down fellow Manhattan attorney Charles Dunham whose Broadway office was near 

Burrôs office but found Dunham at his home in New Jersey.11 Dunham told the reporter about his experience 

with Tumblety in Washington DC in August 1861 at the outset of the American Civil War. Dunham said he 

was a colonel and Tumblety invited him, his lieutenant colonel, and many other officers in General George B. 

McCellanôs command, to a medical lecture in which he illustrated it with dozens of human organs, including 

his favored collection of uterus specimens.  

ñHe then broke into a homily on the sin and folly of dissipation, fiercely denounced all woman 

and especially fallen womené Then he invited us into his office where he illustrated his lecture, 

so to speak. One side of this room was entirely occupied with cases, outwardly resembling 

wardrobes. When the doors were opened quite a museum was revealed--tiers of shelves with 

glass jars and cases, some round and others square, filled with all sorts of antomical [sic] 

specimens. The 'doctor' placed on a table a dozen or more jars containing, as he said, the 

matrices of every class of women. Nearly a half of one of these cases was occupied exclusively 

with these specimens.ò 

Dunhamôs story took place less than one year after Tumblety attempted to steal Portmoreôs organs in St. John. 

At first, Tumblety owning such a large collection of anatomical specimens seems farfetched, but now that we 

see he operated a medical institute in Toronto just a few years earlier, it no longer seems unusual. 

London 1888 

Examining Tumblety in his travels and experiences from 1856 to 1861 does open a window into why he 

became interested in collecting human organs, but this was 28 years before the Whitechapel murders. The 

reason for him having been so interested in acquiring human organs makes sense in the 1860s, but not in the 

1880s. Still, it does give one pause knowing that a Scotland Yard Jack the Ripper suspect had in his background 

exactly what the Whitechapel fiend did ï collect human organs. Further, Tumblety is connected to the same 

three organs that the killer took, the uterus, kidney, and heart. As stated, Tumblety allegedly presented his 

uterus collection to Union officers in 1861, and then in January 1888 -the year of the murders- Tumblety told 

a Toronto Mail reporter that he ñwas suffering from kidney and heart disease, and that he was constantly in 

dread of sudden death.ò12  

This 28-year gap might also be an illusion. Tumblety was a very reclusive person, and we know very little 

about his private affairs.  

Did Scotland Yard have evidence that Francis Tumblety was involved with collecting anatomical organs while 

in London in 1888? Chief Inspector John G. Littlechild informed journalist George R. Simms in a private letter 

1913 that there was a large dossier on suspect Francis Tumblety at Scotland Yard. Sadly, it is lost to time. Even 

though the file is gone, we can be confident that it existed thanks to a credible unbiased source - Chief Inspector 

Littlechild. Even though we do not have police reports connecting Tumblety to anatomical organs in London, 

there is evidence to the affirmative. Enter the Brotherhood of American Paper Stainers in Exileé 

 
10 St. Louis Globe-Democrat. January 5, 1889. 
11 Rochester Democrat & Chronicle. December 3, 1888. 
12 Toronto Mail. November 23, 1888 
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In the late 19th century, the New York Associated Press, major New York 

City newspapers, and the Boston Herold assigned reporters to London and 

were responsible for collecting European news. They were referred to as 

London correspondents, sometimes called special correspondents or 

foreign correspondents, and the newsgathering organizations only gave 

this assignment to their most trusted reporters.13 In 1888, the London 

correspondent for the Associated Press was James Maclean, for the New 

York Sun was Arthur Brisbane, for the New York Tribune was George W. 

Smalley, for the New York World was E. (Edwin) Tracy Greaves, for the 

New York Times was Harold Frederic, for the New York Herald was Oakey 

Hall, and for the Boston Herald was Ed Perry until November 1888, then 

replaced by Arthur Warren (Springfield Reporter, December 7, 1888).14 

These London correspondents collected much of the news for their 

respective newsgathering organizations directly from the London daily 

newspapers, taking advantage of New York being five hours later. They 

also tirelessly solicited London sources for breaking news, or scoops, 

especially with the Whitechapel murders, since this story was selling 

papers. For example, E. Tracy Greaves broke the news in a November 17, 

1888, news cable of a New Yorker named ñKumbletyò having first been 

arrested on suspicion, released because of lack of evidence to charge, then 

re-arrested on a lesser charge. He also broke the story at the end of November of Tumblety jumping bail and 

sneaking out of the UK, ñhaving been last seen in Havre, France.ò15 

According to Zelizer et al., in print journalism, the first line of the article is the Dateline, which describes 

where and when the news story was crafted.16 If the news story was crafted in Boston, even if it was on the 

London murders, it was location stamped ñBoston.ò If the news story was crafted in Trenton, New Jersey, the 

article was location stamped ñTrenton, N.J.ò: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the new story was crafted in London, it was location stamped ñLondon,ò and if the newsgathering 

organization had a London correspondent, they crafted the story. 

 
13 Crawford, T.C. (1889). English Life. Lovell & Co. 
14 New York Times. The Reminiscences of a Colleague. October 23, 1898. 
15 Rochester Democrat & Chronicle. December 3, 1888. op. cit. 
16 Zelizer, Barbie; Allan, Stuart. (2010). Keywords in News and Journalism Studies. Milton Keynes: Open University Press. p. 29. 

Arthur Warren - Courtesy of 

Gutenberg.org 
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The two ways London correspondents in the late 19th century transmitted news across the Atlantic to their 

respective home offices were by telegraph, or transatlantic cable, which began operating in 1882, and by postal 

steamship service.17 News that was determined to be ñspecialò and time-critical, such as a scoop, was sent by 

cable, but this was relatively expensive.18 Longer, multicolumn stories were sent by steamship, which meant 

that the contents of news would be just over a week old to ten days old. A recent discovery of a breaking story 

by E. Tracy Greaves demonstrates how London correspondents sometimes sent articles through the postal 

steamship service, and it may very well be a scoop on Tumbletyôs very first arrest in London, the arrest on 

suspicion for the Whitechapel murders. It was published in the Boston Globe, November 10, 1888, but was 

sent by Greaves on October 30:  

ñNew York. -November 9. The World tomorrow will publish the 

following: London. October 30. ï The word ñWhitechapelò has 

passed as a verb into the vocabulary of the criminal classesé 

Well, at this writing no one is under arrest; all the men locked 

up on suspicion and on delirium tremens confessions have been 

discharged. A man from New York was among the number. He 

came into the World office afterward and wanted it explained 

that he was ñon a lark.ò We, he had his fun, and from the police 

court evidence he deserved all the unsavory publicity he got. But 

so far it has all amount to nothing. Whether it will do so before 

this letter reaches the World looks very doubtful now.ò  

Note the ten-day difference between when New York World gave access 

to the article to the Boston Globe (November 9) and the date E. Tracy 

Greaves placed in the article (October 30). Further, the last sentence 

clearly infers a time difference between his ñletterò and its arrival to 

home office. Transatlantic cables 

transmissions were immediate, 

which makes the sentence 

nonsensical if Greaves meant a 

news cable transmission.  

Although competing aggressively 

to get scoops, these Americans 

journalists were friends and 

socialized with each other, all 

members of the Savage Club. 

According to an article titled 

Reminiscences of a Colleague, in 

the New York Times, October 23, 

1898, Arthur Warren stated, ñWhen I went to London at the end of 1888 as a correspondent for the Boston 

 
17 FTL Design. (2014). The Atlantic Cable. <www.atlantic-cable.com>. 
18 Crawford, T.C. (1889). Op. cit.  

Harold Frederic 

file:///C:/Users/suzie/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/www.atlantic-cable.com
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Herald, [Harold] Frederic was the first man to welcome me to the ñBrotherhood of American Paper Stainers 

in Exileéò Frederic was once an advisor for President Grover Cleveland and received the position of London 

Correspondent in 1884 through Clevelandôs influence. He also brought a letter of introduction to London 

written by Cleveland for the specific purpose to make connections with influential people and open doors.19  

These London correspondents were well-respected in London and even had 

connections in Scotland Yard. E. Tracy Greaves in October 1888 commented 

upon his Scotland Yard informant on two separate occasions, once in an October 

6, 1888, news cable published in the Chicago Tribune, October 7, 1888, and 

again in the New York World, October 9, 1888. The World office was only about 

300 yards from Scotland Yard, so distance was not an issue. 

The New York Sun London correspondent Arthur Brisbane interviewed Assistant 

Commissioner Anderson in his office at Scotland Yard on November 14, 1888, 

just five days after the Kelly murder. According to The Sun, November 26, 1888, 

Brisbane states: 

ñThough extremely busy, Dr. Anderson, the head for the hour of the 

Metropolitan Police, has been kind enough, on knowing that I was a 

representative of The Sun, to give me a few minutes of his just now priceless 

time.ò Brisbane then interviewed Dr. Bagster Phillips, ñTo Dr. Phillips, the 

Divisional Surgeon of the Police for Whitechapelé I said: ñDo you believe that 

the murderer is a foreigner, an American, as the rumor has been?ò Phillips: 

ñHow can I know? I have not seen him.òò 

Another example of Brisbane receiving a scoop from a Scotland Yard source 

deals with supposed eyewitness George Hutchinson who claimed to have seen 

Mary Kelly bring a man with a Jewish appearance who wore a long dark coat 

trimmed in astrakhan carrying a massive gold chain back to her room the night 

of her murder.20 Hutchinson stated that he believed he lives in the 

neighborhood and saw him in Petticoat Lane recently. Inspector Abberline 

seems to have initially taken Hutchinson seriously. According to a signed 

report, Abberline stated he directed two officers to accompany Hutchinson 

around the neighborhood.21 Immediately after this, though, Hutchinsonôs 

name is no longer discussed, as if Scotland Yard no longer took his testimony 

seriously. Arthur Brisbane may have found the answer. The Star Tribune, 

November 18, 1888, published Brisbaneôs news story: 

ñ[Copyright, 1888, by the New York Sun Publishing Company.] 

London. Nov. 17. ï [Special Cable to the TRIBUNE.] In England there 

is not much interest in anything just now but the Whitechapel murder [Mary Kelly] and details 

surrounding ité Some clever individual having invented a detailed description of a man seen 

walking about with Mary Kelly just before she was murdered, has been hired at five times his 

usual salary to walk about with the police and try to see the man again.ò  
 

If true, knowing the police paid Hutchinson five times his usual salary was a scoop and could only have come 

from a police source with knowledge of this. Further, this answers why the police never discussed 

Hutchinsonôs eyewitness testimony again. They were convinced he lied.  

Specific to human organs, Arthur Brisbane made a connection between Tumblety and collecting uterus 

specimens in a massive full-page article published in The Sun, November 25, 1888. Note the date. Since a 

steamship transit was just over a week to ten days, Brisbane completed this article just after his November 14 

 
19 Rogers, R. (2003). Biography of Harold Frederic (1856-1898). Harold Fredericôs The Damnation of Theron Ware. 

<http://helios.acomp.usf.edu/~rrogers/biooffrederic.html>. 
20 The Morning Post. November 14, 1888. 
21 Evans, S. P., Rumbelow, D. Jack the Ripper, Scotland Yard Investigates. (2006). Sutton Publishing Limited. P. 193. 

Arthur Brisbane 

Arthur Brisbane 

http://helios.acomp.usf.edu/~rrogers/biooffrederic.html
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meeting with Anderson. In the section dealing with theories on who the killer was Brisbane wrote:  

ñScores of arrests have been made and hundreds of theories formed. An American doctor named 

Twomblety is now held because he is an erratic character and because one theory is that some 

American medical institution wants specimens of the female uterus, which it happens that 

Jack the Ripper often takes from the bodies of his victims.ò [Author emphasis added] 

There is a problem. The story about an American medical institute desiring uterus specimens for Ã20 was 

already resolved by early October. A Central News article published in the Birmingham Daily Post, October 

5, 1888, states:  

ñThe Central News says the announcement of Dr. Browne of the disappearance of the uterus 

revived for a time the theory put forward by Mr. Wynne Baxter, the coroner in the Hanbury 

Street case. The British Medical Journal, however, states that the foreign physician who sought 

to purchase specimens was a gentleman of the highest respectability, that he did not offer a 

large price, and that he left London eighteen months ago.ò  

The Standard, October 5, 1888, further states:  

ñThere was never any real foundation for the hypothesisé which was not at all of the nature 

which the public has been led to believe, was due to the erroneous interpretation by a minor 

official of a question which he had overheard, and to which a negative reply was given. This 

theory may be at once dismissed, and is, we believe, no longer entertained even by its author 

[Coroner Wynne Baxter].ò  

It makes no sense that Brisbane would connect Tumblety to a known debunked story. Arthur Brisbane even 

transmitted the story to home office in early October, stating in The Sun, October 5, 1888, ñIt is true that a 

foreign physician inquired a year ago as to the possibility of securing certain parts of the bodyé and the 

physician in question is of the highest respectability, and came exceedingly well accredited.ò  

A resolution to this problem is his London source told him this and it was not an invention of his own making. 

There is evidence that some officials in Scotland Yard continued to take the collecting of organs seriously. The 

famous journalist George R. Simms wrote an article in the Lloyds Weekly News.22 In it, he mentions the theory 

put forth by Coroner Wynne Baxter just after the Annie Chapman murder:  

ñThe other theory in support of which I have some curious information, puts the crime down to 

a young American medical student who was in London during the whole time of the murders, 

and who, according to statements of certain highly respectable people who knew him, made on 

two occasions an endeavour to obtain a certain internal organ, which for his purpose had to be 

removed from, as he put it, "the almost living body."ò 

Baxter made it clear at the inquest that his concern was less 

the American medical student requesting to purchase 

uterus specimens, but more someone taking it upon 

himself to acquire and sell the organs. According to The 

Daily Telegraph, September 29, 1888, Baxter ñassumed 

that some abandoned wretch had been incited by the 

knowledge that a demand existedéò 

Simms then continued: 

ñDr. Wynne Baxter, the coroner, in his summing up to 

the jury in the case of Annie Chapman, pointed out the 

significance of the fact that this internal organ had 

 
22 Lloyds Weekly News. My Criminal Museum ï Who Was Jack the Ripper? September 22, 1907. 

George W Smalley Reporting from the Battle of Antietam - 

Courtesy of History.net 
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been removed. But against this theory put forward by those who uphold it 

with remarkable details and some startling evidence in support of their 

contention, there is one great fact. The American was alive and well and 

leading the life of an ordinary citizen long after the Ripper murders came 

to an end.ò  

Baxterôs theory was not that the American medical student was the killer but some 

abandoned wretch. It looks as if Simmsô Scotland Yard sources revealed 

something that the sources for the papers did not reveal, ñsome startling 

evidence.ò  

Yet a second member of the Brotherhood of American Paper Stainers in Exile, 

George W. Smalley, connected Tumblety with collecting human organs, as well. 

According to Arthur Warren, George W. Smalley was ñstill of the Tribune and 

ñDean of the Faculty.òò Smalley had been a London correspondent longer than 

the others, having been assigned in 1866. Smalley received this prestigious 

assignment because he made his name during the American Civil War by eye 

witnessing the famous Battle of Antietam in September 1862 as a war 

correspondent and authoring highly details stories. In London, Smalley was known by his fellow members of 

the Brotherhood of American Paper Stainers in Exile to use his London sources very effectively. In the 

Portland Sunday Telegram, September 12, 1897, the Boston Heraldôs London correspondent Ed Perry stated, 

ñIn the old times the London correspondent of an American newspaper had to ógrubô for his newsé George 

W. Smalley, for many years the representative in London of the New York Tribune, had the best sources of 

information concerning European politics.ò  

Note what Smalley transmitted for the December 4, 1888, issue of the New York Tribune:  

ñDR. TUMBLETY ARRIVES IN NEW-YORK. 

DETECTIVES KEEPING THEIR EYE ON HIM 

-HIS ARREST IN LONDON HAS EXCITED PEOPLE HERE SOMEWHAT. 

Doctor Francis Tumblety or, as he is known in England, Twomblety, is in New-York. He was 

arrested on suspicion of being implicated in the Whitechapel butcheriesé He has been charged 

with a fondness for collecting anatomical specimens, and this has made his connection with 

the Whitechapel atrocities appear probable. [Author emphasis added]ò 

Conclusion 

Parts one, two, and three of this five-part article covered the beginning of Francis Tumbletyôs chosen 

profession as an herbal quack doctor from the spring of 1856 to the fall of 1858 as he practiced throughout 

what is now the Canadian provinces of Ontario and Quebec. As argued, a guilty verdict in May 1857 in a 

Toronto court found against Francis Tumblety for practicing as a physician without a medical license was a 

seismic event. His actions show he changed his quack doctor business plans for the next four years focusing 

now on strategies to attain the license. The requirement for physicians to apply for a medical license in the 

Canadian provinces in the mid-19th century provided the medical board of physicians and surgeons a tool to 

weed out problematic quack doctors from qualified physicians. They did this through intense oral 

examinations. For Tumblety to convince the same medical board who took him to court, he would have to 

convince them he was not a quack. To do this and pass an oral examination, he had to gain a working 

knowledge of both human anatomy and surgery. He claimed he graduated from a credible medical school, but 

he would have to prove it. Part four of this article revealed evidence that Tumblety had an interest in collecting 

human organs in 1860 and 1861 and discuss the likely reason for this. In the 19th century, it was common 

practice for surgeons with exceptional reputations to give medical lectures illustrated with displays of human 

organs of their own making.23 In 1859, we find Tumblety performing medical lectures in Buffalo, New York, 
 

23 Bates, A.W. ñIndecent and Demoralising Representationsò: Public Anatomy Museums in Mid- Victorian England. Medical History. V. 52 (1): 

1-22, Jan 1, 2008. 

George W Smalley - Courtesy of 

Gutenberg.org 
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when he temporarily moved his quack doctor business to that city. He advertised his plan to give lectures in 

Buffalo while practicing medicine.24 This was corroborated by the recollections of Buffalo Police Captain 

Thomas Cavanaugh in the Buffalo Courier, May 31, 1914, who saw first-hand Tumblety giving lectures ñwith 

Thespian emphasis.ò In St. John, New Brunswick, in September 1860, we see Tumblety callously attempting 

to steal internal organs from the recently deceased patient of his. He was not done with acquiring anatomical 

specimens. Less than one year later, Tumblety was in Washington DC, and an eyewitness claimed to see 

Tumbletyôs huge collection of anatomical specimens, especially his favored uterus collection. Fast-forward to 

January 1888 when Tumblety told a Toronto reporter he was constantly in dread of sudden death because of 

kidney and heart disease. Note that Tumblety is connected to the very three organs that Jack the Ripper took 

out of the body of three of his victims. It is highly unlikely that Scotland Yard knew of Tumbletyôs antecedents 

as far back as 1861, yet we have corroborating evidence that they connected him to attempting to collect 

human organs. The London correspondents to US newsgathering organizations were highly respected in 

London and one or more had Scotland Yard sources.  

Michael L Hawley is the author of Dr. Francis Tumblety & the Railway Ripper (2023), Jack the Ripper Suspect Dr. Francis Tumblety (2018), 

and The Ripperôs Haunts (2016) and has published over twenty research articles on the Whitechapel murders mystery in Ripperologist, 

Whitechapel Society Journal, and The New Independent Review. He is coauthor with true crime expert Alan R. Warren on the nonfiction book 

Jack the Ripper: The Interviews (2020), and is a participating author of Who Was Jack the Ripper? (2019). He is also a cohost on NBC Radioôs 

House of Mystery with Allen R. Warren. 

 

Clues: 

¶ First name of óJohnny Uprightô: 

Sergeant _______ Thick (8) 

¶ First name of óone-armed Lizô: A____ 

Morris (5) 

¶ Location of the murder of Martha 

Tabrum: _e____ Yard (6) 

¶ Confessor of the crimes and drunkard: 

Alfred Napier _________d (9) 

¶ óAssistantô to Thomas Bond: Charles 

H______ (7) 

¶ First name of the victim from the 

corner of Wentworth Street: E___ 

Smith (4)  

¶ Witness at Mary Ann Nicholsô inquest: 

Thomas E__ (3)  

¶ Surname of Samuel, a witness at Frances Colesô inquest: __r__s (6)  

¶ East End stage star and daughter of one of original members of the vigilance committees: A__ Reeve 

(3) 

¶ Had a quarrel with Annie Chapman over a bar of soap: E____ Cooper (5)  

¶ Detective, first name Baxter: _un_ (4)  

¶ Sailor who accompanied Frances Coles on the night she died: _____ Thomas Sadler (5)  
 

Answers at the end of this edition 

 
24 Buffalo Courier. May 4, 1859. 
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Remembering Jack the Ripper: The 

Seven Sins of Memory 

 

 have the unusual pleasure of 

teaching psychology through one of 

historyôs most infamous unsolved 

murder series. As a professor of 

psychology at the College of 

Charleston, I teach a first-year seminar 

that uses the Jack the Ripper investigation to explore core ideas in psychology. I also teach abroad in the 

British Studies Program through the University of Southern Mississippi, where classroom discussions are 

paired with a tour of the East End. In this column, I will be approaching the Whitechapel murders in the same 

way I do with my studentsðusing them to illustrate key ideas in psychology. 

One of the foundational topics in psychology is memory. We often think of memory as a recording device that 

accurately preserves events. However, memory works differently. Rather than faithfully storing the past, 

memory is reconstructive and prone to predictable errors. Psychologist Daniel L. Schacter termed these the 

Seven Sins of Memory1. Schacter grouped them into two categories. The first are sins of omission, in which 

memories fail to appear during an attempt at recall. The second are sins of commission, in which memories 

appear but are distorted in some way. The Jack the Ripper investigation is well-suited to demonstrate these 

memory errors because it relies heavily on recollections recorded in inquests, police reports, memoirs, and 

newspapers. 

The first memory sin, transience, refers to the gradual fading of 

memory over time. As time passes, details become increasingly 

difficult to access. A good example appears in the memoir of 

Detective Walter Dew, who was a young officer at the time of the 

murders. Much later, he described the case in I Caught Crippen, 

published half a century after the murders2. Some details of the 

investigation had clearly faded. For example, he admitted he could no 

longer remember exactly when the name ñJack the Ripperò first came 

into use, and he partially ï and incorrectly ï attributed it to wall 

chalking. In another passage describing the attack on Emma Smith, 

Dew wrote that she was found lying injured in the street and that the 

police and a doctor were summoned. Contemporary accounts clearly 

state that Smith managed to walk back to her lodging house following 

her attack3. Such discrepancies are typical of transience. As memories 

age, specific details fade, and later recollections may contain gaps or 

reconstructed elements in an otherwise intact memory.  

The second sin of memory is absentmindedness, which occurs when 

information is not properly encoded because attention is elsewhere. Passers-by ordinarily have little reason to 

pay much attention to others on the street. A well-known example comes from the testimony of Joseph 

Lawende, who saw Catherine Eddowes speaking with a man near Mitre Square moments before her murder. 

Although he could describe his dress, Lawende stated that ñI doubt whether I should know him again.ò4 In 

other words, he had seen the man but had not paid enough attention to remember identifying details. 

 
1 Daniel L. Schacter, The Seven Sins of Memory: How the Mind Forgets and Remembers (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2001). Definitions of all 

seven memory sins are from this source. 
2 Walter Dew, I Caught Crippen (London: Blackie & Son, 1938), chapter ñThe Hunt for Jack the Ripper.ò 
3 Testimony of Mary Russell, Emma Smith inquest, reported in The Times, 9 April 1888. 
4 Testimony of Joseph Lawende, Catherine Eddowes inquest (Corporation of London Record Office, 1888). 

I 

Ripper Minds 

 

Chad Galuska 

A young Walter Dew in 1887 - wikipedia.org 
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A similar possibility arises in the discovery of Mary Ann Nichols in Buckôs Row. Robert Paul encountered 

Charles Lechmere standing near the body and ð interestingly ð did not report hearing anyone walking ahead 

of him in the street5. Some modern commentators argue that this suggests Lechmere must have been there for 

some time, indicative of his guilt6. But this assumes Paul was carefully listening to sounds around him as he 

walked to work. It is plausible that, already late, Paul was more focused on getting to work on time and less 

aware of the usual sounds around him. And this is closely related to inattentional blindness, in which 

individuals fail to perceive a stimulus when attention is directed elsewhere7. Although inattentional blindness 

is technically a perceptual rather than a memory failure, the practical consequence is similar: if something is 

not attended to, it is unlikely to be remembered. 

The third sin is blocking, the temporary inability to retrieve information accompanied by the feeling that we 

nonetheless know it. Most people have experienced the tip-of-the-tongue sensation in which a name feels just 

out of reach but refuses to come to mind. Proper names are especially prone to this problem because they 

function largely as arbitrary labels with few associations to help cue recall.  

Once in class, I was describing the witness who saw the beginning of the assault on Elizabeth Stride, but his 

name suddenly escaped me. Instead, the name of Louis Diemshutzðthe man who discovered Strideôs bodyð

kept intruding into my thoughts, though I knew this was wrong. I quickly ran through the names of other 

witnesses from that night, but none were correct. Suddenly, the name popped into my head. I told the class 

that the witness was named Israel Lipski! A student quickly corrected me: ñWasnôt Lipski a slur that the 

attacker directed at the witness, Israel Schwartz?ò Oopsé  

The remaining sins involve distortion rather than forgetting. The first is misattribution, which occurs when a 

memory is assigned to the wrong source, person, or time. A good example comes from Sir Henry Smith, the 

City of London Police official responsible for the investigation into the murder of Catherine Eddowes. Writing 

years later, Smith described the witness who saw Catherine Eddowes with a man shortly before her death as a 

police officer8. In fact, the witness was most likely Joseph Lawende. One possible explanation is that Smith 

conflated this encounter with another incident in which PC William Smith saw Elizabeth Stride with a man 

shortly before her murder9. Henry Smith clearly remembered the eventðthat someone had seen the victim 

with a man shortly before the murderðbut misremembered the source. 

A more vivid ï yet contentious ï example appears in the testimony of Caroline Maxwell at the inquest into 

the death of Mary Kelly. Maxwell stated that she saw Kelly alive in Dorset Street around 8:30 a.m., a few 

hours before her body was discovered10. This testimony has long puzzled investigators, as other evidence 

suggests Kelly was probably deceased at that time. One possibility, mentioned contemporaneously11, is that 

Maxwell saw Kelly on a previous morning and misremembered the day.  

The next memory sin, suggestibility, occurs when memories are influenced by information provided by others 

after an event. A wide-scale example occurred during the panic surrounding the mysterious suspect known as 

óLeather Apronô. Immediately following the Nichols murder, rumors began circulating that a local Jewish man 

by that nickname had been threatening women in the area12. As the rumors spread, people began recalling 

encounters with a man who fitted the description, and suspicion eventually fell on a bootmaker named John 

Pizer, who was later cleared after providing a strong alibi. Perhaps suggestibility influenced Elizabeth Longôs 

recollection of the man she saw with Annie Chapman outside 29 Hanbury Street, whom she described as a 

ñforeignerò, even though she had only seen him briefly from behind13. 

 
5 Testimony of Robert Paul, Mary Ann Nichols inquest, reported in The Times, 18 September 1888. 
6 Holmgren, Christer. Cutting Point: Solving the Jack the Ripper and the Thames Torso Murders. Stockholm: Timaios Press, 2021. See also 

Stow, Edward, Jack the Ripper ï Eye-Witness to Murder, The House of Lechmere, 19 January 2024. 
7 Daniel J. Simons and Christopher F. Chabris, ñGorillas in Our Midst: Sustained Inattentional Blindness for Dynamic Events,ò Perception 28 

(1999): 1059ï1074. 
8 Henry Smith, From Constable to Commissioner (1910). 
9 Testimony of PC William Smith, Elizabeth Stride inquest, reported in The Times, 6 October 1888. 
10 Testimony of Caroline Maxwell, Mary Kelly inquest, London Metropolitan Archives, MJ/SPC/NE1888/3/19. 
11 The Buckingham Express, 17 November 1888. 
12 The Sunderland Daily Echo, Saturday, 1 September 1888. The ñLeather Apronò scare was amplified by reports in The Star, 5-6 September 

1888. 
13 Testimony of Elizabeth Long, Annie Chapman inquest, reported in The Times, 20 September 1888. 
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A more contentious example of suggestibility might have occurred in the 

eyewitness account of Matthew Packer, who claimed to sell grapes to 

Elizabeth Stride and a man on the night of her murder. Packerôs account 

seemingly changed with each new newspaper account of the murder. 

Although many commentators dismiss Packerôs changing story as a lie 

motivated by attention or reward money14, it is possible that he sold grapes 

to a couple that night, and his memory was subsequently contaminated by 

the enormous press attention the case was receiving. 

Another sin of distortion is bias, the tendency for present beliefs and 

expectations to shape how we remember the past. A notable example 

appears in the writings of Sir Robert Anderson, Assistant Commissioner 

of the Metropolitan Police during the Whitechapel murders investigation. 

In later years, Anderson became convinced that the murderer was a Polish 

Jew, a belief that shaped his retrospective accounts of the case. Writing in 

Blackwoodôs Magazine in 1895, he asserted that the Whitechapel murderer 

was a man who had been ñsafely caged in an asylum,ò though he did not 

name the suspect15.  

By the time of his memoir The Lighter Side of My Official Life in 1910, 

Andersonôs account had become more definite. He identified the suspect 

as a Polish Jew and claimed that the only witness who had a good view of 

the murderer ñunhesitatingly identified the suspect the instant he was confronted with him.ò16  

This confidence was not universally shared. Sir Melville Macnaghten, writing in 1894, identified several 

suspects and did not present the case as definitively solved17, while Sir Henry Smith later dismissed the idea 

that the murderer had been conclusively identified18. One possibility is that Andersonôs later confidence reflects 

egocentric bias, in which memories are reshaped to enhance oneôs own role or competence. In this case, his 

recollections may have come to reflect a more successful investigation than the evidence supports. Of course, 

Sir Robert Andersonôs recollections may be correct. Likewise, Caroline Maxwell may really have seen Mary 

Kelly, and Matthew Packer may have been lying outright. The point here is not to settle these questions, but 

to illustrate the seven sins of memory using plausible examples. 

The seventh and final sin, persistence, represents the opposite problem from transience. Some memories 

remain vivid long after the event, particularly when the experience was emotionally powerful. Writing decades 

after the crimes, Walter Dew claimed that the memory of the Kelly murder scene remained deeply disturbing. 

His account demonstrates that emotionally intense memories can persist intrusively for many years. Yet even 

these memories are not immune to error, reminding us that the persistence of a memory does not guarantee its 

accuracy. 

In summary, the Whitechapel murders provide memorable examples of the dynamics of human memory. Some 

memories fade with time, others fail to form because attention was elsewhere, and still others become distorted 

by suggestion, belief, or confusion about their source. At the same time, certain experiences remain seemingly 

unforgettable. In future columns, I will explore other psychological principles through the lens of the 

Whitechapel murders. 

Chad Galuska is a professor of psychology at the College of Charleston. He has taught a first-year seminar that uses the Jack the Ripper case 

to explore psychological science and has led students on tours of Whitechapel through the University of Southern Mississippiôs British Studies 

program. 

 
14 For a skeptical analysis of Packerôs story, see Philip Sugden, The Complete History of Jack the Ripper (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2002), 

219-228. 
15 Robert Anderson, ñThe Lighter Side of My Official Life,ò Blackwoodôs Edinburgh Magazine 158 (August 1895): 196ï206. 
16 Robert Anderson, The Lighter Side of My Official Life (1910), 138. 
17 Macnaghten memorandum (1894), in Stewart P. Evans and Keith Skinner, The Ultimate Jack the Ripper Sourcebook (London: Robinson, 

2000). 
18 Henry Smith, From Constable to Commissioner (London: Cassell, 1910). 

Matthew Packer - contemporary illustration 

- casebook.org 
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The Victorian Pound Cake  

ake was a rare treat for most of the working poor. Ingredients were 

expensive and to make it at home was difficult as many did not have 

the cooking facilities available. So, if they did have the money, they 

relied on street food and shop-bought items. Bakers sold a variety of 

cakes either whole or by the slice. Homemade cakes, often in slices, 

were also sold on market stalls making it, of course, much more 

affordable.  

Pound cakes originated as far back as the early 18th century and was very 

popular during the Victorian period, probably because it was an easy recipe to 

remember and it went a long way, being quite heavy and dense. Before raising 

agents were available, cakes relied heavily on lengthy beating to allow as much 

air into the mixture, but towards the end of the 19th century baking powder 

was invented, alleviating much of the previous hard work and producing a far 

lighter cake.  

Pound cake got its name because the main four ingredients weighed exactly a pound: flour, sugar, butter and 

eggs. Flavouring and dried fruit were added for variation, but the basic cake remained the same.  

I decided to make the original, basic version published by Mrs Beeton in 1861.  

You will need two 2lb loaf tins or a large cake tin, greased well. A large mixing bowl, a wooden spoon, whisk 

or rotary beater, and most importantly, scales. If you want to skip the hard beating, an electric mixer does the 

same job and in a fraction of the time!  

Ingredients:  

1lb softened butter1 

1lb castor sugar  

1lb plain flour 

1lb eggs  

Preheat oven to 150°C fan (170° C / 325 F) or gas mark 22.  

1. In a bowl add the 1lb of softened butter to the 1lb of castor sugar. Beat well until soft and creamy. 

2. Sieve in the plain flour and fold into the mixture, make a well and add the eggs. Here you add two 

teaspoons of vanilla extract if desired for a more modern take on the recipe. 

 
1 Mrs Beeton does not state whether it is salted or unsalted butter, but salted was the norm in Victorian times 
2 Because of the inexact nature of range cooking at that time, Mrs Beeton just states the oven should be ówell heatedô 

C 
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3. Beat well with a spoon until all ingredients are combined. Using 

a wooden spoon or metal whisk, beat for a good twenty minutes 

allowing as much air into the mixture as you can. Alternatively 

you can do as I did after an exhausting ten minutes and grab the 

electric mixer! 

4. Make sure the batter is smooth and creamy, let it stand for a 

minute and then pour evenly into the greased or lined cake tins.  

5. Cook for one and a half hours or until the knife test comes out 

clean.  

6. Cool and store in an airtight tin or container, either whole or in 

slices.  

Enjoy!  

 

or this edition weôve invited our very own Andrew Firth to answer our five standardised questions. As 

regular readers will know, the answers can only contain a maximum of two words, so hereôs Andrewôs 

responses for you to cogitate over: 

1. How many people did óJack the Ripperô kill? Five 

2. Who is your preferred suspect? Aaron Kosminski 

3. Who has influenced you the most in this subject? Paul Begg 

4. Will the case ever be solved? No 

5. How would you describe the current state of Ripperology? Fragmented 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F 

FIVE QUESTIONS WITH A RIPPEROLOGIST  

vǳƻǘŜǎ ǘƻ /ƻƎƛǘŀǘŜ hƴΧ 

ά¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ƪƛƭƭŜǊΩǎ ƛƳǇǊƛƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊΩǎ ahΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŎƻƴǎǘŀƴǘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ Ƴŀȅ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ƻǾŜǊ 

time, such as in cases where a necrophilic killer performs more and more 

postmortem mutilation ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ƳǳǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘΦ ¢ƘŜ C.LΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊŀƭ 

scientists say that the signature elements of the original personal expression 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘΦέ 

Birnes, William J.; Keppel, Robert. Signature Killers (p. 5). Random House. Kindle 

Edition. 
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or over a century, the confident 

assertions of senior Metropolitan 

Police officials have anchored the 

late police tradition concerning 

ñKosminskiò. But when those claims 

are tested against the surviving 

administrative record, something fails 

to reconcile. The problem is not merely 

one of identity, but of evidentiary 

method: how should a small set of 

retrospective police assertions, repeated 

with confidence decades after the event, 

be read against surviving administrative 

records that are partial, uneven and sometimes silent where procedure would ordinarily be expected to leave 

traces? 

Modern discussion typically proceeds in the opposite direction: beginning with a named historical individual 

(most often Aaron Kosminski) and then attempting to reconcile that individualôs known administrative 

chronology with the police tradition. The result is a literature in which explanatory óelasticityô is frequently 

introduced at precisely the points where the record diverges - by shifting dates, reordering events, or treating 

institutional references as approximate. This paper reverses that procedure. It begins by reconstructing the 

remembered suspect profile from the police sources themselves and only then asks whether any named 

candidate fits the profile without distortion. 

Anderson went public in 1910, claiming the killerôs identity was ña perfectly ascertainable factò. Swanson, his 

subordinate, added marginalia to Andersonôs book that surfaced long after his death - notes that filled in details 

Anderson had left vague. Macnaghten, writing in 1894 while closer to the events, hedged where the others did 

not, and in at least one reported draft wording appeared to back away from the certainty his colleagues later 

asserted. These are not interchangeable witnesses. They wrote at different distances from the events, with 

different access, and with different degrees of confidence.  

Senior officials - most notably Anderson and Swanson, with Macnaghten supplying an overlapping but not 

identical account - spoke as if their case had effectively been closed by the removal and containment of a 

suspect remembered as óKosminskiô. Yet the surviving administrative record, when read as an administrative 

record, does not naturally yield a matching figure without adjustment. The reader is therefore asked to hold 

two propositions in view at once: a tradition of late certainty, and a documentary landscape in which the 

expected traces are, at key points, missing or misaligned. The framework developed in the sections that follow 

is designed to let the reader identify exactly where that misalignment begins, what kinds of ñelasticityò are 

doing the work when reconciliation is attempted, and what conclusions remain admissible once those moves 

are disallowed. 

Taken together, senior police certainty and administrative non-recovery place óPolice Kosminskiô in an 

unusual evidentiary superposition. In Anderson and Swansonôs retrospective accounts (with Macnaghten 

supplying an overlapping but not identical version), he is treated as the solution: an identified individual whose 

removal from circulation effectively closed the case. Yet the surviving record does not allow that claim to be 

tested. No individual can be securely located in the administrative archive who satisfies the core institutional 

and temporal elements of those accounts, and Anderson and Swanson do not preserve the evidentiary chain 

behind their certainty. The result is a suspect who remains simultaneously asserted as culpable within 

retrospective police memory and unproven on recoverable documentation. This study therefore treats óPolice 

Kosminskiô not as a resolved historical person, but as what might be called a Schrºdingerôs suspect: a figure 

whose status cannot be collapsed into either culpability or exculpation on the evidence presently available. 

F 
Who Was Kosminski: 

Reframing Anderson, Swanson and 

Macnaghtenċs Polish-Jewish Suspect 

 

Mark Kennedy 
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The surviving police accounts are fragmentary, retrospective, and uneven in detail. They do not constitute a 

single narrative, and they differ in emphasis and certainty. Yet they are not mutually contradictory on the 

points that matter for administrative testing. Read together, they outline a broadly coherent sequence: a suspect 

under surveillance, an identification episode that did not culminate in prosecution, subsequent institutional 

custody through the poor-law/asylum system, and an asserted sense - held at least by some senior officials - 

that this containment effectively closed the case. The central task is to separate what is directly attested, what 

is later tradition, and what can be tested against the record that survives. 

To make that separation possible, the paper adopts a simple principle: it treats the police tradition neither as 

dispositive proof nor as mere memoir. Instead, it extracts only those elements that are directly stated by one 

or more officers and not contradicted by others, and it distinguishes administrative claims (dates, institutions, 

custody endpoints, outcomes) from narrative claims (circumstances of identification, place-name labels, and 

retrospective certainty). Where synthesis is required - especially with respect to chronology - it is flagged 

explicitly as inference, not as attested fact. 

A key step in that process is the introduction of a temporal constraint used throughout the analysis. I will 

introduce what I call the óMacnaghten Anchorô, which confines the relevant sequence to a narrow preïJune 

1889 window with limited month-level elasticity. This is not offered as a rhetorical preference, but as a 

methodological rule: it determines which interpretations remain admissible and which require year-scale 

displacement that the sources cannot sustain without collapsing their administrative value. 

With that constraint in place, the paper proceeds in five stages: controlled administrative record tests; 

consolidation of the police statements into a working profile; application of that profile to the principal 

candidates in modern literature; identification of procedural and narrative aberrations where expected 

documentation is absent; and bounded explanatory models for those gaps. The analysis that follows argues 

that neither of the two leading candidates - Aaron Kosminski or the man recorded as David Cohen - can be 

aligned with the police tradition under these constraints without date-shifting, event reordering, or institutional 

approximation; on the present record, óPolice Kosminskiô remains unanchored to any securely identifiable 

individual in the surviving administrative sources. 

This study proposes no new suspect and does not claim to resolve the Whitechapel murders. Its narrower 

purpose is to establish what the late police tradition and surviving administrative record can support without 

distortion, to delimit what remains untestable, and to provide a framework by which future claims - traditional 

or revisionist - can be evaluated against a clearly defined evidentiary baseline. 

Part 1: The Working Police Profile (óPolice Kosminskiô) 

For analytical purposes, the police recollections are distilled into the following five categories, which together 

define the working óPolice Kosminskiô profile used throughout this article:  

 Suspect description 

 Identification 

 Containment and fate 

 Duration of investigation 

 Certainty of resolution 

Each category is examined in turn. For each, the statements of Anderson, Swanson, Macnaghten, and Cox are 

presented separately, using their own words. The concluding section then draws these strands together to 

articulate a composite profile based solely on points supported by, and not contradicted by, the police sources. 

Methodological Note: The profile outlined here is not advanced as a final historical determination. It functions 

instead as a working evidentiary set for the purposes of this paper: a reference framework derived from police 

testimony against which later candidates may be assessed. Aaron Kosminski and David Cohen are evaluated 

not in isolation, but by how closely each aligns with this reconstructed police profile. This should serve as a 

framework for any current or future suspect believed to be óPolice Kosminskiô. 

Where the sources are silent, silence is preserved. Where inference is employed, it is identified as such. This 
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approach allows the analysis to proceed without presupposing the correctness of any later reconstruction, while 

remaining anchored in what the police themselves said - and did not say - about the man they believed they 

had identified. 

Administrative Record Controls 

Before assessing how the police statements 

concerning ñKosminskiò should be read, it is 

necessary to determine whether the surviving 

administrative record contains any individual who 

satisfies the most basic institutional and temporal 

elements of the police tradition. This step precedes 

interpretation and is intended solely to establish the 

evidentiary limits imposed by the record itself. 

The police tradition, as expressed independently by 

Anderson, Swanson, and Macnaghten, identifies a 

suspect known as ñKosminskiò, removed from the 

community and confined to Colney Hatch Asylum 

at approximately March 1889, with death following 

ñshortly afterwardsò. While these statements are 

not contemporaneous operational records, they 

nonetheless supply a narrow set of administrative expectations: an admission to Colney Hatch in early 1889 

and a death not long thereafter. 

Colney Hatch: National Admission Register Controls (MH94) 

To test whether the surviving administrative record contains any individual matching these constraints, 

controlled searches were conducted using the UK Lunacy Patients Admission Registers, 1846ï1921 (MH94), 

a national return compiled for the Lunacy Commission and intended to record admissions, discharges, and 

deaths from public asylums. This register is the most comprehensive surviving centralized index for asylum 

admissions in the relevant period. 

Three searches were performed using the same dataset, institution, admission window, and demographic 

constraints (male; Colney Hatch; admission year 1889), varying only the strictness of the death-year 

parameter: 

1. Exact death year (1889) - no results were returned for any individual recorded under the surname 

Kosminski 

2. Death ± 10 years around 1889 - no results were returned 

3. Unbounded death year - three individuals were returned by the search interface: 

a. Aaron Kozminski, admitted to Colney Hatch in 1891 and dying decades later 

b. Kaspar Kuchmann 

c. Casper Kuchman 

The third search functions as a positive control in two respects. First, it demonstrates that the dataset is 

populated and searchable and that it can surface a Kosminski entry at Colney Hatch when the temporal 

constraint is relaxed. Second, the appearance of ñKuchmann/Kuchmanò alongside Aaron Kozminski indicates 

that the interface can return non-exact surname matches, including matches that are orthographically distant 

from Kosminski. Aaron Kozminski nonetheless appears only outside the timeframe supplied by the police 

tradition. 

As an additional control, the same dataset was queried without a surname constraint, retaining only the 

institutional and temporal parameters (male; Colney Hatch; admission March 1889; death 1889). This search 

returned a large number of entries, confirming that the March 1889 Colney Hatch cohort is densely represented 

in the surviving record and that the absence of any Kosminski entry is not attributable to sparse data, indexing 

failure, or missing registers for that period. 

Colney Hatch Asylum plans (Wikipedia.org) 
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London Workhouses: Name-anchored Negative Control  

A parallel name-anchored search was then conducted against the indexed London Poor Law workhouse 

admission and discharge register corpus (All London, England, Workhouse Admission and Discharge Records, 

1764ï1921), constrained only by name (Kosminski; broad matching enabled), residence (London), sex (male), 

and event year (1889). Under these permissive constraints, the interface returned two records, both appearing 

to correspond to Aaron Kozminski under variant spellings, and no additional Kosminski records were returned. 

This provides a second, independent administrative control: the workhouse register corpus is populated and 

capable of returning variant spellings under the target surname query yet yields no candidate consistent with 

an early 1889 removal. 

All searches were verified by direct URL entry in a clean browser session; results are visible without 

subscription login, with paywalled fields indicated but not required to establish presence or absence1. 

Evidentiary Boundary 

These controls establish a narrow but important point. Within the surviving national admission register, no 

individual recorded under the surname Kosminski satisfies the institutional and temporal constraints supplied 

by the police tradition. Aaron Kozminski appears in the asylum register only when those constraints are 

abandoned. The parallel workhouse search yields the same practical result: only Aaron appears under a 

permissive Kosminski query in the London workhouse corpus for the target year. These absences and controls 

precede any interpretation of the police statements themselves and set an evidentiary boundary within which 

subsequent analysis must operate2. 

Suspect Descriptions3 

Robert Anderson: 

ñIn saying that he was a Polish Jew I am merely stating a definitely ascertained fact. And my 

words are meant to specify race, not religion.ò4  

ñOne did not need to be a Sherlock Holmes to discover that the criminal was a sexual maniac 

of a virulent type; that he was living in the immediate vicinity of the scenes of the murders; and 

that, if he was not living absolutely alone, his people knew of his guilt, and refused to give him 

up to justice.ò5  

Donald Swanson: 

ñébecause the suspect was also a 

JewéKosminski was the suspect ï DSS 

.ò6 

Melville Macnaghten: 

ñ(2) Kosminski -- a Polish Jew -- & 

resident in Whitechapel. This man 

became insane owing to many years 

indulgence in solitary vices. He had a 

great hatred of women, specially of the 

prostitute class, & had strong homicidal 

tendencies: he was removed to a lunatic asylum about March 1889. There were many 

circumstances connected with this man which made him a strong 'suspect'.ò7 

 
1 See Appendix A 
2 These name-anchored controls are intended only to establish what the indexed record does and does not return under permissive parameters; a 

separate cohort-based analysis (Appendix B) applies tighter temporal constraints derived from the police chronology. 
3 References to contemporary newspaper material follow the citations as given in Sarah Bax Hortonôs published work. 
4 The Lighter Side of my Official Life ï Robert Anderson, 1910 
5 Ibid 
6 Endpaper marginalia in his copy of Andersonôs book 
7 1894 memorandum 

The 'Swanson Marginalia' https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-south-

yorkshire-57025286 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-south-yorkshire-57025286
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-south-yorkshire-57025286
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Henry Cox: 

ñDuring these murders the East End was in a state of frightful panic. Crowds of Jews waited 

at the street corners all night long in order to give the alarm when the murderer came along, 

and as soon as they saw a suspicious-looking character they would follow him in a body.ò8 

ñWhenever an outrage occurred in the neighbourhood the Jews were the first to obtain 

information. Their women and children heard the scuffle and the groans and the footsteps.ò9 

ñThe police, do what they might, could not prevent these people learning everything that 

occurred.ò10 

Identification  

Robert Anderson: 

ñI will merely add that the only person who had ever had a good view of the murderer 

unhesitatingly identified the suspect the instant he was confronted with him ; but he refused to 

give evidence against him.ò11 

Donald Swanson:  

ñAnd after this identification which suspect knew, no other murder of this kind took place in 

Londonéò12 

ñéafter the suspect had been identified at the Seaside Home where he had been sent by us with 

difficulty in order to subject him to identification, and he knew he was identified.ò13 

ñébecause the suspect was also a Jew and also because his evidence would convict the suspect, 

and witness would be the means of murderer being hanged which he did not wish to be left on 

his mindéò14 

Containment  

Robert Anderson: 

ñéthe inhabitants of the metropolis generally were just as secure during the weeks the fiend 

was on the prowl, as they were before the mania seized him, or after he had been safely caged 

in an asylum.ò15 

Donald Swanson: 

ñOn suspect's return to his brother's house in Whitechapel he was watched by police (City CID) 

by day & night.ò16 

ñIn a very short time the suspect with his hands tied behind his back, he was sent to Stepney 

Workhouse and then to Colney Hatchéò17 

Melville Macnaghten: 

ñ(2) Kosminski - a Polish Jew - & resident in Whitechapel. This man became insane owing to 

many years indulgence in solitary vices. He had a great hatred of women, specially of the 

prostitute class, & had strong homicidal tendencies: he was removed to a lunatic asylum about 

March 1889. There were many circumstances connected with this man which made him a 

 
8 1906 reminiscences 
9 Ibid 
10 Ibid 
11 The Lighter Side of my Official Life ï Robert Anderson, 1910 
12 Endpaper marginalia in his copy of Andersonôs book 
13 Ibid 
14 Ibid 
15 Crime and Criminals by Robert Anderson, 1907 
16 Endpaper marginalia in his copy of Andersonôs book 
17 Ibid 
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strong ósuspectô.ò18 

Duration of Investigation  

Robert Anderson: 

ñéthe inhabitants of the metropolis generally were just as secure during the weeks the fiend 

was on the prowl, as they were before the mania seized him, or after he had been safely caged 

in an asylum.ò19 

Donald Swanson: 

ñOn suspect's return to his brother's house in Whitechapel he was watched by police (City CID) 

by day & night.ò20 

ñIn a very short time the suspect with his hands tied behind his back, he was sent to Stepney 

Workhouse and then to Colney Hatch and died shortly afterwardséò21 

Melville Macnaghten: 

ñéhe was removed to a lunatic asylum about March 1889.ò22 

Henry Cox: 

ñWe had many people under observations while the murders were being perpetrated, but not 

until the discovery of Mary Jane Kelly, at Miller's Court, Dorset Street, did we seem to get upon 

the trail.ò23 

ñI was on duty for this purpose in a street off Dorset Street for nearly three months, and in that 

time I had many adventureséò24 

Certainty of Resolution  

Robert Anderson: 

ñFor I may say at once that óundiscovered murdersô are rare in London, and the óJack-the-

Ripperô crimes are not within that category.ò25 

ñI will merely add that the only person who had ever had a good view of the murderer 

unhesitatingly identified the suspect the instant he was confronted with him; but he refused to 

give evidence against him.ò26 

Donald Swanson: 

ñAnd after this identification which suspect knew, no other murder of this kind took place in 

London..ò27 

ñéafter the suspect had been identified at the Seaside Home where he had been sent by us with 

difficulty in order to subject him to identification, and he knew he was identified.ò28 

ñKosminski was the suspect - DSSò29 

Melville Macnaghten: 

 
18 1894 memorandum 
19 Crime and Criminals by Robert Anderson, 1907 
20 Endpaper marginalia in his copy of Andersonôs book 
21 Ibid 
22 1894 memorandum 
23 1906 reminiscences 
24 Ibid 
25 The Lighter Side of my Official Life ï Robert Anderson, 1910 
26 Ibid 
27 Endpaper marginalia in his copy of Andersonôs book 
28 Ibid 
29 Ibid 
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ñéand against him no shadow of proof could be thrown.ò30 

ñThere were many circumstances connected with this man which made him a strong 

ósuspectô.ò31 

In a separate draft/variant version of the memorandum, Macnaghten adds a qualification not present in the 

filed copy: ñPersonally, & after much careful & deliberate consideration, I am inclined to exonerate the last 

2,ò i.e. Kosminski and Ostrog.32  

How to Read Macnaghtenôs Statements on ñKosminskiò  

Macnaghtenôs references to ñKosminskiò occupy an unusual evidentiary position. They are neither eyewitness 

testimony nor contemporaneous operational reporting. Rather, they represent a post-event synthesis produced 

by an officer who joined the Criminal Investigation Department after the principal investigative period had 

ended. Two related texts must be distinguished: (1) the confidential CID memorandum dated 23 February 

1894 as preserved in the official record, and (2) a separate draft or variant text (often termed the óAberconwayô 

version) that differs in at least one material respect - namely, the reported inclusion of wording that inclines 

toward exoneration of the suspect later presented by Anderson and Swanson as decisive. 

Macnaghten entered CID on 1 June 188933, after the canonical murders and after the operational actions later 

associated with óPolice Kosminskiô are said to have occurred. His knowledge of the case therefore could not 

have derived from direct participation. Instead, it must have been assembled from some combination of (a) 

existing internal paperwork, (b) briefings from senior colleagues, and (c) informal transmission from officers 

who had worked the case on the ground. 

This has two important consequences. 

First, Macnaghtenôs testimony strongly supports the reality of a óPolice Kosminskiô. He treats the suspect as 

a known internal figure rather than as rumor or speculation, and he writes with the assumption that his intended 

audience would recognize the reference. That alone makes it highly unlikely that ñKosminskiò was a purely 

retrospective invention. The name almost certainly circulated within the police, at least informally, and 

referred to a real suspect. 

Second, the manner in which Macnaghten writes also limits what can safely be inferred from his claims. He 

provides no first name, no precise dates, and no detailed evidentiary narrative. This is consistent with a 

scenario in which Macnaghten knew the label and the outline of the case (ña Polish Jewò, identified, 

surveilled, and confined), but did not possess - or had not personally reviewed - a complete evidentiary file. 

In such circumstances, references to ñmany circumstancesò pointing to guilt may reflect second-hand 

confidence (ñthere was evidenceò) rather than first-hand evaluation of that evidence. 

The óMacnaghten Anchorô 

This temporal reference is not incidental. Where Macnaghten assigns timing (i.e. ñabout March 1889ò), he is 

not describing a belief or later opinion, but the outcome of the case: a specific suspect was removed from 

circulation and confined in an asylum. The date therefore fixes an administrative act, not a state of mind. Once 

it is taken seriously, the surrounding elements of the police tradition - identification, surveillance, and removal 

- must be read as a completed sequence occurring before that point; correspondingly, any claim of death 

ñshortly afterwardsò must be read as occurring shortly thereafter. Any detail that places the identification 

materially later cannot be reconciled with Macnaghtenôs account without first discarding its operative 

chronology. 

The confinement is also the penultimate event in the sequence as the police tradition describes it: it is the 

 
30 1894 memorandum 
31 Ibid 
32 This quotation is given as transmitted in the published/transcribed ñAberconwayò draft/variant text (often described as a transcript of an original 

Macnaghten document whose present whereabouts are uncertain). The wording is therefore treated here as reported language, rather than as text 

verified directly from an extant original manuscript in this study. 
33 Sir Melville Macnaghten, Days of My Years (London: Edward Arnold, 1914), p. [relevant page, e.g., 62 in some editions]: "my joining the Force 

on 1st June 1889.ò 
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terminal administrative act prior to the only subsequent outcome later asserted - death. Accordingly, all 

antecedent elements of the tradition, including the identification episode (and any place-name label attached 

to it, such as ñSeasideò), must logically occur prior to the asylum committal. Once the committal is fixed 

within a pre-June 1889 window, no interpretation that relocates the identification materially later can be 

reconciled with the police sequence without first discarding Macnaghtenôs operative chronology. 

For clarity, this temporal constraint will be referred to throughout as the óMacnaghten Anchorô. 

It is also worth noting that retrospective dates are often remembered relationally rather than calendrically - 

anchored to salient personal or institutional milestones. In that sense, ñabout March 1889ò may function less 

as a precise month claim than as a relational one: shortly before my entry into CID. If so, modest month-level 

drift within the spring of 1889 is unsurprising, but displacement beyond 1 June 1889 is not, because it would 

invert the very relation the memory encodes (before versus after tenure). 

A further constraint follows from Macnaghtenôs own institutional position. He entered CID in June 1889. If 

the suspectôs committal occurred after that point, then Macnaghten would not merely be mistaken about 

timing; he would be mistaken about the administrative state of the case during his own tenure - i.e., whether 

the confinement had already occurred or was still pending. Given that he explicitly describes the suspect as 

having been sent to an asylum, any effort to relocate that confinement to a period after 1 June 1889 requires 

attributing to Macnaghten a compound error: not only an incorrect date, but an incorrect placement of the 

committal relative to his own entry into CID and thus within the period of his potential direct knowledge. That 

is a materially stronger claim than ordinary retrospective imprecision and should not be assumed without 

independent evidence. Accordingly, whatever latitude is allowed by the word ñaboutò, ñabout March 1889ò 

can plausibly drift within the spring of 1889 (e.g., April or May). It cannot coherently drift beyond 

Macnaghtenôs entry into CID on 1 June 1889. To place the confinement after that date requires attributing to 

Macnaghten not ordinary retrospective imprecision, but a categorical mislocation of the committal on the 

wrong side of his own tenure - an error of a different order that should not be assumed without independent 

evidence. 

This reading helps explain several otherwise puzzling features of the memorandum: the absence of a first 

name; the lack of concrete particulars; and Macnaghtenôs own expressed hesitation in draft form regarding the 

strength of the latter suspects. These features are not contradictions. They are exactly what one would expect 

from a senior officer summarizing an inherited case whose key events he did not personally witness, and 

whose evidentiary core may already have existed more as institutional memory than as an active investigative 

file. 

Properly understood, then, Macnaghtenôs statements both reinforce and constrain the óPolice Kosminskiô 

tradition. They reinforce it by confirming that such a suspect was real and named within the police. They 

constrain it by reminding us that Macnaghtenôs certainty is not the certainty of an investigator reporting what 

he personally saw, but of an administrator reporting what he had been told - and what he believed the institution 

believed. 

It is also worth noting that Macnaghten does not write as though the case were closed; indeed, the reported 

draft wording even inclines toward exoneration of the suspect later remembered by Anderson and Swanson as 

decisive. This does not establish that Macnaghten was correct; it establishes only that the senior-police 

tradition does not present a single, stable, uniformly ñclosedò conclusion. 

Composite Police Profile (óPolice Kosminskiô) 

For the purposes of this paper, a limited composite profile is constructed from the late statements attributed to 

Anderson, Swanson, and Macnaghten. The goal is not to reconcile every detail, but to extract the minimum 

shared core: elements that are (i) explicitly stated by at least one of these senior officials and (ii) not explicitly 

negated by another within this same trio of sources. No additional attributes are assumed. 

Workhouse Stage 

Swansonôs not supplies a pathway rath than a location: the suspect is handled through the Poor Law machinery 
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before transfer to Colney Hatch. For present purposes, the identity of the specific workhouse is not probative. 

Even if Swanson remembered the institution incorrectly (as argued below with respect to other particulars), 

the minimum point that survives is simply an intermediate workhouse stage prior to asylum confinement. 

Nothing in the argument that follows requires Stepney specifically, and no inference about identity can 

responsibly be drawn from a named workhouse in the absence of independent corroboration. 

This removes an unnecessary named detail without altering any of the downstream tests, which depend only 

on whether an intermediate workhouse stage is asserted at all. 

Composite Police Profile for ñKosminskiò (minimum core) 

 A Polish Jew known within the police tradition as ñKosminskiò (surname only) 

 An identification episode is asserted; the witness refused to testify / give evidence; no prosecution 

followed 

 The suspect was kept under police observation / surveillance after the identification episode 

 The suspect was taken to a workhouse and then transferred to Colney Hatch 

 The suspect was said to have died ñshortly thereafterò (as stated within the tradition) 

Two clarifications are necessary. 

First, this profile records what the senior police tradition asserts, but it does not convert rhetorical formulations 

into stronger evidentiary claims than the sources warrant. Thus, where later statements imply certainty (ñthe 

police were sureò), this paper treats that certainty as the conviction of Anderson and Swanson (and, at most, 

the tradition they believed they were summarizing), not as a demonstrable institutional finding by óthe policeô 

as a whole. Likewise, phrases suggesting continuous attention (ñday and nightò) are treated as indicative of 

claimed focus, not as a separately verifiable measure of operational intensity. 

Second, consistent with Section 1.2, Macnaghtenôs contribution is treated as inherited CID intelligence rather 

than first-hand operational reporting; accordingly, his timing, naming, and ñmany circumstancesò formulation 

are not treated as personally audited evidence. 

Chronology under the óMacnaghten Anchorô 

The surviving police tradition does not fix the relevant events to precise dates. However, under the 

óMacnaghten Anchorô, the penultimate administrative act - removal to an asylum - must fall within a bounded 

pre-1 June 1889 window with only limited month-level elasticity. The identification/surveillance/removal 

sequence must therefore occur prior to that committal, and any interpretation that relocates the identification 

episode materially later is inadmissible without first discarding the óMacnaghten Anchorô 

Within those constraints, (i) claims of postïMillerôs Court surveillance lasting on the order of months and (ii) 

Macnaghtenôs asylum timing (ñabout March 1889ò) support a bounded inference: the identification / 

surveillance / institutional sequence is most naturally placed in the late-1888 to early-1889 interval. 

This timing is used here only as an analytical constraint - a way to bound sequence and plausibility when 

assessing candidate identities. It is not presented as an independently attested fact, and the precise date of the 

identification episode cannot be fixed on the surviving record. 

Scope and Use of the Composite 

This composite is intentionally conservative. It is not treated as a complete description of the suspect, and it 

does not authorize importing additional particulars (first name, family details, exact dates, or evidentiary 

specifics) absent a demonstrable documentary bridge. 

The composite profile above will serve as the benchmark against which Aaron Kosminski and David Cohen - 

or any current or future candidate advanced as óPolice Kosminskiô - are assessed in this paper. 

Part 2: The Seaside Witness and Identification 

Scope, Stipulation, and Purpose 

This section examines the ñseasideò identification described in later police accounts. Its purpose is not to 
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reconstruct the episode in full - an impossible task on the surviving record - but to determine what evidentiary 

weight it can bear today under the óMacnaghten Anchorô. 

To avoid arguing the weakest case and to evaluate the identification under the most forgiving assumptions, 

this section begins with a stipulation: the witness in question did, in fact, see the killer on the relevant night. 

The witness is treated as honest. 

Even under that favorable framing, the central question remains: whether a later identification - reported only 

in retrospective police summaries - can establish that the man identified at the seaside was the same man the 

witness saw at the crime scene. 

Eyewitness Identification: General Limits 

An eyewitness identification is not a simple óright or wrongô instrument. Even an honest witness can be 

confident and mistaken; conversely, a hesitant witness can be correct. In any identification, the weight that 

can responsibly be placed on the result depends heavily on particulars such as the conditions of observation 

and the procedures used to present a suspect. 

Those general limits matter here because the seaside identification is preserved only as a retrospective 

endpoint. We do not have a contemporaneous record describing: 

 how the suspect was presented 

 what the witness was told beforehand 

 whether the witness was cautioned that the suspect ómay or may notô be present 

 whether this was a single-suspect presentation or a comparative procedure 

 who was present 

 what was said at the moment of identification 

Without those procedural facts, the reliability of the identification cannot be directly assessed, and the 

identification cannot be treated as self-authenticating proof of sameness. 

On the Location of the ñSeasideò Identification  

Swansonôs marginal note introduces a 

chronological difficulty that must be 

addressed before the account can be used 

analytically. He states that the identification 

occurred ñat the Seaside Homeò. The Police 

Convalescent Seaside Home at Hove, 

however, did not open until March 189034. If 

his reference is taken literally as the Hove 

institution, the identification must be dated no 

earlier than that point. Such a dating is 

incompatible with the óMacnaghten Anchorô.  

An alternative reading is that Swansonôs 

marginal note preserves the structure and 

sequence of events but misstates that specific 

placename. On this view, the identification 

occurred at a seaside location, but not 

necessarily at the later Police Seaside Home. Writing decades after the events described, Swanson may have 

substituted a familiar institutional label for an earlier seaside setting whose formal name no longer mattered 

to him. 

Between these two readings, the latter carries the lower explanatory cost. Treating ñSeaside Homeò as a 

retrospective conflation requires only a single imprecision in marginalia written long after the fact. Treating it 

 
34 Wikipedia.org 

Police Convalescent Seaside Home in Hove. Google Maps image taken in August 

2024 
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as a literal institutional reference requires multiple independent distortions across otherwise convergent police 

accounts. 

Accordingly, in what follows, Swansonôs reference to the ñSeaside Homeò is treated not as a fixed institutional 

anchor, but as shorthand for a seaside identification whose precise location cannot now be recovered. This 

adjustment does not resolve the identity of ñKosminskiò, nor does it eliminate uncertainty in Swansonôs 

account. It does, however, clarify the temporal framework within which the suspect named by both Anderson 

and Swanson must be evaluated without discarding the Anchor. 

The Seaside Identification: What the Police Accounts Establish 

In later accounts, senior police officials describe an episode with two consistent outcomes: 

1. The witness would not testify, and no prosecution followed. 

2. The police were certain they had their man following the identification. 

The structure of the accounts implies an additional practical conclusion: in the policeôs own assessment, 

whatever other evidence they had was insufficient to prosecute without the witnessôs evidence. The 

identification was treated as the missing prosecutorial link; without testimony, the case could not proceed. 

This is the maximum that can responsibly be said on the surviving record: the identification explains police 

belief and the collapse of prosecutability. It does not, by itself, establish that the belief was correct. 

Three Plausible Pathways from Sighting to Identification 

Because the procedure is undocumented, the seaside episode is best evaluated through plausible mechanisms. 

The following circumstances are not exhaustive. They illustrate how different underlying realities can yield 

the same outward result - an identification, a refusal to testify, and police certainty - while implying different 

truth-values about whether the correct man was identified. 

Circumstance 1: Clean Presentation, Correct Transfer 

The witness is presented with a suspect under neutral conditions and correctly recognizes him as the same 

individual previously seen. 

This pathway is compatible with guilt. It is the most favorable reading for both police and witness. Yet even 

here, the evidentiary chain remains incomplete: the identification was never tested in court, and no 

contemporaneous procedural record survives to confirm that the presentation was in fact clean. 

Circumstance 2: Clean Presentation, Mistaken Transfer (Misattribution) 

The witness is presented neutrally but sincerely misidentifies the suspect - recognizing him from another 

context and misattributing that familiarity to the crime scene memory. 

This pathway is compatible with innocence and requires no bad faith. It remains possible even under the initial 

stipulation that the witness truly did see the killer, because the error is not ódid he see someone?ô but ñis this 

the same person?ò 

Circumstance 3: Primed Presentation, Interpreted Identification 

The witness is brought to the identification already understanding its purpose, or within a context shaped by 

police expectation. An ambiguous reaction is interpreted - consciously or unconsciously - as confirmatory. 

This pathway does not require overt coercion. Expectation effects and confirmation dynamics can arise even 

in good faith. Like the second circumstance, it is compatible with innocence while still explaining why police 

certainty could harden. 

These mechanisms share a key point: even if the witness originally saw the killer, the seaside identification 

can still fail to establish that the suspect and the killer were the same man. 

The ñFellow Jewò Rationale and Reliability 

Later police accounts explain the refusal to testify by stating that the witness would not give evidence against 
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a ñfellow Jewò. The record does not tell us whether this was the witnessôs stated reason, the policeôs 

understanding of his reason, or a retrospective moral framing. Nor does it tell us how the witness came to 

know (or believe) the suspect was Jewish. 

That uncertainty matters because different routes to that knowledge support different reliability pathways: 

 If the ñfellow Jewò element reflects prior familiarity, it supports the possibility of misattribution: 

recognition of the man from community context rather than from the crime scene encounter. 

 If it reflects police disclosure or framing, it supports the possibility of a primed or interpreted 

identification. 

In either case, the ñfellow Jewò element tends to reinforce the broader point: the seaside identification is 

consistent with multiple plausible mechanisms, some of which do not require the identified suspect to be the 

killer - even if the witness truly saw the killer originally. 

What We Know, and What We Cannot Conclude 

On the surviving record, the seaside episode supports a limited set of conclusions. 

What we can say: 

 The witness would not testify, and the police regarded that refusal as fatal to prosecution 

 The police were certain they had identified their man, and the identification became a cornerstone of 

their retrospective certainty 

 The narrative implies that, in the policeôs view, other evidence was insufficient to proceed without the 

witness 

What we cannot conclude: 

 That the seaside identification correctly matched the suspect to the killer 

 That the suspect was in fact the killer 

Even granting the most forgiving stipulation - that the witness did see the killer - the surviving record does not 

preserve the procedural detail required to exclude mistaken transfer, misattribution, or interpretive 

confirmation. The end result is therefore clear: the seaside identification explains police certainty, but it cannot 

establish that they were right. 

A final contextual tension reinforces why the seaside identification cannot be treated as dispositive of any 

suspect. In his 1894 memorandum, Macnaghten not only records the surname ñKosminskiò, but attaches to 

that man a surprisingly specific psychological profile - ñHe had a great hatred of women, specially of the 

prostitute class, & had strong homicidal tendenciesò - and adds the further assertion: ñThere were many 

circumstances connected with this man which made him a strong ósuspectôò. These are not neutral 

placeholders; they read like the kind of internal characterization and ówhy-he-mattersô summary one would 

expect to have originated within a senior-officer tradition later represented by Anderson and Swanson, who in 

turn present the seaside episode as the decisive event: a Jewish witness ñunhesitatingly identifiedò the suspect, 

but refused to testify, and Swanson explicitly links that identification to the named man - ñKosminski was the 

suspectò. 

Yet Macnaghten does not merely fail to mention such an identification. In the same memorandum he states 

categorically that ñNo one ever saw the Whitechapel murderer; many homicidal maniacs were suspected, but 

no shadow of proof could be thrown on any oneò. If a ñpositive but legally unusableò seaside identification 

existed in anything like the later Anderson/Swanson form and was available to Macnaghten as part of what he 

was summarizing at the time he wrote, it is difficult to reconcile with a summary that not only omits it, but 

affirmatively negates the existence of any witness who ñsaw the murdererò. 

A further caution is supplied by the óAberconwayô draft, which reflects Macnaghtenôs willingness to qualify 

or soften the later-style certainty attached to the suspect. That alone is enough to underscore the 

methodological point: the senior-officer tradition is not a single, internally uniform ócertainty claimô, and the 

seaside identification cannot be treated as dispositive proof of guilt. 
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The tension matters regardless of resolution - whether because Macnaghten was not told the identification in 

that decisive form, because he discounted it, or because the later account hardened over time - because it 

makes it unsafe to treat the seaside identification as dispositive proof of guilt. At most, it remains evidence 

about police belief and handling, not a stable, independently testable identification capable of anchoring a 

named solution. 

Accordingly, the óseaside identificationô is not dispositive as to whether any specific suspect was the Jack the 

Ripper. 

Part 3: How Strong is the Case that Police Kosminski was the Killer? 

The Case Against óPolice Kosminskiô 

So far, we have treated Police Kosminski simply as a suspect in the officersô minds. For Anderson and 

Swanson, he was more than a suspect: he was the Ripper. A separate question is how strong the evidence was 

that he was actually the Ripper. 

On that narrower point, the surviving record is surprisingly thin. 

Anderson wrote as though the matter had been ñdefinitely ascertainedò. Swanson, in his marginal note, wrote 

as though the seaside identification had confirmed the case, and rounded his narrative off with the statement 

ñKosminski was the suspectò. Macnaghten, however, only listed ñKosminskiò as one of three men who might 

be put forward as suspects, and never claimed that the murdererôs identity was known. 

What none of them ever do is explain why they thought this man was the killer. No document sets out: 

 specific prior assaults 

 forensic or physical traces 

 a detailed pattern of behavior that links him to the crime scenes 

The seaside identification story is the only glimpse we have of an evidential event, and even there the 

procedure is sketched rather than described. We are not told: 

 exactly who the witness was, or what he had seen 

 what form the identification took - a proper lineup, a simple confrontation, or something in between 

 what the witness was told before he saw the suspect 

 how, verbatim, he expressed his recognition, beyond Andersonôs ñunhesitatinglyò and his refusal to 

testify 

Both Anderson and Swanson agree on the central point that the witness refused to go into the box because he 

did not wish to be the means of sending ña fellow-Jewò to the gallows. That implies that everyone present 

understood that a positive in-court identification would have been treated as potentially dispositive. It also 

suggests that the witness may have been under considerable moral pressure: brought to a seaside setting by 

officers who clearly thought they had found their man, and asked, in effect, to confirm a hanging.  

From the standpoint of modern practice, the surviving record does not establish the procedural safeguards that 

would allow the reliability of the identification to be assessed. We do not know whether the presentation was 

neutral, whether alternatives were shown, what cautions were given, or how the circumstances may have 

shaped the witnessôs response. None of that proves that the identification was wrong; it does mean that it 

cannot bear the full weight later placed upon it. 

Swanson adds two further elements: 

 the suspect ñknew he was identifiedò 

 after he was returned to his brotherôs house he was watched ñby day & nightò by City CID 

Taken at face value, the sequence looks like this: 

1. A potentially unstable suspect, who already fits some internal police profile, is taken under escort to 

an identification 

2. He is led to believe - or realizes - that he has been picked out as the murderer 
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3. On returning home, he finds himself under obvious, continuous surveillance by City CID officers 

Such a sequence could exert significant pressure on a suspect 

- especially one already mentally unstable - and could 

plausibly contribute to deterioration. Swansonôs narrative that 

the suspect collapsed ñin a very short timeò and was removed 

to a workhouse is compatible with that kind of pressure-

induced decline. But again, that explains a breakdown; it does 

not prove guilt. The sequence, as Swanson tells it, makes it 

easy to understand how both officers and suspect might have 

come to believe that ñthis must be the manò. What we lack is 

the evidential chain that would allow us to test that belief. 

In strict evidential terms, all we can safely say is this: 

 by the early twentieth century, Anderson and Swanson 

were personally convinced that their Polish-Jewish 

suspect, ñKosminskiò, was the killer 

 Macnaghten, writing earlier, treated him as one of 

several possibilities, not as the solved answer 

 none of them ever set out the concrete reasons that 

would let us weigh their certainty, nor did they name 

the suspect publicly 

Their belief may have rested on a solid but now-lost base of 

evidence. It may equally have rested on a cluster of softer 

factors: profile fit, the satisfaction of having a suspect who 

matched their idea of the murderer, and the moral drama of a 

witness who would identify him in private but not in court. The surviving record does not let us choose 

confidently between those possibilities. 

A Structured Critique of the ñKosminskiò Certainty  

Two further points round out the picture. 

First, there is no trace of a suspect named ñKosminskiò in the surviving operational files from 1888ï89. Those 

files are incomplete, but they are not a desert: many lesser suspects - Pizer, Tumblety, Isenschmid, and others 

- can be tracked through arrests, memoranda, and correspondence. Against that background, the silence about 

any ñKosminskiò is conspicuous. It suggests that, if he was discussed as a suspect during the active phase, 

those discussions left little or no documentary footprint that has survived. 

Second, Macnaghtenôs own wording can be read as a quiet brake on the kind of certainty Anderson and 

Swanson later project. In 1894 he does not present ñKosminskiò as the man, but as one of three people who 

might ñbe put forwardò as more likely suspects than the rest - a cautious phrase that frames them as candidates 

for consideration, not as the solution to the case. If he had believed the murdererôs identity to be settled, there 

would have been little reason to hedge in this way, or to dilute the point by adding Druitt and Ostrog. The fact 

that a senior official, writing relatively close in time to the murders in an internal memorandum, chose that 

reserved ñput forwardò language suggests that the later, more emphatic certainty voiced by Anderson and 

Swanson was not a clearly stated consensus position in senior leadership, but a conviction that hardened over 

time. 

Third, there is Coxôs verdict. As the City CID officer who describes the surveillance field after Millerôs Court, 

he is explicit that he and his colleagues followed several men, that they never obtained ñthe slightest scrap of 

evidenceò against any of them. Since Swanson places the ñday & nightò watch in City CID, this reads 

naturally as a summary judgment on the results of that whole effort. It does not prove that no senior officer 

ever nursed a private conviction about one particular man, but it sits awkwardly with any claim that the 

surveillance of those men yielded a robust, prosecution-ready case. 

Sir Robert Anderson 

(https://www.brethrenarchive.org/people/sir-robert-

anderson/) 

https://www.brethrenarchive.org/people/sir-robert-anderson/
https://www.brethrenarchive.org/people/sir-robert-anderson/
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Taken together, these elements support a limited but important 

conclusion. The police tradition that the Ripper was a Polish-Jewish 

suspect called ñKosminskiò rests entirely on assertions made years after 

the murders by three senior officers. Those assertions are not backed by 

any surviving operational record and are, at the ground level, at least in 

tension with the account of the officer who describes the surveillance 

field. 

That does not mean the officers were wrong; it means their certainty is 

unsupported certainty. It is a belief, not an evidence set. 

Part 4: Aaron Kosminski as a Partial Name Match 

The asylum patient Aaron (Aron Mordke) Kosminski was a real East End 

resident: 

 a poor Polish-Jewish hairdresser 

 admitted briefly to Mile End Old Town Workhouse in July 1890 

 re-admitted there in February 1891, certified insane, and 

transferred to Colney Hatch 

 later moved to Leavesden Asylum 

 dead there in March 1919 

The surviving reproductions of his case notes describe chronic psychosis, auditory hallucinations, self-neglect, 

refusal to work, and at least one domestic incident involving a knife within the family. The pattern is one of 

long-term mental illness and self-care failure rather than a methodical, violent street offender with a trail of 

assaults. 

His Colney Hatch admission lists his nearest known relative as ñWoolf (Woolf) Abrahams (brother), 8 Lion 

Square, Commercial Road, Eò. That address lies within the wider Whitechapel/Stepney area, and gives us, in 

very literal form, a ñbrotherôs houseò in the right district. 

From the time Martin Fido identified Aaronôs file in the late 1980s, many writers have treated him as the 

intended ñKosminskiò of Anderson, Swanson, and Macnaghten. It is therefore worth asking how well his 

documented life fits the Police Kosminski profile set out earlier. 

Where Aaron Matches the Police Profile 

On some points the match is straightforward: 

 He has the right surname: Kosminski 

 He is a poor Polish-Jewish East Ender, matching the broad ethnic and social description 

 He is sent to Colney Hatch, the asylum named by Swanson 

 His file records a close relative at 8 Lion Square, which provides a plausible ñbrotherôs house in 

Whitechapelò for Swansonôs wording 

 As a hairdresser, he is very naturally someone who ñworks in a shopò; if Coxôs reminiscence of a 

shop-working suspect has any specific referent, Aaron fits it slightly better than a factory- or home-

based tailor would 

If the only thing we knew about the suspect was that he was a Polish-Jewish ñKosminskiò who eventually 

went to Colney Hatch and had family in the area, Aaron would be an obvious candidate. 

Where Aaron Diverges 

If Swansonôs ñSeaside Homeò reference is taken literally as the Police Convalescent Seaside Home that 

opened in March 1890, the dating pressure immediately shifts. On that reading, the identification must fall no 

earlier than 1890, and Aaron Kosminski becomes the obvious modern candidate to test: he is the only 

ñKosminskiò in the surviving asylum record and his institutionalization begins within the 1890ï1891 interval. 

Detective Inspector Henry Cox (casebook.org 

wiki) 
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That concession should be made plainly. A literal Seaside 

Home does, at first glance, make Aaron easier to nominate 

than any alternative. 

The difficulty is that it explicitly violates the óMacnaghten 

Anchorô. 

The óMacnaghten Anchorô and the Sequence Problem 

Macnaghten places his ñKosminskiò under the 

óMacnaghten Anchorô. Aaron Kosminskiôs documented 

committal, by contrast, begins with certification and 

transfer to Colney Hatch in February 1891 - nearly two 

full years later. Again, another explicit violation of the 

óMacnaghten Anchorô. 

That is the first incompatibility. The second is structural. 

Swanson and Macnaghten do not present a loose set of 

disconnected facts; they present a handling sequence: 

identification, rapid removal from circulation through the 

workhouseïasylum machinery, and a terminal outcome 

shortly thereafter. Aaronôs preserved trajectory does not 

match that structure. He appears in Mile End Old Town 

Workhouse in 1890, is again at liberty, and is only 

committed to Colney Hatch in 1891. This is not a rapid progression from identification to confinement; it is 

intermittent institutional contact across an extended interval. 

Accordingly, the divergence is twofold: (i) the óMacnaghten Anchorô must be violated with respect to the 

asylum timing, and (ii) the rapid handling sequence implied by Swanson and Macnaghten must be re-read as 

a protracted, stopïstart course. On the surviving record, both adjustments are required simultaneously to map 

Aaron onto the police account, and the resulting fit depends on treating the police sequence as materially 

misremembered rather than loosely dated. 

Workhouse Stage 

Aaronôs preserved record shows workhouse contact, but not the rapid, terminal sequence asserted in the police 

tradition; instead, it reflects intermittent contact over an extended interval, with asylum committal in 1891 and 

survival to 1919. 

ñDied Shortly Afterwardsò vs. 1919 

Swanson ends his narrative by stating that the suspect ñdied shortly afterwardsò. Macnaghten similarly speaks 

as though the suspect died soon after removal to an asylum. 

Aaron did not. He is admitted to Colney Hatch in 1891, transferred to Leavesden in 1894, and dies there in 

1919. There is no natural sense in which this can be reconciled with ñdied shortly afterwardsò. Preserving the 

Aaron identification requires a stark conclusion: that the senior officers were not merely vague about timing 

but fundamentally mistaken about whether the suspect died soon after confinement or lived for decades - 

indeed, lived long enough to be alive when Swanson wrote the words ñdied shortly afterwardsò. 

At that point, the problem ceases to be minor chronological fuzziness. It becomes a claim that the most specific 

endpoint in Swansonôs narrative is simply wrong. 

Behavioral Framing 

Macnaghtenôs phrase ñstrong homicidal tendenciesò points to a man remembered as dangerously violent. The 

surviving material usually associated with Aaron sketches a different presentation: hallucinations, refusal to 

work, self-neglect, and at least one domestic knife incident. It is possible to read such a person as potentially 

dangerous. It is harder to see, on that basis alone, the emphatic characterization Macnaghten employs. On the 
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behavioral axis, the fit is at best weak. 

Interim Assessment 

If one insists that Swansonôs ñSeaside Homeò must be literal, Aaron is the 

obvious candidate to test - and is the only one modern researchers have been 

able to place under that surname. That literal reading, as has been 

demonstrated, violates the óMacnaghten Anchorô. Moreover, once the full 

Police Kosminski profile is taken seriously - workhouse, rapid progression, 

and death shortly thereafter - the Aaron identification demands too many 

corrections at once. It does not merely ask us to tolerate imprecision. It asks 

us to treat nearly every specific element in the officersô remembered handling 

narrative as error. 

That is why this paper treats the Aaron identification not as confirmed, but 

as an attempted mapping that breaks under the weight of the combined 

sources. 

Aaron in Summary 

A simple comparison helps: 

Police ñKosminskiò element Aaron Kosminski Match? 

Surname ñKosminskiò Yes Strong match 

Poor Polish Jew in the East End Yes Strong match 

ñSeasideò identification No documentary tie 
Violates the óMacnaghten 

Anchorô 

Watched ñday & nightò by City 

CID 
No evidence No support 

Brotherôs house in / near 

Whitechapel 
Woolf Abrahams, 8 Lion Square Good match 

ñA short time laterò ~ 2 years Poor match 

Workhouse Ÿ Colney Hatch Mile End Old Town Ÿ Colney Hatch Potential match 

Asylum ñabout March 1889ò Asylum 1891 Direct conflict 

ñDied shortly afterwardsò Lived to 1919 Direct conflict 

ñStrong homicidal tendenciesò Chronic psychosis, limited violence Weak behavioral fit 

 

Aaron is therefore best described as a partial name match. He gives us: 

 the right surname 

 the right general background 

 a plausible brotherôs house 

 an eventual arrival at Colney Hatch 

The conclusion is unavoidable: Aaron Kosminski cannot responsibly be equated with the suspect described 

by Anderson, Swanson, and Macnaghten. The dates alone make that equation untenable. 

Swansonôs marginal note presents the decisive events - surveillance, identification, committal, and (as 

Swanson puts it) death - into a compressed sequence, culminating in the suspect being sent from a workhouse 

to Colney Hatch and dying ñshortly afterwardsò. Macnaghten likewise wrote that the suspect ñwas removed 

to a lunatic asylum about March 1889ò. Whatever allowance one makes for the imperfections of retrospective 

Melville Macnaghten (wikipedia.org) 
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memory, both men describe an institutional arc that does not fit Aaron Kosminskiôs documented history. He 

was not committed until 1891, roughly two full years after the last canonical murder in November 1888. 

That gap also breaks the operational coherence of the police-handling narrative. Macnaghtenôs month-level 

asylum timing places the suspectôs disposal before his own CID tenure, and Cox independently describes City 

CID surveillance lasting on the order of three months. Those two elements are at least mutually compatible 

with a short surveillance episode ending in early 1889. They are not compatible with a suspect who remains 

at liberty through 1890 and is only certified and sent to Colney Hatch in February 1891. 

Against that combined background, forcing Aaron Kosminski - committed in 1891 - into the role of óPolice 

Kosminskiô requires more than minor date slippage. It demands a wholesale rewriting of the remembered 

sequence: the surveillance must be stretched from months to years; ñshortly afterwardsò must be expanded to 

mean ómuch laterô; and the óMacnaghten Anchorô must be reinterpreted as substantially misdated despite the 

fact that the murders had already ceased. At that point, the identification survives only by special pleading. 

None of this is to say that Aaron Kosminski can be categorically disproved as a theoretical candidate for the 

Whitechapel murders. Rather, the conclusion is narrower and firmer: he was not the suspect whom Anderson, 

Swanson, and Macnaghten believed they had identified. That matters because it forces a methodological 

separation that modern discussion often blurs. If Aaron is to be treated as a legitimate suspect in the Ripper 

case, that case must be made without borrowing anything from the óPolice Kosminskiô narrative at all. He 

must stand (or fall) in his own right, on evidence specific to him - his whereabouts, associations, conduct, and 

any contemporaneous police interest that can actually be demonstrated - rather than by inheriting the authority 

and dramatic structure of Anderson, Swanson, and Macnaghtenôs retrospective story. Additionally, any such 

theory must account for the cessation of the murders after Kelly, given that Aaron appears to have remained 

at liberty until 1891. 

Accordingly, Aaron Kosminski cannot be treated as óPolice Kosminskiô, and the modern identification of him 

as that suspect fails on chronological, institutional, and practical grounds. 

Part 5: David Cohen: Why He Fails as óPolice Kosminskiô  

The Cohen candidate is often introduced because his institutional timeline can be made to look superficially 

attractive: he is confined early and dies in 1889. But that appearance dissolves once the police handling 

narrative is taken as a sequence rather than as a grab-bag of elements. 

For óPolice Kosminskiô, the surviving accounts imply not merely ña Jewish suspect who ended up in Colney 

Hatchò, but a progression: surveillance and an identification episode, followed by rapid removal through the 

workhouseïasylum pathway, with death said to follow soon after. Coxôs description of surveillance activity 

continuing for nearly three months after Millerôs Court is at least consistent with an additional practical 

constraint on any candidate being mapped onto that handling narrative: the suspect must still be at liberty 

through much of that interval if the surveillance is to be meaningful in the ordinary sense of ñwatching a 

manò. 

On the surviving record, Cohen is already removed too early for that sequence to work. He was arrested on 

December 7th, 1888, as ñlunatic wandering at largeò by Thames Police Court magistrates.35 Therefore, he is 

not available as the object of surveillance through the period Cox describes, and the identification / 

surveillance / removal arc cannot be made to cohere without rewriting the sequence into something materially 

different from what the officers present. In that respect, Cohen is not merely an imperfect match; he collapses 

as a óPolice Kosminskiô mapping once the ñalready confinedò point is faced squarely. Where Aaron 

Kosminski is too late, David Cohen is too early. 

None of this resolves whether Cohen could be considered a theoretical suspect for the Whitechapel murders 

 
35 The identification of the 7 December 1888 ñlunatic wandering at largeò at the Thames Police Court with the man later recorded at Colney Hatch 

as ñDavid (Aaron Davis) Cohenò follows the reconstruction set out by Martin Fido in *The Crimes, Detection and Death of Jack the Ripper* 

(London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1987), based on matching dates, routing, and description across Poor Law and asylum records as then available. 

The present paper accepts that identification for the sake of argument, while noting that it depends on linking entries across separate record sets 

rather than on a single, explicit documentary statement of identity. 
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on other grounds. It establishes only a narrower 

conclusion: whatever the merits of Cohen as a standalone 

suspect, he cannot responsibly be equated with the 

suspect described by Anderson, Swanson, and 

Macnaghten without treating the police handling 

narrative as substantially misremembered at the level of 

basic chronology and sequence. Accordingly, Cohen 

should be discussed, if at all, as an independent suspect 

rather than as óPolice Kosminskiô.  

For that reason, the remaining particulars of the óCohenô 

case - diagnosis, recorded conduct, addresses, family 

detail, or later institutional notes - are not treated here as 

cumulative evidence in his favor. They may be 

informative for understanding the man admitted under that name, but they do not supply the missing bridge to 

the police tradition. In this analysis, administrative alignment (early-1889 Colney Hatch admission and death 

shortly thereafter) is necessary but not sufficient: absent an independent documentary link to the name 

ñKosminskiò, to the asserted surveillance/identification episode, or to any traceable police handling prior to 

committal, additional detail risks functioning only as narrative reinforcement of a candidate chosen on timing 

grounds. Accordingly, once the chronology excludes him from the operative sequence, the case is not 

rehabilitated by further description. 

Part 6: Aaron Kosminski, David Cohen, and the Residual Problem 

The preceding sections have tested the two candidates most often advanced as solutions to the police tradition 

surrounding the suspect remembered as ñKosminskiò. 

Aaron Kosminski succeeds on name and the ñbrotherôs houseò element, and he is ultimately confined in 

Colney Hatch. However, he fails completely on chronology, sequence, and death. His documented committal 

does not occur until 1891, and his death in 1919 sits uneasily with Swansonôs description of a suspect who 

was removed from circulation and ñdied shortly afterwardsò. The 1891 committal date also violates the 

óMacnaghten Anchorô. Lastly, Aaronôs institutional pathway does not align cleanly with the sequence 

Swanson describes: identification, refusal of testimony, close watch, workhouse admission, and removal to 

Colney Hatch. Taken together, these problems make it difficult to sustain the identification of Aaron 

Kosminski as the man later remembered by senior officers. 

David Cohen presents the opposite temptation: his early confinement and 1889 death can appear, at a glance, 

to resemble the institutional arc described in the reminiscences. But as a óPolice Kosminskiô mapping, the fit 

collapses. Cohen is not named as a suspect in any police source, and no documentary bridge links him to the 

City CID watch described by Henry Cox, to the Seaside identification tradition, or to the name ñKosminskiò 

itself. Indeed, once the handling narrative is taken seriously as involving surveillance and an identification 

episode prior to removal, a man already confined by late 1888 is simply not available to play that role. Cohen 

therefore remains an illustrative parallel rather than a demonstrable identity. This is a preview of a point 

developed later in this paper: óPolice Kosminskiô does not appear in the surviving operational record. 

At the end of this process, neither of the two most frequently proposed institutional candidates can be securely 

identified as óPolice Kosminskiô. They serve as candidates forced onto a profile, as opposed to a profile that 

fits the candidates. The suspect described with such confidence by Anderson and Swanson remains a real 

historical figure in police memory, but one whose biographical footprint cannot yet be recovered from the 

surviving records. 

This leaves a residual problem that cannot be resolved by further candidate substitution alone. If not Aaron 

Kosminski, and not David Cohen, then who was the man the police believed they had identified - and why 

does he leave so little recoverable trace? 

To answer that, the focus must shift from identity to disposition: from asking who ñKosminskiò was, to asking 

Thames Police Court (https://www.jack-the-ripper-

tour.com/generalnews/a-days-court-cases/) 

https://www.jack-the-ripper-tour.com/generalnews/a-days-court-cases/
https://www.jack-the-ripper-tour.com/generalnews/a-days-court-cases/
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what may have happened to him once the police concluded that prosecution was impossible. 

Part 7: Andersonôs State of the Case 

If the identity question cannot yet be closed, the police tradition still imposes a second question: what did the 

officers who believed they had the man do once prosecution failed? The logic of that question is best 

approached by starting with Anderson, because Anderson sets the table for the entire problem. 

In Andersonôs telling, the case reached a point of decisive internal certainty. He describes an identification 

that, in his view, resolved the question of authorship in fact, even if it could not be resolved in law. The 

obstacle was not lack of belief, but lack of legal traction: the witness would not give evidence, and therefore 

ñnothing could be doneò through ordinary prosecution. 

This pairing - certainty on the one hand, and legal paralysis on the other - is the fulcrum on which the later 

tradition turns. Anderson is not offering a vague suspicion or an inference from profile; he is claiming that a 

procedural event occurred that made the matter clear to the police. Yet he simultaneously acknowledges that 

the ordinary mechanism of resolution - trial and conviction - was unavailable. 

At that point a practical question arises, and it does not depend on accepting Andersonôs account as correct in 

every detail. If senior officers believed they had identified the man responsible for the murders, and if 

prosecution was foreclosed, what followed? Did they simply walk away from a known danger because the law 

could not be engaged? Or did they seek some other means - lawful, administrative, informal, or otherwise - to 

ñsafely cageò the suspect? 

The question is not an accusation. It is a problem implied by Andersonôs own framing. A police force can 

tolerate uncertainty; it tolerates it routinely. What is harder to tolerate - psychologically and institutionally - is 

certainly without a lawful remedy, particularly in a case of this magnitude. If Andersonôs certainty was sincere 

(whether or not correct), it is reasonable to expect that some form of resolution was pursued. 

This is where Swanson becomes indispensable. Anderson tells us what the police believed and why the 

ordinary route failed. Swanson, by contrast, tells us what happened next - or at least what was later remembered 

as having happened next. 

Part 8: Swanson and the Implied Resolution 

Swansonôs marginal notes supply what Anderson does not: sequence, handling, and closure. Where Anderson 

frames the case as solved-but-unprosecutable, Swanson describes a chain of actions that reads like a practical 

resolution of the problem. 

In Swansonôs account, an identification occurs; the suspect becomes aware he has been identified; the witness 

refuses to testify; and the police maintain close watch. The suspect is then routed through the workhouse 

system and transferred to Colney Hatch, where he is described as being institutionalized, and thus removed 

from the public, with an endpoint summarized as ñdied shortly afterwardsò. 

Taken at face value, Swansonôs description answers the question Anderson leaves open. It suggests that the 

police did not simply disengage; they contained the suspect by means available to them once a criminal 

prosecution was blocked. Even if one allows for some retrospective compression or imprecise phrasing, the 

narrative is unmistakably one of removal from circulation, not abandonment. 

This is the first point at which the disposition problem becomes sharp. If Swansonôs sequence is broadly 

correct, then the absence of a trial is not the absence of resolution. The resolution is implied to have occurred 

through institutional channels rather than judicial ones. 

But Swansonôs account also introduces tension - tension not only of identity (already addressed), but of 

process. The more decisive the actions he describes, the more one expects corroborating procedural traces: 

coordination, paperwork, admissions and transfer documentation reflecting police involvement, and some 

ability for later researchers to locate the suspect within institutional records. 

Instead, the suspect vanishes. 
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It is this combination - Andersonôs certainty and legal dead-end, coupled with Swansonôs implied containment 

and closure, set against the surprising thinness of recoverable documentary traces - that produces the next 

necessary step in the analysis. Before one can choose among explanations, one must first specify what is 

abnormal about the record and the procedure as described. 

That inventory follows.  

Part 9: Abnormalities 

Taken together, the accounts of Robert Anderson and Donald Swanson create a set of expectations about how 

the identification of a suspect, and his subsequent handling, should appear in the surviving record. The 

difficulty is not that those expectations are unmet in minor or isolated ways, but that they fail in patterned and 

consequential fashion. 

These failures are best understood as abnormalities: points at which the identification process, the procedural 

handling that followed it, and the documentary record as a whole do not behave as ordinary practice would 

predict. 

Abnormalities in the Identification Itself  

Before turning to post-identification handling, it is necessary to note several irregular features of the 

identification event itself. These do not establish that the identification was incorrect, but they do help explain 

why it failed as a legal instrument and why what followed departed from standard procedure. 

An Unusual Identification Mechanism 

The identification described in the police tradition is undated, unnamed, and unsupported by any surviving 

contemporaneous documentation. No formal identification procedure - such as a recorded parade or lineup - 

can be recovered. The event appears to involve a single witness, without corroboration and without the 

evidentiary scaffolding ordinarily required to sustain a prosecution. 

Swansonôs description also preserves a small but telling operational detail: the suspect was not just brought to 

the identification, he was ñtaken with some difficultyò. Whatever precisely is meant by that phrase, it is not 

the language of a routine, standardized evidentiary procedure. It suggests friction - resistance, reluctance, 

management, or improvisation - at the very moment the police are attempting to operationalize the 

identification. That detail does not prove misconduct, but it does further mark the identification as 

procedurally abnormal. 

Identifications intended for court typically generate repetition, documentation, and institutional reinforcement. 

This one does not. Instead, it appears in later recollection as a decisive moment that produced certainty without 

producing a case. 

Emphasis on the Suspectôs Awareness of Identification 

Swanson repeatedly stresses that the suspect knew he had been identified. The significance of this detail is not 

primarily legal; it is strategic. If the suspect believes the police can place him at the scene, his awareness may 

serve two practical purposes. First, it may be intended to induce a confession or other incriminating behavior, 

on the assumption that the suspect does not know the witness will ultimately refuse to testify. Second, it may 

be intended to deter further offenses by signaling that the police are óonto himô, encouraging him to keep his 

head down. 

If no confession follows ï and it did not - the police are left with the only practical recourse short of 

prosecution: constant surveillance. Swansonôs own phrasing (ñday and nightò) implies an intensive 

commitment of manpower. But such watching has obvious resource limits. It can be sustained for a time, 

particularly in a case of exceptional gravity; it cannot be sustained indefinitely. And if a period of round-the-

clock watching produces no prosecutable act and no admissible case - if ñnothing happensò while the suspect 

is watched - then the police face an unavoidable question: what comes next? It is at precisely this point that 

Swansonôs later sequence - workhouse, and eventual institutionalization - takes on its full significance. 
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The Jewish Identification  

As discussed earlier in the analysis of the identificationôs reliability, the witnessôs refusal to testify is explicitly 

attributed in the police tradition to the suspect being a Jew. What matters here is not a re-assessment of that 

issue, but the procedural consequence it implies. 

The unresolved question of how the witness knew this - whether by recognition, disclosure, or inference - 

underscores the fragility of the identification as a legal foundation. In every plausible scenario, the 

identification becomes more vulnerable to challenge and more likely to collapse once the witnessôs reluctance 

is engaged. That collapse helps explain why the case reached a legal dead end despite police certainty. 

Abnormalities Following the Identification 

Once the identification failed to support prosecution, the subsequent handling of the suspect introduces a 

second set of abnormalities - this time procedural and documentary. 

Absence of a Traceable Surveillance Record 

Swanson describes the suspect as being kept under ñclose watchò following identification and witness refusal. 

Ordinarily, such surveillance - particularly when conducted by City CID officers - would be expected to leave 

some documentary trace: logs, correspondence, or internal memoranda. 

No such material can presently be identified. While loss of records is always possible, the complete absence 

of corroborating surveillance documentation is notable given the later emphasis placed on the suspectôs 

importance. 

Discontinuity Between City and Metropolitan Handling 

Henry Coxôs account implies City Police involvement at a critical stage. Swansonôs account implies 

subsequent routing through Poor Law and Metropolitan institutional channels. What is missing is a recoverable 

handoff between those systems. 

This discontinuity does not prove impropriety, but it does suggest either compartmentalization or deviation 

from standard inter-agency procedure. A suspect of the magnitude later claimed would ordinarily generate 

clearer institutional continuity. 

The Workhouse as an Intermediate Stage 

The workhouse occupies a pivotal but opaque role in Swansonôs sequence. Workhouses were commonly used 

as gateways for assessing and certifying the mentally ill, particularly when police involvement was present. If 

the suspect entered the workhouse as part of a containment strategy, one would ordinarily expect 

documentation reflecting the circumstances of admission. 

Swansonôs account also includes a notably coercive detail in the post-identification phase: the suspect was 

taken to Stepney with his ñhands tied behind his backò. The point is not the literal restraint - restraint can be 

routine - but what it signifies about posture. It aligns more naturally with an operational priority of secure 

removal and control than with an evidentiary posture oriented toward court. 

There is also a tension between Andersonôs characterization of the suspect and the mechanics of his removal. 

Anderson writes that the murderer was ñquiet and harmlesséin the ordinary wayò, but that when ñthe 

paroxysms came upon him his ferocity knew no boundsò. Swansonôs account of the post-identification 

handling includes the suspect being taken to Stepney with his ñhands tied behind his backò. Whatever the 

precise reason for restraint - active violence, resistance, flight risk, or simple precaution - the detail implies a 

level of coercion at the moment of transfer that sits uneasily with the image of an ñordinaryò quiet man, unless 

one assumes either (a) that the suspect was in the grip of such a paroxysm when taken, or (b) that the police 

regarded him as inherently dangerous once identified, regardless of his baseline presentation. Either way, the 

posture of removal reads as containment-first, not routine administrative processing. 

Yet the workhouse stage function in the surviving tradition as narrative waypoints rather than recoverable 

administrative records. Given the importance later attached to the suspect, this absence is unusual. 
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Institutionalization Without a Clear Police Signature 

Asylum and infirmary systems did not operate without paperwork. Even allowing for routine loss, selective 

destruction, and the fragmentation of archives across agencies, the chain described in the police tradition 

implies a series of administrative events that would ordinarily generate multiple independent records. In that 

respect, it is notable that the very kinds of institutional records at issue do survive for candidates such as Aaron 

Kosminski and David Cohen: admissions, transfers, and endpoints can be traced in those cases. The difficulty 

here is that no comparable trail has yet been recovered for óPolice Kosminskiô, despite the fact that the tradition 

itself supplies unusually constraining search parameters - named institutions and a relatively tight timeframe. 

By contrast, modern attempts to align the tradition to Aaron Kosminski typically require expanding the 

window materially (in effect, pushing the committal forward by years) in order to force a match. 

At a minimum, one would expect to find documentation corresponding to the suspectôs movement through 

institutions and his ultimate endpoint, such as: 

 Workhouse admission documentation (register entry and/or case note reflecting the circumstances of 

entry) 

 Workhouse discharge/transfer documentation (record of removal or transfer out, including destination) 

 Colney Hatch admission documentation (admission register entry and initial medical reception notes) 

 Colney Hatch treatment/ward records, at least in skeletal form (observations, restraint notes, diagnosis, 

periodic summaries) 

 Colney Hatch death entry (institutional death register or equivalent) 

 and a corresponding civil/municipal death registration, which - if the death occurred ñshortly 

afterwardsò - should exist irrespective of whether the police case was ever prosecuted 

None of these records, in a form that can be securely linked to óPolice Kosminskiô, has yet been recovered. 

The problem is therefore not merely the absence of a name, but the absence of a traceable administrative trail 

consistent with the decisive handling implied by Swansonôs sequence and by the later tone of closure in the 

police tradition. 

This does not prove that records never existed. It does, however, sharpen the abnormality: the tradition 

describes a chain of custody that should leave multiple points of documentation, yet the suspect remains 

unlocatable within that expected record ecology. 

Endpoint Compression 

The final abnormality concerns not merely Swansonôs knowledge of the suspectôs death, but his apparent 

knowledge of everything that occurred after the workhouse stage. In Swansonôs marginal note, the sequence 

does not end with the suspectôs removal to Stepney. It continues through transfer to Colney Hatch and 

terminates with the statement that the suspect ñdied shortly afterwardsò. This onward movement is also 

broadly corroborated by Macnaghtenôs statement that the suspect was removed to an asylum. Stepney, 

whatever its precise administrative character in this context, is not an asylum; Colney Hatch is. If 

Macnaghtenôs wording is taken at face value, it aligns more naturally with Swansonôs post-workhouse 

continuation than with a narrative that ends at a workhouse. 

This continuity is itself striking. The workhouse functioned as a place of confinement and assessment. Once 

a suspect was lodged there, the immediate police objective - removal from the public - had already been 

achieved. In that sense, a workhouse would ordinarily have served as a sufficient ñcageò. Nothing in 

Andersonôs description of the suspect, as a man ñquiet and harmlesséin the ordinary wayò, requires an 

automatic escalation beyond a workhouse into long-term asylum confinement. Nor does Anderson describe a 

deteriorating institutional crisis that would obviously necessitate transfer. 

Yet Swanson not only knows that the suspect was transferred onward to Colney Hatch; he records that fact as 

part of a continuous handling narrative. This raises an unavoidable question: how did Swanson know? 

Transfers between institutions were administrative matters, not events that routinely generated police 

notification. A police inspector would not ordinarily be informed of such movements unless he had expressed 

a continuing interest in the individual or had participated in arranging the transfer itself. 
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The same problem extends to Swansonôs knowledge of the endpoint. Patients died in asylums with regularity, 

and their deaths did not typically prompt notification back to police officers unless the patient was flagged as 

exceptional. For Swanson to know not only that the suspect was institutionalized, but that he was transferred, 

and that he later died, implies that the suspect remained on a police radar well beyond the moment at which 

ordinary administrative custody would have ended police involvement. 

This does not require the conclusion that Swanson personally managed every step. It does, however, imply 

deliberate continuity of interest. Either the police had arranged for updates to be provided, or Swanson had 

reason to inquire and be informed. In either case, the suspect was not simply handed off and forgotten. 

That implication deepens the central abnormality identified throughout this section. The police tradition 

describes a suspect who was treated as uniquely important, whose handling extended beyond initial 

containment, and whose ultimate fate was known to a senior officer. Yet the corresponding administrative trail 

- workhouse records, Colney Hatch transfer documentation, institutional notes, and death registration - 

remains unrecovered. The combination of high police awareness and low documentary visibility is precisely 

what demands explanation. 

The Pattern of Abnormality 

Individually, none of these abnormalities is decisive. Records are lost; recollections compress; procedures 

vary. Taken together, however, they form a coherent pattern: a suspect treated as exceptionally important by 

later police witnesses, yet leaving an unusually thin recoverable procedural footprint. 

This pattern demands explanation. It is not sufficient to say merely that records are incomplete. One must also 

account for why incompleteness clusters precisely at the points where police certainty, surveillance, and 

disposition would ordinarily be expected to leave traces. 

The next section considers the principal explanatory models that might account for this pattern - without 

presuming in advance which, if any, is correct. 

Part 10: Explanatory Models 

The abnormalities identified in the preceding section do not, by themselves, dictate a single explanation. They 

do, however, constrain the range of explanations that remain plausible. Any satisfactory model must account 

for the following features simultaneously: 

¶ police certainty without prosecution 

¶ an identification that fails as a legal instrument but triggers sustained interest 

¶ continued police knowledge beyond the workhouse, including transfer and death 

¶ corroboration that the suspect was removed to an asylum 

¶ and the absence of a recoverable institutional record trail despite tight temporal and institutional 

constraints 

What follows is a set of explanatory models that attempt to account for these features. They are presented in 

order of increasing departure from ordinary procedure, but none is offered as a conclusion. The purpose is not 

to decide prematurely, but to map the explanatory landscape and identify what each model explains well - and 

what it does not. 

Model One: Ordinary Administrative Handling with Record Loss 

The most conservative explanation is that the suspect was handled through standard Poor Law and asylum 

channels, but that the relevant records have been lost, destroyed, misfiled, or remain undiscovered. 

Under this model, the police interest ends formally at the workhouse, but informal awareness persists. 

Transfers to Colney Hatch occur for ordinary medical reasons. Death follows. Swansonôs later knowledge 

reflects memory rather than active oversight. 

This model has the advantage of requiring no deviation from lawful procedure. It is also consistent with the 

known fragility of Victorian records. However, it struggles to explain the concentration of loss. Comparable 
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records survive for Aaron Kosminski and David Cohen. The tradition supplies specific institutions and a 

narrow timeframe, yet no trace emerges. Most importantly, it does not adequately explain why a senior police 

officer would know of both transfer and death absent some continuing interest. 

Model Two: Sustained Police Interest Within Legal and Administrative Boundaries 

A second model posits that the police maintained a continuing but lawful interest in the suspect after 

institutionalization. Under this view, the suspect was flagged as exceptional, and police were notified of major 

status changes - transfer and death - without directly managing them. 

This model explains Swansonôs knowledge without requiring direct intervention. It also aligns with the 

exceptional gravity of the case and with the tone of closure in later recollections. 

Its weakness lies in the documentary gap. Sustained interest usually produces some paper trail - 

correspondence, annotations, or cross-references - especially where multiple institutions are involved. The 

near-total absence of such traces remains difficult to reconcile, particularly given the specificity of the 

tradition. 

Model Three: Coordinated Administrative Resolution Beyond the Courts 

A third model holds that, once prosecution failed and constant surveillance proved unsustainable, the police 

actively coordinated an administrative resolution designed to remove the suspect permanently from the public 

sphere. 

Under this model, the workhouse functions as a staging point rather than an endpoint. Transfer to Colney 

Hatch is not automatic medical escalation, but part of a containment strategy. Ongoing police awareness - of 

transfer and death - follows naturally if the process was arranged or monitored. The thin documentary trail is 

explained by compartmentalization, discretion, or deliberate minimization of record linkage. 

This model explains the abnormalities well, including the continuity of Swansonôs knowledge and the 

corroboration by Melville Macnaghten that the suspect was removed to an asylum. It also aligns with Robert 

Andersonôs framing of certainty without legal remedy. 

Its cost is moral and interpretive. It requires accepting that senior police may have prioritized public safety 

over judicial process, operating at the edges of - or beyond - formal legality. The model remains hypothetical, 

but it cannot be dismissed on evidentiary grounds alone. 

Model Four: Misremembered or Conflated Tradition 

Finally, it is possible that the tradition itself is internally distorted: that memories conflated different 

individuals, stages, or outcomes; that later officers telescoped events; or that certainty hardened retrospectively 

around an incoherent narrative. 

This model explains inconsistencies and gaps by error rather than action. It avoids ethical difficulty and 

requires no hidden process. 

But it does so at a price. It asks us to discount the repeated, independent confidence of senior officers, the 

specific sequencing preserved by Swanson, and the asylum corroboration offered by Macnaghten. It also fails 

to explain why misremembering would consistently point in the same direction: identification, blockage, 

containment, and death. 

Scope and Limits 

None of these models proves what happened. Each trades explanatory power against assumption cost. What 

Part 9 has established is not that any particular model is correct, but that some model beyond simple inattention 

is required. The abnormalities cannot be wished away. They must be explained. 

The following conclusion does not choose among these models. Instead, it reframes the problem in a way that 

allows future suspects - whether newly discovered or already proposed - to be evaluated against a consistent 

standard. 
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Conclusion 

The Problem of Candidate Projection 

This study has not sought to identify Jack the Ripper. Its narrower purpose has been to recover, as far as the 

surviving record allows, the contours of the suspect remembered by senior police officials as ñKosminskiò, 

and to test whether that remembered figure can be securely anchored to any known individual. 

On that question, the result is necessarily negative. Neither Aaron Kosminski nor David Cohen can be made 

to fit the police tradition without distortion. Aaron Kosminski aligns in name and family context, but fails on 

chronology, sequence, and outcome. David Cohen can appear superficially attractive on institutional arc alone 

- early confinement with death in 1889 - but as a Police Kosminski mapping the fit collapses: he lacks any 

documentary bridge to police surveillance, identification, or the name ñKosminskiò, and a man already 

confined by late 1888 is not available to participate in the handling sequence described in the tradition. In both 

cases, candidates are forced onto a profile, rather than emerging naturally from it. 

The Police Tradition as a Remembered Sequence 

What does emerge clearly is something else: the police tradition itself describes a coherent handling narrative. 

Robert Anderson and Donald Swanson, roughly twenty years later, convey certainty that a specific man had 

been identified, that prosecution was blocked by witness refusal, and that the suspect was presented as removed 

from public circulation. Melville Macnaghten, writing much closer to the events, corroborates asylum removal 

as part of that tradition by referring to the suspect being removed to an asylum. At the same time, the tradition 

shows signs of narration drift - placenames harden, emphases shift, and later formulations sharpen beyond 

what earlier summaries will bear - so the account must be treated as a remembered sequence rather than a 

verbatim operational record. Even so, these accounts preserve sequence, confidence, and closure in police 

thinking, even if they cannot be converted into independently testable proof of correctness. 

The Explanatory Tension: Certainty and Silence 

At the same time, the procedural and documentary abnormalities identified in Part 9 are real and cannot be 

dismissed as trivial. An unusual identification described as having been arranged ñwith some difficultyò, 

surveillance described as extended, transfer through the workhouseïasylum machinery, movement across 

institutions, asserted knowledge of the suspectôs subsequent fate, and the absence of a recoverable operational 

record trail - despite tight temporal and institutional constraints - together form an explanatory problem that 

demands attention. Something out of the ordinary occurred, whether in memory, in administration, or in 

practice. 

Part 10 set out a range of explanatory models, from ordinary administrative handling with record loss to 

coordinated administrative resolution beyond the courts. No single model can be proven on the present 

evidence. What can be said is that any adequate explanation must account for both sides of the ledger: high 

police certainty and continuity of asserted knowledge on the one hand, and striking documentary silence on 

the other. 

Exceptional-Case Handling as a Conditional Model 

One implication deserves careful, limited acknowledgment. Under the subset of explanatory models in that 

posit containment pursued outside ordinary judicial channels after prosecution failed, the institutional 

consequences of such a decision - both intended and incidental - would be expected to follow established 

patterns within the Poor Law and asylum machinery, including a workhouse transfer and confinement at 

institutions such as Colney Hatch. To note this is not to impute motive, malice, or a particular outcome, but to 

recognize that exceptional administrative decisions can have foreseeable downstream effects within closed 

systems once formal legal remedies are exhausted. This observation is not an accusation; it is a bounded 

description of system behavior under an exceptional-case hypothesis. 

Limits of Proof and the Fact of Cessation 

None of this establishes that óPolice Kosminskiô was Jack the Ripper. The police may have been right in their 
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identification, or they may have been wrong. They may have removed the true killer from circulation, or they 

may have mistaken a dangerous but unrelated individual for the murderer. The surviving record does not allow 

that question to be answered. It should also be noted that the murders did, in fact, cease - possibly because the 

police had their man, possibly by coincidence or some other cause. This fact should not be glossed over, but 

neither can it be treated as proof. 

A Methodological Standard for Future Claims 

What this study does establish is a methodological standard. The suspect remembered as ñKosminskiò is not 

a blank name onto which any plausible candidate may be projected. He is a figure defined by a specific 

sequence as presented in the senior-officer tradition: identification described as having been arranged ñwith 

some difficultyò, witness refusal, surveillance, administrative containment, institutional transfer, and an 

outcome asserted in retrospective accounts. Any proposed suspect - whether newly discovered or long 

discussed - must be measured against that full profile, not selectively matched to one or two elements of it. 

The appendices are intended to support that process by defining the administratively admissible population 

and record constraints against which any future candidate must be tested. 

Administrative Record Controls and Boundary Conditions 

Appendix D adds a further constraint: even when the óSwanson pathwayô is reduced to an administratively 

testable skeleton within the surviving, searchable record - workhouse discharge followed by same-day (or 

near-immediate) asylum admission, followed by death ñshortly thereafterò, with a conservative age screen - 

the number of discoverable matches is extremely small. In the Ancestry-indexed material surveyed, that 

mechanical screen yields only a handful of administrative survivors, and only one candidate occurs within the 

London/Middlesex institutional system at Colney Hatch on a same-day discharge/admission date in early 

1889, with a recorded death there within four months. This does not identify that individual as óPolice 

Kosminskiô, and it does not restore the Stepney-specific element of the tradition, which the indexed record 

does not encode reliably; nor does it supply the ñPolish Jewò descriptor associated with the later tradition. It 

does, however, show the practical limit of recoverability: if óPolice Kosminskiô is not discoverable under a 

pathway this general, then either (a) the relevant record-linkage is missing from what survives in searchable 

form, or (b) the pathway as remembered cannot be operationalized from the surviving record at all. In either 

case, the absence of a discoverable match is not itself a refutation; it is a boundary condition imposed by record 

survivorship. 

What Would Be Required to Test Identity 

If such a man is ever recovered from the record, the same metric applied here can be applied to him. And if 

that man, once recovered, also aligns with the murders themselves, then the case for identity may finally be 

tested on coherent grounds. Until then, óPolice Kosminskiô remains what the evidence presently supports: a 

real figure in police memory, a resolved problem in police thinking, and an unresolved problem in history. 

Unless and until óPolice Kosminskiô is identified, closing the case - in the strong sense of confidently naming 

a different individual as the murderer - would require extraordinary evidence. The reason is structural. 

Anderson and Swanson were certain they had identified their man. Even if that certainty may have been 

misplaced, it represents an evidentiary claim that cannot be evaluated without knowing who óPolice 

Kosminskiô was and what evidence persuaded the officers who held that conviction. To declare the case closed 

on some other suspect while the identity of óPolice Kosminskiô, and the basis for the police certainty about 

him, remain unknown would risk mistaking the elimination of alternatives for proof. 

Schrºdingerôs Suspect 

In that sense, óPolice Kosminskiô functions as a óSchrºdingerôs suspectô within the surviving evidentiary field. 

As matters currently stand, he is simultaneously guilty and innocent, because the óboxô - the evidentiary basis 

that produced Anderson and Swansonôs certainty - is not merely closed, but missing. It is not because guilt is 

metaphysically ambiguous, but because the record-state required to adjudicate their claim does not survive in 

accessible form. The proposition cannot presently be collapsed to guilt or innocence on the surviving evidence, 

and it also cannot be dismissed as fantasy without knowing what the senior officers believed they had, or why. 
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Unless that missing basis is recovered - or is externally disproven by demonstrable facts that make the 

proposition impossible - óPolice Kosminskiô remains both a live claim in police memory and an unresolvable 

claim in history. 

At minimum, any putative solution must do both: (a) recover óPolice Kosminskiô and show that he is the 

proposed suspect, and (b) if proposing a different culprit, explain - on demonstrable grounds - why the senior 

officersô conviction about ñKosminskiò was misplaced, rather than treating it as a mere error to be assumed 

away. 

Appendix A  

Administrative Record Searches and Controls 

Colney Hatch Asylum Admission Register Searches (Controlled Searches with Positive and Negative 

Controls) 

Exact (death 1889): 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=0-0-0&e-

Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx 

±10 years (death 1889 ±10): 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=10-0-0&e-

Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx 

Unbounded death (positive control): 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&e-Self-

Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx 

Surname removed (control search): 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?death=1889&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-

Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m 

London Workhouse Admission and Discharge Registers (Name-Anchored Search) 

Dataset:  

All London, England, Workhouse Admission and Discharge Records, 1764ï1921 (Ancestry; provided in 

association with The London Archives) 

Search parameters: 

¶ Name: Kosminski (broad matching enabled) 

¶ Residence: London 

¶ Any event year: 1889 

¶ Sex: Male 

Replication URL: 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/60391/?name=_Kosminski+&event=1889&residence=_londo

n-london-england-united+kingdom_85535 

Results (as returned by the interface): 

¶ Two records were returned, both appearing to correspond to Aaron Kozminski under variant spellings 

¶ No additional records were returned under the Kosminski query in this dataset with the above 

constraints 

Control function:  

This search functions as a name-anchored negative control. It demonstrates that the dataset is populated and 

that the interface can return non-exact surname matches (variant spellings) while yielding no candidate 

consistent with the police traditionôs óMacnaghten Anchorô timeline. 

https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=0-0-0&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=0-0-0&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=10-0-0&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&death_x=10-0-0&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?name=_kosminski&death=1889&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m&name_x=_psx
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?death=1889&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/9051/?death=1889&e-Self-Admission=1889-3&f-Self-Institution=Colney+Hatch&gender=m
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/60391/?name=_Kosminski+&event=1889&residence=_london-london-england-united+kingdom_85535
https://www.ancestry.co.uk/search/collections/60391/?name=_Kosminski+&event=1889&residence=_london-london-england-united+kingdom_85535
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Interpretive constraint:  

This result establishes absence from the indexed London workhouse admission / discharge dataset under the 

above constraints; it does not establish non-admission outside formal Poor Law processes, nor does it rule out 

records not included in the indexed subset. 

Appendix B:  

Male Colney Hatch Admissions Prior to June 1889 with Recorded Deaths in 1889 

This presents the administratively complete set of men who could - if the record preserves them at all - 

correspond to the early-1889 tradition of a suspect removed to Colney Hatch and dying shortly afterwards. It 

enumerates all male patients recorded in the Lunacy Patients Admission Registers (MH94) as admitted to 

Colney Hatch (including variant institutional forms such as ñColney Nò) prior to 1 June 1889 and whose 

deaths are recorded in the same calendar year. The purpose is documentary rather than interpretive: to define 

the full administratively admissible population against which claims concerning residence, committal, and 

subsequent death must be tested. 

The set was derived exhaustively from the MH94-based index and, where available, the corresponding register 

images. Inclusion was limited to male patients meeting all three criteria: (1) admission to Colney Hatch 

between 1 January 1889 and 1 June 1889; (2) death recorded in 1889; and (3) clear identification as male in 

the surviving record. No additional filtering by residence, diagnosis, or duration of confinement was applied. 

For each individual listed below, indexed Poor Law and workhouse sources were searched for any pre-asylum 

linkage consistent with a Poor Law ñworkhouse stageò preceding committal to Colney Hatch. In practice this 

included: (i) indexed London-area workhouse admission and discharge material available on major platforms 

(including the London workhouse register collections), (ii) indexed Poor Law settlement/removal material 

where searchable, and (iii) the MH94 register images where a digitized image exists. Searches were run under 

recorded surnames with reasonable spelling variants and, where the result set became unmanageably large, 

were narrowed by year and locality filters rather than relying on open-ended fuzzy matching. A specific 

Stepney Union linkage was not recovered for any individual in this cohort from the currently indexed or 

digitized material. This is a negative search result only: it reflects non-recovery within what is presently 

searchable and does not exclude the possibility that an identifiable Stepney (or other East London) connection 

survives in unindexed union papers, magistratesô records, local admission orders, or register images not yet 

digitized. 

Several individuals in the cohort died within weeks of admission, a temporal pattern that remains broadly 

compatible with the late ñdied shortly afterwardsò phrasing; however, rapid death after admission does not, 

by itself, localize the patient to Stepney (or any other union). For most cases, the surviving indexed or digitized 

material either yields no Poor Law trace at all or preserves only minimal register-level entries that do not 

record pre-asylum residence, parish of chargeability, or the particular workhouse / infirmary from which the 

patient was received. 

The absence of recoverable Stepney linkages in an administratively complete Colney Hatch -1889 death cohort 

is therefore best read as a limitation of coverage and indexing rather than as an affirmative disconfirmation of 

any workhouse stage. Poor Law and lunacy committal paperwork was often routine, locally held, and unevenly 

preserved; where it survives, it is frequently outside the portions of the record that are presently indexed and 

digitally searchable. The table that follows is provided as a transparent reference set: it defines the full 

administratively admissible population under the stated criteria and supplies a controlled baseline against 

which later recollections can be tested. It is offered as an open invitation for others to attempt linkage recovery 

- whether Stepney-specific or otherwise - using archival holdings beyond the currently searchable record. 
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Male Patients Admitted to Colney Hatch Prior to 1 June 1889 with Deaths Recorded in 1889 

No. 
Name (as 

recorded) 

Admission 

date 

Institution (as 

recorded) 
Death date 

Days 

from 

admission 

to death 

MH94 

image 

available 

Notes 

1 Jno Hane 1889-05-15 Colney Hatch 1889-06-10 26 Yes 

Line-level 

MH94 entry 

only 

2 
Geo 

Bodman 
1889-05-03 Colney Hatch 1889-06-10 38 Yes 

No residence 

/ union field 

3 
Robt 

Haussman 
1889-04-18 Colney Hatch 1889-06-02 45 Yes - 

4 Hy Norveil 1889-04-01 Colney Hatch 1889-05-24 53 Yes - 

5 Chas Fox 1889-03-29 Colney Hatch 1889-05-28 60 Yes - 

6 Jas Massey 1889-01-31 Colney Hatch 1889-10-12 254 Yes - 

7 Chas Raven 1889-04-06 Colney Hatch 1889-12-26 264 Yes - 

8 Robt Moyes 1889-03-15 Colney Hatch 1889-12-12 272 Yes - 

9 Jno Canty 1889-01-04 Colney Hatch 1889-12-21 351 Yes - 

10 Jno Adams 1889-01-07 
Kent (Colney 

Hatch system) 
1889-12-08 335 Yes 

Institutional 

variant 

11 Ellis Adams 1889-01-19 

Suffolk 

(Colney Hatch 

system) 

1889-12-09 324 Yes 
Institutional 

variant 

12 
Wm 

Addison 
1889-03-30 Whittingham 1889-??-?? - No 

Death year 

only 

13 
Arthur B. 

Abbott 
1889-04-04 Colney N 1889-??-?? - No 

Institutional 

variant 

14 
Edwin 

Adams 
1889-04-17 Colney Hatch 1889-??-?? - No 

Death year 

only 

15 
Francis Hy 

Aber 
1889-05-06 Colney Hatch 1889-??-?? - No 

Death year 

only 

16 
Albert 

Ackerley 
1889-05-09 Colney Hatch 1889-??-?? - No 

Death year 

only 

Search window for associated Poor Law and workhouse material: 1 January 1889 onward. 

Table Notes 

 Admission and death dates are normalized to ISO format where day-level data survive 

 ñMH94 image availableò indicates whether a digitized register image is accessible online; in all such 

cases, the image contains only a minimal line-level return without residence or Poor Law union detail 

 Institutional variants (e.g., ñColney Nò) are retained where they clearly refer to the Colney Hatch 

system. 

 Records lacking a precise death date are included to preserve completeness but are not evaluable for 
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admission-to-death interval analysis. 

Appendix C:  

Death Certificates Ordered (Barnet District, 1889) 

Purpose and scope 

This appendix documents the civil death certificates obtained for male patients admitted to Colney Hatch 

Asylum in early 1889 whose deaths were registered later in the same calendar year. These certificates are 

presented solely as civil-registration corroboration of MH94 death endpoints and as negative administrative 

controls. They are not used to infer suspect identity, police knowledge, or involvement in the Whitechapel 

murders. 

Where recorded, the Rank or Profession field is transcribed verbatim, including any ñof éò locative qualifier. 

Such qualifiers represent residential or institutional affiliation, not place of work. No certificate in this set 

records a workplace, employer, or police role. 

In all five cases, the informant of death is institutional (asylum superintendent or officer), not a police 

authority. 

The phrase ñdied shortly thereafterò, as recalled in late police statements, is treated here as administratively 

elastic rather than temporally precise. Any death occurring within calendar year 1889 following an admissible 

early-1889 Colney Hatch admission is considered eligible for testing purposes. 

Certificate Extractions (ordered set) 

Admission dates, death dates, and admission-to-death intervals are taken from the above table in Appendix B. 

John Hane: 

 Admission: 15 May 1889 

 Death: 10 June 1889 

 Days from admission to death: 26 

 Place of death: Lunatic Asylum, Friern Barnet (Colney Hatch system phrasing) 

 Informant: Institutional (asylum superintendent/officer) 

 Rank or Profession: Brass finisher of 8 Wilks Court, Wilks Place, Horton 

 Administrative note: Residential qualifier; no workplace stated. 

George Bodman: 

 Admission: 3 May 1889 

 Death: 10 June 1889 

 Days from admission to death: 38 

 Place of death: Lunatic Asylum, Friern Barnet (Colney Hatch system phrasing) 

 Informant: Institutional (asylum superintendent/officer) 

 Rank or Profession: Coach trimmer of 142 Maygrove Road, Kilburn 

 Administrative note: Residential qualifier; no workplace stated. 

Robert Haussmann: 

 Admission: 18 April 1889 

 Death: 2 June 1889 

 Days from admission to death: 45 

 Place of death: Lunatic Asylum, Friern Barnet (Colney Hatch system phrasing) 

 Informant: Institutional (asylum superintendent/officer) 

 Rank or Profession: Merchantôs clerk of Bethlem Hospital 

 Administrative note: Institutional affiliation in the ñof éò qualifier; no workplace stated. 
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Henry Norveil: 

 Admission: 1 April 1889 

 Death: 24 May 1889 

 Days from admission to death: 53 

 Place of death: Lunatic Asylum, Friern Barnet (Colney Hatch system phrasing) 

 Informant: Institutional (asylum superintendent/officer) 

 Rank or Profession: Clerk of 3 Mary Street, Islington 

 Administrative note: Residential qualifier; no workplace stated. 

Robert Moyes: 

 Admission: 15 March 1889 

 Death: 12 December 1889 

 Days from admission to death: 272 

 Place of death: Lunatic Asylum, Friern Barnet (Colney Hatch system phrasing) 

 Informant: Institutional (asylum superintendent/officer) 

 Rank or Profession: Painter & labourer of 3 Lily Terrace, Warwick Road, Kensington 

 Administrative note: Residential qualifier; no workplace stated. 

Administrative observations (non-interpretive)  

1. Endpoint corroboration: For the five men for whom certificates were obtained, the civil registrations 

corroborate the death dates used in the MH94-derived admission-to-death interval calculations. 

2. Admission-to-death range: In this certificate-backed subset, intervals range from 26 to 272 days, 

demonstrating that the phrase ñdied shortly thereafterò cannot be operationalized narrowly without 

introducing an unsupported constraint. 

3. Uniform sourcing: In all cases, the informant is institutional rather than police. Occupational and 

locative particulars on these certificates therefore cannot be assumed to originate from police 

knowledge. 

4. Geographic pattern: All five certificates record residential or institutional affiliations outside 

Whitechapel. No certificate provides a geographic bridge to the Whitechapel policing context implied 

by the late police tradition. 

Appendix D:  

Administrative Survivorship Analysis of the Generalized óSwanson Pathwayô 

Purpose and Scope 

This appendix examines whether the generalized administrative sequence described in later police 

recollections - commonly summarized as removal from a Poor Law institution, near-immediate asylum 

admission, and death shortly thereafter - can be identified within the surviving, searchable Victorian 

institutional record. 

The exercise is explicitly documentary and administrative. It does not seek to identify any historical suspect, 

does not assert police involvement, and does not attempt to reconcile later narrative traditions beyond their 

minimal administrative skeleton. The focus is solely on what trajectories are recoverable from indexed Poor 

Law and asylum registers as they survive today. 

Source Material 

All records referenced in this appendix are drawn from Ancestry-hosted collections, including: 

 London, England, Workhouse Admission and Discharge Records, 1764ï1921 

 UK, Lunacy Patients Admission Registers, 1846ï1921 

These collections provide partial administrative coverage only. Workhouse registers typically record 

admission and discharge dates but do not reliably encode asylum destinations; asylum registers record 
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admissions and, in some cases, deaths, but do not consistently encode workhouse origins. Neither collection 

preserves police involvement, ethnicity, or witness information. 

Definition of the Generalized óSwanson Pathwayô 

For the purposes of this appendix, the óSwanson pathwayô is defined in its minimal administrative form, 

abstracted from later recollection attributed to Donald Swanson: 

1. Discharge from a Poor Law institution (workhouse or equivalent) 

2. Near-immediate admission to a public lunatic asylum, and 

3. Death within a relatively short interval following admission. 

No additional elements - such as surveillance, witness identification, ethnicity, or named workhouse - are 

assumed or tested, as these are not reliably encoded in the surviving administrative record.  

Scale of Screening 

Thousands of individual workhouse and asylum records within the 1889 admission window were examined 

against this generalized pathway. This appendix reports only those cases that survive all mechanical filters 

applied below. The resulting set reflects record survivorship, not historical exhaustiveness. 

Linkage Rules and Filters 

Records were linked using: 

 Exact surname match 

 Forename initial equivalence (e.g., Thos for Thomas) 

 Chronological alignment permitting calculation of a discharge-to-admission interval 

This conservative rule was chosen to balance clerical variability against false linkage risk. 

Discharge-to-Admission Gap 

Cases were retained only where asylum admission occurred: 

 on the same day as workhouse discharge, or 

 within 1ï2 days, to accommodate clerical lag 

Admission-to-Death Interval 

Where death dates were recorded, admission-to-death intervals were computed and grouped into 30-day 

reporting bands (0ï30, 31ï60, 61ï90, 91ï120 days). No interpretive definition of ñshortlyò was imposed. 

Age Heuristic 

Where birth year was recorded, cases with estimated age Ḙεί at admission were excluded. No ages were 

imputed where absent. 

Survivor Set (N = 6) 

Only six individuals survived all cumulative filters: 

 

Name (as 

indexed) 

Asylum 

Institution  

Transfer Gap Days to Death Death Band Age (est.) 

Thomas (Thos) 

Neal 

Colney Hatch 

(Middlesex) 

0 days 109 91-120 ~ 50 

Thos Curtis Essex 0-2 days 7 0 ï 30 Unknown 

Alfd Ford Gloucester 0-2 days 20 0 - 30 Unknown 

Edwd Baker Essex 0-2 days 29 0 ï 30 Unknown 
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Wm Carter Nottingham 

Borough 

0-2 days 35 31 ï 60 Unknown 

Neos Marshall Gloucester 0-2 days 44 31 - 60 Unknown 

Geographic Context (Non-Exclusionary)  

Geography was applied descriptively only, not as a filter. Five of the six survivors were admitted to provincial 

asylums. One individual - Thomas Neal - was admitted to Colney Hatch (Middlesex), the principal asylum 

serving the London/East End system. This distinction is noted without asserting causality or priority. 

The Thomas Neal Record 

Thomas (Thos) Neal is recorded in the workhouse registers as discharged on 8 April 1889. On that same date, 

he appears in the Lunacy Patients Admission Registers as admitted to Colney Hatch Asylum (Middlesex). His 

recorded estimated birth year is about 1839, placing him at approximately 50 years of age at admission. 

The asylum register further records his death at Colney Hatch on 26 July 1889, 109 days after admission. 

Administratively, this sequence satisfies all elements of the generalized pathway simultaneously: same-day 

transfer, confinement within the London/Middlesex asylum system, and death within a defined short post-

admission interval. The April 1889 admission date also falls close to imprecise retrospective phrasing such as 

ñabout Marchò, without requiring any stronger chronological claim than the record itself supports. 

Explicit Limitations  

This appendix establishes none of the following: 

 That Neal - or any other individual - originated from the Stepney Workhouse (not encoded) 

 That any individual was subject to police surveillance or identification 

 That any individual was a Polish Jew or matches later ethnic descriptions 

 That the survivor set is exhaustive rather than survivorship-limited 

Additional cases may once have existed but are no longer recoverable due to record loss, non-indexing, or 

transcription failure. 

Audit Note (Neal) 

Thomas Nealôs record can be independently verified by any researcher with access to Ancestry by consulting: 

 London, England, Workhouse Admission and Discharge Records, 1764ï1921 (discharge: 8 April 

1889) 

 UK, Lunacy Patients Admission Registers, 1846ï1921 (admission: 8 April 1889; death: 26 July 1889; 

institution: Colney Hatch). 

No external sources are required to confirm the administrative sequence reported here. 

Conclusion 

This demonstrates that the generalized óSwanson pathwayô is rarely recoverable in the surviving indexed 

record. Among thousands of screened cases, only six satisfy the defined administrative conditions, and only 

one falls within the London / Middlesex asylum system in 1889. This finding neither confirms nor refutes any 

historical identification claim; it establishes only the documentary boundaries imposed by the surviving 

record. 

Mark Kennedy is an engineer with more than three decades of experience including twenty-five years in cybersecurity. He holds over sixty 

issued patents, co-founded the Anti-Malware Testing Standards Organization (AMTSO), and served as chair the IEEE's Security Working 

Group. He graduated cum laude from the University of Pittsburgh with a degree in Computer Science. His work applies a constraint-based, 

evidence-driven approach to historical problems, focusing on what can be established from the surviving record without assumption or 

distortion. 
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lthough itôs an urban myth that we are never 

more than six feet from a rat, these days we 

are almost never more than six feet away from a 

clock. The wristwatch may be going out of fashion 

but on our laptops and microwave ovens, on our 

TV screens and car dashboards, and of course, on 

our ever-present mobile phones, we have instant 

access to the time. We live in an age where itôs easy 

to find accurate, synchronised time. This however 

has not always been the case, with Victorian 

London being the perfect example.  

Few could afford a watch, and the synchronisation 

of clocks was unreliable, so when we look at this 

subject itôs important for accuracyôs sake to allow 

for inaccuracy. Itôs also important to identify when 

a particular witness is merely estimating the time or 

timings because we humans tend to be poor 

estimators; especially if we are standing in a queue 

at the checkout, where minutes can seem like 

hours!  

When I came across this article from edition 10 of 

the Ripperologist, the late Paul Daniel, who was the 

editor at that time, presented (I felt) a 

perfect illustration of the pitfalls which can exist if 

we accept witness timings at face value and overly 

rely on individual newspaper reports. 

As we can see, based on an article in The Times 

dated 2 October 1888, Paul suggested a club 

member going by the forename-less moniker of 

Gilleman found the body of Elizabeth Stride at 

12.55am, five minutes before Louis 

Diemschitz arrived at the murder scene on his pony 

and trap, and five minutes before, according to the 

previously accepted narrative, Diemschitz 

discovered Elizabeth dead on the floor of 

Dutfieldôs Yard. 

According to the report, Morris Eagle stated he left 

the International Working Men's Club at about 

11.45pm to take his ñyoung ladyò home, he then 

returned at ñabout 25 minutes to oneò. Heôd been 

back about twenty minutes when Gilleman 

announced there was a ñdead woman lying in the 

yard.ò 

But if we look at other newspaper accounts, we can 

see there are several variations to The Times and 

none mention Gilleman.  

The Daily Telegraph reported that Eagle returned 

ñbetween half-past eleven and a quarter to twelve 

o'clockò. 

A 

Michael 

Banks 
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The Daily Chronicle, Morning Post and East 

London Advertiser stated he returned at ñéabout 

twenty minutes to one.ò   

The Evening News of 1 October 1888 tells us Eagle 

spoke to a reporter and said:  

ñI frequent the club. I went into it about 

12.40 on this night that you are asking 

me about, which was about 20 minutes 

before the body was discovered.ò  

And the Echo of the 1October claims:  

ñHe had left the Club about a quarter to 

twelve, but returned about one, entering by 

the gateway.ò 

So, we have different accounts but thereôs an 

underlying theme; all the times are clearly 

estimated.   

When we then compare this to the Louis 

Diemschitz account, we know he gave us an exact 

time for his arrival at the club of 1am because he 

had seen Harrisôs tobacco shop clock as he reached 

the top of Berner Street, but we have to ask 

ourselves how closely synchronised was this clock 

to the one in the club?  

Here we see the perils of taking these times 

literally.  

So how did Gilleman fit into the story? Did he find 

the body as Paul Daniel suggested? Or was his role 

of much less significance?  

Louis Diemschitz tells us what happened that night 

and we have no reason to doubt him on this. After 

finding the body in the deserted yard he went 

inside the club to locate his wife and to get a 

candle:  

ñThere were several members in the front 

room of the club, and I told them all that 

there was a woman lying in the yard, though 

I could not say whether she was drunk or 

dead. I then got a candle and went into the 

yard, where I could see blood before I 

reached the body.ò1   

I would suggest that Gilleman was one of those 

members in the front room when Diemschitz 

entered at, or shortly after, 1am and either straight 

away, or a few seconds later, after viewing the 

body, went upstairs to inform the members there 

 
1 Lloydôs Weekly Newspaper 7 October 1888 

what had happened (including Morris Eagle who 

judged this  incident to have occurred twenty 

minutes after his estimated time of returning to 

the club, i.e. at about 1am)  and this is why 

Gilleman was never called to the inquest. His role 

was unimportant. 

The body was discovered by Diemschitz. 

Diemschitz told Gilleman (and others). Gilleman 

told Eagle (and others). That is surely what the 

evidence tells us.   

Time estimates incorporating the use of the word 

ñaboutò can also be found in important witness 

testimony relating to other óRipperô murders, such 

as the discovery of Polly Nicholsôs body and 

certain incidents potentially involving Annie 

Chapman on the morning of her murder.  

We should not be seduced into thinking witnesses 

could estimate time with any degree of precision. 

Even today, with all the modern advantages of 

digital timekeeping that I've already mentioned, it's 

very difficult for most people to accurately 

estimate the time as they go about their daily lives. 

Five minutes can feel like fifteen and vice versa, 

fifteen minutes can feel like half an hour etc. If itôs 

true in todayôs technologically advanced world, 

then we can only speculate on the potential errors 

the people of the 19th century could make when 

their only access was to publicly available clocks, 

and even then, these clocks may have been 

inaccurate or gain or lose time on a daily basis, 

particularly if  they were not properly maintained.  

The crucial word ñaboutò should never be 

ignored or forgotten. Any occasion where a 

witness uses this word in terms of a time estimate 

should always be treated with caution, as should a 

single source article which flies in the face of every 

other report on an event or subject. 

Unfortunately, despite Paul Danielôs considerable 

abilities as a researcher and writer, in this instance 

it appears he placed too much reliance on The 

Times as a source of unfailing accuracy and made 

some rather overhasty conclusions. 
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he arguments for and against Aaron Kosminski as óJack the Ripperô can be lengthy and very intricate, as 

the companion piece by Mark Kennedy in this very issue of Ripperologist illustrates, but what we rarely 

see is an examination of the history of the actual theory itself, of the origins of óAnderson's Suspectô and its 

evolution over the past 138 years.  

In this article we will look at how óAndersonôs Suspectô developed and eschew the arguments for and against 

it, instead we will examine a variety of media reports spanning the years 1888 to 1910, as well as a number of 

documents and books including: 

¶ The óMacnaghten Memorandumô, dated February 1894 and comprising of at least two versions. These 

named three individuals whom Sir Melville Macnaghten deemed a better choice as a Ripper suspect than 

Thomas Cutbush1. These documents first appeared in public in 1959. 

¶ Sir Robert Andersonôs autobiography, titled The Lighter Side of My Official Life, published in 1910, 

describes the suspect but omits their name. 

¶ The so-called óSwanson Marginaliaô2, a series of notes made by Inspector Donald Swanson in his copy of 

Andersonôs book in which he provides a surname for óAndersonôs Suspectô. The marginalia became 

known to a limited number of people, mostly journalists, in the early to mid-1980s and did not come into 

the public domain until 1988. Over the years, some people have questioned whether Swanson is actually 

agreeing with Anderson and others have suggested the marginalia is a hoax. This is outside the scope of 

this article and here we will assume the marginalia notes are taken at face value, as being entirely authored 

by Donald Swanson and that Swanson was agreeing with Anderson as he annotated his own copy. A 

detailed debate on this additional perspective is to be found in the article Red Lines and Purple Pencil: A 

History of the Swanson Marginalia by Adam Wood and Keith Skinner in Ripperologist No. 128.  

¶ The fourth book we will look at is Martin Fidoôs The Crimes, Detection & Death of Jack The Ripper3 

from 1987. 

¶ Our fifth book is The Complete History of Jack the Ripper4 by Philip Sugden, which we will consider 

given its general reputation and significant influence. 

¶ We will also look at Swanson: The Life and Times of a Victorian Detective5 by Adam Wood, Jack the 

Ripper and the Case for Scotland Yardôs Prime Suspect6, by Robert House, The Whitechapel Murders of 

1888. Another Dead End7, by John Malcolm, Naming Jack the Ripper8, by Russell Edwards, and several 

other works. 

Having now laid out the groundwork, letôs begin. 

On 4th November 1889, a year after the murder of Mary Kelly, Sir Robert Anderson commented on the case 

in the Pall Mall Gazette9, in the article he speaks of ñour failure to find Jack the Ripper.ò. Given the wording, 
 

1 The apparent reason behind his writing the memo is debated elsewhere and is outside the scope of this article. 
2 Notes found in Donald Swanson's personal copy of Andersonôs Lighter Side of My Official Life, after the death of Swanson's daughter Alice 

on the 14 November 1980. 
3 Fido, The Crimes, Detection & Death of Jack the Ripper, George Weidenfeld & Nicholson Limited 1987. 
4 Phillip Sugden, the complete History of Jack the Ripper, Robinson Publishing, 1994. 
5 Adam Wood, Swanson, Mango Books, 2020. 
6 Robert House, Jack the Ripper and the case for Scotland Yardôs Prime Suspect, John Wiley and Sons, 2011. 
7 John Malcolm, The Whitechapel murders of 1888. Another Dead End?, self-published 2018. 
8 Russell Edwards, Naming Jack the Ripper, 1st published Sidgwick & Jackson 2014, updated Lyons Press, 2024,  
9 Dr. Anderson on Criminal óShow Places,ô Pall Mall Gazette, November 4, 1889. 
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this would appear to suggest that, at this point, Anderson either had no real idea who the killer was, or, at the 

very least, was far from convinced by the suspects thus far.  

The next comment by Anderson appears in June 189210 and 

seems to strike a different tone: ñThere is my answer to 

people who come with fads and theories about these 

murders,ò he said, ñIt is impossible to believe they were acts 

of a sane manðthey were those of a maniac revelling in 

blood.ò 

While the last statement doesnôt explicitly state that 

Anderson believed he knew who the killer was, it does, 

perhaps, provide an indication of the beginnings of the 

óAndersonôs suspectô theory. 

The next important development, and one that many passed 

over in the first hundred years after the murders, is the 

Macnaghten Memorandum11. We will not be discussing this 

in any detail here, other than to acknowledge Macnaghten 

mentions an individual named óKosminskiô.  

The document itself is, in my opinion, the oddest in the 

whole of the Ripper case. It is littered with mistakes and it is 

unclear as to why exactly it was written. The most common 

assumption is it was meant to be a briefing note, intended for 

someone, on the issue of the Sun articles naming Thomas Cutbush as the Ripper. However, that itself is open 

to debate. None of these very complicated issues are relevant to the development of the óAndersonôs Suspectô 

theory. However, we will examine the differences between the two versions of the memo.12. It should be noted, 

however, that the Memorandum itself did not enter the public domain until 1959, which is approximately 65 

years after its creation, although its contents were clearly the basis for the works of some commentators such 

as George R Sims, whom we will look at shortly. 

The Lady Aberconway version of the Macnaghten Memorandum, discovered by Daniel Farson in 1959, states: 

ñNo. 2 Kosminski, a Polish Jew, who lived in the very heart of the district where the murders 

were committed. He had become insane owing to many years indulgence in solitary vices. He 

had a great hatred of women, with strong homicidal tendencies. He was (and I believe still is) 

detained in a lunatic asylum about March 1889. This man in appearance strongly resembled 

the individual seen by the City P.C. near Mitre Square.ò  

In a second version of this report, which was located in the Metropolitan Police files, he wrote: 

ñ(2) Kosminski, a Polish Jew & resident in Whitechapel. This man became insane owing to 

many years indulgence in solitary vices. He had a great hatred of women, specially of the 

prostitute class, & had strong homicidal tendencies: he was removed to a lunatic asylum about 

March 1889. There were many circs connected with this man which made him a strong 

ósuspectô.ò13 

In 1895, just over a year after Macnaghtenôs memo stated that the killer was alive and secured in an asylum, 

we have several media reports contradicting it. 

The first of these is from the Pall Mall Gazette from 7 May 1895:  

ñThe theory entitled to the most respect, because it was presumably based upon the best 

 
10 Representative Men at Home: Dr. Anderson at New Scotland Yard,ò Cassellôs Saturday Journal, June 11, 1892, 895ï897. 
11  MEPO3/140 ff 177-83. 
12   Ibid, and Adam Wood, A HISTORY OF THE MACNAGHTEN MEMORANDUM, Ripperologist Magazine #124, February 2012. 
13 The Aberconway version of the Memorandum.  
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knowledge, was that of Chief Inspector Swanson, the officer who was associated with the 

investigation of all the murders, and Mr Swanson believed the crimes were the work of a man 

who is now dead.ò 

This clearly states that the killer is not only known but has died. Naturally, this presents a significant problem 

for the leading candidate for óAndersonôs Suspectô, Aaron Kosminski. I, amongst others, have publicly 

expressed the opinion that this is not an insurmountable problem for Kosminski theorists, but again, this 

discussion is beyond the scope of this article.  

A second report also appears in May 1895, this time from Major Arthur Griffiths, using the pen name Alfred 

Aylmer, who wrote of óAndersonôs Suspectô in The Windsor Magazine14 : 

ñAlthough he has achieved greater success than any detective of his time, there will always be 

undiscovered crimes, and just now the tale is pretty full. Much dissatisfaction was vented upon 

Mr Anderson at the utterly abortive efforts to discover the perpetrator of the Whitechapel 

murders. He has himself a perfectly plausible theory that Jack the Ripper was a homicidal 

maniac, temporarily at large, whose hideous career was cut short by committal to an asylum.ò 

This marks the beginning of the acknowledgement of Andersonôs theory, meaning we can date it to at least 

1895, but it is however, highly likely and indeed probable, that the theory is even older, possibly predating 

Macnaghten and dating back to 1892. 

The next mention of the theory comes again from Arthur Griffiths in 1898/915. It appears to be drawing mainly 

on Macnaghten and talks of the three individuals mentioned in the memorandum, making several comments 

about the man Macnaghten refers to as Kosminski:  

ñOne was a Polish Jew, a known lunatic, who was at large in the district of Whitechapel at the 

time of the murder, and who, having afterward developed homicidal tendencies, was confined 

in an asylum. This man was said to resemble the murderer by the One person who got a glimpse 

of himðthe police-constable in Mitre Courtò. 

Later in 1899, an article appeared relating to the 

retirement of Inspector Henry Moore ñChanges at 

Scotland Yard: A Detectiveôs Reminiscencesò16. In it, 

itôs stated: 

ñPerhaps no officer had more anxious work to 

discharge in connection with the so-called 

Whitechapel murders than Mr. Moore, but he is 

reluctant to talk of those trying times, though, 

in common with his colleagues he has formed a 

shrewd surmise as to the identity of the actual 

miscreant, who is now dead.ò 

At the very least this suggests that some officers were 

of the view that the killer was known and had 

apparently died, but of course the statement could fit 

not only óAndersonôs Suspectô, but also Montague 

Druitt, who was favoured by Macnaghten in the 

Memorandum, or William Bury, Jacob Levy and 

several others, so itôs far from conclusive. 

The next stage in the development of the theory 

appears in February 1901 in an article by Sir Robert Anderson entitled ñOur Absurd System of Punishing 

 
14   Alfred Aylmer (1895), óThe Detective In Real Lifeô, Windsor Magazine, vol. No. 5, May. 
15 Arthur Griffiths, Mysteries of Police and Crime: A General Survey of Wrongdoing and Its Pursuit, vol. 1 (London: Cassell, 1899), 28. 
16  Daily Telegraph & Courier, October 1899. 
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Crimeò17. This, in many ways, merely reiterated what Griffiths had said in 1895 although Anderson words it 

far more assertively. He implies that a known individual was responsible and had been confined to an asylum. 

It also strongly suggests that the killer was only dangerous at specific times and towards specific individuals: 

ñ[a] cause of danger only to a particular section of a small and definite class of women, in a 

limited district of the East End; and that the inhabitants of the metropolis generally were just 

as secure during the weeks the fiend was on the prowl as they were before the mania seized him, 

or after he had been safely caged in an asylum.ò 

Later, in December 1901, we have a report in the Nottingham Evening Post which says: 

ñAs recently as last month Dr. Anderson, in an article on crime incidentally, stated as a fact 

that some at least of these murders had been traced to a lunatic who died in an asylum, and 

that it was agreed that they were all the work of one hand, nothing more need be said about 

them.ò 

The date discrepancy of ñlast monthò could indicate a printing error, with the paper being late with publishing 

the article, or it could indicate Anderson had expressed similar thoughts elsewhere more recently.  

Anderson next gave an interview to the London Institute in 1904, where it was reported he said the killer was 

insane and had been confined in an asylum18. 

In 1907, Anderson published a work that primarily consisted of a collection of his previous articles titled 

Criminals and Crime: Some Facts and Suggestions. In this work, he reiterated the quote from ñPunishing 

Crimeò that we mentioned above. It is evident that by this point, the theory had developed significantly, if not 

fully formed. 

Next, we have journalist George R Sims, who frequently wrote under the pseudonym óDagonetô. He made 

regular contributions to The Referee concerning the Ripper. He was a friend of Macnaghten and it seems 

probable that much of what he posted came from him. 

In his articles he frequently references a drowning incident in the Thames at the end of 1888. This clearly ties 

into Montague Druitt, Macnaghtenôs preferred suspect. In July 1902, he reported that the police investigation 

initially narrowed down the suspect list to seven individuals, and then further reduced it to three before Druittôs 

body was discovered in the Thames. However, it should be noted that all of this occurred before Sir Melville 

had even joined the police force, leaving room for some scepticism regarding the accuracy of the account.  

In 1903, Sims once again commented on the issue: 

ñno one who saw the victim of Millerôs Court as she was found ever doubted that the deed was 

that of a man in the last stage of a terrible form of insanityéA little more than a month later 

the body of the man suspected by the Chiefs at the Yard, and by his own friends, who were in 

communication with the Yard, was found in the Thames. The body had been in the water about 

a month. I am betraying no confidence in making this statement, because it has been published 

by an official who had an opportunity of seeing the Home Office Report, Major Arthur Griffiths, 

one of her late Majestyôs inspectors of prisons.ò 

Itôs quite evident that Sims was completely convinced by Macnaghtenôs solution. In his opinion, the killerôs 

identity was known, and he had indeed died. He even said as much in 1903 in The Referee ñLet him rest.ò19 

In an article published in Lloyds Weekly News on 22 September 1907,20 Sims wrote:  

ñIt is betraying no state secret to say that the official view arrived at after the exhaustive and 

systematic investigation of facts that never became public property is that the author of the 

atrocities was one of three men.ò  

 
17 From the book ñThe Nineteenth Century and After, page 268. Leonard Scott Publishing Company, 1901. 
18 Otago Witness, 18 December 1904. 
19 Quotes from The Referee 13th Jan 02 and 5 April 03. 16 Feb 02 and 29 March 03 and Sims óMysteries of Modern London 1906 page 72-73. 
20 George R. Sims, ñMy Criminal Museum,ò Lloydôs Weekly News (London), September 22. 
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Sims mentioned the three individuals in the Macnaghten Memorandum, but he didnôt provide their actual 

names. The article goes on to detail further aspects of Andersonôs theory, which, as the theory developed, 

proved both advantageous and problematic for Kosminski theorists: 

1. The Polish Jew ñhad at one time been employed in a hospital in Polandò. 

2. That he was the sole occupant of certain premises in Whitechapel after nightfall. 

3. That he was in the district during the whole period covered by the Whitechapel murders. 

4. That once the murders had ceased, certain facts came to light which showed he was quite possibly the 

Ripper. 

5. That the man did not betray signs of homicidal mania until ña considerable timeò after the crimes 

ceased. 

We now reach the year 1910, and in the serialized publication of his memories in Blackwoods magazine, 

Anderson finally presents us with the theory.21: 

ñOne did not need to be a Sherlock Holmes to discover that the criminal was a sexual maniac 

of a virulent type; that he was living in the immediate vicinity of the scenes of the murders; and 

that, if he was not living absolutely alone, his people knew of his guilt, and refused to give him 

up to justice. During my absence abroad the police had made a house-to-house search for him, 

investigating the case of every man in the district whose circumstances were such that he could 

go and come and get rid of his blood-stains in secret. And the conclusion we came to was that 

he and his people were low-class Jews, for it is a remarkable fact that people of that class in 

the East End will not give up one of their number to Gentile justice. 

And the result proved that our diagnosis was right on every point. For I may say at once that 

óundiscovered murdersô are rare in London, and the óJack-the-Ripperô crimes are not within 

that category. And if the police here had powers such as the French Police possess, the murderer 

would have been brought to justice. Scotland Yard can boast that not even the subordinate 

officers of the department will tell tales out of school, and it would ill become me to violate the 

unwritten rule of the service. The subject will come up again, and I will only add here that the 

óJack-the-Ripperô letter which is preserved in the Police Museum at New Scotland Yard is the 

creation of an enterprising London journalist.ò 

A footnote added more: 

ñHaving regard to the interest attaching to this case, I should almost be tempted to disclose the 

identity of the murderer and of the pressman who wrote the letter above referred to, provided 

that the publishers would accept all responsibility in view of a possible libel action. But no 

public benefit would result from such a course, and the traditions of my old department would 

suffer. I will only add that when the individual whom we suspected was caged in an asylum, the 

only person who had ever had a good view of the murderer at once identified him, but when he 

learned that the suspect was a fellow-Jew he declined to swear to himò. 

The theory was now fully out in the open, and almost immediately it was responded to and attacked by Leopold 

Greenberg, the editor of the Jewish Chronicle on the 4 March 191022 The exchange with óMentorô as Greenberg 

was known, seems to have led Anderson to revise the wording in the book edition:23  

1. ñHis people were low-class Jewsò became ñhis people were certain low-class Polish Jewsò. 

2. ñwhen he [the witness] learned that the suspect was a fellow-Jew he declined to swear to himò became, 

simply ñhe refused to give evidence against him.ò. 

3. ñwhen the individual whom we suspected was caged in an asylumò was removed completely. 

The third point was probably removed because it was a mistake - the suspect had not been identified while in 

 
21  The Lighter Side Of My Official Life, Blackwoodôs magazine (1910) Part VI, March 1910. 
22 Leopold Greenberg, ñIn the Communal Armchair,ò Jewish Chronicle, March 4, 1910. 25. Anderson, ñThe Lighter Side of My Official Life 

(Part VI). 
23  Published by Hodder and Stoughton 1910. 
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an asylum.  

Anderson then went further, clarifying that the theory was not an attack on the Jewish community: 

ñIn saying that he was a Polish Jew I Am merely stating a definitely ascertained fact. And my 

words are meant to specify race, not religion. For it would outrage all religious sentiment to 

talk of the religion of a loathsome creature whose utterly unmentionable vices reduced him to 

a lower level than that of the brute.ò 

The book was publicly challenged in the House of Commons by Home Secretary Winston Churchill, although 

itôs likely this was because of the comments made by Anderson on Charles Stewart Parnell rather Jack the 

Ripper. Nevertheless, it was taken as a warning shot for Anderson to keep silent and rumours were heard that 

Anderson might lose his pension, but he apparently complied, and the pension loss did not occur. 

Comments and articles were still published however in the following years. For example, in Scotland Yard 

and its Secrets in The People in June 1912, author and crime journalist Hargrave L. Adam wrote  

ñSir Robert Anderson has assured the writer that the assassin was well known to the police, 

but unfortunately, in the absence of sufficient legal evidence to justify an arrest, they were 

unable to take him. It was a case of moral versus legal proof.ò 

Anderson references the Whitechapel murders in his introduction to The Police Encyclopedia, volume 4, 

which was posthumously published in November 1918: 

ñDetractors of the work of our British Police in bringing criminals to justice generally ignore 

the important distinction between moral proof and legal evidence of guilt. In not a few cases 

that are popularly classed with ñunsolved mysteries of crime,ò the offender is known, but 

evidence is wanting. If, for example, in a recent murder case of special notoriety and interest, 

certain human remains had not been found in a cellar, a great crime would have been 

catalogued among ñPolice failuresò; and yet, even without the evidence which sent the 

murderer to the gallows, the moral proof of his guilt would have been full and clear. So again, 

with the ñWhitechapel murdersò of 1888. Despite the lucubration of many an amateur 

ñSherlock Holmes,ò there was no doubt whatever as to the identity of the criminal, and if our 

ñdetectivesò possessed the powers, and might have recourse to the methods, of Foreign Police 

Forces he would have been brought to justice. But the guilty sometimes escape through the 

working of a system designed to protect innocent persons Wrongly accused of crime. And many 

a case which is used to disparage our British ñdetectivesò ought rather to be hailed as a proof 

of the scrupulous fairness with which they discharge their dutiesò24 

In a later book by Hargrave L Adam which came out in 1931, Adam claimed Anderson ñnever tired of referring 

to this, because he felt keenly the injustice done to the police whey they failed to catch and convict a criminal 

against whom there was a lack of legal proofò25. 

The story goes cold for nearly three decades after this, until the Macnaghten Memorandum surfaces. However, 

it would be remiss not to mention that Andersonôs theory was well known in police circles before the 

publication of The Lighter Side Of My Official Life in 1910. 

In an interview for a series of articles published in the Pall Mall Gazette in March 1903, Frederick George 

Abberline explicitly mentions Andersonôs theory, although he omits the names of either the suspect or the 

individuals who proposed the theory. 

ñóI knowô continued the well-known Detective, óthat it has been suggested in several quarters 

that ñJack the Ripperò was a man who died in a lunatic asylum a few years ago, but there is 

nothing at all of a tangible nature to support such a theory.ò. 

We also have references made to the theory by Henry Smith, who was, perhaps, the most vocal critic of 

 
24 Robert Anderson, preface, in Hargrave Lee Adam, The Police Encyclopedia, vol. 4 (London: Waverly, 1920). 
25 Hargrave Lee Adam , C.I.D: Behind the Scenes at Scotland Yard, Marston, 1931, 12. 
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Anderson, in his 1910 autobiography.26. 

In the immediate years following the publication of Andersonôs memoir, Chief Inspector Littlechild wrote a 

letter to journalist George R Sims,27 whom weôve already discussed, dated September 1913. In the letter, 

Littlechild wrote: 

ñI knew Major Griffiths for many years. He probably got his information from Anderson who only 

thought he knewò. 

We will now move on to 1959, when journalist and television presenter Dan Farson discovered the document 

written by Macnaghten in 1894. While working on a TV programme about the Mystery of Jack the Ripper, 

Farson visited Lady Rose McLaren. During the visit, Farson spoke to her mother-in-law, Lady Aberconway, 

who was the daughter of Sir Melville Macnaghten. He was shown the Aberconway version of the 

memorandum written by Macnaghten, which we now refer to as such. The Aberconway version was quoted 

from earlier. It was somewhat different from the copy later discovered in the files. A detailed examination of 

the Aberconway version can be found in Ripperologist #124.28. 

Upon learning the name of Macnaghtenôs prime suspect (Montague Druitt), Farson found his death certificate. 

When the resulting television program, titled Farsonôs Guide to the British, was broadcast in November 1959, 

the actual name was obscured at Lady Aberconwayôs request, although the initials M.J.D. were provided. 

Farson went on to publish a book on the Ripper in 197329. 

Also in 1959, in November, and just before the Farson broadcast, Lady Aberconway wrote to The New 

Statesman in response to a review of Donald McCormickôs The Identity of Jack the Ripper and confirmed the 

existence of Sir Melvilleôs notes.30.  

A portion of the text of the Aberconway version was published by Tom Cullen in 196531 and things developed 

further when the official police draft file was found; seven foolscap pages handwritten by Macnaghten.  

The first full copy of the text was published in 1975 by Donald Rumbelow32. 

In addition to the two known versions of the memorandum, there have been long-standing reports of a third, 

commonly referred to as the Donner version. Again, this is thoroughly covered in Ripperologist #124. The 

Donner version seems to be different from either of the previously mentioned ones. In this version, the 

individual who is later referred to as ñKosminskiò is called ñLeather Apronò and is a Jewish cobbler, so we 

are left to ask if this is John Pizer or someone else? 

Unfortunately, itôs still uncertain whether this document ever truly existed as reported or if it was a distorted 

and poorly recalled account of the Aberconway copy. 

The discovery of the official version revealed the changes that had been made since the Aberconway version; 

some statements about Kosminski had been removed and Montague Druitt was now unmistakably the primary 

suspect. 

In the Aberconway version, the line ñNo one ever saw the Whitechapel murderer (unless possibly it was the 

City PC who was a beat [sic] near Mitre Square)ò was changed to ñNo one ever saw the Whitechapel 

murdererò. 

The official version also completely removes the end of the comments about suspect number two 

(ñKosminskiò) in the Aberconway version which stated ñThis man in appearance strongly resembled the 

individual seen by the City P.C., near Mitre Square.ò 

Despite the discovery of the Memorandum, the link between it and the theory proposed by Anderson did not 

 
26 From Constable To Commissioner: The Story of Sixty Years Most of Them Misspent, by Henry Smith Chatto & Windus,1910. 
27 Found by Stewart Evans in 1993. 
28 Adam Wood, A HISTORY OF THE Macnaghten MEMORANDUM, Ripperologist Magazine #124, February 2012. 
29 Farson, Jack the Ripper, pp. 16, 111, 117ï8, Michael Joseph, 1973. 
30 The New Statesman, Vol. LVIII, No. 1495, 7 November 1959, p. 628. 
31 Cullen, Autumn of Terror, pp. 218ï9, Bodley Head 1965. 
32 Rumbelow, The Complete Jack the Ripper, pp 129-138, W.H. Allen & Co, 1975. 
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raise its head for a further twenty years. Indeed, following the discovery and publication of the Memorandum, 

few, if any appear to have considered if Macnaghtenôs ñKosminskiò was in anyway related to Andersonôs 

suspect. The most commonly held view appears to have been that Andersonôs suspect was John Pizer and the 

witness was Emanuel Delbast Violenia. Even the BBCôs Jack the Ripper ï Barlow and Watt docudrama of 

1973 swiftly disregarded Macnaghtenôs ñKosminski,ò effectively dismissing him from consideration. 

Such was to be the case until 1987 and Martin Fido. In his influential work on the subject The Crimes, 

Detection & Death of Jack the Ripper33, Fido looked to see if there was a link between óAndersonôs Suspectô 

and the individual named by Macnaghten in his memorandum as ñKosminskiò. Fido concluded that the two 

were in fact referring to the same individual, but who that was, remained a moot point. Fidoôs research found 

three individuals of interest, David Cohen, Nathan Kaminsky and Aaron Kosminski. Cohen initially appeared 

to be a prime suspect, he was extremely violent and had indeed been committed to an asylum in 1888, dying 

on October 20, 1889. Fido theorised that the name óDavid Cohenô was actually the Jewish equivalent of a John 

Doe, and it was at this point he found one Nathan Kaminsky, who was approximately the same age as Cohen. 

Fido now formed the theory that David Cohen was really Nathan Kaminsky, and the police mixed the names 

of Kaminsky and Kosminski up. 

On the scant information he had available at the time, Fido rejected Aaron Kosminski as Andersonôs suspect, 

however, subsequent research after publication of the book in 198734, eventually lead to Fido reconsidering his 

theory in a Ripperologist magazine article in 201235 titled Rethinking Cohen and Kosminski. This amounted 

to Fido considering the possibility that the police did not mix-up the names of Kaminsky and Kosminski but 

instead had linked Kosminski to the murder of Elizabeth Stride and then erroneously linked the Stride murder 

to the other attacks. This resulted in him accepting that Aaron Kosminski could have killed her. 

Almost immediately after the publication of Fidoôs highly influential book in 1987, the centenary of the 

murders was approaching, and the óSwanson Marginaliaô entered the public domain. This was a series of pencil 

notes made by Donald Swanson in his personal copy of Andersonôs The Lighter Side of My Official life. In 

brief, these comments by Swanson added to, and clarified the statements made by Anderson. Most importantly, 

Swanson provided a name for the suspect as ñKosminskiò. This discovery seemed to confirm Fidoôs 1987 

suggestion but unfortunately for researchers it only provided a surname, leaving the individualôs actual identity 

uncertain. 

Full details on the Marginalia can be found in Ripperologist #12836 37 and in Adam Woodôs book Swanson: 

The Life and Times of a Victorian Detective38. 

The year 1988 also saw the first book on the subject of the Whitechapel murders by author Paul Begg, Jack 

the Ripper- The Uncensored Facts39. This work looked seriously at the suggestions made by Martin Fido as 

well as the Swanson Marginalia. Begg examined not just those individuals mentioned by Fido, but others who 

might be linked, including a Martin Kosminski.40 Martin Kosminski, whose naturalization application was 

supported by Mitre Square witness Joseph Hyam Levy, would later be looked at again by Adam Wood in his 

Swanson biography. 

In 1994, Philip Sugden published The Complete History of Jack the Ripper to much acclaim41. Sugden clearly 

disregarded Aaron Kosminski as a viable suspect and he also dismissed Andersonôs theory and Anderson 

himself. Sugdenôs arguments for such a position were highly persuasive and initially seemed quite reasonable. 

However, Sugden got some historical details wrong such as stating that Woolf Abrahams was the brother-in-

law of suspect Aaron Kosminski, when he was actually his full brother. There were also other mistakes and 

 
33 Fido, The Crimes, Detection & Death of Jack the Ripper, George Weidenfeld & Nicholson Limited 1987. 
34 the discovery of the family addresses of the Kosminski family, placing him closer to Berner Street 
35 Martin Fido, ñRethinking Cohen and Kosminski.ò Ripperologist Magazine, Issue 129, December 2012. 
36  Adam Wood and Keith Skinner, Red Lines and Purple Pencil A History of the Swanson Marginalia, Ripperologist Magazine 128, October 

2012. 
37 Patricia Marshall and Chris Phillips. ñNew Light on Aaron Kosminskiò, Ripperologist magazine, Issue 128, October 2012 
38 Adam Wood, Swanson, pp. 519-537, Mango Books, 2020. 
39 Paul Begg, Jack the Ripper ï The Uncensored Facts, Robinson Books Limited, 1988. 
40 Born 1845 Kalisch, Poland. Naturalised British 1877, known to Witness Joseph Hyam Levy, no known link to Aaron Kosminski. 
41 Phillip Sugden, The Complete History of Jack the Ripper, Robinson Publishing, 1994. 
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assumptions made, which, itôs fair to say, were the result of the limited information available on Aaron 

Kosminski and his family at the time the book was written. It must also be mentioned that the attacks on 

Anderson felt almost personal and Sugden had little respect for Anderson. One might wonder if this was also 

due to limited information. 

Around the same time, author Melvin Harris42 also launched an attack on Anderson and his theory. 

These criticisms of Anderson the man, the theory and his potential suspects, significantly diminished interest 

in óAndersonôs Suspectô. As a consequence, for several years any mention of the theory was only really 

considered within the context of David Cohen as a suspect. 

In 2004 Jack the Ripper: The Facts by Paul Begg was published, greatly expanding his previous work on the 

Ripper43. This was far more neutral than Sugdenôs book and whilst it didnôt support the idea of óAndersonôs 

suspectô, it also didnôt dismiss the subject or attack Robert Anderson. 

In response to this and other previously published works, John Malcolm authored a new book in 2005. Often 

referred to as The Confessions of a Ripperologist, its full title was The Whitechapel Murders of 1888. - A 

Subjective Look into The Mystery and Manipulation of a Victorian Tragedy. While the original is very hard to 

find, an updated copy of it is available in four parts on Casebook.org44. Five years later Malcolm produced an 

interesting article in the third edition of the short-lived Casebook Examiner45. This challenged much of what 

Sugden had written on the subject of óAndersonôs suspectô and because of the esteem Sugden was held in, 

proved somewhat controversial. 

In 2011 Robert Houseôs authored Jack the Ripper and the Case for Scotland Yardôs Prime Suspect46, where 

óAndersonôs theoryô was finally laid out in full. Generally well-received and regarded as one of the better so-

called suspect books, House puts forward the candidature for óAndersonôs suspectô as Aaron Kosminski and 

in doing so, firmly shifted the emphasis from Fidoôs original suggestion of David Cohen towards Aaron 

Kosminski. 

Next came Russell Edwards, with Naming Jack the Ripper in 201447 which once again names Aaron 

Kosminski as the Ripper. In this work, Edwards relies heavily on óthe shawlô which had apparently been 

acquired by PC Amos Simpson. A new DNA extraction technique was employed and the results presented by 

Edwards in the book, were met with scepticism and criticism. Despite this, the book sold well.  

In 2018 John Malcolm published a new book48 titled The Whitechapel Murders of 1888- Another Dead End? 

which won the 2018 RBAM non-fiction book of the year. This further promoted the idea of óAndersonôs 

suspectô and build upon the foundation stones laid in Robert House and Malcolmôs previous publications. 

A minor addition to the theory was included in the 2019 Pen and Sword publication Who Was Jack the Ripper? 

Here I provided a summary chapter of the case against Aaron Kosminski as it stood at the time. 

In 2020 Adam Wood published his definitive biography of Donald Swanson, titled Swanson: The Life and 

Times of a Victorian Detective49 and whilst much of the book is outside the scope of this article, the marginalia 

is dealt with in great detail in appendix one, pages 519-537. Wood takes a different view to other recent authors 

on the identity of óAndersonôs suspectô by rejecting Aaron Kosminski and looking again at David Cohen. He 

also puts forward the possibility of an as yet unknown ñKosminskiò being the perpetrator. There is another 

look at Martin Kosminski50, first mentioned by Paul Begg51 and also Samuel, Martinôs brother. 

Russell Edwards republished Naming Jack the Ripper in 202452 just before the Journal of Forensic Science 

 
42 Melvin Harris (1994; 1995), The True Face of Jack the Ripper (London: Michael OôMara). 
43 Paul Begg, JACK THE RIPPER ï THE FACTS, Robinson Books, 2004. 
44 https://www.casebook.org/ripper_media/rps.malcolm.html. 
45 https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-media/periodicals/casebook-examiner/10498-casebook-examiner-issues-1-7. 
46 Robert House, Jack the Ripper and the case for Scotland Yardôs Prime Suspect, John Wiley and Sons, 2011. 
47 Russell Edwards, Naming Jack the Ripper, 1st published Sidgwick & Jackson 2014, updated 2024. 
48 John Malcolm, The Whitechapel murders of 1888. Another Dead End? self-published 2018. 
49 Adam Wood, Swanson, Mango Books, 2020. 
50 Adam Wood, Swanson, pp 557-590, Mango Books, 2020. 
51 Paul Begg, Jack the Ripper ï The Uncensored Facts, pp 206-208, Robinson Books Limited, 1988. 
52 Russell Edwards, Naming Jack the Ripper, Lyons Press, 2024.  

https://www.casebook.org/ripper_media/rps.malcolm.html
https://forum.casebook.org/forum/ripper-media/periodicals/casebook-examiner/10498-casebook-examiner-issues-1-7
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issued ñAn Expression of Concernò in regard to the scientific findings outlined in his previous work. To date 

this has not really been addressed by Edwards or the team behind the testing of óthe shawlô. This subject is 

covered by Chris Phillips in Ripperologist magazine No. 17353. 

Edwardôs book, accompanied by a very strong publicity campaign, has taken óAndersonôs suspectô to a far 

wider audience than ever before. Sadly for other Kosminski theorists, by focusing on Edwards and his óshawlô, 

the emphasis has shifted from factual evidence to the highlighting of misleading information on Aaron 

Kosminski. 

Weôve now seen the rough timeline of how Andersonôs theory evolved, but we havenôt delved too deeply into 

the drivers behind its development, that is for another article. Nevertheless, based on the information provided 

by Anderson, Swanson, and to a lesser extent Macnaghten, it would seem possible that there was some form 

of identification linking the killer to the murders. It also appears possible, if not likely, that there was more 

information and evidence which is currently unavailable to us.  

Macnaghten does state: 

ñThere were many circumstances connected with this man which made him a strong ósuspectôò 

And George R. Sims in his 1907 article says: 

ñAnd soon after they ceased certain Facts came to light which showed that it was quite possible 

that he might have been the Ripper.ò 

So itôs both intriguing and frustrating that we have no clue to what these comments actually refer to. Equally, 

Andersonôs use of plurals in his article for Blackwoods magazine: ñthe conclusion we came toéò and ñproved 

that our diagnosisò possibly indicate he was not alone in his opinions ï unless, of course, he was using the 

óRoyal Weô (pluralis majestatis).  

In conclusion, the evidence available to us suggests Anderson developed his theory between 1889 and 1892, 

but it is possible that the suspect he eventually arrived at was being watched by the police even earlier than 

that. In any event, it seems from the statements of Swanson and Griffiths54 that the theory was fully formed 

by 1895 and the often-made suggestion that both Anderson and Swanson were old and unreliable when they 

commented on the identity of the killer does not stand up to serious scrutiny. 

 

  

 
53 Chris Phillips, ñJack the Ripper DNA Breakthroughò, Ripperologist Magazine 173, pp 47-53, Spring 2025. 
54 Swanson reported comment 7 May 1895 the Pall Mall Gazette.   

Alfred Aylmer (1895), óThe Detective In Real Lifeô, Windsor Magazine, vol. No. 5, May.  

...Weird  

     Coincidences...  
¢ƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ Ψ!ƭƛŎŜΩ ǊŜŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ²ƘƛǘŜŎƘŀǇŜƭ ƳǳǊŘŜǊǎΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ !ƭƛŎŜ aŎYŜƴȊƛŜΣ ǿƘƻ 

ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ !ƭƛŎŜ .Ǌȅŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ /ƭŀȅ tƛǇŜ !ƭƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ wƻǎŜ aȅƭŜǘǘΣ ǿƘƻ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǿŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ 

Fair Alice Downey. She was seen with two men by witness Alice Graves a couple of hours before she was found 

dead on the 20th December 1888. Elizabeth Stride fancifully related how she had been saved from the Princess 

Alice disaster and Frances Coles met Thomas Sadler in the Princess Alice public house, which was also the 

Ƙŀǳƴǘ ƻŦ Ψ[ŜŀǘƘŜǊ !ǇǊƻƴΩΦ  

Mary Ann Nichols had a daughter named Alice, and an Alice Graham was attacked on the 10th February 1895 

ōȅ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳ DǊŀƴǘ DǊŀƛƴƎŜǊΣ ŀ ǎǳǎǇŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǇǇŜǊ ŎŀǎŜΦ !ƴŘ ƭŜǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ !ƭƛŎŜ aŀǊƎŀǊŜǘ /ǊƻƻƪΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ƻŦ {ǘŜǇƘŜƴ YƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ Ǌƻȅŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǇƛǊŀŎȅ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ŀǎ ǘƻƭŘ ƛƴ ¢ƘŜ Cƛƴŀƭ {ƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦ 

 


















































































