
Obtaining Forcible Possession of an Hotel 1873 
 

Hindon Petty Sessions 
Present: Robert Groves Esq (chairman), John Locke Esq, F Benett-Stanford Esq, and Lord Arundell 

 
Archibald Beckett, George Williams, William Crabb, and 
George Hewlett, the former the owner of the Benett Arms 
Hotel, Tisbury, and the other three men employed by him, 
were severally charged, on the complaint of John Chas Rhynd, 
the landlord, with forcibly obtaining possession of the same by 
breaking open the door, and also, by force, retaining 
possession. 
 
Mr E Thomas, barrister, of London (instructed by Mr A Haynes 
of Wandsworth), appeared for the prosecution; and Mr 
Whatman for the defendants.  The case excited considerable 
interest and the court room was crowded. 
 
Left:  The Benett Arms Hotel c1900 
 

Mr Thomas stated that, by a lease dated the 7
th
 October, 1871, his client became the tenant of the Benett Arms Hotel.  He paid 

his rent quarterly, and the last quarter’s rent was paid on the 25
th
 March last.  On the 6

th
 May, the defendant, Mr Beckett, 

accompanied by the other defendants, went to the house and broke open the door, and threatened Mr Rhynd that, if he 
attempted to come in, they would expel him.  The learned counsel characterised the affair as a very gross and scandalous 
outrage, and submitted that it was one in which the parties ought to be sent for trial. 
 
He then called John Charles Rhynd, who stated that he was the landlord of the Benett Arms Hotel, Tisbury, and took it under a 
lease dated 7

th
 October, 1871, of the defendant, for 24 years from 25

th
 December, 1871, at a rental of £91 per year, payable 

quarterly.  He paid the last rent due on 25
th
 March, 1873, and held a receipt for the same in Mr Beckett’s handwriting.  He was 

in possession on the 6
th
 May, having slept in the house on the previous Sunday night and had two men on the premises at the 

time. 
 
On the 6

th
 May, complainant saw Mr Beckett, with the other three defendants in front of the house, forcing open a door which 

had been locked previously.  As far as he could ascertain, they forced it open by inserting a wedge.  When they got in, 
complainant went and asked to be admitted, but they refused to let him in.  He then went to another door, and as soon as Mr 
Beckett saw him there, he beckoned to the other men and they forced him out.  He afterwards found that the doors were 
barricaded.  On the morning of the same day he saw Mr Beckett, and asked him if he intended to break open the door.  He 
replied that he did not know.  Complainant’s own two men were in the stable in the yard on the same day. 
 
In cross examination by Mr Whatman, complainant said he was aware there was a clause in the lease binding him to use the 
premises as an hotel and brewery, and not to suffer any nuisance on the premises, or, by any act of his, cause the license of 
the house to be forfeited, or do anything which should be prejudicial to the business at the hotel.  He also admitted that if the 
rent was in arrears 21 days, the landlord had power under the lease to enter the premises and take possession. 
 
Mr Whatman, having put in a copy of the lease, called complainant’s attention to an auction bill; and, in answer to his questions, 
complainant said he called a sale by public auction of his furniture, wines, spiritis, and other effects, and that the same were 
sold by Messrs Godwin and Son on the lst May.  Everything, however, was not sold, nor was everything removed.  He 
(complainant) slept there on the Sunday night.  When he asked Mr Beckett if he was going to break into the house, he said he 
should as soon as Mr Dann came, and that what he was about to do was done on the advice of counsel.  (Mr Thomas: And 
very bad advice too).  Complainant’s wife and family left on April 30

th
, and the hotel was closed after the sale, but it was 

defendant’s intention to continue the brewery. 
 
He (complainant) applied for a summons against Mr Beckett at the last Petty Sessions.  Mr Beckett was then in possession, 
and in the evening of the same day complainant went to the Benett Arms Hotel and endeavoured to obtain possession.  He first 
asked for admission, and, finding he was not able to get in, procured a hammer and broke one of the windows, taking a friend 
with him as witness.  When he got in, he found about seven of Mr Beckett’s men.  He asked them to give up possession, and 
went back with about six or seven men.  There might have been a lot of followers, but they had nothing to do with him.  As soon 
as he got in, he told Mr Beckett’s men they must all go out, and they did so.  Since then, complainant had been in London, 
getting up evidence.  He had been served with an order of ejectment that morning. 
 
Sergt Brittan stated that he was on duty in the road near the Benett Arms, on the 6

th
 May.  Mr Beckett had asked him to be on 

the spot, as he was going to force open the door, by the advice of counsel.  Witness saw Mr Beckett and the other defendants 
break open the door and go into the house. 
 
This was the whole of the evidence.  
 
Mr Whatman was about to address the Court, when the Chairman intimated to him that the Bench were of the opinion that, in 
all probability, they should send the case for trial at the Quarter Sessions.  Mr Whatman complained that they had come 
somewhat hastily to a conclusion, and submitted that the case was one which ought not to have been brought before them, and 
that the right course for the complainant would have been to proceed by indictment at Quarter Sessions.  He had a mass of 
legal evidence to which he wished to call attention, and had taken a great deal of trouble in preparing the case, and he certainly 
should ask the Bench, after hearing it, to dismiss the case.   
 
 



Mr Whatman then called attention to the wording of the summons, which he stated was based upon a statute of Richard 11, 
passed about the year 1370, and that not a single instance was reported of a case brought before a Bench of Magistrates 
sitting in Petty Sessions being taken under it.  He therefore contended that it was obsolete, and that the Bench had no power to 
deal with such cases. 
 
The Chairman:  That is the very thing we say.  We cannot try the case, and therefore shall send it to Quarter Sessions. 
 
Mr Whatman:  But, sir, with all due deference to the Bench, I submit you cannot adjudge in the matter at all, and that you must 
dismiss it.  Mr. Whatman then cited the opinion of several judges to show that such cases were only legally brought by 
indictment at Quarter Sessions. 
 
The Chairman replied that they did not sit there at Nisi Prius, but to hear evidence, and decide whether the case was one to be 
dealt with by them or sent to the Quarter Sessions. 
 
After hearing this decision, Mr Whatman said it was useless his arguing the matter any further.  He then, alluding to the conduct 
of Rhynd in forcing an entry, said that he was instructed that the Chairman had told him he had a right to hold possession of the 
property for the remainder of the lease, so long as he paid his rent. 
 
The Chairman most positively denied that he ever said any such thing. 
 
Mr Thomas, in reply to Mr Whatman’s application, said that, after the evidence was given and the cross examination concluded, 
the defendant’s solicitor could not question the jurisdiction of the magistrates.  He ought to have done that before.   
 
With regard to Mr Whatman’s argument based on the fact that no cases had been brought under the statue referred to, it was 
not because they were not repealed, for they were still in full force, and the only reason he could assign was that in England the 
people had respect to the laws, and did not so misconduct themselves as the defendant had.  He considered that a Bench of 
Magistrates sitting in Petty Sessions was intended partly to save complainants from the great expense of trial by indictment, 
and he again asked that the case might be sent to Quarter Sessions. 
 
The Magistrates, having conferred together, decided upon doing so, and Mr Beckett was bound over – himself in the sum of 
£25 and one surety of £25, and the three other defendants in the sum of £5 each, to appear to answer the charge. 
 
Mr Whatman then applied for a summons against Mr Rhynd and his companions for forcible re-entry into the premises, which 
the Bench agreed to grant, the Chairman intimating that, in all probability, the case would also be sent for trial. 

Western Gazette Friday 23 May 1873 
 
 
Wilts Midsummer Sessions 
Archibald Beckett, William Crabb, George Williams, and John Hewlett, all on bail, were indicted for “forcibly entering a house at 
Wardour, and expelling John Charles Rhind therefrom”.  Mr Wyndham Slade had been instructed for the prosecution and Mr 
Read for the defence. 
 
On the case being called, Mr Slade said he did not propose to offer any evidence, inasmuch as points of law were involved.  
Actions, he believed, had already been commenced in one of the superior Courts.  The prisoners were accordingly discharged. 

Western Gazette Friday 11 July 1873 
 
Hindon Petty Sessions 
The licence of the Benett Arms Hotel, at Tisbury, was transferred from Mr Rhind to Mr Archibald Beckett. 
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