An Anglo-Saxon Inhumanation Burial from
Lutterworth, Leicestershire
by Peter Liddle

In May 1961 Leicestershire County Council were undertaking a road widening scheme on
Watling Street near Lutterworth. About 100 yards north of the Moorbarns Filling Station
(at grid reference SP 512833) Mr Kemp, the foreman, noticed that the mechanical
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Fig. 1 Anglo-Saxon burials near Watling Street. (Drawn by R. Bowen)
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excavator had exposed a single inhumanation burial (see figure 1). He carefully collected
all the bones and associated objects and informed the Museums Service of his discovery.
Mr John Daniell, Assistant Keeper of Antiquities, quickly visited the site and examined
the area. No more burials were discovered, but a penannular brooch evidently associated
with the skeleton was recovered. The burial was about 2 feet (60cms) below the surface of
the grass verge, very close to the edge of the present road. It lay in sandy soil. The bones
and finds were added to the Leicester Museums collection and have the accession number
A311.1961. (Originally accessed as a Roman grave group).

Fig. 2 The Anglo Saxon finds from Lutterworth (drawn by R.P. Jarrett)

THE FINDS - description

There were three objects associated with this burial. A ring and a bone disc were found

with the bones, while a brooch was recovered from the spoil.

1. The Ring (see figure 2) is 36mm in diameter and is of uneven oval cross-section. It is
made of copper alloy.

2. The Disc (see figure 2) is 60mm in its maximum surviving diameter. There is damage
around the edge for ¢.50% of the circumference. There is an irregular hole in the
centre, but it seems unlikely that this is a deliberate feature. Both faces are closely
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covered with ring and dot decoration, and the disc is pierced with holes around the
edge. These are of two distinct sizes: ¢.3mm and c¢.lmm. Neither group is evenly
distributed, although of the six larger holes, three group with about 10mm between
them and the other three with about 30mm. There appear to have been at least six of
the smaller holes, but there is no discernible patterning. The disc has been made from
the leg bone of a cow or horse and the spongy texture of the marrow in the middle of
the bone is clear.

3. The Brooch (figure 2) is a simple penannular brooch, 26mm in diameter. It was made
from copper alloy wire of circular cross section with terminals produced by curling back
the ends to form knobs. It has a simple pin attached by a loop, which is fluted. The
end of the pin is broken.

FINDS — discussion

All three of these finds are of types that have previously been found in Anglo-Saxon graves.
Very little can be said about the ring. Such a simple object could have many possible
functions, but where Anglo-Saxon burials have been properly recorded there seems to be
a fairly consistent placing of such rings at the hips. Lethbridge (1931, 8) suggests that they
are part of the belt. Locally, two similar (if a little smaller) rings were found with the ‘Glen
Parva Lady’ (LM Acc No A48.1880), although it is unknown where on the body they were
found.

The bone disc can also be closely paralleled from well recorded excavations. There seems
little doubt that they were ‘girdle hangers’. Lethbridge (1931, 66-5) excavated an example
in grave 83 at Burwell, Cambs., and found that it was suspended from a bronze clasp and
had a ring of bronze wire through one of the marginal holes while a bronze spoon may
originally have been hangine from another hole. He described it as ‘hanging independently
from the chatelaine and with numerous little objects dangling from it...swinging loose
among keys, spoons etc., from the chain’. More recent excavation has confirmed this view.
Sonia Hawkes (1973, 281-3) in publishing one of these discs from Eccles, Kent, has
surveyed the date range and, while noting the occasional 6th century example, she considers
the majority to be of the 7th century, associated with artefacts like hump-backed combs
(as Burwell 83) and thread boxes (as Polhill 43).

No other bone discs are known from Leicestershire but three examples in antler are
known — from Leicester (Thompson and Franks 1860, 246), Empingham (unpublished),
and Thurmaston (Williams 1983, 17 and 67). At the last site three fragmentary examples
were recovered from urns 14, 39 and 56. The most complete (from 56) also has ring and
dot decoration. Antler examples are known from sites in England, eg, Spong Hill, Norfolk,
and from Schleswig-Holstein and Frisia (Williams 1983, 17). Meaney (1981, 139-142) has
suggested that the antler rings are — in addition to their function as girdle-hangers-amulets,
drawing on the power of the deer, and that ‘gradually the form of these amulets seems to
have become more important than the material’ so that the bone was often later substituted
for the original antler. The ring and dot decoration may also have magico-religious
significance, being ‘a simplified representation of the wheel and therefore, by extension,
of the sun...and therefore powerful in itself”. While such suggestions are essentially
unprovable, they are by no means unlikely and provide some explanation for the use of
antler and bone for this kind of artefact.

Penannular brooches are known from Iron Age, Roman and Anglo-Saxon contexts and
it is presumably the presence of this brooch that led to the group being initially identified
as Roman. Leeds (1945, 44-6) refers to this kind of brooch in Saxon contexts. Of the
approximately 20 that he has examined, over half were of the same type as our present
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example. Fowler (1963) classifies them as her Type C, and quotes some 40 examples. One
of the brooches from Grave 83, Holywell Row, Suffolk, (Lethbridge 1931, 37) is a
particularly close parallel, having the same fluting at the top of the pin. This was found
with a necklace containing bi-conical beads and a pair of wrist-clasps suggesting a later 6th
century date, but Fowler warns that ‘there appears to be no typological pattern, in form
of decoration, between a C brooch in an early burial and one in a later’ (Fowler 1963, 117),
so too much should not be made of this date.

To sum up, the evidence of the grave-goods suggested a female burial, which on the basis
of the bone disc is most likely to be late 6th or 7th century in date.

THE HUMAN BONES
by Ann Stirland
These remains consist of fragments of part of the skeleton of a young adult, possibly a male.

The morphological features of the skull suggest a male, although the pelvis shows some
female characteristics.

TEETH
NP C NP
8 76 5 4 3 1 23 4567 8
8

Z2 1
8 76543121 1 23 4567

NP = tooth not present 1 = tooth lost post-mortem  C = caries
Calculus (tartar) is moderate, and Periodontal disease (Pyorrhea) is slight in degree. The
mandibular (lower jaw) left canine is rotated.
Attrition = M1=3+; M2=2; M3=2. Age = 17-25 years (Bothwell 1981)
Although the skull is very fragmented, there are probably some wormian bones, or extra
ossicles in the lambdoid suture at the rear of the skull. These are discontinuous
morphological traits of the skull which may be shared by individuals who may be
genetically related.

It is not possible to calculate stature.

L

PATHOLOGIES
The only apparent pathology is a slight amount of porotic hyperstosis on some surviving
parietal fragments of the skull. This is a condition where the surface of the bone is pitted
with holes that show ante-mortem healing, and the diploic space between the two tables
of the skull is expanded. It is thought to be related to dietary deficiencies.

A young adult, aged 17-25 years with some possible dietary deficiences in life.

DISCUSSION

The grave goods strongly suggest that the burial is late 6th or 7th century in date adn that
it was female. The bone report, on the other hand, suggests that it was male. Ann Stirland
does, however, note that the pelvis shows some female characteristics so that the male
attribution is by no means definite. The evidence of the grave-goods tips the balance heavily
in favour of it being a female.

Very little is known about Early Anglo-Saxon settlement patterns in this part of
Leicestershire. So far, the only evidence is in the form of chance discoveries of burials —
(Figure 1, based on the Leicestershire and Warwickshire SMRs and Meaney 1964). These
concentrate along the line of Watling Street, with burials at Cave’s Inn (apparently from
gravel pits on both sides of Watling Street), Bransford Bridge (where burials were found
in 1824 strung out for about half a mile along Watling Street and again in 1958, both during
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road works) and ‘‘in the neighbourhood of Hinckley’’ (where two spearheads and a shield
boss were found in ¢.1820 ‘‘near the Roman road’’, ie Watling Street). All these date to
the Pagan period (5th to 7th centuries) and it is evident that the present example fits neatly
into this pattern, having been found immediately adjacent to Watling Street. It is by no
means clear that Watling Street continued to be an important routeway in the Anglo-Saxon
period, but relate more to its use as a boundary. Bonney (1960) has shown that many burials
of the Early Saxon period lie on boundaries and Watling Street is still the boundary between
Leicestershire and Warwickshire. The conventional wisdom is that county boundaries in
this part of England are the work of the Danes, but Hart (1977, 52) has suggested that the
counties broadly represented divisions that already existed in the period of the Mercian
supremacy. Phythian-Adams (1978, 26-8) has gone further in his study of the Claybrooke
area and suggests that Watling Street (with a diversion along Mere Lane) represented the
diocesan boundary between the Middle Anglian and Mercian sees in the 7th to 9th
centuries. The distribution of burials suggests that this may have reflected a yet earlier
boundary.

More fieldwork in the area is clearly called for, both to discover if this was really an
isolated burial or (as seems quite likely) part of a cemetery, and to try to discover the settle-
ments which supplied all the Watling Street cemeteries.

SUMMARY

A single inhumanation burial of Early Anglo-Saxon date, probably later 6th or 7th century,
was found in 1961 alongside Watling Street. Along with other burials locally it suggests the
possibility that Watling Street was a boundary in the Early Saxon period.
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King Richard’s Grave in Leicester
by David Baldwin

Unlike his brother and predecessor, King Edward IV, and his immediate successor, King
Henry VII, whose magnificent sepulchres may still be seen in St George’s Chapel, Windsor,
and Westminster Abbey respectively, King Richard III is unique among later medieval
English monarchs in lying in an unmarked and forgotten grave. Yet in spite of, or perhaps
because of, his subsequent notoriety, the possibility of finding a physical link with the last
of the Plantaganets has drawn generations of curious visitors to Leicester, the town from
which he imperiously marched to Bosworth Field and to which his remains were afterwards
ignominiously returned. The stories which surround the fate of the King’s body, and of
the tomb which enclosed it, are legion; and the quincentenary of the battle affords an
opportunity to re-examine the available evidence, perhaps more fully than has been possible
to date.

One of Henry’s first acts on entering Leicester was to have Richard’s body exposed,
naked, to the gaze of the populace so that no Yorkist sympathiser could doubt the certainty
that the former ruler was slain. The earlier historians of the borough, Throsby, Nichols and
Thompson, supposed that the place of exhibition was probably the old Guild Hall in Blue
Boar Lane. But Charles Billson, using the evidence of BL Harleian MS. 542 and two well-
informed commemorative ballads composed for the Stanley family — ‘Bosworth Feilde’
and ‘Scotish Feilde’? — has shown conclusively that the site chosen was in the Newarke,
probably within the precincts of the Lancastrian Collegiate foundation of the Annunciation
of Our Lady, of which only a fragment (beneath the Hawthorn Building of the Polytechnic)
survives today. There could, however, be no permanent resting place for the Yorkist
usurper among the Tudor’s Lancastrian forebears, and it was apparently the Grey Friars
of Leicester who requested, or were charged with, the responsibility of burying his remains.
The witness best placed to know the circumstances of the interment, Henry VII’s court
historian Polydore Vergil (who numbered among his appointments that of rector of Church
Langton in Leicestershire) recorded that the deceased monarch was ‘buryed two days after
without any pompe or solemne funerall...in thabbay of monks Franciscanes at
Leycester’;? and this is confirmed by another contemporary, John Rous, the
Warwickshire ecclesiastic, whose identification of the choir as the actual place of burial
would suggest (notwithstanding his shortcomings as a historian generally) a particular
knowledge of the site of the grave.?

The friars, Lord Bacon tells us, subsequently treated the King’s body with less than
exemplary reverence:* but King Henry, moved, perhaps, by Richard’s reinterment of his
Lancastrian predecessor, Henry VI, at Windsor, evinced concern that his own late rival’s
body should be enclosed by a suitable tomb. In the Public Record Office Early Chancery
Proceedings series is a document dated 1 July, 11 Henry VII,’ which records that about
twelve months previously (i.e. about July 1495) the Royal Commissioners, Sir Reynold
Bray and Sir Thomas Lovell, arranged for one Walter Hylton, a Nottingham alabasterman,
to build a memorial over the grave. Hylton was to receive £50 for the work payable in two
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instalments, £20 initially, and the balance when the ‘Tombe were set up and fynysshed in
the Church (of Friers) aforeseid’. An eighteenth century transcript of a household account
book covering the years 1491-5 notes a payment of £10 1s to a James Keyley for the King’s
monument in September 1495;¢ but whether Keyley was working on behalf of Hylton, or
whether he was a later ‘cut-price’ contractor, is unclear.

Unfortunately, there is no strictly contemporary description of the appearance of this
sepulchre. Raphael Holinshed, whose ‘Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland’ were
first printed in 1577, tells us that it incorporated ‘a picture of alabaster representing his
(Richard’s) person’;’ and there is a similar notice in William Burton’s ‘Description of
Leicestershire’ to the effect that King Henry ‘erected for him a faire Alablaster Monument,
with his picture cut out, and made thereon’.® Both writers might have spoken to persons
who could remember the memorial, and it is particularly unfortunate that Burton, a unique
local authority writing in the first years of the seventeenth century, has not left us a fuller
account. His contemporary, Sir George Buck, does add that the structure was ‘of mingled
colour, marble’,’ but beyond this nothing is known. It is even uncertain whether the
portrayal of the king took the form of a recumbent effigy or was incised on the alabaster
tomb.

Similarly, we have no precise knowledge of what became of the monument, although it
seems unlikely that it can have long survived the suppression of the friary in November
1538. Leland, who visited Leicester at a date before 1543, probably saw the church shortly
after the dissolution, and his terse comment that ‘there was byried King Richard 3 and a
knight caullid Mutton, sumtyme Mayre of Leyrcester’® does not preclude the possibility
that the tomb had even then been demolished and the pieces sold. The popular legend is,
of course, that the King’s body was rudely removed from its coffin, carried jeeringly
through the streets of the city, and finally cast into the river or roughly buried under the
end of Bow Bridge; but it is perhaps not without significance that the first recorded mention
of this incident does not occur until some seventy years after the event. There is nothing
to suggest that the citizens of Leicester evinced such animosity towards their former ruler
(the change of dynasty had by no means proved universally popular); and our best
authority, Christopher Wren, the future Dean of Windsor and father of the famous
architect, appears to have had no knowledge of the matter in 1612. Wren was at this time
tutor to the son of Sir William Herrick of Beaumanor whose brother, Robert, a former
Mayor of Leicester, had earlier acquired the ruined friary and constructed a large house
and garden on the eastern part of the site. One day, as Wren walked with Robert Herrick
in the garden, the alderman showed him ‘a handsome Stone Pillar, three Foot high’ which
he had caused to be erected, on which was inscribed the legend ‘Here lies the Body of
Richard III. some Time King of England’." There can be no doubt that much, if not all,
of the superstructure of the original tomb had by this time vanished, but it seems likely
that its former position was still known. John Speed, writing a year or two earlier had
described it as being ‘overgrown with weeds and nettles...very obscure and not to be
found’; but Herrick would probably have had little difficulty in finding someone with
local knowledge who could have shown him the place. But unfortunately this monument,
like its predecessor, has disappeared with the passing of the centuries, and we have no
indication of how many of the succeeding owners of the property even recognised the
significance of the stone.

There was, however, one piece of Richard’s tomb which was widely believed to have
survived the desecration, and this was the stone coffin in which his body had supposedly
lain. The story that it had been converted into a drinking-trough for horses at a ‘common
inn’ in Leicester was known to Speed in 1611;® and in mid-century John Evelyn, the
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diarist, described the city as ‘famous’ for this receptacle ‘which is now converted to a
Cistern at which (I think) catell drink’.** Another visitor, Celia Fiennes, noted that it was
‘cut out in exact form for his (Richard’s) body to lye in’,"s and identified the inn as the
‘Greyhound’, meaning, perhaps, (since no ‘Greyhound’ is known to have existed at this
period) the ‘Talbot’ in Talbot Lane. But by the time Miss Fiennes saw the coffin in about
1700 it was already broken; and this may explain how it was that twenty years later the Rev.
Samuel Carte, vicar of St Martin’s Leicester, could remark a fragment bearing the same
tradition ‘in which one may observe some appearance of the hollow, fitted for retaining the
head and the shoulders’® preserved at another tavern, the ‘White Horse’. Throsby
claimed that in his boyhood (i.e. in the 1740s) the ‘end of it that then remained’ stood as
part of a heap of rubbish in the same inn-yard; but his words suggest that by the time he
wrote his history in about 1790 this was no longer the case.” Indeed when William
Hutton made a journey to Leicester in 1758 in order to see ‘this trough which had been
the repository of one of the most singular bodies that ever existed’ he found that nothing
then remained. ‘The best intelligence I could obtain,” he informs us, ‘was that it was
destroyed about the latter end of the reign of George the First, and some of the pieces
placed as steps in a cellar, at the same inn where it had served as a trough’.’®* Cruttwell
wrote in 1806 as though the upper fragment was still preserved at the tavern: but his
description follows that of Carte so closely as to seriously question whether he had actually
seen it for himself.”

These reports are, apparently, compatible insofar that they do not specifically contradict
one another, and reflect a progressive deterioration in the fabric of the coffin consistent with
exposure and use. But by the same token, there is nothing to prove conclusively that all
the witnesses either saw or were referring to the same tomb. It is likely, indeed near-certain,
that a number of stone coffins would be unearthed at intervals as the old buildings of the
friary were demolished and new foundations laid: and there would seem to be no reason
why an enterprising innkeeper who recognised the commercial potential of such relics
should not have acquired a suitable piece. But by far the most telling objection is that these
repositories are characteristic of a period earlier than the late fifteenth century: and
excepting the slight possibility that a discarded stone coffin was utilised in the hurried
aftermath of Bosworth, it can never have formed part of King Richard’s tomb.

What, then, became of the King’s body? There can be no reasonable doubt that it was
buried in the church of the Grey Friars, and that Henry VII afterwards caused a ‘faire’ —
if un-aweinspiring — monument to be placed over it, a tomb which, in the event, did not
long survive the suppression of the friary in 1538. It is likely that the grave was still
remembered when Alderman Herrick erected his pillar at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, and there is nothing to substantiate the lurid story that the body had at some point
been disintered.® But thereafter our sources fail us. Later writers were too preoccupied
with the spurious stone coffin to preserve the memory of the place of the King’s burial,
and modern redevelopment has destroyed any last traces of the outlines of the medieval site.
Grey Friars House, once the home of Robert Herrick, stood until the beginning of the
1870s where the street known today as Grey Friars adjoins Friar Lane. The garden
extended from the rear of the property, along Grey Friars Street, to the present junction
with St Martin’s, and incorporated land on either side. Herrick’s memorial and, by
extension, the friars’ church and King Richard’s original monument, must have stood
somewhere within these approximate boundaries, but it is difficult now to be more precise.
Throsby tells us that when New Street (to the west of Grey Friars Street) was laid out in
the 1740s, a number of skeletons were revealed by the excavations at the St Martin’s end
of the site.2? We know that it was the friars’ custom to bury their deceased brethren
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either between the church and the chapter-house or in the cloisters, and that small
cemeteries were maintained for suitably privileged laymen, usually between the church and
the road. Royal personages were invariably buried in a place of honour: and if the church
and its environs lay just to the east of New Street it is entirely plausible that the northern
end of Herrick’s garden covered the foundations of the long-vanished choir. It is possible
(though perhaps now unlikely) that at some time in the twenty-first century an excavator
may yet reveal the slight remains of this famous monarch; but in the meantime we can do
no more than agree with Charles Billson that the grave most probably lies beneath the
northern (St Martin’s) end of Grey Friars Street, or the buildings that face it on either
side.?
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