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lines left by the tool may be seen; where, on the contrary, a stone 
was used the edge of the aperture is splayed on each side. It is 
of a hard fine-grained stone of a light grey colour, which might be 
taken for limestone, but sulphuric acid has no effect upon it.

THE REV. J. M. GRESLEY exhibited another celt presented to 
him by W. Dewes, Esq., which was discovered about fifty years 
ago upon the Wolds, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, in the corner field where 
the lane to Blackfordby diverges from the Over Seile and Ashby turn 
pike road. It is of roughly chipped yellow flint, about eight-and-a- 
half inches long, and three inches in the broadest part, which is 
near the semi-circular cutting edge, from whence it becomes 
narrower towards the star end, which is obtusely pointed. " As the 
celt was the principal tool and weapon of the early Celtic inhabi 
tants of this island, serving the purposes of the chisel, pick, punch, 
wedge, plane, hatchet, and battle-axe," it is found, as in the present 
instance, unaccompanied by other remains.

THE CHAIRMAN exhibited Roman coins of Vespasian and Maxi- 
minis, the. former having the legend IMP. CAES. VESPASIAN 
AVG. P. M. TR. P. P. COS. III.

Mr. JAMES THOMPSON read the following Paper:—

THE JEWRY WALL, LEICESTER: OBSERVATIONS 
THEREON.

THE ancient cities and towns of this country, founded by the 
Romans, were very generally laid out on a uniform plan. In the 
first instance, they were merely surrounded by a vallum or embank 
ment of earth, and a fosse or dyke, running parallel therewith. 
In due course, when these encampments (for such they were 
originally) were transformed into towns—when they were no longer 
used for military purposes solely, but became the habitation of 
civilians as well as soldiers, and the centres of trade, and the 
abodes of men prosecuting the peaceful arts of life—walls of 
immense thickness and solid strength were raised on the line of 
the vallum, thus engirdling the houses of the inhabitants with an 
impregnable line of defence. The outline of the walls was usually 
four-sided, forming a parallelogram, and frequently running in 
such a course as to face the points of the compass—the angles of 
the walls pointing north-east, south-east, south-west, and north 
west. Midway between the corners of each of the four sides was a 
gate ; and, traversing the interior of the place, from north to south 
and east to west, were two main streets. An examination of the 
modern maps of those cities and towns in England which are 
known to have been originally founded by the Romans, will con-
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vince any reflecting person of the truth of what is here stated, and 
will illustrate the foregoing observations. In Leicester, the indica 
tions remaining of this arrangement are sufficient to prove what 
the town was when a Roman station; for we have still a North- 
gate, a South-gate, an East-gate, and a West Bridge; though it 
should be here interposed that the term " Gate" means, not a 
portal, but a road, and is supposed to have been derived from the 
Danish occupants of Leicester. In addition to the gateways, on 
three sides of the town may be discerned the straight line followed 
by the ancient wall. On the north side, the line ran parallel with 
Soar Lane and Sanvey Gate—on the east with Church Gate and 
Gallowtree Gate—on the south with Horsefair Street and Millstone 
Lane. The fourth side is said by some antiquaries never to have 
existed; if it did exist, it is certain that all traces of it above-ground 
have long been obliterated.

That a western wall, corresponding with the eastern wall, did 
once exist seems, however, not merely probably but tolerably certain. 
It will be the main object of the following remarks to establish this 
point.

Now, although examples of Roman encampments may be 
adduced in which a fourth wall is wanting, as at Lymne and 
Richborough, it is equally clear that in other cases the four walls 
have once existed, and the parallelogram has been complete. In 
proof of the latter assertion, the Roman stations of York and 
Chester, both similarly situated to our own town, may be mentioned. 
As it is well known to antiquaries that York occupied a high position 
in the scale of Roman stations in Britain—having been the seat of 
the imperial sway in the reign of Severus, who there established his 
court and died—the features of its plan in Roman times may be 
considered worthy of examination in guiding us to correct conclu 
sions with regard to Roman Leicester. Fortunately for the interests 
of Archaeology, the late Rev. Charles Wellbeloved (in his " EBU- 
EACPM," a work which may be considered the most complete and 
admirable of its kind ever published) exhausted every source of 
information relating to York under the Romans. In this book are 
given plans of modern York and the ancient city. From these it 
appears that the latter was erected on an angular space, formed by 
the junction of the rivers Fosse and Ouse. Two sides of Eburacum 
therefore, were guarded by the branches of these streams. Traces 
of the existence of the Roman walls have been discovered, beyond 
question, on these two sides; the only doubt is in reference to one 
of the sides unprotected by either of the rivers. Again; in the case 
of Chester, the same indications of the quadrangular outline of the 
walls are discoverable. In Hemingway's history of that city, a 
map is inserted exhibiting the line of the mediaeval walls and of the 
streets, showing the course of the earlier (the Roman) walls. Chester 
was placed, like Leicester, in a corner formed by the river running
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by its walls. At Chester, the Dee flowed by its southern and western 
boundaries. In this example, the outlines of the original Roman 
encampment are more distinctly perceptible than in York or Leices 
ter, as streets still run due north and south, and east and west, 
through the city.* It is recorded that Ethelfleda, the daughter of 
King Alfred, removed the walls existing in her day (about the year 
920) and enclosed the city with new walls, making it nearly twice 
as large as it was before; so that, to quote the words of Matthew 
of Westminster, " the castle, that was sometime by the water, with 
out the walls, is now in the town, within the walls." The ancient 
boundaries of Chester seem to have run, before the change here 
described was effected, on the northern and eastern sides, nearly 
on the site of the walls now standing. On the western side the 
wall would appear to have gone along Nicholas Street, Linenhall- 
street, and St. Martin's-in-the-Fields; on the southern side, along 
Castle Street, and in a direct line eastward to the part where Duke 
Street and Park Street are united. It does not appear there were 
ever fewer sides than four to the ancient Roman city of Deva or 
Chester.

It should be observed, in reference to those cases in which a 
fourth wall is wanting, that they are of such an exceptional nature 
as not to be worthy of consideration when weighed in the balance 
against the numerous examples illustrating the rule. But various 
objections have been raised to the idea here entertained of the 
existence of a western wall, parallel with an eastern wall, in Roman 
Leicester. It has been urged that such a disposition places the 
principal right-hand gateway at the angle of the southern rampart 
and not in any part of its face; that, in almost all such fortified 
stations, established on the banks of rivers, the vallum was brought 
as near as possible to the stream ; that the ground lying between 
the Jewry Wall and the river is that which appears to have been a 
part at one time covered with buildings, and, therefore, intramural; 
that, as the walls and ditch of the mediaeval town were on three 
sides, doubtless, identical with the original Roman lines, it may be 
reasonably supposed the same coincidence existed on the fourth 
side also; and, lastly, that in the plan of Stukeley, published 
nearly a hundred years ago, the south rampart is carried up to 
the bank of the river.

These are the objections taken by a local antiquary, who has 
devoted much time and thought to the consideration of this subject. 
P2manating from such a source, any observations are entitled to 
full and respectful attention. If unassailable by fair and candid 
argument, Mr. Hollings's objectionsf must be allowed to prevail. 
In any case, their publication renders it necessary that precon-

* These streets are named Northgate Street, Bridge Street, Eastgate Street, and 
Watergate Street.

t See " ROMAN LEICESTER : a Paper read before the Leicester Literary and 
Philosophical Society, January 18, 1851. By J. F. Hollings."
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ceived opinions and conjectures should be carefully and closely 
re-examined. But it is scarcely necessary to analyse these objec 
tions seriatim, as they mainly turn upon one point—whether the 
indications of the existence of foundations, below the surface of 
the ground lying between the Jewry Wall and the river, afford 
proof positive of the non-existence of the western wall laid down 
in the plan I have published in a Paper on this subject.*

Now, I do not think the discoveries here mentioned do over 
throw the supposition that a western wall originally formed one of 
the boundaries of Rat<e in the direction indicated; and when our 
enquiries are extended to other sites of Roman occupancy, this will 
more fully appear. In the case of York, for instance, Mr. Well- 
beloved has recorded the discovery of numerous traces of founda 
tions between the ancient south-western "wall of that city and the 
river, in a position exactly similar to that between the supposed 
western wall of Rat(B and the Soar. If the existence of a wall on 
the river side of Roman York was no obstacle to the subsequent 
erection of houses in that extramural quarter in Roman times, why, 
then should it be so in Roman Leicester? The vallum was not 
brought as near as possible to the stream at York—why, then, 
should it be so brought in Leicester ? In answer to the argument 
which requires that the mediaeval walls should occupy the exact 
line of the Roman walls, the case of Chester may be adduced, 
the south wall of which—that nearest to the Dee originally exclud 
ing the castle—being taken close to the river during the Saxon 
period, thus occupying a totally different position from that it origi 
nally occupied. In the case of York, the change was still greater, 
for the mediaeval wall was carried direct to the bank of the river— 
it was then continued on the other side of the river—and 
a large and entirely fresh area was included, occupying, probably, 
more space than the original Roman encampment itself. In 
fact, in the two examples of York and Chester, the wall abutting 
on the river side seems to have been that which became disused 
and superseded: it would, indeed, appear that the space interven 
ing between'the wall and the stream was protected by the two, and 
was therefore occupied as soon as the space within the walls began 
to be found insufficient for the population. When the country was 
settled, on the thorough subjugation of the natives and the per 
manent establishment of the Roman power, the walls may have 
fallen into comparative neglect, or, if any protection on the western 
side were needed in the case of Rata, a new vallum may have been 
erected close to the river, including the more modern structures of 
the station; and then the original western wall would be removed, 
its stones supplying materials for the later buildings.

With regard to the position of the south gate, I think it is not
* The JEWBY WALL, Leicester, a paper read at the Congress of the British Archaeo 

logical Association, held in Manchester, 1850.
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to be assumed without question tbatthe mediaeval entrance was on 
the same site as the Roman. It is quite obvious the Roman walls, 
though followed by our forefathers in many instances, were not in 
variably so ; they chose part and altered part, and thus also with 
the gateways. I should be inclined to put the south gate of Rat<e 
at a point more nearly central on that side of the wall, instead of 
in the position occupied by the south gate of Saxon Leicester. But 
even in Roman stations there were exceptional cases of irregularity, 
as at Pevensey, where the gateway is at one of the angles of the 
original enceinte. So that, supposing the south gate of Roman 
Leicester to have been where the south gate of later times is known 
to have stood, its position there would not necessarily have militated 
against the existence of a western wall parallel with the admitted 
eastern wall; nor does it follow that because the south gate of the 
Middle Ages was in one place, the earlier south gate was in that 
precise locality.

If, then, we remember that the almost uniform plan in Roman 
times was to erect quadrangular walls—the north side parallel with 
the south, the east with the west—and if we have seen that there 
is nothing in the objections urged against the position of the western 
wall of Roman Rat<e where I have placed it, which is not answered 
by an appeal to the analogies furnished elsewhere, as at York and 
Chester,—then we have no alternative left but to conclude that the 
original western wall of Roman Leicester ran from the western ex 
tremity of the north wall to the western extremity of the south wall, 
leaving, in the first instance, a vacant space between it and the 
Soar.*

The next step in the investigation is to pursue the analogy 
further. The western wall being considered established, the anti 
quary would look for a gateway in the centre, midway between the 
two ends of the wall, in the place where such entrances were usually 
provided. There were generally four similar gateways, admitting 
to every Roman encampment or station. The principal of these 
was the Decuman gateway; a second was the Pretorian gateway; 
the third and fourth were of subordinate importance. The Decuman 
gateway was sometimes in one face of the wall, and sometimes in 
another, its situation being governed by local circumstances. It 
would be difficult to say, positively, what the western gateway of 
Rata: would be, nor is it of immediate importance to determine.

Now, I have examined the large plan of Leicester, drawn to 
scale for sanitary purposes, with a view of ascertaining where the 
western wall would run. The result is,, that, supposing the 
western extremity of the north wall to terminate a short distance

* I may here state that in a republication of his paper on " Roman Leicester," in 
a volume of Papers read before the Literary and Philosophical Society, Mr. Rollings 
entirely omits the objections to the existence of the western wall of Rata on the line 
I have pointed out, though they appeared in full on the first appearance of his Essay.
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from the Soar, so as to allow clear space for the north-west angle 
of the walls to stand upon, and producing a line parallel with the 
admitted eastern wall to the western extremity of the south wall, 
this gives us the western boundary of the Roman city, and it pauses 
through the Jewry Wall. That pile occupies its place naturally, 
in fact, as a portion of the western wall.*

The next question is, in what part of the western wall does the 
Jewry Wall stand ? By a careful and special measurement, which 
Mr. Stephens, the Borough Surveyor, very courteously made for 
me, it appears that the centre of the Jewry Wall is within twenty 
feet of a point exactly halfway on the line of the western wall. The 
distance from the centre of the Jewry Wall to the Soar Lane end of 
the western boundary is 1260 feet; from the same point to the 
South Gate extremity it is 1240 feet. The Jewry Wall is, there 
fore, in the precise locality where we should expect to find the west 
ern gateway of Roman Leicester.

A reference to the appearance of the ruin on its outer side—the 
opposite of that we now see—may help us in arriving at a definite 
conclusion oil this subject. A drawing of the Jewry Wall on this 
side, as it appeared in the year 1722, made by Dr. Stukeley, will 
show us what the fabric looked like in its original condition, to a 
person approaching the city from its western or river quarter—to 
the legionary, for example, on his way from the south, along the 
Fosse, and the road downward from that part to Rata. It is al 
most apparent the two openings are not those of a building, but of 
a town wall. One seems intended for ingress to the station, the 
other for egress, and the size of the openings indicate such an in 
tention ; for they were nine feet wide, and twelve feet high—wide 
enough and high enough for men on horseback to pass through, or 
for waggons to be driven through. At Borcovicus (Housesteads) 
on the wall of Hadrian, the western gateway has two portals or 
passages, and the outer face is level with the wall of the station, as 
in the case before us.

At the same time, the masonry is precisely like that of Roman 
town walls existing in fragments elsewhere. It is of the customary 
thickness and height, due allowance being made for the effects of 
decay in the latter respect. The height of the Jewry Wall is now 
about twenty feet—the walls of Rutupiae were originally thirty feet, 
those of Lymne twenty three feet, and the great wall of Hadrian 
eighteen or nineteen feet high.f

Tha't there was no building on the eastern side of the Jewry 
Wall, where St. Nicholas's church now stands. Throsby distinctly

* I recommend the reader here to refer to the plan annexed, and to compare the 
letter-press and all the details with each other. A is the North Gate, B is the East 
Gate, C the South Gate, and F D G D E the line of the supposed western wall, G in 
dicating the site of the Jewry Wall. E is the western extremity of the north wall, F 
the western extremity of the south wall.

t See " The Celt, the Roman, and the Saxon."
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proves in his history of the town, at page seven, where he says:— 
" Being desirous of learning something that might lead to a dis 
covery of its former magnitude, I employed some workmen to dig 
on the east side, transversely, and in a right direction with the wall, 
thinking to find a foundation, which I intended to have traced to 
its extent; but it nowhere continued a foot beyond the projecting 
parts." A pavement of small bricks or tiles has been found in the 
adjoining churchyard, but they are not of certain Roman manufac 
ture, and therefore the fact proves nothing in relation to any sup 
posed building in this locality.

Another discovery, which I think aids in the elucidation of this 
question, was that of the cloaca, or common sewer, on this side of 
the town. Throsby states that this took place in the year 17.93. 
He says : " As some workmen were employed in removing the earth 
from a piece of ground nearly an equal distance between the Jewry 
Wall and the river, they discovered, at the depth of about five feet, 
some very large blocks of freestone, half a ton weight; and on their 
being removed, it was discovered they had been placed over a kind 
of tunnel, two feet over and four deep, made of the same kind of 
materials and built on the same principles as the Jewry Wall. * * * 
The commencement of it (so far as is known) is in a cellar of Mr. 
S. Roberta's house, near the south end of the Jewry Wall, and con 
tinues, with a considerable descent, in a right line, north-westwardly 
to the river. * * * * Where the sewer commences, I am apprehen 
sive, might be the grand entrance, the Janua-gate. The cloaca, I 
conceive, was seated in the centre of the entrance for carrying off 
the filth of the city into the river, down the declivity, as that of 
Rome into the Tiber, made by Tarquinius Priscus. This, like 
that great work of Tarquinius Superbus, called Cloaca Maxima, 
had also its collateral branches: one I saw at the discovery of the 
cloaca at Leicester, which lay in a direction pointing from the grand 
tunnel north-eastwardly into the city."

The facts here detailed by Throsby are unquestionably con 
firmatory of the view of the Jewry Wall, having been at one time 
the town gateway on its western side ; as it is most probable the 
main sewer would be carried along one of the main streets, and 
would pass through or near the gateway which usually formed the 
termination of the street. Let the existence of the sewer have its 
proper weight, however, and no more. It is at least accordant with 
probability that the main sewer, emptying in the river flowing by, 
would be taken out at, or close to, the principal opening in the 
massive wall on that side of the city; and, if so, the discovery of 
Throsby strengthens the supposition that the Jewry Wall was origi 
nally the western gateway of Leicester.

Another fact is here worthy of introduction. Throsby (p. 17 
of the History of the Borough] says: " The space before the Rev. 
Mr. Andrew's house (now Mr. Rust's premises) cannot easily be
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accounted for but upon the score of the gate of the ancient city and 
wall continuing from the south end of the ruin, right across that 
broad way to the house known by the name of the Recruiting 
Sergeant, where the Jewry Wall has recently been proved to have 
continued by the discovery of its foundation made of the like 
material and thickness." Here, then, we have most unequivocal 
testimony to the truth of the position here sought to be made good 
—that the Jewry Wall was originally part of the town boundary, its 
foundations being continued exactly in the direction in which they 
might be expected to be discovered.

But, it is argued, numerous foundations of buildings have been 
met with outside the wall, between it and the river, which would 
not have been there, had the western wall run in the line already 
suggested; for in that case edifices of considerable size are supposed 
to have been erected without the walls—a supposition involving 
much improbability. I have already met this objection in a general 
way, but as there is a special pretension set up for it, it requires 
further examination. In bestowing this upon the matter, it will be 
well again to refer to Throsby's statements relative to the discoveries 
made on the spot when the cloaca was brought to view.

" Within the space of a yard of the ancient sewer lay the bases 
of two columns; and two shafts, each above a yard long—girth, 
nearly a yard and three-fourths. None of these lay below the 
blocks of stone which covered the sewer. About the same time, 
but at the distance of thirty yards from these, was discovered, on a 
bed of fine red clay, at the depth of twelve feet, a capital of a column, 
made of the same sort of stone as the base and columns, and cor 
responding in every particular with them. 1 have put all the mem 
bers of one column together in my garden. This, now it is erected, 
shows that it was originally hewn behind to fit some rugged building, 
probably of forest stone. This column does not correspond exactly 
with any order; it is of a purple hue. I observed in the centre of 
the shaft, where there had been originally a piece of square iron 
to hold the joints together, that that which remained of the iron 
was reduced to a rusty mould. Near these columns (that is close 
to the sewer) lay two amazing strong foundations of a considerable 
building made of forest stone and grout; the extraordinary floor 
mentioned above joined to one of them."

The floor here particularly referred to, lay partly adjoining the 
sewer and nearly on a line with the blocks which covered it over; 
it was composed of mortar, small pebbles, and pounded brick or tile.

Throsby states also (p. 2) that "foundations of strong and 
amazing thick walls have been frequently discovered leading from 
St. Nicholas' tchurch to nearly the banks of the river. I saw one 
of them (he says) in a cellar of the house at the Talbot; the wall 
was almost impenetrable."

At a much later date, when excavations were made for the foun-
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dations of the manufactory now standing near the Jewry Wall, the 
lower courses of a wall, lying a little northward of the existing 
Roman fragment, and running at right angles in the direction of the 
river, were cleared of the superincumbent earth.

All these discoveries, it must be admitted, militate at first sight 
against the supposition of the Jewry Wall having been the western 
gateway of the station ; for they imply the former existence of a 
building or buildings of considerable magnitude outside the gate 
way, exactly on a site where the road should have run connecting 
the city with the fosse, which should have been unoccupied ground, 
were the Jewry Wall originally a gateway. How, then, is this 
objection to be removed ?

I reply by saying there were two epochs in the history of Roman 
Leicester—(1.) that in which the four original walls contained the 
station, and (2.) that in which the town outran the western wall and 
extended to the bank of the river; and that it was probably in the 
later epoch the Jewry Wall was retained to serve as one of the sides 
of the large building whose foundations are indicated by Throsby, 
when its continuing portions, north and south, were taken down to 
admit of the increase going on in the western quarter of the station.

The first of the epochs here named was that of the infancy of 
the place, which would be from the year 52 of the Christian era to 
some date in the second century, as yet unascertained. In this 
period the massive stone walls, including the dwellings of the 
inhabitants, were erected, and none lay outside the station. The 
population of the place was then limited. It was a military settle 
ment merely. Its garrison, with the officers and their slaves, were 
the only tenants. It had not as yet become the abode of a civic 
or industrial community. Its numbers would then be stationary 
and its character unprogressive.

But a change arrived. With peace came security, and these 
were followed by the cultivation of the soil, the prosecution of 
industry, and the exchange of commodities. An agricultural and 
trading class must have gradually formed in Rat IB as a conse 
quence ; the veterans of the army having settled down into agri 
culturists, holding the lands around the station as the reward of 
their past services; and others who had perhaps been artizans 
before becoming soldiers—having resumed their old occupations.

The first recognition of the existence of Roman Leicester in the 
pages of history is that of Ptolemy, in the year 120, seventy years 
after I have assumed the station was founded by a detachment 
under Ostorius Scapula, and in the year when the milestone (still 
preserved) was erected in commemoration of the Emperor Hadrian's 
visit to this district of Britain. A period of profound tranquility 
succeeded this event, and whatever may have been the irruptions 
witnessed in the neighbourhood of the counties lying more north 
ward, the midlands must have been comparatively free from the
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scenes of bloody revolt and incessant warfare enacted in those 
localities. Towards the close of the second century, during the 
prosperous reigns of the Emperors Antoninus Pius and Marcus 
Aurelius, the towns of Britain became thriving and populous; 
"merchants, tradesmen, artizans, even probably artists, and men of 
letters, had sought their fortune where the increase of commerce 
and civilization opened a field for their exertions."*

This is the time in which it will be reasonable to suppose Roman 
Leicester widened its limits, as it would then share in the advanc- 
ing fortunes of contemporary stations. In this period we may 
suppose the buildings between the Jewry Wall and the river were 
erected—the tesselated pavements whose fragments are occasionally 
discovered were laid down—by the wealthy merchants who had 
contributed to raise the position and prosperity of the city; and 
the stately edifice, whose fallen columns were found lying in igno 
minious companionship with the contents of the common sewer, 
now raised its front to the western horizon, in the freshness of its 
youth and the unworn outlines of its sculpture, its brow unfurrowed 
by age and untouched by decay.

Extensive rebuildings of public edifices also took place in the 
course of the Roman occupation. Inscriptions at Habitancum 
(Risingham) commemorate the restoration of gates and walls ; at 
Ribchester, the rebuilding of public baths and a basilica; and at 
Lavata (Bowes) the rebuilding of public baths—all at places now 
sunk into obscurity.

It may be here stated, as indicative of the process of rebuilding 
in Leicester, that in the Roman foundations found a few years ago 
south of the Jewry Wall, tiles were found worked up in the walls 
which had apparently been used in some earlier building.

From the position of the Jewry Wall on the line of the western 
wall—from the height and thickness of the masonry—from the pro 
portions of its openings—from the continuation of its foundations 
in a southwardly direction—I conclude that its pristine purpose 
was that of a gateway to the Roman city; and that subsequently, 
when the station became more populous, the greater part of the 
wall was removed to make way for the suburb; the existing frag 
ment known as the Jewry Wall being then adapted to the purposes 
of a public edifice or a cluster of edifices, of which the remains 
have been already described.

Mr. R. Goodacre of Leicester, was elected a member of the 
Society.

A letter was read from His Grace the Duke of Rutland express 
ing his willingness to become Patron of the Society in conjunction 
with the Lord Bishop of Peterborough.

The Meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to the Chairman. 
• " The Celt, the Roman, and the Saxoii," p. 104.




