
Research Notes  and  Queries

The  Death  and  Burial  of  Henry VI
MurielSmith contributes  some further points:

I cannot believe  that  Henry’s remains ever  went  straight  into  the earth:
contemporary record  shows them  treated  with  honour  throughout.  Mr. White
may incline to  accept  Professor  MacAlister’s suggestion  (Ricardian,  no. 80,
1983, p.159); to me it is uninformed guesswork.  MacAlister  was a
distinguished  anatomist  but, when  he  went beyond identifying intrusive  bones
as a  pig’s  and speculated how  they came  among King Henry’s, he was
venturing on the  medieval  historian’s  ground, without knowing either the
general probabilities or the  actual  historical evidence. Elsewhere he was more
cautious: he was praiseworthy, as Mr. White says, in not  committing himself
on the cause of  death, not  venturing on the forensic  pathologist’s  ground.
Here  I  blame  St. John Hope, who was  exhuming an alleged murder victim
and never asked for  a  Home  Office  expert.  I  am not suggesting that, if he  had,
there  would  be  a  positive verdict: the  hkely result is a firm  negative, that  there
was no evidence to support  a  murder charge. As  things  were, though  St. John
Hope  left  it vague, the general impression spread  that  murder was now
proved; and H. E. Counsell, with  medical  qualifications  including FRCS, and
an honours degree in history, could assert:  ‘Henry VI did  have  his head
battered in at the Tower, for  this  was proved  a  few years ago  when  his body
was  exhumed  at Windsor and wrapped in a new  velvet  robe  given  by Eton and
King’s  College, Cambridge’ (37 The  Broad, The  Memoirs  of an  Oxford
Doctor, London  1943, p.68).

Henry’s calculated height  of  five feet  and  nine  or ten inches  (Ricardian,
no. 78, 1982, p.79  n.55) casts doubt  on. ‘the  well-known relics' mentioned by
Caroline Halsted  (Richard  III as  Duke  0  Gloucester  and  King of England,
London  1844, vol.  1, Appendix  Y, p.437 . Henry reputedly left at Bolton  a
pair each of  boots  and  gloves. They were for  feet  and hands in roportion
with  each  other but small out of all proportion with Henry’s helght:  boots
with  soles  just  over eight  inches  long.  They and the matching gloves  were
perhaps Margaret of  Anjou’s, if not altogether spurious. Boots  allegedly
Hgggry’siaggugh, make an odd  link  with John  Schorne  (cf.  Ricardian,  no. 79,
1 , p.  .

Nobody offers a compelling motive for  Henry’s  murder. Edward had
good reason for not  killing him before Tewkesbury, but  that  does not mean
he had reason to  kill  him  immediately after: surely he was not  panicking
about  the Bastard of Fauconberg. On  balance  he  stood  to gain from Henry’s
continued existence. Henry, now childless, might  well  consent  to abdicate
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and to  aéknowledge  Edward, repudiating all his Beaufort  kin.  Richard  II’s
case, and Edward  II’s would point  the  way: have  Parliament  vote  that  Henry
has, or shall be deemed to  have, abdicated, and let  some  interval  elapse. The
coincidence  that  Henry died just  as Edward returned after Tewkesbury is
accounted for  quite  naturally in The  Arrival  of Edward  IV: Henry, ignorant
until  then, learned the  truth  at Edward’s coming and  died  of  shock; one infers
that  Edward ordered he should be informed. It is natural to be wary of  official
statements  (cf.  Ricardian, no. 78, p.71) but  this  earliest explanation is really
still the best. If Henry's  death  was murder, far from  being a  safety measure it
served to clear the way for a Beaufort claimant; and it was incredibly

. ill-timed, as if to create as much suspicion as possible.
Maurice  Bond, from ‘a sixteenth-century drawing in the British

Museum’, described Henry’s  monument  as ‘a low table-tomb, surmounted by
an  effigy of Henry VI, representing him bearded, as he was only during the
last  few  months  of his  life.  At his feet were the  king’s  beasts—the  antelope
and the leopard, the supporters of his arms. Above the  tomb  were suspended
his coat-armour, helm, gauntlets  and scabbard.’ Still  extant  in 1598, it had all
vanished when Speed was  writing in 1611 (Burial Places of the En lish
Monarchs, Re or! of the  Society of the  Friends  of St.  George’s  an the
Descendants  o  the  Knights  of the  Garter, vol.  5, no. 1, 1969-70, pp.34-5). It is
not clear what was due to Richard and what to Henry VIII, who when
ordering his own burial at Windsor  Commanded  that  Henry’s  tomb  and
Edward  IV’s  should  be made ‘more princelie, in the same places where  they
now be’ ibid., p.36; cf.  Ricardian, no. 79, p.111).

The remembrance of Henry VI in modern  times  is detailed in  ‘The
Ceremony of the  Lilies  and the  Roses’ Report  op.  cit.,  vol. 5, no. 2, 1970-71,
p.80).  Since  1905, on Henry's birthday, 6  December or, more  recently, on its
eve, King’s  Scholars from Eton  have  laid white  lilies  on the lettered  slab  in St.
George’s supposed to mark the burial  spot:  it was placed there by guess in
1790  but since the  exhumation  of 1910 has  actually covered the reburied
bones (Bond, p.35). Since  1923, on the eve of his  death  day (reckoned as 21
May:  cf.  Ricardian, no. 78, pp.70-72) Eton  lilies  have been laid on the tablet
in the  Tower  supposed to mark the  death spot;  since 1947 King’s  College has
laid white  roses there as well. At Windsor,  white roses  are likewise offered
with  the lilies on 5 December, and  both  lilies and roses on 20 May.  White
roses may seem  odd, but they refer  to the  three  roses  argent  in Henry VI’s
1450 grant of arms to  King’s, corresponding to the  three  garden lilies urgent  in
the Eton grant of  1440.  (John  Woodward and George Burnett,  A Treatise  on
Her)aldry British  and  Foreign, 1892:  reprint, Newton Abbot 1969, pp.325,
334  .

‘The Bones’ as  Roman Remains
William  White  writes:

In the remarks concerning the  Appendix  ‘On the Bones of  1674’ in
Charles  Ross, Richard  III (1981) mention was made of a recent  theory .that
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the bones were of Roman date (Research Notes and Queries, The  Ricardian,
no. 80, 1983, p.161). Now Professor Ross had quoted the opinion of the
anthropologist, Dr. Juliet Rogers of the  University of Bristol, that  the Tower
of London ‘has  been  the scene of  vigorous human  occupation since a very
early period of  time, and the finding of skeletal remains at  a  depth of ten  feet
could  just  as well be consistent  with  a very much  greater age. After  all, we are
digging up Romano-British skeletons at lesser de ths at this  moment’ (Ross
op.  cit., p.233). However, the unacknowledge  authority for the ‘recent
notion  that  the  bones  were  those  of Roman children buried on the site before
the Tower was  built’ (ibid., p.98) would not appear to be Dr. Rogers. More
probably, Professor  Ross  was referring to  some  remarks  b  Miss Audrey
Williamson in the ‘Epilogue’ to her The  Mystery of t  e  Princes:  an
Investigation  into a Supposed  Murder  (Gloucester 1978):  ‘these  could be
much older remains, going back possibly to before the White Tower and royal
a artments were built. The Romans had  long had a fortress on or close to this
snte, and  they too had children, sometimes by the native  population, and
buried them. An archaeologist whose speciality is Roman Britain  .  .  .  pointed
out to me  that  the Romans did not scruple at  times  to  execute  children in  a
yebellious country and  this  would be  a  spot where it could  happen’ (pp.196-7).

Whatever the  origin  of this theory it has been rewarding to unearth
evidence in support of it. The objection has yet to be made  that  the Romans
buried the dead, traditionally outside  the boundary of the  settlement, whereas
the  White  Tower lies clearly within the Roman city wall.  Such  prohibitions on
burial  within  the  community applied only to adult, law-abiding commoners,
of course, and for  other  classes—children especially—burial  within the  city
wisélsasmnitted (Joan Liversidge, Britain  in the  Roman Empire, London 1968,
p.  .

The  Duke  of  Buckingham’s Bohun Lands
William White has sent the following note:

One  thing that  stands out particularly in Mr. Kenneth Hillier’s excellent
review of the various accounts of  Buckingham’s rebellion  (The Rebellion of
1483: A Study of Sources and Opinions, Part  2, The  Ricardian, no. 80, 1983,
pp.146-154) is the changing emphasis on Richard’s handling of the Duke of
Buckingham’s  title to the  Bohun  lands.  Vergil, More and Shakespeare place
Richard’s  withholding of  Buckingham’s  rights, in  this  respect, central  to  this
disaffection  (ibid., pp.147-8). Yet Gairdner wavers over and Markham
contests this  accusation  (ibid., p.153). In  fact,  it has been  shown  by Dr.
Carole Rawcliffe  that  Markham xs correct in this  for, rather than Richard 111,
it was Edward IV, who was ‘not in the  giving vein’ and who prevented Henry
gaining his inheritance  with  his  majority.  By contrast, Richard  freely made
over  the Bohun  lands, worth  £1,084 a  year, to  Buckingham  in Jul  1483
(Carole  Rawcliffe, The  Staffords, Earls  of Stafiord  '  and Du es of
Buckingham, 1394-1521, Cambridge 1978, pp.31-3, 126).
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John Schorne
Muriel Smith has  sent  the' following note:

John Scheme is not gntirely forgotten. Canon Derek Eastman records
(John  Schorne, Report  of the  Society of the  Friends  of St.  Geor  e’s and the
Descendants  of the  Knights  of the  Garter, vol. 6, no. 1 (1979-80  ,  pp.20-21)
that the Dean and Canons of Windsor contributed in 1970 towards restoring
the Schorne well at North  Marston; and in  1979  100 North Marston pilgrims
visited the site of the Schorne shrine in St. George’s. He also describes and
illustrates (plate 1) a wall painting uncovered in  1962  in  a  private house,
Tudor  Rose, at Sherborne, Dorset. Mr. E. C. Rouse reported on it in 1980 as
being definitely John  Schorne:  he is  vested  and mitred as on the pilgrim
badges  that  Mr. White  mentions  (Ricardian  no. 79, p.115 n.27).

Boék Reviews

JAMES III. A  Political Study. Norman Macdougall. 1982. John  Donald,
Edinburgh, £18.

This  first full  length  biography of James III of Scotland  éborn 1452, reigned
1460-1488) is irrefutably a  work of first class scholarship and a credit indeed
to the author who  teaches  at St. Andrew’s University). Macdougall makes it
plain from the  outset that  his  intention  is to  give  an  account  based on
contemporary sources and refer to later ones  only when there is cause to  trust
them. This is in order to dispel the  ‘myth, remarkably similar in some respects
to the  English  Tudor  myth  of Richard  111’ (p3) created by the sixteenth
century narratives written by Abel], Pitscottie, Lesley,  Ferreri and Buchanan.
In chapter 12, Macdougall gives  a  comprehensive discussion of  these
chroniclers’ motives  for bequeathing such  a  distorted picture of  King James,
and in the end is able to give  a  revised and reliable portrait of  a King who was,
all the same, an extremely unpleasant man (p.4). No previous writer covering
this  subject  has been  quite  so ruthless with the sources as  this:  indeed even
Nicholson’s  great  work  Scotland:  The  Later Middle  Ages  (1974) which until
now included the fullest treatment of the reign, occasionally accepted the
sixteenth  century legend, especially through his use of Lesley and  Pitscottie.
Nonetheless  it is clear  that Macdougall  owes much to Nicholson and it is  only
fair  that  he frequently praises him, even  if  they do not  always  concur on
points  of detail.
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