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P. W.  HAMMOND
John  of  Gloucester

Richard III publicly acknowledged two illegitimate children, John of
Gloucester, and Katherine, who married the Earl of  Huntingdon.  He may
have acknowledged a third, Richard Plantagenet of Eastwell. There is a great
deal of interest in all three amongst members, and I  propose  to summarise
the information known about  each  of  them  in the Ricardian, starting this month
with  John of Gloucester.

Nothing is known about John’s  mother, we have no idea at all who she
was, or when he was born. The  first  occasion for which we  have  a  reference
to him is September  1483  when he was knighted at York (G.  Buck  “ History
of the Life and Reigne of Richard III,” 1646, p.28). Buck  calls him  Richard,
but since he also  says  he was afterwards Captain of Calais, he must  mean  John.

Our next  reference  is  a  grant to him by Richard III of the Captaincy of
Calais for life dated llth March  1485.  He is  referred  to in the  patent  as  “  our
dear son, our  bastard  John  of Gloucester, whose liveliness  of mind, activity qf
body, and  inclination  to all  good  customs  promise  us, by the  grace  of God, great
hope  of his  good  service  for the  future  ”  (T.  Rymer “  Foedera,” 1st  edition,
Vol. 12, p. 265). The  power  of appointing subordinate oflicers was reserved
to the King until John  came  of age, from which we may infer that  John was not
yet 21. How much younger he was we  have  no idea.

The third  reference  is dated 1st March  1486.  It is  a  grant by Henry VII
“  to  John  of Gloucester, bastard, of an  annual  rent  of 20 1.  during the  King’s
pleasure, issuing out of the  revenues  of the  lordship and  manor  of Kyngestonlacy,
parcel  of the  ducky of Lancaster, in Co.  Dorset  ”  (W.  Campbell, editor, “  Mater-
ials)for the  History of the  Reign  of Henry VII,” Rolls  Series, 1873, Vol. 1, p.
328 .

Our  last  notice of John of Gloucester is  again from Buck  (p. 105), “  about
the  same time  these  unhappie Gentlemen sufiered  (i.e. the  deaths  of  Perkin
Warbeck and the  Earl  of Warwick in  1499), there  was  a base sane  of King Richard
the  Third  made  away, having beene  kept  long before  in  Prison.  The  occasion
as it  seemeth  was the  attempt  of certaine  Irishmen  of the  West,  and  South parts,
who  would  have  got him  into their  power  and  made  him  their chelfe, being strongly
aflected  to any of the  house  of Yorke were they legitimate,  or  natural],  for  Richard
Duke  of York’s sake sometimes  their Viceroy.” Although  Buck  does not  name
him, there is no reason to  suppose  that any other  base  born son is meant, John
is the only openly acknowledged one we know of.

To the  best  of my knowledge  nothing more is known about John of
Gloucester, historical novelists notwithstanding.

Bosworth

Much  ink has  been  used in an  efl‘ort  to explain, or explain  away,  Richard’s
last  desperate charge  down  the slope of Ambien  Hill to his death at the
Sandford.  While  in York last autumn, David Game, :1 Yorkshire member,
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put forward to me  a most  interesting new  theory,  which could  quite  con-
ceivably be  true.  He  suggests  that  the charge was not primarily an assault,
but was a tactical withdrawal. Richard had  reached a  desperate position
(he may have  just  received intelligence  that  the Stanleys, if they fought, would not
fight on his side), and gathering all his chiefs of  staff  together retreated towards
the  weakest  part of the enemy line—Henry Tudor’ sparty. He would probably
regard Northumberland  m  his rear as an enemy by this time, he had a marsh on
his  left, and strong enemy forces to his right and front left. Richard’s  move
would  have the merit  that  he would have surprise on his side, and he could hope
that  he  might  kill  Tudor  on his way, which would terminate the battle in his
favour  anyway. It is a perfectly possible manoevre and could not of course
be  thought  of as cowardly at all. It  might perhaps  be  thought rather  too
sophisticated for  a fifteenth  century general, but merits consideration  I  believe.

Lord Hastings

Members will remember the article in the English  Historical  Review by
Mrs.  Alison  Hanham (Vol. 87, 1972, pp.  233-248  and see  Research Notes  and
Queries in Ricardians  Nos.  38 and 39) which set out to prove  that Hastings
was executed not on the traditional date of 13th June  1483, but on the 20th.
Dr. B. P. Wolfl‘e has now written  a  rejoinder (English Historical Review, Vol.
89, 1974, pp.  835-844) which adduces evidence to show  that  the  traditional
date  is probably the correct  one.  He shows that Mrs.  Hanham’s  evidence is
rather  more  shaky than it appeared.  A  copy of Dr.  Wolffe’s  most  interesting
article is  available  on  loan  from the  Society’s  Library.

CONTRIBUTIONS  TO THE  RICARDIAN

These  are welcomed from all members, on any subject  relevant to the aims of the
Society.  They may be illustrated by photographs  (glossy prints showing good
contrast) or line drawings. All contributions, including advertisements and
(preferably) letters must be type-written,  with  double spacing, on one side
of the  paper only.  References and footnotes  (where  relevant) must be given,
in one sequence at the end of the article.  They should take a  form similar
to the following examples:  —

J. H.  Ramsay Lancaster and  York,  Vol.  2 (1892),  pp.  485- 6
B. P. Wolfi'e When and why did Hastings lose his head? English  Historical
Review, Vol. 89 (l974),p p.p 835- 844.

Details need not be  given  in  full  for second and subsequent references to
the  same  source.

Contributions for the June Ricardian or Bulletin must reach P. W. Hammond,
16 Mortlake  House, 512 Chiswick  High Road, London, W4 SRH by the 8th
April.
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