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Research Notes  and  Queries
P. W. HAMMOND

HENRY TUDOR’S LANDING
The following note  has  been  received from Dr. Charles Ross:

In his discussion of ‘ The Transmission of the News of the Tudor Landing ’
(The Ricardian, Vol.  IV, No. 55, December 1976), the author, Mr O. D. Harris,
cited Hutton, in the  eighteenth  century, for the  statement  that Richard also
‘  ordered his distant friends to be in readiness, and stationed  post-horses  at
every twenty miles, to facilitate intelligence '. He then went on to  remark
(a) that he did not know the source for this information, (b) that the idea did
not seem to have  been taken  up by any modern historian, and (c) that the
existence  of such a relay system  covering the whole country seems extremely
unlikely in fifteenth-century Europe, especially when both  date  and place of an
invasion were so uncertain, ‘  although of course  both  Richard III and Edward
IV  used  relays of messengers between London and the North ’. The original
source is  impeccable, none other than the Continuator of the Crowland (or
Croyland) Chronicle. This reliable  author  states firmly (Latin  text, p.578;
H. T.  Riley’s  translation, p.497) that  Richard took  over, and  made more
general, Edward IV's innovation ‘ of appointing a  single  horseman  for every
twenty miles . .  .  news was always able to be carried by letter from hand to  hand
two hundred miles within two  days  ’. He  also  adds that Richard had an excellent
spy service beyond  seas, ‘  at whatever price they be secured ’. The  point  has
been taken  up and discussed by at  least  one modern historian, the distinguished
editor  of Mancini, Mr C. A. J. Armstrong, in ‘  Some  Examples  of the Distribu-
tion and Speed of News in England at the  time  of the Wars of the Roses ’,
Studies  in  Medieval History Presented  to F. M.  Powicke  (Oxford, 1948), especially
pp.438—41).  Here Mr Armstrong cited valuable evidence that such  systems
were in  existence  on the Continent, and were imitated by the English, and he
also discusses the uses of spies in general. Yet, as Mr Armstrong rightly
observed, such systems were highly expensive  to maintain, and it may well be
(as the Croyland Chronicler seems to imply—the following words are Mr
Armstrong’s) that  ‘  Richard’s preparedness for countering an invasion  reached
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a.  peak  in  1484 ’  (and that) ‘  in  1485  he may have been  compelled by penury to
modify or abandon the use of relays ’. But that  some  relay-intelligence system
existed  (however diminished) seems not to be in  doubt.

THE  MURDER  OF THE  PRINCES
It is  well  known  that  Richard III was publicly accused of the murder of his

nephews by the Chancellor of France in  1484, but that no public accusation was
made in this country until much later. Rous and the Croyland Chronicler, the
two authors  writing soonest after Richard’s  death,  merely hinted  that  he was
responsible. It has often  been  commented on  that  the Act of Attainder against
Richard and his followers does not  directly accuse him of murdering his
nephews, although  the  ‘  shedding of infants’ blood  ’  (Rolls  of Parliament, Vol.
VI, p.276), may be construed as  a  very strong hint at the  very least.  However, it
does not appear to have been much noticed before  that  a  semi-oflicial produc-
tion, a  Latin  poem written in praise of Henry VII,  and to  celebrate  the birth
of Prince Arthur in 1486, states  quite  clearly that Richard ‘ destroyed  both
his nephews  ’  (geminosque  nepotes sustulit).  The poem (now B.L. Additional
MS.33736, and quoted by Gairdner in the Preface to his  Memorials  of
King Henry VI! (1858), pp.lvi—lvii) is by Peter Carmeliano of Brescia,
afterwards Chaplain and Latin Secretary to  King Henry, and Archdeacon
of Gloucester, and is in Latin, the title being Petri Carmeliani Brixiensis  Poetae
Suasoria Laetitiae  ad  Angliam  pro  sublatis bellio  civilibus  et  Arthur-o  principe
nato.  It describes how, in  Heaven, Henry VI is asked by God how best to end
the dispute between the  Houses  of York and Lancaster, and Henry advises  that
Henry of Richmond be helped to win the  Kingdom  and unite the Houses by
marrying Elizabeth of York. The events leading to  this  desirable end are
described, preceded by some remarks on events leading to Elizabeth becoming
the heir of  York. These  events are of course the entrusting of his sons by Edward
IV to Richard III, and their destruction by him and his usurpation of the
Kingdom.  Henry VI adds  that  the same person (prompt to commit any wicked
deed) had murdered him. These remarks are not of course proof that
Richard committed any of  these  acts, nor do  they amount to an official
accusation.

Additionally some of the  weight  to be attached to the charges in the poem
depends on the character of the  poet.  Carmeliano does not come out of such
an investigation too well. He seems to have  come  to England in  1470, and
nothing seems to be  known  of him until  1482  when he wrote  a Latin poem  to
Edward Prince of Wales (the poem is dated 7th April  1482),  addressing the
Prince and his father in the  most  fulsome terms  (BL. Royal  MS. 12 XXIX).
This apparently did not produce the desired result, and  about  two  years  later  he
wrote  a poem  on the Life of St Mary of Egypt, dedicated to Sir Robert
Brackenbury (Bodleian Library MS. Land 501). In  this  Carmeliano praised
Richard III as  a model  king, but again with apparently no effect. Two years
later  again  he wrote the  poem  dedicated to Henry VII and Prince Arthur
referred to above. Following this began  the series of offices and grants from the
King, briefly outlined above. Cement  seems  unnecessary.

It cannot  then  be said  that  Peter  Carmeliano represents an independent
witness  to the  character  or actions of Richard III. His  poem  is of interest,
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though, in showing that the  picture  of the ferocious criminal Richard was
current  within  one  year  of his  death  (Arthur was christened in  September 1486),
and since the  poem  was undoubtedly presented to the  King, and circulated
round the Court, that Henry was  willing to encourage the charge of murdering
the Princes, if not to make it himself.

LOVELS  AT  BOSWORTH
There  has been  some  dispute  over  whether or not Francis Lord  Lovel  was

present at the  Battle  of  Bosworth.  It seems  possible  that he  was, Polydore
Vergil  says  that  he fled afterwards  (English History, Camden Society (1844)
p.225).  However, it has  been  pointed out by Mr W. E. Hampton (to whom is
owed the following information) that even  if he was not himself present, the
ancient  house  of Love] was not unrepresented there. Lord Zouche of Haring-
worth, his brother Sir William  Zouche, Roger Wake and John Seyntmaur  were
all present, the first and last of these are named in the Act of Attainder after
Bosworth  (Rolls  of Parliament, Vol.  VI, pp.275—8), and the last received  a  general
pardon  on  20th  September, 1485, and died in October, possibly of wounds.
These  were all descended from the Lovels of Castle Cary. Lord Morley,
descended from the Lovels of Minster Lovel, and thus a cousin of Francis
Lovel, was  a minor  at the  time  of the  Battle  and probably not present, but his
brother-in—law, William Parker, was one of Richard  III’s  standard bearers.  A
good  representation for one family, and another demonstration of how  close
knit were the nobility and  gentry of fifteenth century England.

Book Reviews
A FlFTEENTI-I CENTURY PILGRIMAGE  IN  HONOUR  0F  KING HENRY
THE  SIXTH, edited by Joan  Lee, Henry VI Society, 1975. 130 pages. £1.50.

This book  is  a  most useful and interesting collection of articles and  reprints
from older works on  King Henry. There is an emphasis on his piety and
religious  actions, as well as on his  alleged  miracles after  death, since the Henry
VI  Society exists to promote the  canonisation  of the  King.

The  book begins  with an introduction to the life and times of Henry VI.
Members of this Society will be pleased to  note  that  his murder is not attributed
to Richard III. The  next thIee  sections consist of  a  description 'of the  present
situation regarding Henry’s  canonisation, extracts from Blacman’s  contem-
porary book  on his private life, and  a  list of his miracles, together with
brief descriptions of  some  of  those  said to be proven.  This  is  a  side of things not
often stressed nowadays, but it was of  great  importance in the fifteenth century,
and may be of importance in understanding the character of Henry VI. The
list  of miracles certainly shows  (as is said in this  book) that  a  belief  in  their
occurrence, and in the sanctity of the  King, was widespread over the whole
country. Finally comes  a  reprint of W. H. St John Hope’s description of the
opening of Henry’s  tomb, a  note on the  King’s  educational foundations (which
of course included Eton College and King’s  College  Cambridge) and an
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