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THE DEFORMITY OF RICHARD III
In the article of  this  title in the last  Ricardian  (No. 61,  p.23  and note 16), the
possibility that Richard III suffered from Coeliac  disease  was mentioned.
The disorder, which since the Renaissance had been known in England by that
name, is  relatively common and is  associated  with a bowel disturbance, failure
to thrive in  infancy, limb  wasting and bone  disease.  Characteristically, it
remains quiescent during the teenage and early twenties.  Dr Gordon Dale of
Newcastle University, the exponent of  .  this  theory (see  his letter in  British
Medical Journal  Vol.  1, 1978, No. 6111,  pp.234-5) draws  largely from Shake-
speare’s plays but also maintains  that  other  evidence  exists. Coeliacs are said
to show a characteristic  facial  structure,  a  lean lower face  with  a rather broad
forehead, giving the apearance of an inverted triangle. There is often an
associated iron deficient anaemia of which curious concave finger  nails  (koilony-
chia) are a common feature. Dr  Dale  points out that these appear to be
present in the National Portrait Gallery picture of  Richard.  This is insufli-
ciently close to a contemporary portrait for  this  to be conclusive but it may be
significant that the earlier pictures, at Windsor and the Society of Antiquaries
do seem to show the same  facial  structure. It is  also  interesting to note that
the failure to thrive in childhood may have been true of  Richard  (see  Ricardian
No. 61, p.21).  Dr Dale also says; that the  disease  tends to occur in  families;
Edward, Richard’s only legitimate son  certainly died young—for what reason
we do not know. ' ‘

Dr Dale  draws  on many references from Shakespeare’s plays to support
his thesis. Richard is repeatedly referred to as  ‘  foul  ’  (‘ .  . . foul  indigested
lump ’:  Henry VI, Part II, V  i 157), the  condition  is  associated  with malodour.
The characteristic  limb wasting is used in the witchcraft accusation at the
famous Council meeting. These references are of course not entirely supported
by contemporary information, although von Poppelau’s description of Richard
as having delicate  arms and legs  (Ricardian  No. 61,  p.21) may be relevant.

Thanks are due to Dr  Dale  for his help in drafting this note.

JOHN HOWARD AND THE DEATH OF THE PRINCES
Several comments have been received on the note of this title in the March  issue
of The  Ricardian’(pp.26—27).  Mr. J. O. Petre remarks that S. B. Chrimes makes
the very pertinent comment in his book  Lancastrians, Yorkists  and  Henry VI!
(London, 1966, p.139  footnote) that because  John  Howard was created Duke
of  Norfolk  on 28th  June,  1483, this does not  necessarily imply that  Rict
Duke of York was  already dead by that date, nor that  Howard  had anything
to do  with  the death of either of the  Prinws.  Mr Petre further says that
Howard’s motive has to be qualified by two  ‘ifs  ’:
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1. On 26th June, Ric was offered and accepted the Crown. Conse-

quently it can be  said  that by this date the bastardisation of the Princes was
finalised from the Crown’s point of  view, which is what mattered. Assuming
bastardisation necessarily involved  forfeiture of  titles, etc., we can  state  that the
Duke of York was only Duke of Norfolk until 26th  June,  and if Howard was  a
the murderer for his own ends, it would have to be before that date. It is
admittedly impossible to pin down the date of the murder, assuming it happened
at all, but one wonders if it could have been so early as  this.  The Duke of
York had only been in the  Tower  for a few days by 26th June, and Mancini
gives the impression that the two Princes did-not disappear from sight im-
mediately. After the creation of  28th June, Howard's  motive largely disap-
pears.

2. How positive  could, Howard be that Richard of York’s death  would  bring
him the Mowbray titles and estates? The demise of Richard would involve
the escheat of the estates to the Crown, and Howard could not be certain  that.
they would be panelled out to  him.  On the other hand,  Howard  may well
have realised that if Richard of York was dead and Richard of Gloucester on
the throne he  would  stand  a  very good chance of obtaining the estates, for
Richard thought highly of Howard, and Howard  would  no doubt have en-
visaged that as King, Richardwould need Howard’s support, which would
have a price of course. From this point of view, Howard  would  probably
have felt that the death of Edward V was desirable as well, in order to ensure
gcfird’s?aocession. But again, is it likely that either Prince was dead by

t  une

Mrs Doreen Court makes some comments based .on the possible characters
of the Howards, father and son, characters which rightly or wrongly they seem
to have acquired. Her note is as follows: I imagine that in all periods of
history there have been many men who were more interested in using power to
achieve job satisfaction  than  in attaining rank for the purpose qf empty osten-
tation.  I  think that. John Howard  and his son Thomas were two of these.
John Howard was consistently loyal to  Edward  IV, and seems to have been  less
self-interested than most of the men  involved  in the dynastic struggles. His
son’s essential straightforwardness and integrity were recognised also by Henry
VII. I  feel that both of them were probably legitimists and  would  not have
supported Richard’s accession to the throne if they had not  believed  in the
invalidity of the  rights  of Edward's children,  since  this  would  have constituted
high treason. Nor do  I  think that they would have condoned judicial murder.
The fact that both of them supported Richard at Bosworth despite encourage-
ment to defect suggests that they were three of a kind. It is reported that the
Earl of Surrey, after being wounded and captured, handed his  sword  to Sir
Gilbert Talbot and asked to be killed to  avoid  being taken prisoner—aparallel
in spirit to thq King’s attitude. .

The whole uestion of  Richard's  accession and the  possible  murder of the
Princes is inex ustible. Mr Petre remarks that  William  Berkeley, the other
Mowbray co-heir, had a  similar  motive for the murder to the  Howards,  but is
never cited as a possible culprit. It is hoped to publish something on Berkeley
in a future Notes and Queries.
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:3} KING EDWARD IV 1N EXILE
"-'. 'An article of  this  title, by Maaike Lulofs, one of our Dutch members, appeared

f: in The  Ricardian  in 1974  (Vol.  3, No. 44,p p..9-ll) This showed  (from  an
article by J. H. Huizinga) how  Edward  IV probably landed' m the roads of the
Island of Texel in 1470, and not at Alkmaar, as Commines  says.  The article

Went on to describe the  exile, based  on Dutch t0wn saunas and chronicles.

The earliest chronicle found by Huizinga was the  Divisie Kroniek,  probably

-  dated  1497-1500.  Miss  Lulofs has now found an earlier, almost contemporary

.  éhronicle, which prpves the landing place to have been Texel beyond further

.-_- doubt. Her note is as follows: The theory that Edward landed in Texel
'_",'- (as  Huizinga  states), found' 111 the  Divisie Kroniek, is confirmed by a chronicle

'  of 1478, i..e  Cronike  of die  hystorie  van  hollant, zeeIant  ende. vrieslant ende
vanden  sticht  utrecht, printed by Gheraert Leeu, Gouda, 30 September 1478

'  (Royal Library of the Hague, No. 169 g  95).  In translation this chronicle tells
(section N, f. 7):  Edward, when he saw he was betrayed, fled from England

and  arrived  at Tessel. When the Stadtholder of  Holland  came to know  this,
-  he took him to the Hague  with  great honour, about St Denis’ Day,  and he was

in the  Hague  until Christmas.  I  wish to thank Magna van  Soest for help in

finding this information. ‘

THE COURT OF RICHARD III: WANTON LUXURY? ‘
A  note from Audrey Williamson:  As Alison Hanham in her  review  of The

,r Encomium  of Richard  III  (The Ricardian,  Vol. '4, No.60, March 1978 p. 24)
alleges  the‘ wanton luxury’ of Richard’s Court on the grounds that it shocked

the Bishop of St David’s as  well  as the Croyland Chronicler, may one point

-,._ out to her that  she' 1s now  treating as fact a  surmise  made  only by herself on an

"almost illegible’ Latin passage at the end of Langton’ sletter praising Richard

(Richard  III and his  early Historians, Oxford, 1975,  p.50); and that so far from

being ‘made fashionable' by Kendall  m  his 1955 biography, evidence of Richard’s
E. own  private life, very di_fl'ercnt from  his brother’ 5, and his rather puritanical

;' outlook can be  traced  in  a  number of contemporary sources including his
‘ own letters and laws, all published  long before Kendall wrote? In any case

it is difficult to see what time Richard would have had to make his‘ own imprint

on the court by the summer of 1483, as he left London so soon after the Corona-
tion.  The pageantry, plays and learned disputations (including one by William

Grocyn, friend and patron of  Erasmus) on his progress were pgovided by the

'  towns  and  universities  he visited, and the disputations were at his own request
In  a  forthcoming book  (The  Mystery of the  Princes,  Dursley, 1978) I  have des-

critaed Richard  as rather asexual, and  I  use the  word  with care and not without

ev1 cnce.
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