
Research Notes  and  Queries

Richard  of  Gloucester visits Norwich, August 1471.
In his  accounts  for Michaelmas  1470  to Michaelmas  1471  the Chamberlain of
Norwich  recorded:

And in  money given by the said Mayor with the  assent  of his brethren to
the illustrious Richard, Duke  of  Gloucester, being at Norwich in the
month  of[ ]  — £10.
And for  a  gilt  purse bought  from  John  Aubry Alderman in which to put
the said  money — 105.
And  given  to the players  (histrionibus) of the same lord  Duke  in reward at
the  same  time — 6s. 8d.
And to a certain tabor player  (taboret) of the  same  —— 20d.
And to footmen of the same  —  3s. 4d.

(Chamberlain’s Accounts, f.  24b).
The minutes of the  City Congregation  allow us to supply the  month  of
Richard's  stay there  for on 23  August 1471  they recorded:

And  that  the £10 given to the lord  Duke  of Gloucester  with  other rewards
given  then to his household shall be paid out of the aforesaid sums[i.e.
fines paid to the City]

(Assembly Book 1434-91, f.  89).
The £10 had  already been  advanced to the City by its Sheriffs (Chamberlain‘s
Accounts, f. 23).

The City of Norwich had played  a  not  untypical  civic  role during the
readeption of Henry VI and the recovery of the throne by Edward, following
each  political  wind and whichever of the  local  lords was  dominant. Both  the
Earl of  Oxford  and Earl Rivers  received  attentions and  gifts  in the  accounting
year  (Chamberlain's Accounts 1470-71, ff.  24-24b).  The  City’s  twenty-four men
and their Captain  Thomas Abbot  did not leave Norwich in time to  fight  at
Barnet but  they did go to fight for Edward IV at  Tewkesbury after much
galloping about  by the  City’s servant, Edward  Forster,  between Norwich,
Leicester, Coventry and  London  to find out  exactly what was happening (ibid.,
1469-70, f.  8b—9  and  1470-1, ff.  22b-23b, 26b-27b.  It is hoped to  publish a  fuller
account  of  Norwich’s involvement  in Edward’s  1471 campaign  inra  future
Ricardian).

The  precise  background  of Richard's visit to Norwich in  August (not
previously known  to his biographers) is  obscure.  It  must  have  been a  visit of
some  importance and  certainly on  behalf  of the  King, to  judge  by the size of the
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City’s  gift. He was presumably there to encourage and enforce the City’ 5return
to quiet obedience to York.  Soon  after Tcwkesbury Richard had been in the
south  counties. He had received the Bastard Fauconberg’ s submission at
Sandwich on 26 May (George  Buck, The  History of n Richard III,  ed. A. N.
Kincaid, Gloucester  1979, p.236, J. Bruce (ed.), The  Arrival!  of King Edward
IV, Camden Society 1838, p.39) and presented him to Edward IV at Canterbury
before the end of  that  month. In early June Fauconberg received‘a pardon and
permission to serve Gloucester in the Northern Marches. From this  Cora
Scofield concluded that  both  Gloucester and F auconberg set off for the North
shortly after 16 June  (Life  and  Reign  of Edward  I  V,  London 1923, vol. 2, p.2).
He  was, however, still at Westminster to  take  the oath of allegiance to the
Prince of Wales on  3  July (Rolls  of Parliament,  vol. 6, p.234). There  seems  to be
no evidence  that  Richard was called upon to go to the Marches to  fight  .the
Scots  at .this juncture, rather he went North to assert the King’s and his own
authority there. The trouble  with  the  Scots  appears to be an elaboration by P.
M. Kendall based on- Scofield and the  terms  of  Fauconberg’ s  pardon  (Richard
III,  London  1900, p. 107). As early as  7  August  a  friendly James III was
negotiating with Edward IV  (Scofield, vol 2, p.18). We now know  that  Richard
was in Norwich sometime before 23  August, possibly back  from the North but
more likely on his way there. By 11 September, Fauconberg had  deserted
Gloucester’ 5  service but was soon recaptured and executed at Middleham, his'
head arriving in London to be set on  London  Bridge by 28 September  (Scoficld,
vol.  2, p. 20 citing the Paston Letters).

The  country took  a little while to settle down and Norwich was no
exception. In September there was  a  flurry of treasonable Words in the City
against the  King and the Duke of Gloucester. The three offenders, John Forster,
John Tyler and  Thomas Hunworth, were  sent  .to the Tower of London for
examination at the order of Edward IV. The  City’s  records do not give the
nature of the words  spoken  but its officers were alarmed  enough  (perhaps by
Edward’s  severe punishment of Canterbury for its  Irecent treason) to  inform  the
King's  Council very promptly of the illicit conversation, imprison the men in the

Guildhall  gaol, and seek advice of  a  certain Dr. Aleyn,  paying him  20s.  for his
‘benevolence’. They considered the episode serious and touching the very
honour and privilege of the City’s liberty, ‘ad honorem et-comodum libertate
nostre’ (Assembly Book 1434-91, f. 90, CongregationSgof 21 September and 10
October  1471;  Chamberlain’s Accounts  1470-71,  f.- 24b).  Additional safeguards
may perhaps be glimpsed in the 16d. Spent on ,wine for two.gentlemen called
Cressenere .and Radclyf who‘came to take over,;a Norwich house of Richard
Roos esquire, and a further 36s. spent upon the arrest of Henry Reynauld m the
church of St.  John  by a  serjeant- -at arms of the King (Chamberlain’s Accounts
1470-71, f.  24b).  Richard  R005, a younger son of the  eighth  Lord  Roos, had

been  busy for Lancaster during the readeption and did not secure  a  pardon from
~Edward IV till  1474  (Ethel  Seaton, Sir  Richard  Roos,  London 1961, pp.  35-42
for the esquire) .  ‘

All quotations from the Norw1ch  City records appear by kind permission of  '
_  .the  Norfolk Record  Office.

- ,. .  vw,  l  . .  ,  .  The Editor
".  4  .  fi.‘ - '  - .' ‘ 1
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Sons  of  John Kendale  and Sir  Robert Brackenbury.
Dr. Rosemary Horrox writes:—
A  recent edition of The  Ricardian  (March  1986) included a reference to the wife
of Richard  III’s  secretary John Kendale. It now  seems  likely that  there was at
least  one child of the marriage, who is mentioned in the will drawn up by
Thomas  Barowe in June  1499.  Barowe had been  Gloucester’s  chancellor, and
was made  master  of the rolls after the  Duke’s  accession. In his will he made

.  bequests  to the churches with which he had  been  associated in the course of his
career, and also to various individuals.  Among these  are  a  group of men who
had been  Barowe’s  colleagues in the  Duke’s  service — although this is not made
clear in the will, which simply lists their names:  among them, Thomas  Lynom,
Morgan Kidwelly, Sir James Tyrell and William Tunstall, respectively the
Duke’s  solicitor, attorney, councillor and household servant (PRO., Prob.
11/ l l, f.  294).  In the middle of the list are  also  bequests to the son of Robert
Brackenbury, who received  £40, and the son of  John  Kendall, who received the
same  sum.  Given the  context, these are  almost  certainly the children of
Gloucester’s treasurer and secretary: the only explicit evidence so far discovered
that  Kendale had any children. In Brackenbury’s case the reference is
presumably to the illegitimate son whose  existence  has recently been
demonstrated by W. E.  Hampton  (The Ricardian,  September 1985).

Shakespeare  and  hearsay evidence.
Lesley Wynne-Davies writes:—
I  was very interested  to read Barrie Williams’ article, ‘Shakespeare’s Second
Thoughts?’ in The  Ricardian  of June  1986.

There is  a  passage in  Shakespeare's  Richard  III itself which has always
seemed to me to contain an explicit warning against believing hearsay evidence
about Richard, and an explicit  statement that  tales told about him could be
false. It  comes  in Act 11, scene 4, in an exchange between Cecily, Duchess of
York, and her little grandson, Richard, Duke  of York, in the presence of the
Archbishop and Queen Elizabeth Woodville.

Cecily says  of Gloucester:
He was the wretched'st thing when he was young,
So  long a-growing and so leisurely .  . .

and a little later  young York  says:
Marry, they say my uncle grew so  fast
That  he could  gnaw  a crust at two hours old:

Duchess:  I  pray thee, pretty York, who told thee this?
York:  Grandam, his nurse.
Duchess:  His nurse! why, she was dead ere  thou  wert born.
York: If  ‘twere  not  she, I cannot tell who  told  me.
Queen: A parlous boy: go to, you are too shrewd.

In this passage Richard’s mother, the  best  possible witness to the truth,
makes  a statement  which is then contradicted on hearsay evidence by someone
without  personal knowledge. Pressed for his source, the child names one that
sounds unimpeachable  —  but Cecily promptly shows  that this  is not so. He
cannot  have  got the (false) information from the source he claimed. So it would
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seem  that  Shakespeare himself was perfectly well aware  that  at  least  some
reports about Richard circulating in his own day were  fabrications  given  a
spurious authenticity.

Book Reviews

THE  ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY  OF  KING’S COLLEGE CHAPEL,
AND ITS  PLACE  IN THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  LATE GOTHIC
ARCHITECTURE  IN  ENGLAND  AND  FRANCE.  Francis Woodman.
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, Boston  and Henley.  £50.00.

In a sense, Cambridge’s singular King’s-College could be plural  Kings’ College,
since  five sovereigns paid for its chief monument, some  more and some less
willingly. But the apostrophe’s place is more basic than that.  Queens‘ College
Cambridge had  more than  one founder, Queen’s College Oxford  had  one.
King's College Cambridge had but one founder, Henry VI in  1441.  He
commissioned its great chapel (to succeed  a  smaller  one) in  1448.

After the eclipse of Henry VI in  1461, funds for  building works ran  low.
Eventually Edward IV, late in his reign, granted funds to continue work on the
chapel. Richard III in his brief time ‘committed himself  fervently to the  chapel’,
Ricardians will be glad to  know. Henry VII, with building works  at Windsor
and Westminster, ignored Cambridge for  more  than  twenty years, until late in
life his  interest  in the great unfinished  chapel  was kindled so  that  work could be
slowly resumed with grants from the Crown. After his death  a  bequest  from  his
estate  ensured completion of structure, roofed but unvaulted. And  then  the
great vault  was made under  agreement  with the  late  King’s  executors.
Thereafter, with  no  money for glazing or  paving or  fittings, the  college appealed
to Henry VIII, so  that  gradually with Crown  money these were added in the last
decades  before  the Reformation. The  high altar  for  this  late-medieval
foundation  was set up only in  1544.  Overtones reverberated from the  great  vault
in  more  than  four centuries of glorious  singing have been  totally Anglican.
Because the  chapel, though  royally endowed, has  been  the private property of
the  college, it suffered less  zealous  damage by reformers than cathedrals and
parish  churches did.

Architects, especially the final one, are the real heroes of  this  narrative. Dr.
Woodman tells  it, in command of the documents, with a continuous  sense  of
their  local  and  national background, political and architectural. He  maps  out  a
series of building campaigns. Here  let the reviewer  protest that  these  are not
made easier to decipher by burial  of the basic numbered plan, referred to
throughout  the  text, on page 43 in the  midst  of documentary discussion, rather
than, say, opposite  the  first  page of chapter one, so dividing that further  from
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