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‘We find but few historians, of all ages, who have been diligent enough in their search for truth; it is their common method to take on trust what they deliver to the public, by which means, a falsehood once received from a famed writer, becomes traditional to posterity.’1

John Dryden (1631–1700), poet, translator, critic, playwright.

Created first Poet Laureate in 1668.
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In September 2017, on a small bench in the Cramond Inn in Edinburgh, we sat gazing at the late fifteenth-century handwriting that had just appeared on my laptop screen. This was a remarkable archival find from the National Archives in The Hague, only recently discovered by a Dutch team of researchers. I translated the Middle Dutch on the screen into English for Philippa. Line after line, the words, penned in Holland by a clerk more than 500 years ago, revealed in detail the journey of ‘The White Rose’, in the northern part of Holland, to the Island of Texel…

Uncovering this, and proving that the events surrounding the Yorkist invasion in
    1495 were not handed down through history as they actually happened, was exciting and full of promise. We had only just begun to investigate the archives on the continent, and now it dawned on me just how much potential there was in neglected archival material and pieces of evidence that could lie outside the UK. It seemed that answers to Britain’s age-old mystery were waiting to be found in the archives of the Low Countries, which made perfect sense because there had been precedents: in 1470 King Edward IV and his brother Richard had fled to Bruges via Texel, while nine years earlier Richard and his other brother George were sent to Utrecht as children. The reason? To find shelter in the Burgundian Netherlands in times of uncertainty and danger in the kingdom.

    

Returning to the Netherlands from Edinburgh, and infected by Philippa’s enthusiasm, I couldn’t wait to continue searching in the archives on the continent. As a lawyer myself, I leaned on the historical expertise of my fellow Dutch team members and the kindness of archivists who were so willing to offer me the help I needed.

How I loved those ancient sources and their medieval handwriting. Slowly, I learnt to decipher and transcribe texts that, at first sight, appeared unreadable – and what a joy the moment was when their contents revealed themselves to me. Just to hold those magnificent leatherbound books and scrutinise city accounts, letters and receipts – all the while eager to find that one snippet of evidence that could possibly shed new light on this enduring mystery – was enough to become passionately involved in Philippa’s project.

Over the years, it did turn out that the archives on the continent were indeed real treasure troves, containing a wealth of previously neglected material from the key years. Philippa, while undertaking her own original research and analysing in minute detail the reign of Richard III and subsequent Yorkist uprisings in Henry VII’s reign, once joked that thanks to the Dutch project members all she had to do was ‘sit back and open her inbox to get another avalanche of new finds coming in from Europe’.



Recently, Philippa asked me if I would write the foreword for her new book. This is a great honour and, indeed, I would like to pay tribute to all the other contributors, specialists, experts, Latinists and researchers, from the UK and overseas, who selflessly and generously dedicated their time and energy to help make The Missing Princes Project a success.

This unprecedented work that is now before you is an absolute must-read for anyone interested in history and historical mysteries. Its completeness and the astonishing breadth of sources it makes use of define this as a landmark study in British history. It is the result of what can be achieved when forces are brought together for the same cause by an inspirational woman, tireless in her quest to uncover the truth about what happened to the sons of King Edward IV, last seen in the summer of 1483, playing in the Tower grounds.

Nathalie Nijman-Bliekendaal

Member of the Dutch Research Group

Formerly a criminal lawyer, now a passionate historical researcher
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This work represents the first five-year report of The Missing Princes Project (2016–21). The project is a cold-case investigation into the disappearance of Edward V and Richard, Duke of York, in 1483, employing the same principles and practices as a modern police enquiry. The project’s remit, assisted by members of the police and investigative agencies, is to follow the basic tenet of any modern investigation, ABC:

Accept Nothing – Believe Nobody – Challenge Everything

This work, therefore, makes no apologies for upsetting any long-established apple carts, including those of famed and famous writers.

Our only objective is the truth.

Philippa Langley MBE
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o.s.p. = died childless
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On 25 August 2012, the mortal remains of Richard III of England (1452–85) were discovered beneath a car park in Leicester. News of the discovery and the king’s eventual reburial went viral, reaching an estimated global audience of over 366 million.1 The return of the king captured the world’s imagination, but how had this come about? The search for Richard III had been instigated and led not by an academic or archaeologist, but by a writer.

The Looking For Richard Project was a research initiative which questioned received wisdom and dogma. It proved the ‘bones in the river’ story to be false. For centuries, it had been believed that at the time of the Dissolution of the Monasteries (in the late 1530s), Richard III’s remains were exhumed from their resting place, carried through the streets of Leicester by a jeering mob and reburied near the River Soar. Later, it was claimed they were exhumed again and thrown into the river.2 Without any supporting evidence, the story had been repeated as truth and fact by leading historians.

We also disproved the local projection that the lost Greyfriars Church was probably inaccessible, being under the buildings and road of Grey Friars (street). This was suggested in 1986, with a plaque erected four years later to mark the location. It would be further supported in 2002.3

The Looking For Richard Project also examined Richard III’s character by commissioning the first-ever psychological analysis by two of the UK’s leading experts, Dr Julian Boon and Professor Mark Lansdale. Their eighteen-month study, based on the known details of Richard’s life, revealed that he was not psychopathic, narcissistic or Machiavellian – three of the traits long employed by traditional writers to describe the king.

In physical terms, analysis of Richard’s remains by scientists at the University of Leicester revealed that the king was not, as Shakespeare depicted, a ‘hunchback’ afflicted by kyphosis (a forward bend of the spine). Richard suffered from a scoliosis (a sideways bend), which resulted in uneven shoulders. As there is no record in the king’s lifetime of any disparity in shoulder height, the condition was not readily apparent.4

Analysis also discovered that Richard, contrary to Shakespeare, did not walk with a limp. His hips were straight and his legs normal. He was not lame and was not described in such terms during his lifetime. Similarly, he did not suffer from a withered arm as alleged by the Tudor writer Thomas More. Both arms were of equal length and size.

In addition, the story that the king’s head had struck Bow Bridge when his body was brought to Leicester over the back of a horse following the Battle of Bosworth was also proved false. There were no marks on the king’s skull to suggest that it had come into contact with anything resembling a stone or bridge.

The Looking For Richard Project heralded a new era of evidence-based Richard III research and analysis. It was a major opportunity for the academic community and leading historians to employ this new knowledge as the basis for further discoveries.

We didn’t have to wait long. As we headed towards the king’s reburial, two key members of the team were undertaking their own evidence-based investigations.

Dr John Ashdown-Hill was investigating the king’s dental record, revealing that Richard’s teeth showed no consanguinity (blood relationship) with the ‘bones in the urn’ in Westminster Abbey, said to be those of the Princes in the Tower. The story promulgated by historians for centuries was now open to question.5

Richard III had no congenitally missing teeth, a condition known as hypodontia. This was in direct contrast to the bones in Westminster Abbey, where both skulls presented this genetic anomaly. Previously, it had been argued that this inherited dental characteristic had proved the royal identity of the remains.6

So, was this story yet another myth; as great a historical red herring as the ‘bones in the river’ story?

Another key member of the Looking For Richard Project was undertaking her own enquiries. Annette Carson, a leading biographer of Richard III, published an important constitutional examination of Richard’s legal authority in 1483. Richard, Duke of Gloucester as Lord Protector and High Constable of England (2015) revealed that Richard’s actions during the protectorate were fully compliant with his official position as Protector and Constable of England. This included the execution of William, Lord Hastings, where Richard is traditionally accused of overstepping his rightful authority. So, it seemed that the Looking For Richard Project had been the catalyst for a new era of evidence-based research that would lead to significant discoveries concerning the debate around Richard III.

It would be important for traditional historians to raise their own questions. In May 2014, a year after the announcement of the identification of the king, Professor Michael Hicks, Emeritus Professor of Medieval History at the University of Winchester, was the first.7

Despite the overwhelming evidence supporting a positive identification, Hicks contested that the remains could belong to ‘a victim of any of the battles fought during the Wars of the Roses’. He questioned the DNA evidence and singled out the carbon-14 dating analysis, which covered a period of eighty years, as ‘imprecise’. University of Leicester scientists responded firmly, explaining how the identification had been made by ‘combining different lines of evidence’. They would ‘challenge and counter’ Professor Hicks’ views in follow-up papers, ‘demonstrating that many of his assumptions are incorrect’.

In December 2014, the university published a paper on the DNA investigation, explaining that ‘analysis of all the available evidence confirms identity of King Richard III to the point of 99.999% (at its most conservative)’.8 Genealogist Ashdown-Hill examined Hicks’ suggestion and established that no other individual satisfied the criteria as an alternative candidate.9 Hicks felt that the remains were those of an illegitimate family member whose name is now lost to us.

On Tuesday, 24 March 2015, during reburial week, a headline in the Daily Mail proclaimed, ‘It’s mad to make this child killer a national hero: Richard III was one of the most evil, detestable tyrants ever to walk this earth.’ The writer, Michael Thornton, presented no verification or proof. His piece drew online comments from around the world, best summed up by Catherine from Chicago, United States, ‘This article shows a complete disregard for what counts as historical evidence’.

Thornton’s article had been prompted by a TV programme screened a few days earlier. On Saturday, 21 March 2015, the day before the king’s coffin made its historic journey to Leicester Cathedral, Channel 4 broadcast The Princes in the Tower by Oxford Film & Television,10 promoted as ‘a new drama-documentary… in which key figures… debate one of English history’s darkest murder mysteries’. An extended release from Oxford Film & Television stated:


More than 500 years after the Princes disappeared the arguments about their fate rage as fiercely as ever. No bodies were produced, no funeral was performed. This is the ultimate medieval whodunit: there are villainous tyrants, scheming rivals, and two young boys in the Tower who meet a grisly end. Was the dastardly Richard to blame as Shakespeare says? Or was Richard framed by a powerful enemy? By unpicking the events that led to the boys’ disappearance, and exploring the murderous power struggle at court, this film cuts through centuries of propaganda to examine the real evidence…11



The programme was a strange mish-mash. Despite an apparent intention to engage in meaningful debate, the broadcast failed to live up to its billing. Most historians and writers gave pertinent and important material insights, particularly Janina Ramirez, who was at pains to offer fact over reported fiction. But sadly, instead of following the known facts, the programme took the road most travelled: evil schemers in dark corners leading the viewer to the requisite conclusion – the boys were murdered, and by their uncle Richard. Indeed, the finale claimed that the mystery of the disappearance of the Princes in the Tower had been solved, a conclusion erroneously reached by a Tudor historian misrepresenting a later Tudor source. The Daily Telegraph reviewed it as a ‘flimsy documentary drama which served as hype… with little reference to any evidence’.12

I nevertheless held out hope that the traditional community might embrace a new era of evidence-based history. However, what happened next would act as a catalyst for an entirely new research initiative.

On Monday, 22 March 2015, as Richard’s coffin was received by Leicester Cathedral in preparation for reburial, Channel 4 TV presenter Jon Snow asked a Tudor historian for the evidence of Richard’s murder of the Princes in the Tower. ‘The evidence’, the historian replied, ‘is that he would have been a fool not to do it.’

In another of Snow’s television interviews on 26 March, the evening of King Richard’s reburial, I was asked, ‘What next?’

‘There’s a big question to answer now’, I replied. ‘What happened to the sons of Edward IV?’

I had seen how asking questions changes what we know and is a key to greater understanding and important new discoveries. This was how the king had been found.

Historical enquiry is littered with the unpicking of received wisdom. Antonia Fraser helped to debunk the myth that Marie Antoinette said ‘Let them eat cake’; Virginia Rounding refuted the claim that Catherine the Great had been killed by having sexual relations with a horse; William Driver Howarth disproved that the right of ‘prima nocta’ (Droit de seigneur) existed in medieval Scotland (as depicted in the film Braveheart); and Guilhem Pépin established that the brutal massacre of 3,000 men, women and children at Limoges in 1370, believed for centuries to have been carried out by England’s Black Prince, was in fact perpetrated by French forces on their own people.13 All had asked searching questions, thrown out old mythology and started with a clean sheet. It was exactly as my Looking For Richard Project had proceeded, irrevocably changing what we know. Could this approach apply to the mystery surrounding the Princes in the Tower?

While I considered my next steps, I watched with interest The Imitation Game (2014), starring Benedict Cumberbatch, the actor who had read the evocative poem ‘Richard’ at the reburial in 2015. Loosely based on Andrew Hodges’ biography of Alan Turing, this highly acclaimed award-winning feature film retells the breaking of the Enigma code during the Second World War.

When you ask the right questions, the smallest detail can form the key to a major discovery. For Turing and his team, it was the realisation that his new ‘computer’ machine (named Christopher) and two words of German (‘Heil Hitler’) were all that was required to break the unbreakable code. It gave hope to my new search to uncover the truth about the disappearance of the sons of Edward IV. Could a small and perhaps seemingly insignificant discovery be the key to solving this most enduring of mysteries?

Philippa Langley






PART 1






1 The Missing Princes Project A Cold-Case Investigation [image: ]


Before we investigate the traditional story of the murder of the sons of King Edward IV, it is important to introduce The Missing Princes Project and to explain its methodology. Some of those involved in the project have written papers for this work, presenting archival discoveries and evidence. As a result, this publication represents the project’s first five-year report (2016–21).

It is also important, as the project’s lead, to clarify my position and role. I have studied the life and times of Richard III for nearly thirty years. It is a fascinating period of history, inspiring George R.R. Martin’s Game of Thrones fantasy series, and, of course, William Shakespeare’s famous play. And therein, it seems, lies the dichotomy of the two representations of Richard III: the loyal lord of the north (one interpretation),1 and the murdering psychopath. Two extremes certainly, but as we may all attest, life is many shades of grey. As a result, it was important to begin this investigation with a clean sheet. Yes, I am a Ricardian and revisionist. I hold this position on the basis of years of analysis of the contemporary source materials created during Richard’s lifetime. While much of that evidence has survived, a great deal more has been lost or destroyed since his death at the Battle of Bosworth.

However, I was clear from the outset that I had to be prepared for whatever might be uncovered. The Looking For Richard Project had sought to lay the king to rest. It was now time to investigate the final question surrounding Richard III – in the hope of making peace with the past, on both sides of the debate.

 My role was that of the investigation’s operations room – its hub – part of which involved launching a new website designed to attract volunteer members, the project’s boots on the ground. Intelligence gathering would be paramount if the project was to succeed in its primary aim of unravelling the mystery surrounding the boys’ disappearance. There is considerable archival material in America and Europe, particularly France, Germany and the Low Countries. I would need help if the project was to have any hope of uncovering new and neglected evidence.

I also had to prepare for the possibility that many searches would probably prove fruitless. The ravages of time and the effects of two world wars were clearly a concern. It was also possible that after years of searching nothing new might be found. However, it was important that we were looking for the very first time.

In the summer of 1483, two children disappeared: a boy of 12 and his brother, aged 9. The enquiry into their disappearance would, therefore, fall into the category of a cold-case missing person investigation, employing the same principles and practices as a modern police enquiry. Although it was not an academic study or exercise, it would naturally involve examination of all contemporary and near contemporary material. Intelligence gathering would be key.

Cold-case procedure would introduce modern police investigative techniques to facilitate forensic analysis of existing material. This would inform the production of detailed timelines and new lines of investigation. It would also involve the application of ‘means, motive, opportunity and proclivity’ analysis to create a ‘person of interest’ enquiry and employ criminal search methodology and profiling systems. Significantly, the investigation would search for new and neglected archival material outside the main search locations and engage leading experts including police and Crime Scene Investigation (CSI) specialists.

The term ‘missing’ would be central because this was all we knew for certain based on the available evidence. The project could be nothing other than a missing person investigation, albeit one that was over 500 years old. It was not, by any stretch of the imagination, an easy task. Initial analysis revealed a Gordian knot of information that would have to be unravelled and scrutinised so that nothing was missed. Apparent red herrings seemed to litter the stories surrounding the disappearance and each would have to be analysed and investigated. The project could not afford to miss anything, no matter how seemingly insignificant. Everything was on the radar.

So, how could a cold-case investigation help move our knowledge forward? Hadn’t the events that led to the disappearance taken place too long ago for any meaningful modern analysis?

 I had come to Richard’s story as a screenwriter. Screenwriters are not in the business of writing about saints but about the human condition – the complex, conflicted, flawed – the real, or the ‘as real’ as the source material might allow. As I learnt more, I discovered that the working practices of modern screenwriters are not dissimilar to those of the police and investigative agencies.

Specialists confirmed that the human element is critical to understanding and progressing an enquiry. This is achieved by first employing facts which are corroborated by the available contemporary material extracted at the location. There are three key elements: facts, as opposed to rumour, hearsay and gossip; location, proximity to the place under investigation; and contemporary, proximity to the time under investigation. Second, we extrapolate that key information in terms of what is known about the actions of those involved. People do not act one-dimensionally. For screenwriters and investigative specialists alike, actions speak louder than words. We must study what people do in order to understand what they know or believe.

After specialist consultation, I discovered that successful cold-case enquiries are based on what I termed the HRH system of investigative analysis. That is, the removal of Hindsight; Recreating the past as accurately and realistically as possible by drilling down into that moment; and the introduction of the Human element in order to more properly understand the intelligence gathered. In short, this is the analysis of who was doing what, where, when, why, with whom and with what consequences. Such a strategy provides modern police specialists and investigative agencies with the means of unlocking a historical enquiry, particularly a cold-case missing person investigation.

The advice of police investigators suggested the use of well-regarded methods such as TIE and ABC. TIE is the police acronym for ‘Trace, Investigate, Eliminate’. As witnesses to the disappearance are clearly unavailable for interview, timelines and an extensive database would reference and cross-check movements and begin to trace and eliminate individuals from the investigation. The second police acronym, ABC (Accept nothing. Believe nobody. Challenge everything), would ensure that evidence was properly corroborated.

The project would also employ Occam’s Razor: a problem-solving device in which the simplest explanation is generally correct. For many years, a key member of my local branch of the Richard III Society was prize-winning novelist David Fiddimore. Before Dave sadly passed away in June 2015, he had been the head of Customs and Excise Intelligence in Scotland, investigating crimes of piracy, smuggling (usually drug related), fraud and money laundering. At many of our meetings Dave would arrive with black eyes and on one occasion fractured ribs. He would not, he said, send his team into a situation that he himself would not face. It had been one of the reasons he was interested in Richard III; a leader who also led from the front. His years of experience also taught him one important investigative lesson – not to overcomplicate a situation – Occam’s Razor worked.

I had employed the problem-solving device in my search for the king. Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century accounts of the location of the lost Greyfriars Priory in Leicester had described it as being ‘opposite St Martin’s Church’ (Leicester Cathedral). ‘Priory’ had been taken to mean the extensive precinct quarter encompassing an area equivalent today to five international football fields. I had challenged this view, believing it to mean the Priory church itself, its most important building. As a result, my mantra for the search for the king and at the 2012 dig was ‘church-road-church’. It proved accurate.

At the Battle of Bosworth commemorations in Leicestershire on Saturday, 22 August 2015, the new research initiative was announced. I was asked for my initial thoughts. Having consulted a wide range of specialist police investigators, particularly those involved in cold-case missing person enquiries, my view was simple: could the application of Occam’s Razor shed new light on the mystery? This raised an important question: a former King Edward and a former Prince Richard disappeared during the reign of Richard III, and a ‘King Edward’ and a ‘Prince Richard’ reappeared during the reign of Richard’s successor, Henry VII. This simple narrative now formed a key line of enquiry.

The Missing Princes Project set out in the summer of 2015 with three lines of investigation. This quickly developed into 111 lines of enquiry – some of which you will read about in this work.

In July 2016, at the Middleham Festival, The Missing Princes Project was formally launched. Previously, on 15 December 2015, the website went live. Within a few short hours the project secured its first eight members. In the weeks and months that followed over 300 volunteers from around the world would join. Ordinary people were prepared to investigate archives, many with specialist knowledge of palaeography (ancient writing) and Latin, others with European language skills. Members of police forces and Ministry of Defence specialists also joined, as did medieval historians and specialists across a number of fields, including input from a number of the world’s leading forensic anthropologists. It was exciting and daunting in equal measure.

The search for the truth had begun.






2 The Missing Princes Edward V and Richard, Duke of York [image: ]


We begin our investigation by scrutinising what is known about the two missing persons at the heart of our enquiry. By examining all available materials, we can construct profiles, analyse movements and consider those closest to them. This will allow us to delve back in time and open significant lines of investigation. We must recognise, however, that as they were children, contemporary references and evidence prior to their disappearance may be brief and lacking in detail.

The two missing persons at the centre of our endeavours are the sons of Edward IV of England (1442–83) – Edward (b. 1470) and Richard (b. 1473). Let us now examine what we know about both boys: their lives and movements, physical appearance and character, and those closest to them, particularly at the time of the disappearance. At this remove, the boys are believed to have disappeared in the summer of 1483 when Edward was 12 and Richard 9. It is also understood that they were last seen in the same location – the palace of the Tower of London.


Edward, Prince of Wales

Edward was born on Friday, 2 November 1470,1 at Cheneygates Mansion, home of the Abbot of Westminster, which formed part of the Abbot’s House complex adjoining Westminster Abbey. Edward’s mother, Queen Elizabeth Woodville, had taken sanctuary in the mansion with her three royal daughters (4-year-old Elizabeth, 3-year-old Mary and 18-month-old Cecily). Edward IV had been deposed and driven into exile in Burgundy by forces loyal to the Lancastrian king, Henry VI.

The baby was baptised in the abbey with the abbot and prior and Elizabeth, Lady Scrope, acting as godparents.2 On St George’s Day (Tuesday, 23 April) 1471, twelve days after Edward IV’s restoration to the throne, the king reserved a Garter stall for his son and heir, Prince Edward, at St George’s Chapel, Windsor.3

On 26 June 1471, Edward of Westminster was proclaimed Prince of Wales, Duke of Cornwall and Earl of Chester, and on 3 July in the Parliament chamber, the Lords Spiritual and Temporal swore an oath of allegiance to him as heir to the throne.4 Prominent among them were Thomas Bourchier, Archbishop of Canterbury; Robert Stillington, Bishop of Bath and Wells; Anthony Woodville, Earl Rivers; William, Lord Hastings; John, Lord Howard; Henry Stafford, Duke of Buckingham (aged 15); and the king’s younger brothers, George, Duke of Clarence (22) and Richard, Duke of Gloucester (19). On 8 July, by King’s Patent, the rule of the prince’s household and estates, was entrusted to his Council until he reached his majority at 14.5

On Tuesday, 29 September 1472 (Michaelmas Day), Edward was created Prince of Wales, Duke of Cornwall and Earl of Chester. On Tuesday, 13 October, the 11-month-old prince was carried by his chamberlain, Sir Thomas Vaughan, to meet Lord Gruthuyse, a Burgundian noble who had aided Edward IV during his recent exile. Later, at the investiture of Gruthuyse as Earl of Winchester, the baby was carried by the queen and wore ‘robes of estate’. A surviving contemporary account of the prince’s clothing includes yards of velvets and silks for doublets, gowns and bonnets.6

On 27 September 1473, detailed ordinances were drawn up governing Edward’s household and daily life, and the toddler prince was taken to live at Ludlow Castle on the Welsh Marches.7 Ludlow, which had been the former childhood home of Edward IV, was a Duchy of York possession, so it seems that the decision was his father’s, who had been brought up in the Marches. The prince’s ‘Master’ and ‘governor and ruler’ was the queen’s brother, Anthony Woodville, Earl Rivers.8

President of the Prince’s Council was John Alcock, Bishop of Rochester (later Bishop of Worcester). Alcock was also entrusted with the prince’s education. The Prince’s Council consisted of the queen; the Archbishop of Canterbury; the prince’s paternal uncles, the Dukes of Clarence and Gloucester; Robert Stillington, Bishop of Bath and Wells; Lawrence Booth, Bishop of Durham; and (later) Edward Storey, Bishop of Carlisle, the queen’s Chancellor. Other members of the Council included the Earl of Shrewsbury, Lords Devereux and Dacre, and the prince’s maternal cousins, Sir John Fogge and Richard Haute. Due to other responsibilities and distances, many may have attended on an irregular basis, if at all, ‘whilst six of those who certainly did attend were the prince’s maternal relatives and family appointees’.9

Sir Richard Grey, second son of the queen by her first marriage to Sir John Grey of Groby and Prince Edward’s maternal half-brother, joined the Council in 1476.10 On 25 February 1483, Sir William Stanley was made the Prince’s Steward; Sir Richard Croft, his Treasurer; and Richard Haute, Controller of his Household.11

The prince’s estate in Wales, together with Chester (and Flint) and the Duchy of Cornwall comprised the largest block of land owned by the Crown. This gave the Prince’s Councillors control of an income conservatively estimated at £6,000 a year, about 10 per cent of the ordinary revenue of the king.12 The profits of the prince’s estates were paid into a coffer to which only the queen, Bishop Alcock and Earl Rivers had a key.13 Rivers, the prince’s maternal uncle, became the leading lord in the region; his personal signet seal replaced the prince’s Great Seal in authenticating the majority of princely warrants.

Prince Edward occasionally visited one or both of his parents. In May 1474, he was with the king at Windsor, and in August 1477 he was at Windsor with the queen. The prince also journeyed to Warwick to his paternal uncle, George of Clarence in 1474 and to Haverfordwest, Coventry, Chester, Shrewsbury, Worcester, Wigmore Castle and Bewdley.14 Early in 1483, the prince was due to visit Canterbury with the queen but the event was cancelled due to an outbreak of measles in the city.15 Edward also spent Christmas with his family, variously at Windsor, Woking, Eltham and Greenwich, and in 1478 attended Parliament following the Great Council (see pp. 30 and 35). It seems the young prince was well used to travelling.

In June 1475, an event of international importance took place, which the 4-year-old prince may have remembered. Edward IV embarked on an invasion of France with his brothers and appointed, as was customary, the king’s heir as ‘keeper of the realm and lieutenant in the King’s absence’. Although queen regents were not the norm in England (as they were in France), the queen would nevertheless exercise significant influence. For the thirteen weeks of the invasion, 7 July to 22 September, all government acts were witnessed in Prince Edward’s name.16 England’s nobility accompanied the king to France, including John, Lord Howard, Earl Rivers and Thomas Grey, Marquess of Dorset (the prince’s elder maternal half-brother). Prior to the invasion, on Tuesday, 18 April, at Westminster, Prince Edward was knighted and on Monday, 15 May made a Knight of the Garter.17

In preparation for the invasion, at Sandwich on Tuesday, 20 June 1475, Edward IV made his will. As heir to the throne, the prince would come of age at 14. Edward, however, inserted in his will a number of phrases which appeared to suggest some uncertainty over the succession of his eldest son. Whether the young prince was sickly or had a sickly constitution18 or his young age prompted a natural concern in a time of high infant mortality is not clear.

On Sunday, 9 November 1477, during King Edward’s imprisonment of his brother, George, Duke of Clarence, the 7-year-old prince was in London. In the presence of the Great Council, his paternal uncle, Richard, Duke of Gloucester, led the lords and nobles in pledges of fealty to the Yorkist heir. Gloucester was followed by the Duke of Buckingham and John de la Pole, Duke of Suffolk, husband of King Edward’s elder sister, Elizabeth, and thereafter, Dorset, Rivers and Lord Lisle, among others.

It is here that we have what may be the only officially recorded conversation between Prince Edward and Gloucester, taken from a contemporary account in the British Library,19 ‘on both his knees, putting his hands between the prince’s hands, [Gloucester] did him homage for such lands as he had of him and so kissed him’. The prince thanked ‘his said uncle that it liked him to do it so humbly’.20

In 1479, Edward, Prince of Wales, was created Earl of March and Earl of Pembroke.21 Two years later, in May 1481, the 10-year-old prince joined the king at Sandwich to review the English fleet. John, Lord Howard, was leading a naval campaign against Scotland.22 Sandwich was an important Cinque Port, and the prince would have greeted the fleet’s leading officers.

On Friday, 22 June 1481, Prince Edward’s marriage to Anne of Brittany was ratified. This was an important political alliance intended to ensure Brittany’s continued independence from its powerful neighbour of France. Previously, in 1476–78, King Edward had approached Isabella and Ferdinand of Spain for a marriage alliance, but negotiations came to nothing. Two of the Spanish monarchs’ daughters had been proposed: Isabella, the Infanta, and later, Katherine of Aragon.23 The apparent reluctance of the Spanish monarchs remains a mystery.



Prince Edward’s Character

In December 1483, the Italian chronicler Domenico Mancini declared that Prince Edward was ‘so much like his great father in spirit and in innate gifts as well as remarkable in his learning’.24 In about 1490, the Burgundian chronicler Jean Molinet reported that Edward was ‘undemanding and greatly melancholic’.25 It is possible, therefore, that Edward may have followed his father’s predisposition to melancholia.26 It also seems that he was devout. As a child, the young prince’s routine was structured around his daily devotions, from morning prayer in his chamber, followed by Mass, and then, in the evening, Vespers before bed at 8 p.m.

On 25 February 1483, Edward IV revised the instructions for the Prince’s Household and Council. These provide a window into the character of young Edward as the 12-year-old pre-teen began to assert himself, push boundaries and ‘chafe against his tutelage’.27 The new instructions of February 1483 (about five months prior to his disappearance) reveal a prince who was developing fast.

At all times during the day, Prince Edward was to be accompanied by at least two ‘discrete’ persons:


… he was not to order anything to be done without the advice of Alcock, Grey or Rivers, and none of his servants was to encourage him to do anything against the household instructions. If he did so, or acted in an unprincely way, the three men were to warn him personally and to tell the king and queen if he refused to amend.28



The new instructions also ensured that nothing ‘should move or stir him to vices’.

The original 1473 instructions similarly required that no one in the household should be a ‘Swearer, Brawler, Back-biter, commune hazarder [gambler], Avowter [adulterer] nor fornicator or use Abawdry [bawdy] words’ in his presence.29 At night, several servants were to attend the prince in his chamber and make him ‘joyous and merry’ for his bedtime. A nightly watch would also ensure the prince’s safeguarding, and a doctor and surgeon were to be always on hand.30

If these stipulations appear somewhat cloying to our modern sensibilities, it was the recognised regime of instruction for noble children at the time. We also know that Edward was not alone and enjoyed the company of other sons of the nobility who were receiving their education with him. Edward was not in seclusion.

Sadly, in about 1478, one of his companions died. Edmund Audley’s family inscribed their son’s honoured position in the Prince’s Household on his tomb monument.31

Although Mancini never met Prince Edward, he described in some detail the boy’s education and accomplishments, including an apparent love of literature and poetry.


… how profuse were the signs of his liberal education and how agreeably, indeed judiciously he brought together words and deeds beyond his years… he was especially accomplished in literature, so that he possessed the ability to discuss elegantly, to understand fully and to articulate most clearly from whatever might come to hand, whether poetry or prose, unless from the most challenging authors.32



Mancini’s informant was Dr John Argentine, the prince’s physician, who was probably with him at Ludlow. Argentine seems to have fled to France at the time of the October 1483 uprising against Richard III when Mancini was preparing his report on English affairs for the French government. Mancini tells us the physician was ‘the last of the attendants employed by the young king’ (prior to his disappearance).

In November 1485, the Crowland chronicler described Edward and Elizabeth’s children as ‘handsome and most delightful’.33




Edward’s Appearance

The recognised contemporary image of Edward V (Lambeth Palace Library) shows the young prince with his parents in 1477 as Earl Rivers presents a book to the king (see Plate 3).34 The Dictes and Sayings of the Philosophers had been translated from the French by the earl. This image reveals a young boy with blond hair, with perhaps a slightly reddish tinge, similar to the depiction of his mother, Queen Elizabeth. Edward would have been 6 or 7 at the time.

The figure in the blue robe with light brown hair is thought to be his uncle, Richard of Gloucester. Post-discovery analysis of Richard III’s genome revealed that he had a 77 per cent probability of having blond hair. This is thought to have been the type of blond hair that darkened with age. The earliest known (copy) portrait of Richard at the Society of Antiquaries shows the king with light brown hair (see Plate 1).35

An image of Edward V can be seen at Canterbury Cathedral with his family. Originally dating from about 1482, the Royal Window was considerably damaged during the Civil War by a Puritan minister wielding a pike. However, following the restoration of the monarchy, it was restored and replaced from the 1660s, when it was kept within the magnificent Rose Window but placed higher up,36 perhaps for increased protection. Both boys are portrayed with blond hair. It is not known whether this hair colour reflected the original stained-glass images. Later nineteenth-century artists (Millais and Delaroche) followed the same colouring. What is unusual, however, in terms of our investigations, is that the restored upper portions of Edward V (and his brother) in Canterbury are shown wearing the closed crown of a king (see Plates 6 and 7).

We do have one surviving contemporary image from the Royal Window at Canterbury, which resides in the Burrell Collection in Glasgow and depicts Prince Edward’s elder sister, Cecily. This reveals a young woman with reddish-blonde hair wearing an open circlet crown.

The earliest known portrait of Edward IV, also at the Society of Antiquaries, depicts the king with very light brown, almost dark blond hair. However, the Lambeth Palace image of 1477 portrays Edward IV with dark brown hair.

Several sixteenth- and seventeenth-century images of Edward V exhibit blond, reddish blond or light brown hair. However, a contemporary depiction at Little Malvern Priory in Worcester from around 1482 (see Plate 4) shows the prince in an open circlet crown with medium blond hair. As a result, it seems that Edward had blond hair as a child which slightly darkened with age.

In terms of Edward’s physicality, Mancini tells us that the prince ‘indulged in horses and dogs and other useful exertions to build bodily strength’.37 Although Richard III’s remains were described as ‘gracile’ (slender), it is not known if young Edward possessed a similar build. ‘He had such dignity in his whole person and in his countenance such charm,’ continued Mancini, ‘that, however much they might feast their eyes, he never surfeited the gaze of observers.’38 In 1482, Italian poet Pietro Carmeliano met Prince Edward (aged 11) and stated that he was the ‘most comely of princes… and all the stars rejoice in your face. Justly do you have the king’s visage, best of dukes, for the kingly sceptre awaits you after your father.’39 This is perhaps the most important physical description we have of the young prince – that, prior to puberty, he resembled his father.







Richard, Duke of York

Richard was probably born on Tuesday, 17 August 1473, at the Dominican Priory, Shrewsbury, on the Welsh borders.40 He was the sixth child of King Edward and Queen Elizabeth, and their second son. The date of Richard’s birth is uncertain since it was not recorded in the chronicles of the time. However, seven years later, on 17 August he received the regalia for the noble Order of the Garter, which seems to confirm the assumed birth date.41

On Saturday, 28 May 1474, 9-month-old Prince Richard was created Duke of York in a magnificent ceremony in London with celebratory jousts. Almost a year later, on Tuesday, 18 April 1475, the infant prince was knighted with his elder brother,42 and a month later, made a Knight of the Garter with his brother. The little Duke of York had already received a Garter stall at St George’s Chapel in April, vacated by the death of Lord Beauchamp. He is listed as one of the Scrutiners, an honorary title for the toddler.43

Edward IV’s will, made in June 1475 when Richard was almost 2, indicates that the prince was a healthy and active child. The document, cautious in terms of young Edward’s survival, is much more positive about his younger brother.44 At the age of 16 in August 1489, he would reach maturity and take possession of his lordships and inheritances.45

Richard’s wedding to Anne Mowbray on Monday, 15 January 1478, was perhaps the most extraordinary event of the prince’s infant life. Anne had inherited the considerable estates of the dukedom of Norfolk following her father’s death on 17 January 1476. The bride was 5 and the groom 4 years old when their nuptials were celebrated at St Stephen’s Chapel in Westminster Abbey. The marriage itself would not, naturally, be consummated until the bride and groom had reached ‘nubile years’.

The wedding was timed to coincide with a Parliament, allowing the nobility to gather en masse to honour the couple. An eyewitness testimony records, ‘The press was so great… the abundance of the noble people so innumerable.’46 Anne was escorted to the chapel by Earl Rivers and the young John de la Pole, Earl of Lincoln (aged about 15). Lincoln was Edward IV’s nephew by the king’s elder sister, Elizabeth, Duchess of Suffolk.

The young bridegroom and his family, including his elder brother and grandmother, Cecily, Dowager Duchess of York, waited to receive his bride under a canopy of cloth of gold. The king gave away the bride. Following Mass at the high altar, Prince Richard’s uncle, the Duke of Gloucester, threw gold and silver coins to the onlookers. Gloucester and Buckingham led the bride to the king’s great chamber for the wedding feast. Three great jousting tournaments were held, with Rivers one of the victors.47

As Anne Mowbray’s mother, the Dowager Duchess of Norfolk, had failed to produce a male heir, Anne’s young husband was created Duke of Norfolk and Earl of Warenne on Friday, 7 February 1477.48 By 1478, Richard had also become Earl Marshal of England – a title generally associated with the Norfolk dukedom. Eleanor Talbot (d. 1468) (see Chapter 7) was the elder sister of Anne’s mother.

On Wednesday, 12 June 1476, a further Mowbray title was granted to Richard when he became Earl of Nottingham, and the following year he received his own council chamber in preparation for his ducal Council. In November 1477, 4-year-old Richard attended the Great Council with his 7-year-old brother, the Prince of Wales. Edward received the fealty of the lords and nobles, led by Gloucester. The Prince of Wales was seated on a bed beneath the cloth of estate, while his brother, Richard, ‘sat on the bed’s foot beside the cloth of estate’.49

By 1478, as the holder of many great offices, estates and lordships, 5-year-old Richard, Duke of York and Norfolk, had his own Council, including a Chancellor, lawyer, treasurer and Chamberlain, Sir Thomas Grey.50 He also had his own seal and several gentlemen servants including John Roden, Thomas Galmole51 and (by 1483) Poynes, who ‘dwelled’ with him.52

On 5 May 1479, Richard of York was appointed Lord Lieutenant of Ireland for two years, an appointment renewed in August the following year for a further twelve years.53 This would take Richard’s role in Ireland to his twentieth birthday in 1493. Previously, in December 1479, the young prince had travelled to Ireland, undertaking what seems to have been his first official visit, with the 6-year-old witnessing the appointment of the Constable of Dublin Castle. Placed in this key role in Dublin was Sir James Keating, a staunch Yorkist.54

Sadly, Richard and Anne’s marriage was not to last. In November 1481, Anne died, aged 8, at Greenwich Palace and was buried in the Chapel of St Erasmus at Westminster Abbey.55 The chapel had been founded by Queen Elizabeth Woodville, following the birth of Edward, Prince of Wales, in Westminster sanctuary.

The vast Mowbray estates should now pass to Anne’s heirs, cousins William, Viscount Berkeley, and John, Lord Howard. However, in January 1483, by Act of Parliament, Edward IV gave his youngest son the rights to the estates, with a reversion to his male heirs. Failing that, the estates would revert to the king himself. As historian Charles Ross commented, this provided ‘a colour of legality to a situation which violated the rules of landed inheritance’.56

Edward IV died on 3 April 1483,57 leaving Edward V as king and Richard, Duke of York and Norfolk, heir presumptive. Two months later, on Monday, 16 June, young Richard left his mother’s side to join Edward in the Tower of London, ‘for the comfort of his brother the king’ prior to his coronation.58 On this occasion, we learn of the only recorded conversation with his uncle, Gloucester. It was reported on 21 June, five days later, when the priest, Canon Simon Stallworth, wrote to Sir William Stonor.

As Stallworth was in the service of the Lord Chancellor, John Russell, Bishop of Lincoln, he was probably an eyewitness, or received a first-hand account, possibly from Russell himself. He reported that Gloucester received his young nephew at the Star Chamber door at Westminster ‘with many loving words’. The letter goes on to add that the young prince is ‘blessed be Jesus, merry’.59 Despite having his own Council, the little Duke of York had always lived with his mother and his acts were subject to her assent and advice.60 Gloucester’s work for the government brought him regularly to court and the boy would have known his youngest royal uncle as a familiar figure.


Richard’s Character

We have three contemporary and near-contemporary accounts of Richard of York’s character and demeanour. First, Stallworth’s letter of June 1483, mentioned above, in which Richard is ‘blessed be Jesus, merry’. The second, dating to 1496, in which Rui de Sousa, the Portuguese Ambassador to England from 1481 to 1489,61 described the young prince as ‘a very noble little boy and that he had seen him singing with his mother and one of his sisters and that he sang very well’. De Sousa added that Richard was ‘playing very well at sticks and with a two-handed sword’.62

The third account was provided by the Burgundian chronicler Jean Molinet in about 1490. Molinet is confused, calling Edward ‘Peter’ and Richard ‘George’. While at the Tower with his brother, ‘the second son was greatly joyous and spirited, keen and prompt to dance and play’. Molinet adds that the younger son then asked his brother to dance to cheer his spirits, saying, ‘My brother, learn to dance’. The request was rebuffed, and Edward responded, ‘It would be better if you and I learn to die, because I believe that we will not be of this world for long.’63 Although Molinet’s version is probably apocryphal, the eyewitness accounts of Stallworth and de Sousa appear authentic.

We may, therefore, deduce that Richard seems to have been a lively and happy child. He enjoyed music, singing and dancing and was also considered athletic, being good at sports, sticks and a two-handed sword. He also seems to have possessed a certain natural charm. De Sousa was so taken with him that the old ambassador could remember him with clarity some fifteen years later.

Growing up as the only boy, following the death of his younger brother George in 1479, historian Ann Wroe suggests he may well have been petted and adored by his sisters, all of whom except Catherine were older. Aristocratic boys aged 7 were normally educated in other noble households, usually some distance from their homes and families. However, from what little information we have, it seems that Richard may have had his own household in London. Whether he was separated at the age of 7 from his mother and sisters is not known. Like his elder brother, however, he would have been educated and trained with noble companions of a similar age. In January 1483, John Howard presented Richard with a bow, so it’s likely the 9-year-old prince also enjoyed shooting arrows.64




Richard’s Appearance

We have two accounts of Richard’s appearance. In 1496, de Sousa described the young prince as ‘very pretty and the most beautiful creature he had ever seen’.65 In 1493, Richard’s aunt, Margaret of Burgundy, recalled the prince in the summer of 1480 during a visit to England. She writes, having met a young man purporting to be the adult Richard:


I recognised him as easily as if I had last seen him yesterday or the day before… and that was not by one or two general signs, but by so many visible and specific signs that hardly one person in ten hundred thousand [a million] might be found who would have marks of the same kind.66



For Richard of York’s distinguishing physical marks, see Chapter 14, note 84, Chapter 17, note 241, and Appendices 4 and 7.






Profiles

From this, we can construct profiles of both missing individuals. Edward was clearly intelligent and seems to have had a particular love and understanding of literature and poetry. He had blond hair and resembled his father. He may also have been physically slight. At the time of his disappearance, he was a pre-teen and seems to have begun pushing boundaries and asserting himself. He may have had a predisposition to melancholia or a susceptibility to pre-teen sulks.

His brother, Richard, seems to have been healthy and physically active, with a more robust constitution. He enjoyed singing and dance and may have had a natural aptitude for music and some sport. He also seems to have been a particularly happy and exuberant child. He probably had fair colouring. Both boys were considered handsome, particularly Richard, who seems to have been ‘the most beautiful creature’. They also possessed charm and were clearly memorable, particularly in terms of their appearance and personalities. Both boys also lived in large, busy households.

The next stage of the enquiry will reconstruct events immediately prior to the boys’ disappearance, allowing us to delve back in time and open new lines of investigation.
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On Monday, 16 June 1483, Thomas Bourchier, Archbishop of Canterbury, and John, Lord Howard, escorted Edward IV’s youngest son, Richard, Duke of York, from sanctuary at Cheneygates Mansion1 at Westminster Abbey to the Royal Palace of the Tower of London.2 Travelling in a flotilla of boats along the Thames with these two stalwarts of his father’s court, the young prince may have taken the opportunity to wave to the people on the quaysides as they passed.3 London was always busy but now it was teeming with visitors.

In the Royal Apartments at the Tower, Richard of York would join his elder brother, Edward, for his brother’s coronation in six days’ time, on Sunday, 22 June. The following day, however, everything would change.

On Tuesday, 17 June, the King’s Council postponed Edward V’s coronation until 9 November.4 What had caused this unprecedented event?

Five days later, on the day the coronation was due to take place, news of Edward IV’s bigamous marriage and the illegitimacy of his children was announced.5 As a bastard, Edward was barred from the succession. He could not be anointed with the Holy Chrism and crowned. An unparalleled constitutional crisis had erupted. On Wednesday, 25 June, the Lords, Church and Commons, the Three Estates of the Realm, petitioned the next Yorkist heir to accept the throne.6 The following day, on Thursday, 26 June, Richard, Duke of Gloucester, the children’s paternal uncle, accepted the throne. England now had a new king.7

On Sunday, 6 July 1483, Richard III was crowned at Westminster Abbey, his wife, Anne Neville, beside him. It was the first double coronation since Edward II and Isabella of France in 1307. It was also the first-ever coronation of northerners. Sometime afterwards, it seemed that the whereabouts of the sons of the late king Edward IV were no longer known.

The events of the summer of 1483 are among the most contested in British history. Foreign and Tudor chroniclers (and Shakespeare) describe a ruthless grab for power, planned in the north following Edward IV’s death in early April. From this moment on, Richard, Duke of Gloucester, Edward’s erstwhile loyal brother, would stop at nothing until he had taken the throne.

This is the traditional story, devoid of context and detail, but is it supported by contemporary sources from Gloucester’s own lifetime? If we follow our police methodology, drill down into the moment, eliminating all hindsight reporting, what might this reveal?

Today, the Tudor account of 1483 is still the generally accepted version of events, promulgated for centuries by prominent traditional historians – and they may be correct. However, if we are to attempt to uncover the truth, we must reconstruct events from the start and investigate where contemporary evidence suggests a far more nuanced version.

As an example, in April 2015 new research was published by historical biographer Annette Carson which changed perceptions by expanding what we know. It revealed one small detail that has been hitherto forgotten or omitted by our leading historians. In 1483, Richard, Duke of Gloucester, was Lord High Constable of England.8 He had been granted the office for life on 17 October 1469 at the age of 17. Within an overall span of fourteen years,9 he had carried out this role for his brother with apparent responsibility, prudence and judiciousness, as indeed (the sources attest) he had performed all offices awarded to him by the king. These included Warden of the West Marches, Lord Great Chamberlain of England, Lord High Admiral of England and, since 1480 and the Scottish wars, Lieutenant General of England’s land forces.10

So, what powers did the Constable of England exercise? Carson reveals:


The High Constable of England, as one of the Great Officers of State, wielded national powers which included some that were second only to the king himself, principally when dealing with rebellion, insurrection or any of the many other activities deemed to be treasonable.11



The role was military and judicial, with powers to arrest, try, condemn and sentence without appeal. The Constable operated through the Constable’s Court, also known as the Court of Chivalry or Court of Knighthood. A knight was a member of an international Christian fellowship of honour, a knight of Christ. Thus, if he breached a solemn promise made on his honour, he could be charged with ‘treason to his knighthood’.12 In dealing with treason, the Constable’s Court could supersede the right of the nobility to trial by their assembled peers. It also extended to encompass not only the ranks of miles (knights) but all levels of society.13 The Constable also had the power to appoint a deputy or deputies.

Richard’s authority as High Constable will be new to many readers, which is why, in terms of our enquiry, it is important that the role of the High Constable is taken into serious consideration.

In order to investigate the disappearance of the Princes in the Tower in 1483, we must first contextualise the events that led to the boys’ presence in the Tower, and the wider events surrounding what we now know as the Wars of the Roses, or the Cousins’ War, as it is perhaps better understood. This is important in order to form and inform potential lines of enquiry.

We’ll begin by discussing briefly the background to the conflict and then consider the events of 1483, based on our police methodology and most recent research.


Background: The Cousins’ War

In the mid-fifteenth century, there arose contention during the disastrous reign of the Lancastrian King Henry VI (1421–71). Henry suffered from a condition which resulted in prolonged bouts of mental instability and catatonia (a combination of symptoms causing lack of movement and communication, confusion, mutism and agitation). In 1455, on the king’s latest return to relative stability, his cousin Richard, 3rd Duke of York (1411–60) found himself and his circle discarded by Henry and under political attack from the bewildered king’s favoured advisors. Violence on both sides erupted into sporadic battles, until in 1460 York saw his only recourse was to assert his claim to the throne through his family line, a line senior to Henry’s House of Lancaster.

The Duke of York (father of Edward IV and Richard III) was, like Henry, a direct descendant of Edward III (1312–77), who had several surviving sons (see family tree on p. 10). Henry was descended from the third son, John of Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster. Gaunt’s son took the throne in 1399 as Henry IV. Richard of York inherited his ducal title from Edward III’s fourth son, but his senior royal lineage descended from Edward’s second son, Lionel, Duke of Clarence, whose entitlement to the succession had been disenfranchised when Henry IV took the throne.

In order to understand why a descendant of a third son of Edward III was king, instead of the descendant of a second son (following the established right of male primogeniture), we have to go back to the end of 1376 and the beginning of 1377. At this time, following the death of Edward III’s eldest son and heir, Edward, the Black Prince, and subsequent accession of the prince’s heir, Richard II, a boy of 10 years, Edward III amended the right of succession by removing the heirs of Lionel, Duke of Clarence. The reason for this removal was because Lionel’s heir was a female (Philippa). Philippa had married Edward Mortimer, 3rd Earl of March.

As historian Ian Mortimer clarifies, ‘King Edward [III] and others at his court believed that he had the right to establish the line of succession without reference to Parliament as this is implicit in his entail of the throne on his heirs male.’14 As a result, John of Gaunt and his son, Henry Bolingbroke, now established their right to the throne. It is important to note here, however, that Edward III was pursuing a claim to the crown of France, where there existed a Salic Law of succession. Had he been successful, his descendants would have been affected by this Salic Law, which excluded women and their descendants from the throne. England had no such law, and indeed, attempts at entailing the throne were viewed dubiously by the English Parliament.

Richard II, despite two marriages, remained childless, and in the Parliament of 1386, Roger Mortimer, 4th Earl of March (son of Philippa), was declared his heir. The Westminster chronicler also recorded that Roger’s young sons, Edmund and Roger, were the heirs presumptive.

Richard was adept at using the succession as a political weapon, and by January 1398 had changed his mind. Mortimer, unlike his cousins, received no dukedom, but at the prorogued Parliament of January 1398 he received a ‘hero’s reception when he arrived at Westminster’. Ian Mortimer adds:


Twenty thousand turned out to see him, according to Usk, which even though it is probably a gross exaggeration, is probably sufficient indication to conclude that many of the populace still believed that the rightful line of succession lay in the Mortimer family, and wished to demonstrate in his favour as a protest against Richard.15



By 1394, Richard, suspicious of Gaunt and harbouring a deep hatred of Gaunt’s son Henry Bolingbroke, decided that his new heir was to be ‘his very dear uncle’, Edmund of Langley, 1st Duke of York (Edward III’s fourth son). Richard believed that he had finally eradicated the Lancastrian claim to the throne.16

Henry Bolingbroke thought otherwise. After his father’s death, he took up arms and seized the throne from Richard II, having secured Edmund of Langley’s capitulation. Bolingbroke, now Henry IV, the first Lancastrian king, would witness rebellions against his reign, most famously by his erstwhile supporter Henry Percy (Hotspur). Percy was a revered and respected noble in the north who had married Elizabeth Mortimer, granddaughter of Lionel, Duke of Clarence.

Henry IV’s son, Henry V, would also experience rebellion and conspiracy, significantly by Richard, Earl of Cambridge, Edmund of Langley’s second son (see the family tree on p. 10), whom he executed. As to the young Mortimer heirs, Edmund and Roger, you can read more about them and their neglected significance in Chapter 11.

It seems apparent that Edward III sowed the seeds of the Cousins’ War with his unilateral attempt in 1376–77 to erect a barrier to the descendants of Clarence, who would otherwise be heirs presumptive after his death – thus providing cover for Henry IV’s seizure of the crown. The disruption of the line of succession by the Lancastrian dynasty in 1399 was still remembered in the 1450s by those who, like Richard, Duke of York, sought remedy for being dispossessed and ostracised under his grandson, Henry VI. York’s claim to the throne was adjudicated and found valid by Parliament, resulting in the dynasty of Yorkist kings.

With this in mind, let us now place under the microscope the events of summer 1483, which led to the presence of the sons of Edward IV in the Tower of London.




1483

On Thursday, 3 April 1483,17 King Edward IV died at his Palace of Westminster in London. The day previously, Edward had sent a letter to John Howard at his home at Stoke-by-Nayland, Suffolk. The letter was received by Howard on Friday, 4 April.18 We do not know the contents of the letter.

It seems that Howard now prepared a large contingent of men to travel with him to the king at Westminster.19 Howard left for London on Monday, 7 April.20

In London, no announcement was made regarding the king’s death. We do not know why. Edward was only 40 years of age, his illness was short and his death unexpected.21 He also left a very young heir, aged 12. It seems that Edward prepared for the eventuality of his death because he added a number of codicils to his will at this time.22

In York, on Sunday, 6 April, news of his demise was received by the Dean of York Minster, who immediately notified the city’s mayor. The following morning, Monday, 7 April, the mayor informed the City Council and a dirge for the deceased king was organised at the Minster for noon that day.23 As no service was offered for the king on the Sunday, it seems that York Minster received the news very late that day, possibly at night.

Chronology suggests that Edward may have died in the early hours of the morning. General travel times to York from London were approximately four or five days. The messenger arrived within three days. We do not know who this messenger was, or why someone at court sent the news north, or indeed, if this had been the dying king’s command. It seems, at this remove, to have been the only message sent at this time (see p. 46), other than the earlier letter to Howard. It seems probable that the message was also destined for the king’s brother in the north, Richard, Duke of Gloucester. As the chronicler Mancini informs us, later communications were despatched to Gloucester by William, Lord Hastings, the King’s Chamberlain and close confidant in London. It is therefore possible that the message which reached York on 6 April may have been delivered at his command.24

On Wednesday, 9 April, John Howard arrived in London and headed to Westminster.25 The king’s death was now announced in the capital.26 On Thursday, 17 April, the second week’s anniversary of King Edward’s death, the solemn rituals for the king’s burial at Windsor began and Edward’s coffin was moved from St Stephen’s, the king’s private chapel at Westminster Palace, to Westminster Abbey.

Howard carried the king’s personal banner of arms. Thomas Bourchier, Archbishop of Canterbury, did not take part in the ceremonies. We do not know why, but he was old and possibly quite frail.27 After a night vigil in the abbey, the cortège set out for Windsor the following day. Edward IV was buried at St George’s Chapel, Windsor, on Friday, 18 April.28

Having recently received a palatinate kingdom in the north (including parts of Scotland),29 it seems Gloucester may have been somewhere in the north-west or Scottish borders when news was received in York of the king’s death. By 14 April, he had received news of the king’s death.30 His first act was to write to the queen (and King’s Council) in London, conveying his condolences, assurances of loyalty and acknowledgement of his rightful position in the future government of the young king.31 He also wrote to the new king, Edward V, at Ludlow on the Welsh border to ascertain where to rendezvous for the journey to London.32

On or around Thursday, 17 April, the second week’s anniversary, Gloucester attended a funeral ceremony and Requiem Mass for the king at York Minster, the mother church of the northern province. Here, ‘full of tears’, he led the north in mourning but also in swearing fealty to the new king, Edward’s son and heir, Edward V.33

Before 24 April,34 Gloucester and a delegation of 200 or 300 gentlemen35 left York to journey south to meet the young king at Northampton. Northampton was a major conurbation and key staging post on the Great North Road, with its own abbey, castle and town walls. In earlier reigns it had also hosted Parliaments.36 Here, it seems reasonable to suggest that Gloucester and the northern retinue would join the town’s mayor, civic and church leaders, burghers and other dignitaries for the new king’s Royal Entry and official welcome. The welcome would have been doubly important for Northampton as it lay in close proximity to the seat of the young king’s maternal relatives at Grafton Woodville (later renamed Grafton Regis).37

Following the rendezvous at Northampton, Gloucester and the men of the north would accompany the young King Edward to London. The journey from York to Northampton appears to have been slow and respectful; the duke’s contingent dressed in the deepest black of mourning for the recently departed king. By Saturday, 26 April, Gloucester and the men of the north had reached Nottingham.38

Meanwhile, Edward V was travelling to Northampton from the Welsh borders. As the new monarch, his mourning colour was blue. As Prince of Wales, Edward had lived with his own household at Ludlow from about the age of 3. Here, Edward was under the guidance and tutelage of his ‘governor and ruler’ and ‘Prince’s master’, his maternal uncle, Anthony Woodville, Earl Rivers.39 Also travelling with the young king was his Chamberlain (as Prince of Wales), Sir Thomas Vaughan, and the rest of his household. It has previously been assumed that Edward’s maternal half-brother, Sir Richard Grey (aged about 26) also travelled from Ludlow but Mancini reveals this was not the case (see p. 49).

It is not known where or when Earl Rivers received the news of Edward IV’s death, but it is presumed to have been at Ludlow. However, it is known that Rivers was on his estates in Norfolk at Middleton near Lynn on Thursday, 20 March, and then further east towards the coast at Walsingham on Tuesday, 25 March, the medieval New Year. On both occasions, Rivers met with a neighbouring landowner in an attempt to settle a long-running dispute. They ‘agreed to put some of their conflicting claims before the Duke of Gloucester’s council for arbitration’.40 Walsingham was the famous Shrine of Our Lady and place of pilgrimage.

Previous to this, Rivers had been on his estates at Norfolk during the Christmas period and then attended the Parliament in London, which was dissolved on or by Tuesday, 18 February. This gives a period from 26 March when Rivers’ location was unknown. It is possible, therefore, that the earl travelled directly to Ludlow at around this time. It is also possible that Rivers was on his Norfolk estates when he received news of the king’s illness or death. King Edward fell ill on 28–30 March.41 Stopping in London, the earl would then have been able to consult with his sister, the queen, receive any instructions and personally deliver her message of the king’s death to her son at Ludlow.

Edward V received news of his father’s death at Ludlow on Monday, 14 April.42 This suggests the passage of more than a week before he was informed (allowing for general travel times from London to Ludlow). Does this length of time suggest that Rivers was elsewhere and had to be informed first, or that arrangements needed to be agreed in London? It also seems appropriate that news of his father’s death should come directly from his mother, the Queen Mother, Elizabeth Woodville. The Crowland chronicler tells us that Elizabeth wrote to her son prior to the burial of King Edward, informing him that he should not have more than an agreed force of 2,000 men when he came to London.43

In London, the size of the retinue which was to accompany the new king had caused heated debate in the King’s Council, prompting Lord Hastings to threaten to retire to his fortress at Calais if the king’s escort consisted of an ‘immoderate number of horse’. The Crowland chronicler records:


The more foresighted members of the Council, however, thought that the uncles and brothers on the mother’s side should be absolutely forbidden to have control of the person of the young man until he came of age. They believed that this could not easily be achieved if those of the queen’s relatives who were most influential with the prince were allowed to bring his person to the ceremonies of the coronation with an immoderate number of horse.44



An armed force of 2,000 was finally agreed by Queen Elizabeth.45 Edward would now wait in Ludlow for the troops to be summoned and provisioned for the journey, and his household prepared for this significant relocation. Civic arrangements for the new king’s arrival in the capital will have also taken time to organise, including preparations for a meeting with his paternal uncle, Gloucester, and the men of the north. The new monarch and his escort left Ludlow for Northampton on Thursday, 24 April, after celebrating St George’s Day on the previous day.

In London, the king’s coronation had been hastily arranged for Sunday, 4 May.46 This left little time for the nobility, Church and civic dignitaries from around the country to reach the capital in time. Edward’s arrival in London was planned for Thursday, 1 May, just three days beforehand.47

Immediately upon arrival, he would be lodged in the Tower – the royal palace where England’s kings resided prior to coronation. The hurried date also meant there would be little time for such customary duties as meetings with the King’s Council. A further cause for concern was the clear snub that an early coronation date presented to his uncle. As England’s Great Chamberlain, it was Gloucester’s role to organise the coronation.

An even more troubling development was that Gloucester’s military offices were also being usurped in his absence. According to all chroniclers who mention the matter, Edward IV had named his brother Gloucester, Protector of the Realm. The role of Protector is best described by its full title: ‘Protector and Defender of the Realm and Church in England and Principal Councillor of the King’.

Edward V was a child of 12, who was not scheduled to come of age until his fourteenth birthday, and even then, would probably be too immature to be allowed untrammelled kingly powers. In the fifteenth century, a protectorate had been put in place on three occasions for Henry VI: first when underage and twice when, as an adult, he became mentally indisposed. All such creations took place when the king was deemed unable to exert personal rule.48

Knowing Edward V was underage, Edward IV had sought to ensure that his brother would be the new king’s Councillor-in-Chief, while continuing in his military capacity as head of homeland security. According to precedent, it was not obligatory to honour the late king’s wishes, but statutes passed by Parliament three times in recent years had established the mode of governance during a king’s incapacity to rule, which was a protectorate with clearly defined roles for the various participants. An alternative regime could be proposed and sanctioned by Parliament, but in May 1483 Parliament could not pass new statutes because no Parliament had been called. The ritual of a coronation did not in itself render the king able to rule if he was otherwise incapacitated, as demonstrated by the two protectorates of the adult Henry VI. Such weighty decisions were expected to be made for the public good by men experienced in administration of the realm.

On Wednesday, 16 April, at Ludlow, the new king, Edward V, wrote to the Mayor of Lynn in Norfolk, mentioning the news of his father’s death received two days previously and requesting that the peace be kept.49 The letter stated his intention to ‘be at our city of London in all convenient haste by God’s grace to be crowned at Westminster’.50 It made no mention of Edward IV’s codicil establishing a protectorate. There is little doubt the letter will have been composed for the new king, but it is written in his own name and bears the new king’s signet. This seems to suggest that the young king was not informed about his late father’s codicil, or he chose (or was advised) to ignore it. It also seems the new king was aware of the hasty coronation plans.51

In London, around Sunday, 20 April, some members of the King’s Council met to discuss the late king’s will. ‘Two resolutions were put forward, the losing one being that the Duke of Gloucester should govern because Edward IV had so directed in his will and because by law he ought to do so. The successful resolution, voted for by the Queen Mother’s party, was in favour of government by a council of which Gloucester would be the chief member.’ Although the foregoing comment uses the words ‘government by a council’, the accurate Latin translation is ‘government by many persons’ (administratio per plures), without designating their status. Mancini would certainly have written ‘by a council’ had this been his understanding.52

This local group of interim councillors, dominated by the Woodville family, had thus set aside the former king’s wishes for a protectorate and opted instead for an unspecified group controlling the government, within which Gloucester (when he eventually arrived) would evidently be marginalised and outnumbered. Without any submission to Parliament, those who expected to surround Edward V were making unsanctioned decisions designed to be set in place as a fait accompli. There would be nothing to prevent these ‘many persons’ from assuming the power to declare an end to Edward V’s minority, giving the 12-year-old boy nominal authority to rule and govern as king.53




Northampton, Stony Stratford and Grafton Woodville

On Tuesday, 29 April, Gloucester and the men of the north arrived at Northampton. It is not known what information Gloucester was apprised of by this time, nor indeed what he may have believed. We can thank Mancini (and his likely informant, Dr Argentine) for the most circumstantial account of what followed, with Crowland supplying some useful details.

The king’s party had arrived nearby but instead of heading to Northampton as planned, Edward positioned his force at Stony Stratford, 15 miles further south on the road to London. It seems probable that Edward himself detoured to overnight comfortably at Grafton Woodville, the nearby estate of his mother’s family, a few miles from Stony Stratford. Probably by prior arrangement, it was here that his maternal half-brother, Sir Richard Grey, now arrived from London to join his escort with a further contingent of men.54 The strength of this new contingent is unknown, but it was significant enough to be mentioned by both Mancini and Crowland. Meanwhile, Rivers, aware that explanations were in order, proceeded to Northampton with his companions to greet Gloucester, Buckingham and their companions.55

What now took place in Northampton changed everything. Rivers welcomed Gloucester and they ‘spent most of the night feasting’.56 It seems reasonable to assume that the conviviality included the town’s dignitaries, who were probably saddened (and possibly bristling) by the royal snub.

Very late that evening, Henry Stafford, 2nd Duke of Buckingham, arrived. He had also arranged to join the king’s entourage to London.57 Buckingham, a royal duke directly descended from Edward III, was the young king’s uncle through his marriage to Katherine Woodville, younger sister of the Queen Mother. Mancini records their ‘large force of soldiers’, although it is not known how many of these men had travelled with Gloucester and the gentlemen of the north, nor how large was Buckingham’s retinue and escort. The Great Chronicle states that Gloucester and Buckingham’s contingent was ‘well & strongly accompanied with Sundry men of worship, as knights and other’.58

The next morning, Wednesday, 30 April, Mancini reports that Rivers was taken and placed under guard in Northampton before the combined ducal parties hastened to catch up with the king and his escort, who were about to leave for London. There may have been two reasons for this. First, Gloucester, while on the road, must have been receiving intermittent items of news relating to the Council’s actions in London, and indeed Mancini confirms he was writing letters requesting his due position by precedent and by what he had now learnt were his late brother’s codicils. Evidently, the intelligence lately brought by his cousin Buckingham confirmed that his letters had been ignored and his offices usurped. He would now be deeply suspicious of what Rivers and his family may have planned.

Second, Gloucester’s scouts on the road would have alerted him to the presence of Sir Richard Grey and his men ahead. Rivers had permitted this augmentation of numbers beyond the agreed limit of 2,000 men, while leaving his command to visit Northampton. There were now several thousand men at arms congregated on the open road. Taking the initiative in his military capacity, Gloucester assumed overall command, arrested Grey and others, including (according to Crowland) Sir Thomas Vaughan, and dispersed most of the men to where they had come from.59 Taking the young Edward V in his charge, he led the royal party back to Northampton. It was now his responsibility to bring the king safely to London. Crowland described the event in the following terms:


The duke of Gloucester… did not put off or refuse to offer to his nephew, the king, any of the reverence required from a subject such as a bared head, bent knee, or any other posture. He said that he was only taking precautions to safeguard his own person because he knew for certain that there were men close to the king who had sworn to destroy his honour and his life. Having said that, he had it publicly proclaimed that anyone of the king’s household should withdraw from the place at once and that they should not come near any places where the king might go, on pain of death.60



Gloucester, Buckingham and the king then remained in Northampton overnight. At some point, Rivers and Grey were sent north and imprisoned at Sheriff Hutton and Middleham respectively, Grey with his servants.61

It is reported that Vaughan was also taken prisoner (and executed at Pontefract), but no evidence of his incarceration exists, whether at Pontefract or elsewhere. Mancini makes no mention of him, and no record exists in Harleian Manuscript 433 alongside the expenses during imprisonment for Rivers and Grey. Analysis of the ‘Honour of Pontefract’ also fails to record any expenses for Vaughan, despite his supposed eight-week incarceration.62

At present, the only clue rests in the will of Lord Rivers (23 June 1483), which directs that a debt be paid to Thomas Vaughan, of which Rivers had already paid ‘xx marcs here in the north’. This might imply that Vaughan was, at least for a while, at Sheriff Hutton, unless messengers and servants were permitted between the different northern locations. Furthermore, although Rivers and Grey were tried63 and buried at Pontefract, Vaughan was apparently buried or reburied at Westminster Abbey where he has a tomb monument; unfortunately, the abbey’s muniments have revealed no further information.64

It is important, at this point, to say something about the sources for the events of 29–30 April. Both are chronicles written after the event and thus include a great deal of hindsight. They are also generally hostile to Gloucester and Buckingham. No chronicles from the perspective of the two royal dukes or their retinues exist, although a search is currently under way. As a result, events have been reconstructed by cross-referencing the facts that can be gleaned from both accounts, together with other sources and a corroborative timeline of events and movements.
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The two chronicles in question are Mancini and Crowland (they are examined in greater detail in Chapter 5). Mancini wrote his account in hostile France on 1 December 1483 for a member of the French government. This followed the October uprising against King Richard in some southern counties of England, after which several rebels had fled to the continent. Our other chronicle was written at Crowland Abbey in Lincolnshire around November 1485. This was after the death of Richard III at the Battle of Bosworth, when power was now in the hands of Henry VII, the Lancastrian pretender, who had been previously exiled with those rebels on the continent in Brittany and France. Mancini was reporting what he saw as Gloucester’s grab for the throne, and the author of the Crowland Chronicle harboured a deep prejudice against those from the north of England.

It must be noted, however, that certain information has a ring of authenticity. For example, Mancini tells us that when Edward V was informed about the arrest of his maternal relatives (Rivers and Grey), he spoke forcefully on their behalf. This seems very likely considering his probable closeness to these relatives. However, other information intended to conjure an atmosphere of brooding menace is known to be inaccurate, such as Mancini’s claim that Gloucester and Buckingham conspired as they supposedly travelled the same route together to Northampton.

Let us now return to the events following 30 April and King Edward’s arrival in Northampton with Gloucester and Buckingham. On or by the following day, Thursday, 1 May, it seems likely that the young king received the town’s official welcome and condolences on the death of his father. Gloucester now wrote to the Council and Mayor of London. Mancini reports:


Meanwhile the Duke of Gloucester wrote to the Council and to the chief officer of the city whom they call mayor, since an ill rumour was being circulated that he had brought his nephew not under his care but into his power, with the aim that the realm should be subjected to himself. Both letters conveyed the following or similar message: there was no question of his having detained his nephew the King of England, rather had he released him and the realm from ruination; because the young lad would have gone straight into the hands of those who, since they had not spared either the honour or the life of the father, could not be expected to have more consideration for the youthfulness of the son.65 The action had been taken by reason of his own preservation and to provide for that of the king and kingdom. No man but he alone had such concern for the welfare of King Edward and the security of the realm. At an early date it would be arranged that he and the boy would be present in the city so that the crowning and all that pertained to the ceremonials might be more honourably performed.66



Mancini adds his own view that this was a stratagem by which Gloucester planned to ‘win the goodwill of the people’ and, through this, ‘supreme power against their wishes’. The Italian’s take on events needs to be reported for the sake of balance, and as a useful example of hindsight colouring his report. Mancini adds, ‘After these letters had been read aloud to the Council and the populace, they all praised the Duke of Gloucester by reason that he was dutiful to his nephews and that he purposed not to fail in punishing their enemies.’67

Three times Mancini asserts that claims were made of insidiae (‘ambushes’) against Gloucester ‘both in the city and on the roads’. These assertions are hard to pin down and unfortunately, as Carson notes, the Latin word ‘insidiae’ is not just translatable as ambushes ‘but as any kind of trap, snare, treachery or plot’.68

Sometime on Friday, 2 May, the royal party left Northampton for London. Immediately prior to this, Edward had written to the Archbishop of Canterbury asking him to safeguard the Great Seal of England.69 The Great Seal symbolised the sovereign’s approval of state documents on behalf of the governance of the realm. Considering Edward’s young age, this step must have been advised by Gloucester. It seems likely that the young king had by now been informed of the codicil in his father’s will creating a protectorate.

It is not known where they rested overnight but by Saturday, 3 May, the royal party had arrived at St Albans. Here, King Edward appointed John Geffrey, his favourite chaplain at Ludlow, to the nearby parish church at Pembrigge.70 St Albans was another staging post on the road to the capital, so it seems reasonable to suggest that the new king would have received a royal welcome from the town’s dignitaries.

It may have been on this day that Edward, Gloucester and Buckingham autographed their names together (see p. 54). This is a remarkable contemporary record. Edward signed the paper as king at the top and, with a respectful distance, Gloucester recorded his name and motto, ‘loyalty binds me’, beneath, followed by Buckingham, ‘remember me often’. This surviving scrap of paper reveals, at face value, Gloucester’s loyalty to the new king and Buckingham’s wish for Edward to remember him. We cannot guess whether the latter was intended to garner future rewards and grants or a personal touch as the boy’s uncle by marriage.
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On Sunday, 4 May, the day that had previously been arranged for Edward’s coronation, the royal party set off on the short journey to London.




London

What had transpired in London during this short period, however, was extraordinary. By the late evening of Tuesday, 30 April, and following morning, news had reached the capital alerting the Queen Mother to the events at Northampton and Stony Stratford, probably brought by a returning member of Sir Richard Grey’s contingent. It’s also possible that Gloucester sent a messenger. So, what had taken place in London that was so extraordinary?

On 1 May, the Queen Mother fled with her children and other family members into sanctuary at Cheneygates Mansion at Westminster Abbey. Mancini records that she was accompanied by the king’s other half-brother, the Marquess of Dorset (aged 28) and her brother, Lionel Woodville, Bishop of Salisbury.71 So what had caused a queen of England (and a bishop) to flee to sanctuary in a time of peace?

The previous day, she and Dorset had attempted to raise an army against Gloucester but had failed signally. Mancini reports:


But when they had incited certain nobles who had come to the city, along with others, to take up arms, they perceived that all men’s hearts were not only irresolute but deeply inimical to themselves. Several even said publicly that it was more just and beneficial for the boy-king to be with his paternal uncle than with his maternal uncles and uterine brothers.72



At face value, this action seems to support the theory that Elizabeth Woodville feared for her life, but if we drill down into the moment, we see that there was unrest in London with the Queen Mother’s party and the followers of Lord Hastings openly squaring up against each other.

Elizabeth Woodville had taken sanctuary before, in the dangerous times when Edward IV had been forced out of his kingdom, and it seems to have been her first instinct to take herself and her immediate family into sanctuary again. Her actions at this time, and those of her menfolk, including her brother Rivers, are examined in Chapter 16.

On Tuesday, 29 April, the Queen Mother’s youngest brother, Sir Edward Woodville had officially been given command of the English fleet by the Interim Council in the absence of England’s Lord High Admiral, Richard of Gloucester. Woodville led twenty vessels to face an apparent threat posed by marauding French ships, but ‘piracy in the channel was nothing new’ and was regularly settled via diplomacy.73 An amount of £3,670 was taken from the Treasury by Woodville and Dorset to provision the fleet with men and equipment, and Woodville himself would go on to abscond with two royal ships that included 200–300 soldiers and archers. He also requisitioned £10,250 in gold coin from an unnamed vessel in harbour, confiscated in the name of the Crown. This figure amounted to 15 per cent of royal revenues with a similar figure having financed 22,500 soldiers and the invasion of Scotland the previous year.74 As Elizabeth, the Queen Mother, headed to sanctuary, Mancini reports that the Treasury ‘is believed to have been divided between the queen, the marquess [Dorset] and Edward [her brother]’.75

On Sunday, 4 May 1483, Edward V entered London and received a royal welcome from the city’s Mayor, Council, civic dignitaries, prelates and nobility. The king was accompanied by two royal uncles, his household and an escort of ‘no more than’ 500 men. Mancini describes the escort as ‘soldiers’, but it would be highly unlikely that the gentlemen of the north had returned home. It is therefore probable that Mancini’s soldiers were mainly part of Buckingham’s contingent.76

The entourage entered the outskirts of the city accompanied by four cartloads of weapons ‘bearing the devices of the queen’s brothers and sons’, while proclamations were made describing how they were to have been used against the king’s uncle.77 Edward V was conveyed in triumph through the city and safely ensconced at the Bishop of London’s Palace in (medieval) St Paul’s churchyard.78 In all likelihood, the young king received an equally warm welcome from the citizens of London and was cheered enthusiastically through the streets.

From Monday, 5 May, to Saturday, 10 May, a lengthy Council was held over several days. This confirmed Gloucester in his role of Protector. Gloucester and Buckingham now ‘compelled all the lords spiritual and temporal and mayor and aldermen of the city of London to take the oath of fealty to the king… it was performed with pride and joy by all’. The Council also decided upon the new date of the coronation. This would now take place on Sunday, 22 June, with Edward V’s first Parliament the following Wednesday, 25 June.

It was also decided that the king be moved to a more spacious residence. Several places were suggested. Buckingham proposed the Tower, and this was agreed upon.79 Mancini asserts that Gloucester now attempted to obtain the Council’s consent to punish Rivers and Grey for treason, but this was denied. However, Gloucester, as we have seen, could have arraigned and punished them himself as Constable of England and had no need to apply to the Council, who had no authority to determine such a matter. Mancini was clearly unaware of the Council’s position in this regard or Gloucester’s judicial powers as Constable and Admiral, claiming that he held ‘no public office’. As Carson records, ‘Their incarceration was doubtless an item of business that he [Gloucester] brought to the Council’s attention, but not as a supplicant.’80

On Saturday, 10 May, the Council gave orders for Sir Thomas Fulford to take control of the English fleet from Sir Edward Woodville.81 With all Council business completed, on 9–10 May, John Howard now sent thirty-eight of his men home.82 It seems likely that these were the men who had set off for London with Howard a month earlier, following Howard’s receipt of King Edward’s letter immediately prior to his death.

All was now well. On 14 May, Howard was made Chief Steward of the Duchy of Lancaster (south of the Trent) and further orders were issued against Edward Woodville, directing several naval commanders and ship’s captains to put to sea to arrest him and return the fleet.

The rest of the month followed customary procedure and protocol. On Monday, 19 May, Edward V and his household were moved to the Royal Apartments at the Tower of London.83 On the same day, Gloucester signed a letter from ‘Richard Duke of Gloucester, brother and uncle of kings, protector and defensor, great Chamberlain, Constable and Admiral of England’.84 On Friday, 23 May, the King’s Council offered the wording of an oath of safety to Elizabeth Woodville if she would agree to leave sanctuary. The declaration was led by the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, with the Royal Dukes of Gloucester and Buckingham and various other lords.85 The Queen Mother preferred to remain.86

By early June 1483, plans for the coronation and Parliament were well advanced. Calls to attend had been sent to the country’s nobility, prelates and civic leaders. Howard’s wife had arrived, as had Gloucester’s. On Monday, 9 June, an extended Council meeting took place from ten in the morning until two in the afternoon with the coronation discussed and preparations proceeding at pace.87

On the following day, however, Gloucester wrote to the city of York to prepare and send armed men to London. The cause of the alarm was the queen, her kin and affinity, who ‘daily intend to murder and utterly destroy us and our cousin, the duke of Buckingham, and the old royal blood of this realm’. Gloucester issued the request in the same terms as the letter instanced above, from the ‘brother and uncle of kings, protector and defensor, great Chamberlain, Constable and Admiral of England’.88

So, what had prompted this unexpected request? Taken as read, it tells us that some form of plot had apparently been uncovered at around this time, coinciding with Dorset having secretly quit the Westminster sanctuary.89 Sir Edward Woodville was also still at large with two vessels of the English fleet and well over £10,000 in gold coin.

By the following day, Gloucester had sent another letter north requesting aid. As we have seen, an armed force takes time to assemble and provision. To travel to London from the north would take about four days for a company of horse and longer with infantry. The city of York would assemble 200 men at Pontefract Castle to ‘attend on my lord of Northumberland to go to my said lord of Gloucester good grace’.90 It would, therefore, be up to ten days or more before the northern arrays could arrive in the capital. This would certainly be in time for peace-keeping at the coronation and Parliament, but not for any immediate peril.

It’s likely that the men of the north who were already with Gloucester in London would have been on hand for any localised and immediate threat, but whatever future fears he had are difficult, at this remove, to comprehend. Perhaps he did not yet know much more than to raise the level of alarm to severe: as a seasoned general and battle commander, this response would be in keeping with any level of perceived threat. The duke, as Protector of the Realm, could not afford to be caught unprepared. Presumably, some information had come to light that propelled him to take action. Though some commentators, looking at events from hindsight, have viewed Gloucester’s appeals for assistance as predatory, other, more objective, assessments see them as precautionary.

Meanwhile, plans for the coronation and Parliament continued unabated. The only significant political move at this time was a change to the governance of the realm made by the King’s Council, which may have formed part of the Council’s business on 9 June.

By this date, the Council had reached a decision which is recorded in the draft sermon (which has survived) to be given by the Lord Chancellor at the opening of Edward V’s Parliament: a speech which set out government policy for parliamentary approval. Should we need any confirmation that Richard’s Chancellor and Council were wholly in accord, it will be found in the text by Chancellor John Russell, Bishop of Lincoln, who goes out of his way to make pointed remarks regarding the queen’s family, specifically, the ambitions of Earl Rivers, and possibly referring to his former influence on the young king – ‘great waters and tempestuous Rivers’ that ‘by breaches and inundations the firm land and isles may be oftentimes lost and annihilated, or at the least greatly diminished’.91

The Council’s decision was to formalise the protectorate in an enactment that would set its term to continue until Edward V came of age on his fourteenth birthday, in eighteen months’ time.92 With the 12-year-old king an unknown quantity, it made sense, as the speech emphasised, to ensure he received tutelage for the demanding responsibilities of sovereignty.

On Friday, 13 June, an event occurred that logic suggests was not unconnected with Gloucester’s alarmed letters two or three days earlier. At a Council meeting at the Tower of London (where the young king resided in the Royal Apartments), Lord Hastings was accused of plotting against the Protector’s life and summarily executed.93

Domenico Mancini, writing about five months later and having been in London to hear (and/or read) the explanatory proclamation, wrote as follows:


The Protector by prearrangement called out that a trap had been set for him, and that these men had come with concealed weapons so that they could be the first to unleash a violent attack. At that, soldiers who had been stationed there by their lord came running in with the Duke of Buckingham and beheaded Hastings by the sword under the false name of treason; the others they detained, out of respect for their lives, it is supposed, for reasons of religion and holy orders.94



Among those present, Mancini names two prominent figures, the Archbishop of York, Thomas Rotherham (arrested, later released), and the Bishop of Ely, John Morton (arrested, later turned rebel), being co-conspirators known to have been meeting with Hastings privately, ‘and several others’. To set his account against the historical record, we do know the names of some others present, including Buckingham and John Howard – John Howard’s son, Sir Thomas Howard, Sir Charles Pilkington and Sir Robert Harrington, ‘men of knightly rank with a number of their followers’, who were nearby.95 Others known to have been rounded up in connection with the same plot included the king’s secretary, Oliver King, and, on the following day, John Forster, a leading official of Elizabeth Woodville and close associate of Hastings and Morton, who was arrested at his country house in Hertfordshire and committed to the Tower (both were later released).96 Forster had been Elizabeth Woodville’s Receiver-General since 1466.

Concealed weapons had no place in the council chamber, and Mancini was clearly aware of reports that hidden arms had been brought to the meeting, the accusation being that this was an attempt on the life of the Protector (as announced in the subsequent public proclamation).97 Mancini’s report, in hindsight – the alleged trap and false charge – is attributable to his task of constructing a coherent narrative for readers in France explaining what he knew of how Richard III came to be king. The drama would have likely given rise to stories in the streets of London, and it is questionable whether Mancini was intimate enough with events in the Tower to have had positive knowledge that a trap had been laid.

Unfortunately, like so much of the documentation that survives, his account is both flawed and biased. ‘Beheaded by the sword’ is discounted by historians and may simply have been conjecture, perhaps arising from the French method of execution at this time for the nobility in France. It is generally agreed that Hastings alone suffered execution, while the number of those arrested would seem to confirm that Hastings was not singled out as the only target, as later narratives (Thomas More and Shakespeare) have taught us to believe.

In a thronged palace like the Tower of London there were certainly enough people present or in the vicinity to have known the truth of the matter. Inferences may be drawn from the fact that although there must have been considerable alarm, contemporary correspondence reports no unrest in the capital. Readers who recall Gloucester’s powers as High Constable of England will appreciate that he would have been able to form a tribunal from among those present and conduct a summary trial.98

In chronicles and stories written after the death of Richard III, the execution of Hastings is portrayed as illegal. In particular, there is considerable distortion by Henry VII’s historian, Polydore Vergil, who in his original manuscript records the actual names of the knights of the realm who were close by these events, but would later remove these details from the texts of his history that went into print, describing them anonymously as ‘a sort right ready to do a mischief’.99 As a result, modern historians have described these knights as ‘guards’, and the execution as murder. Hastings’ younger brother, Richard, Lord Welles, attended King Richard’s coronation and fought for him at Bosworth.100 Though not attainted (received judgement of death or outlawry), he was pardoned by Henry VII on 18 September 1485. He lost the Welles title but was compensated by a land grant. He was never summoned to Parliament under Henry VII and died without issue in 1503.

In contemporary accounts, there is no mention of the presence or arrest of Thomas, Lord Stanley, which is an addition attributable to Vergil.101 Vergil also changes the chronological sequence of events to follow an error originally made by Mancini, in which both sons of Edward IV had been taken to reside in the Tower prior to Hastings’ execution.

Amid the swirl of misreporting, both ancient and modern, around the developments of mid-June, it is the Crowland account that stands out in recording the correct sequence of events – i.e., that the execution of Lord Hastings occurred on 13 June, while the Woodville contingent, including the Duke of York and his mother, were still occupying the Westminster sanctuary. The widespread error in chronology has a significance to which we will return shortly.102

Meanwhile, we now arrive at the events of Monday, 16 June, described at the beginning of this chapter, when Richard, Duke of York, left sanctuary to join his elder brother in the Royal Apartments at the Tower of London. Mancini reports that ‘it became of concern to the Council that it would be seen as unseemly for the king to be crowned in the absence of his brother’. He adds an apparent report attributed to Gloucester that it was ‘the wish of the boy himself to be with his brother’. His account then continues, ‘with the consent of the Council’, Gloucester ‘blockaded the sanctuary with soldiers’.103

There had been guards around those parts of the Abbey being occupied by the Woodvilles for some time, since the Council had been concerned that those menfolk who refused to reconcile, like Lionel Woodville and the Marquess of Dorset, should not be allowed to abscond with the wherewithal to foment trouble (which, as events would prove, they eventually did). Crowland adds:


The following Monday they came by boat to Westminster with a great crowd, with swords and clubs and compelled the Lord Cardinal of Canterbury to enter the sanctuary, with many others, to call upon the queen, in her kindness, to allow her son Richard, duke of York, to leave and come to the Tower for the comfort of his brother, the king. She willingly agreed to the proposal and sent out the boy who was taken by the Lord Cardinal to the king in the Tower of London.104



That the king’s younger brother was apparently happy to join his elder brother comes from a contemporary letter written by Canon Stallworth, a priest in the service of the Lord Chancellor, Bishop Russell. Stallworth may have been an eyewitness to the events, or in receipt of a first-hand account, possibly from the Lord Chancellor himself, who was present:


On Monday last was at Westminster great plenty of harnest men: there was the deliverance of the Duke of York to my lord Cardinal, my lord Chancellor, and other many lords Temporal and with him met my lord of Buckingham in the middle of the hall of Westminster: my lord protector receiving him at the Star Chamber Door with many loving words and so departed with my lord Cardinal to the tower, where he is, blessed be Jesus, merry. [21 June 1483]105



This witness testimony contradicts the later accounts of Mancini and Crowland, who imply that Elizabeth Woodville was compelled by the threat of force to release the boy and the Archbishop of Canterbury was similarly compelled to remove him. To remove a child from sanctuary by force, in the full view of innumerable onlookers, would have been wholly unprecedented and a major misjudgement, particularly given the presence of two of the country’s most respected elders of the Church and leading Councillors.106

As we know, John, Lord Howard, was also present and would accompany the boy by boat along the Thames. So, the picture generally painted of York being removed from his mother’s arms is very far from the truth. Equally far from the truth is Mancini’s false memory, repeated by numerous other chroniclers, as we have observed, that the Hastings episode only happened after the boy had left sanctuary. This is a classic example of hindsight dictating perceptions, in this case, the perception that the mother would never have relinquished her child knowing that the Protector had just committed a cynical public murder.

This section, ‘Two Weeks, One Summer’, is so called in order to highlight, for the first time, a significant development in events. This, as we have seen, occurred on Tuesday, 17 June, when the Council felt it had no choice but to move Edward V’s coronation to Sunday, 9 November, a postponement of nearly five months. The traditional account of this key period is heavily reliant on hindsight. However, as a police investigation we do not have the luxury of the rear-view mirror. At all times, we must examine events as they happened, placing ourselves in the very moment while accessing what facts can be gleaned by cross-referencing all reliable sources and timelines. As a result, a period of three months boils down to two crucial weeks.

Let us investigate these critical weeks to attempt to understand why everything now changed.




Two Weeks, One Summer

The five-month postponement of a coronation, the supreme ceremony of the Church and State, was wholly unprecedented. It suggests nothing less than a constitutional crisis had occurred which required time and careful consideration. So, what could have caused the postponement of the coronation and Parliament?

It seems that the very act of transferring Edward IV’s youngest son to the Tower in preparation for the coronation prompted someone to come forward, or some information to come to light, requiring investigation by the King’s Council for fully five more days. Only on 22 June was any information allowed to be made public, and we shall soon see why it was sufficient to set everything on its head.

All this time Elizabeth Woodville remained in sanctuary, while her refusal to reach an accommodation with the present government imperilled the fate of her relatives presently held hostage in the north. Solemn oaths for her safety had been rebuffed, and she had refused to accompany her youngest son as he joined her other young son for his coronation. Why was this?

Two suppositions immediately come to mind. Was her protected location at Westminster, with so many resources at hand, too useful a centre in terms of the armed resistance her family was presently fomenting? Or was there something she feared – and feared so greatly that she left her two young sons to face it alone?

On Wednesday, 18 June, Edward V signed what would be, according to extant records, his last warrant as king.107 Two days later, on Friday, 20 June, the last surviving London documents name him as king (the final documents referring to Edward as king are at Cambridge on 27 June, some 55 miles from the capital).108

Our first understanding of what was going on behind the scenes at Westminster comes from another letter by Canon Stallworth, written on Saturday, 21 June, and describing recent events to his patron, Sir William Stonor. Stallworth confirms the execution of Hastings on ‘Friday last’ and the deliverance of the Duke of York from sanctuary, adding that Hastings’ men have now become Buckingham’s men. He then comments, significantly, that Lord Lisle, brother-in-law to the queen, has ‘come to my lord Protector and waits upon him’.109

On Sunday, 22 June, in London, came the thunderclap. Sermons were preached at St Paul’s Cross and elsewhere in the city announcing the bastardy of the offspring of Edward IV and Elizabeth Woodville. Amid general confusion, the preachers recorded the legal outcome, which was that Richard of Gloucester was now the legitimate Yorkist heir.110 Many who heard the news, including Mancini, could make no sense of the legal quagmire. We shall examine the importance of these two paragraphs in depth in Chapter 7.

By this time, with the Queen Mother and members of her now scattered adult family still holding out against the government, instructions would have been sent for the trial (and inevitable execution) of Rivers, Grey and (possibly) Vaughan.

On Wednesday, 25 June, Richard of Gloucester was petitioned to become king by the Three Estates of the Realm (Lords, Church and Commons). The Bill of Petition was presented at Baynard’s Castle, the home of his mother, Cecily, Duchess of York.

The following day, Thursday, 26 June 1483, at Baynard’s Castle, Gloucester accepted election as king. As Richard III, he now performed the ritual assumption of the seat of justice in King’s Bench, Westminster, then proceeded to St Paul’s. His reign is dated from this day.

News was soon being officially disseminated, and on Saturday, 28 June, a letter was sent to Lord Mountjoy at the English garrison at Calais ‘referring to recent events and enclosing a copy of the petition requesting the Duke of Gloucester to accept the crown and the reasons for this request. It was sent under the King’s signet from the City of London.’111

The sons of Edward IV remained in the Tower of London. Richard and Anne took up temporary residence in the Tower on Friday, 4 July, in preparation for their coronation on Sunday, 6 July. It seems likely that the boys would have been moved to a new suite of rooms at or around this time. It is certain that this would have been a difficult and extremely unsettling time for both boys (and their sisters in sanctuary). Whether 9-year-old Richard of York understood the implications of recent events is doubtful. In contrast, it is probable that his elder brother, Edward, fully appreciated the personal ramifications of this wholly unparalleled constitutional crisis.








4 The Disappearance A Timeline [image: ]


In the previous chapter, we traced the events which placed Edward V and his brother, Richard, Duke of York, in the Tower of London: potentially their last known location. In this chapter, we will construct a timeline of the events surrounding their disappearance and consider the effectiveness of a chronological approach.

What do we know? In the summer of 1483, two male children apparently vanished. They were brothers. The elder boy was 12, the younger 9. Both had last been seen playing in the Palace Gardens of the Tower of London. They may be described as celebrities. Both boys lived in large households with servants and retainers. At the time of their disappearance, their paternal uncle was the new Head of State. These are the bare facts as we know them.

It is clear from this basic analysis that the prime suspect in the disappearance is the new king, Richard III. As Head of State, it is probable that he was involved in some capacity or, at the very least, made aware of it.

Establishing the exact time of the disappearance is key. We will therefore examine the period immediately after Richard III’s coronation on 6 July. Although both boys were no longer considered princes, they will, however, continue to be described as ‘Edward V’ and ‘Richard, Duke of York’ throughout this work for ease of understanding.



Summer 1483

Following the coronation on 6 July, it seems likely that the king and queen moved to Greenwich Palace to enjoy the customary post-coronation tournaments. On Sunday, 13 July, following the removal of the anointing coif and the celebration of a Mass,1 Richard III began the business of government.2 On Tuesday, 15 July, the Duke of Buckingham was appointed Constable of England, and on Thursday, 17 July, Robert Brackenbury, King Richard’s former Treasurer when he was Duke of Gloucester, was appointed Constable of the Tower of London.3 Brackenbury’s role would encompass responsibility for the two boys in the Tower.

Previously, King Richard had corrected a dubious act of Edward IV’s administration. On 28 June, John Howard was created Duke of Norfolk and Earl Marshal of England and Howard’s cousin was created Earl of Nottingham.4 Edward IV’s youngest son, while no longer Duke of Norfolk, retained the title Duke of York.

On Friday, 18 July, seventeen former servants of Edward IV and Edward V were paid for their service. Although the men are named, it is not known why they were dismissed. It is probable that due to Edward IV’s recent death their tenure had come to a natural conclusion. The payment records:


Richard etc. For as much as we certainly understand that the sum of Fifty and two pounds & xx d [pence] remains due to the persons following for their services done to our dearest Brother late king whom god absoille [absolve] and to Edward Bastard late called king Edward the Vth.5



The payment is important for two reasons. Firstly, it records the way Edward V was now described in official documents – ‘Edward Bastard late called king Edward the Vth’ – and, secondly, it strongly suggests that Edward V was alive on Friday, 18 July 1483. J.A.F. Thomson drew attention to the phrase ‘whom god absoille’ to underline the distinction ‘between the pious prayer for Edward IV’s soul and the absence of any such for his son’s’.6

It seems probable, as a royal bastard, that Edward’s fifty servants7 as Prince of Wales were no longer deemed appropriate. However, there is no documentary evidence to suggest that the King’s Council removed all of Edward’s servants at this time, or that his education and religious devotions were discontinued.8 This would have been particularly harsh considering recent events. It also seems that the royal tutor, John Giles, Archdeacon of London, continued in his role.9

On Saturday, 19 July, King Richard left London on a royal progress to the north. Travelling 22 miles, the first stop was Windsor Castle. On Monday, 21 July, the king left for Reading Abbey, 17 miles further west.10 Queen Anne remained at Windsor with her household to celebrate her feast day on Saturday, 26 July.11

However, the king’s progress was disturbed by worrying developments. On Tuesday, 22 July, at Caversham near Reading, John Howard, Duke of Norfolk and Earl Marshal of England, left Richard’s entourage and returned urgently to London, travelling partly at night.12 On the way, he arrested several men at Bray (near Maidenhead).13 Evidently, news of trouble had reached the royal party and a dangerous plot had been nipped in the bud. We have this from a letter written in King Richard’s own hand, a week later, instituting due process against the perpetrators (see quote below, note 17).

Meanwhile, Howard (newly appointed Admiral of England)14 had reached London by Thursday, 24 July.15 The following day, his Household Books reveal he was present at Richard’s London mansion, Crosby’s Place, making preparations for an event of some note.16

The week’s developments culminated in the king’s official letter, written on Tuesday, 29 July at Minster Lovell, home of King Richard’s close friend, Francis, Viscount Lovell. It was addressed to the Lord Chancellor of England, John Russell, Bishop of Lincoln, desiring him to consult with the Royal Council in London and institute judicial proceedings against certain prisoners:


certaine personnes (of such as of late had taken it upon thaym the fact of an enterprise, as we doubte nat ye have herd) bee attached and in ward we desir’ and wol you that ye doo make our letters of commission to such personnes as by you and our counsaille shalbe advised forto sitte upon thaym, and to procede to the due execucion of our laws in that behalve. Faille ye nat hereof as our perfect trust is in you.17



Russell clearly knew of the obliquely named ‘enterprise’, and the absence of any official legal records suggests he ensured the case was dealt with quickly and quietly. Those present at the hearing can no longer be ascertained because King Richard’s Baga de Secretis18 was either lost or destroyed following the king’s death at Bosworth.19

The circumstances described in the king’s letter are strictly contemporary with a plot described over a century later in John Stow’s Annales of England (1592): a foiled attempt to abduct the sons of Edward IV from the Tower of London. John Howard, in his office as Earl Marshal, had jurisdiction to preside over treason cases such as this in the Summary Court of the High Constable of England (which was not a court of common law).20 Howard’s construction of a ‘sege’ (a ceremonial chair or throne) at Crosby’s Place tends to confirm that this was where the court was convened.21

John Stow names the executed men: Robert Russe, Sergeant of London; William Davy, Pardoner of Hounslow; John Smith, Groom of Edward IV’s Stirrup; and Stephen Ireland, Wardrober of the Tower of London.22 The conspiracy reported by Stow was clearly an inside job and, as such, confirms that the sons of Edward IV were alive and lodged at the Tower.

On Thursday, 7 August, following events at Crosby’s Place, Howard sent a letter to his son, Thomas Howard, Earl of Surrey. Surrey, the King’s Steward, was with King Richard at Warwick on progress. Queen Anne now also left Windsor to join the king at Warwick, her name day having been celebrated some twelve days previously.23 On Monday, 11 August, Howard left the capital for his home in Suffolk, to begin his own (ducal) progress to the Shrine of Our Lady at Walsingham in Norfolk.24

From 29 August to 20 September, the royal progress was at York. On Monday, 8 September, Richard’s heir, Edward of Middleham (age 7), was knighted with the king’s nephew, Edward of Warwick (8), the king’s illegitimate son, John of Gloucester (around age 13), and the Spanish Ambassador, Galfridus (Geoffrey) de Sasiola.25 In addition, Edward of Middleham was ceremonially invested as Prince of Wales.26 Edward IV’s eldest son retained his former titles, Earl of March and Pembroke.

On or around 14 September 1483, at Bristol, the Recorder (a legal appointee responsible for keeping the record of the city’s courts and transactions) completed the city’s Kalendar for the mayoral year (15 September 1482 to 14 September 1483). The Kalendar recorded the death of Edward IV and accession of Richard III but failed to include any reference to the sons of Edward IV.27

On Saturday, 11 October, at Lincoln, King Richard received news of an uprising in several southern counties.28 He also discovered that his cousin, Buckingham, was involved. By the end of October, the uprising was suppressed, and on Sunday, 2 November, at Salisbury, Buckingham was executed. On 25 November, Richard returned to London.29 Two days later, on Thursday, 27 November 1483, the royal tutor, John Giles, was awarded a yearly grant of £40, a significant sum.30

These are the bare facts relating to events at or around the time of the disappearance. As we shall see from an analysis of sources in Chapter 5, two chroniclers, Crowland and Vergil, believed the princes to have been alive when King Richard was at York in September 1483. The Great Chronicle records the boys were seen shooting arrows in the gardens of the Tower of London sometime during the capital’s mayoral year of 29 October 1482 to 28 October 1483.31

As contemporary evidence shows that Richard of York joined his brother in the Tower Palace on 16 June 1483, the window for the boys’ disappearance is therefore 17 June to 20 September 1483, when King Richard and the court left York. This timeline could be extended to 28 October 1483. As government records fail to include customary prayers for the souls of Edward V (or his brother), it seems reasonable at this stage in the enquiry to conclude that both boys were alive on 18 July. This date may be supported by the possible attempts to remove them on or around 21 July. On or around 14 September, Bristol’s Kalendar made no mention of the sons of Edward IV.

The likely timeframe for the disappearance is therefore sometime after 18 July, possibly after 21 July,32 and up to a potential end date of 20 September 1483. This end date could be extended to 28 October 1483 to take account of the London mayoral year. This offers a window of two (possibly three) months for the investigation.33 The investigation timeframe ends here as there are no reported sightings of the boys at the Tower after that mentioned in the Great Chronicle.

The chronological approach has demonstrated that a window for the disappearance can be established. The timeline reveals that the boys were alive in September (and possibly October) with the window for the disappearance sometime after 18 July or possibly 21 July 1483.

In the next chapter, attention will turn to the surviving evidence and a full examination of all the available sources.








PART 2






5 The Sources Missing, Murdered, Maintained [image: ]


At the heart of the project’s investigations stands the process of intelligence gathering. Information is extracted from the primary sources, the ordinary, day-to-day administrative records which allow us to drill down into our key period of investigation and recreate the past as accurately as possible. These records are featured throughout this work as endnotes. They include the Privy Seal, Signet Office, Exchequer and Chancery Rolls, Household Accounts, receipts, grants, commissions, writs, wills, Inquisitions Post Mortem (IPMs) and legal cases. Their importance derives from the fact that they are administrative records (compiled by clerks and lawyers) and, as a result, have no reason to lie. They were not written for public consumption.

The most contemporary chronicles are also important but, as with any account compiled by those not directly involved, exhibit a potential for author bias, dramatic inventions and reports of rumour, hearsay and gossip. A chronicle is akin to our investigative agencies today accessing newspaper articles as part of their enquiries. Here, they need to retrieve information that can be corroborated.
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