
the Duke of York leaving sanctuary. Not  quite  such an unbiased reporter,
perhaps, as historians  have  assumed him to be. However, if one starts with the
assumption  that what  Richard  said  was the truth, everything falls into place.
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Richard  III and  Lord Hastings—again

An  article  has recently appeared in the Bulletin of the Institute of Historical
Research  entitled “ Richard III and Lord Hastings—a problematical  c‘ase
reviewed  ”  by J. A. F.  Thomson  (B.I.I-I.R. No.  117, Vol. 48, 1975, pp.  22-30).
It is a cogent and well argued review of the evidence for the two possible  dates
of  Hastings’ execution. While it accepts that the revised date of 20th June
has an inherent logic since it  makes  more  sense  to  suppose  that Richard  would
make  no move towards asserting his claim (however one views it) until he had
both  Princes in his  custody, the article concludes that  “the traditional  view
despite  its  difi'iculties  seems  to  have more  to  commend it.”

RESEARCH NOTES AND QUERIES
P. w. HAMMOND

The  following two notes are contributed by Rhoda Edwards:

Dr.  Lewis  of  Caerleon

The various physicians connected with the Yorkist  court  are fairly well
documented, e.g. Dr. Argentine  (see  The Usurpation of Richard  III, ed. C. A. J.
Armstrong, 1969, p.  127).  One who may not have  been  identified was  “  Dr.
Lewis,” the  Welsh  physician who acted as go-between from Margaret Beaufort
to Elizabeth  Woodville  at the time of  Buckingham’s  rebellion. An article on
Lewis of Caerleon (in Monmouthshire), physician, astronomer and mathe-
matician, by Pearl Kibre  appeared  in Isis 43 (1952) pp.100-108.  This notes that  he
was  caught  and imprisoned in the Tower for his part in the plot of  Autumn  1483.
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Anne Neville’s Funeral
The  exact  day that  Queen  Anne’s  funeral  took place  is not known.  That

she was accorded the  usual ceremony is proved by an entry in the Westminster
Abbey Sacrist’s roll (WAM  19730  Mich. l484—Mich.  1485, Foreign Receipts,
line  5). It was the custom for the Abbey to claim the rich hangings and dec-
orations  of the hearse at royal funerals, which they sold to raise funds. The value

‘of  Anne’s  accoutrements was £33 6s. 8d., and the deflection made at the funeral
mass was £9 Ss. 4d. This was kindly pointed out by Mr. N. H. MacMichael,
Keeper  of the Abbey Munimcnts,  following an enquiry. The funeral was
officially attended by representatives of the  City Companies  (and, one presumes,
the Lord  Mayor).  The following entries  appear  in Wardens’ Accounts:
“  paide  for  botehyre  atte  the  Burying of the  quene  ........  iiid  ”  (Pewterers’
Company, Wardens’ Accounts, Guildhall Library MS.  7086/1  £82); the  Drapers’
Company paid 9d for  boat  hire to Westminster for the funeral  also  (Wardens’
Accounts, MS.403, 1126-33, at Drapers’ Hall).

Richard Plantagenet
The mysterious Richard Plantagenet is  a subject  of great  interest; was he

or was he not an illegitimate son of Richard  III?  In this issue of the Ricardian
I propose  to summarise the  facts, as  opposed  to the  legend.  The  only hard  fact
in the whole story is an entry in the  Parish  Register of Eastwell, a hamlet  three
miles  north  of Ashford in Kent. The  entry reads  “  Rychard Plantagenet  was
buryed  the  xxij daye  of Desember,  Anna  ut  supra,” and appears under the year
1550. This entry is the foundation of all the stories about Richard  Plantagenet.
It appears to be genuine, the register is in fact  a  copy made in  1598  by the then
Vicar, Josias Nicholls, in accordance  with  an order made in  that  year  that  all
existing paper  registers be copied  into  vellum books, but we  have  no reason to
suppose  that Nicholls  forged  the  entry. There  is no known record of the 1550
burial in any document dated earlier than 1598, but whoever ofliciated at East-
well on  that  day in 1550 almost certainly did bury someone named Richard
Plantagenet. Of course no one knows if the deceased believed himself to be  a
Plantagenet, or whether Sir Thomas Moyle the owner of Eastwell so believed,
or  both.

It has been said that the register entry has  a  mark against it which only
appears  against the name of  those  of  noble blood.  This story was started in
1767  by P. Parsons, the then  Vicar  of Eastwell (Gentlemans’ Magazine, Vol. 37,
p.  408).  It is true that there is  a  mark of  sorts  against the name Richard
Plantagenet, and that  there  are other (difl'erent) marks against other names
(not  all  noble), but the explanation of  these seems to be  that  they were  made  by
a member of the Finch family (later owners of Eastwell) to  mark  011‘ entries
interesting ;0  himself, which he then copied out (R. H.  Busk, Notes and Queries,
1884, p. 12 .

One other  piece  of evidence is  sometimes cited for the existence of Richard
Plantagenet, namely his  tomb.  This is still in Eastwell Church (now a ruin),
all the  other tombs  having been removed to the Victoria and Albert  Museum
for protection in  1968.  In form it is an altar:  tomb, with indents for brasses,
and was formerly on the north side of the chancel. It was almost certainly
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the  tomb  of Sir  Walter  Moyle (died 1480); the  form  of the brass indents  shows
that it originally housed at least two  bodies,  one male and one female, the latter
apparently wearing a  head-dress of circa  1480-1490.  There are also indents
for two groups, one of  sons  and one of  daughters,  below the two  main  figures
(R. H.  D’Elboux, Some  Kentish Indents,  Archaeologja Cantiana,Vol.  59,  1946,
p. 96). The tomb could not therefore  have  belonged to Richard Plantagenet.

In  future  issues  I hope  to deal with the later manifestations of the legend.
The details of  this  first appeared in Desiderata Curiosa, Vol.  2, 1735, pages  13
to 15. Eventually I  hope  to publish a  booklet  on the whole interesting story.
Work is in progress on the  booklet, based  on the researches of  a  member,
the late Mr.  Vincent  Rendel, to  whose  work I am indebted for most of the
foregoing note.

The  Cat, the  Rat, etc.

The two line  piece  of doggerel (from R. Fabyan New Chronicles of England,
1811  edition, p.  672) by William Colyngboume which  begins  thus is well  known
to members.  This  was extended to four lines by Francis Leary in The Golden
Longing (1960, pp. 283-4).  Kenneth  Hillier, the author of the  interesting
article on Colyngbourne in the last Ricardian (No. 49, pp. 5-9) has now discov-
ered  a further  extension  of the rhyme,  together with  an  “explanation” of it
(said to be by Colyngboume), and wonders if other members  have seen  it
elsewhere, and how old the  extension and  explanation  are.  They run as  follows:

“  The  Cat, the Rat and  Lovell  Our Dog
Doe  rule  all  England  under  a Hog.
The  crooke—backt Boar  the way hath  found
To  root  our  Roses from  our  ground. '
Both  flower  and bud  will  he  confound
Till King of Beasts  the  swine  be  crown’d:
And  then  the  Dog, the Cat and Rat
Shall  in his  trough feed  and be  fat.”

Colyngbourne’s  key runs thus:
“  Catesbye  was one  whom I  called a Cat,

A craftee  lawyer  catching all he  could;
The  second, Ratclzfle, whom  I named  a rat,
A  cruel beast  to  gnaw  on  whom  he  should.
Lord Lovel  barked  and bit  whom  Richard  would,
Whom I therefore  did  rightly term  Our  dog;  '
Wherewith  to  rhyme I call’d  the  King a Hog.”

(from Wiltshire F orefathers by June Badeni, undated, published in Trowbridge).
The  explanation  of the first two lines is usually thought  to .be heraldic. Rich-
ard’s badge  was of  course  a  boat, Lovell’s  crest  a  silver wolf-dog, and  Catesby’s
badge  a white  cat, but it is possible, if somewhat unlikely, that  the  “  key ”  is
correct.
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