
Research Notes  and  Queries

The  Site  of the  Battle  of  Bosworth

Peter J. Foss Writes:
Both Mr. Phillips — and Mr. Harris before him —— cited my own pamphlet.
‘The  Battle  of Bosworth — Where Was it  Fought?’, which was brought out on
the  suggestion  of friends just before the Quincentenary celebrations 'in 1985.
This  pamphlet was no more than  a  brief summary of my initial  thoughts  on the
matter, augmented by my knowledge of the local topography. My researches
have  advanced since then, some of the fruits of  which  have appeared in a local
magazine, under  the title  ‘The  Field of Redemore’. A more comprehensive
examination of all  aspects of the evidence for the battle and its site is scheduled
for publication in the near future. What this research has established, among
other  things, is  that  the substantial associations  with  the battle are in
Dadlington and  Stoke  Golding parishes and not in Sutton Cheney, where such
associations are of relatively recent origin.

The consequence for readers of Mr. Phillips’s article is that a number of
facts need up-dating.  I  would be glad of the opportunity to point these out.
I.  Redmore  (p.352). The spelling ‘Redemore' as used in the York House  Book

of 23 August  1485  is  important  for an understanding of the interpretation of
this word and its derivation from  ‘hréod-hréodes’ meaning ‘reed’.  The
spelling ‘Redmore’ seems to have been first used 6.1530 in the Harley 78
MS., and adopted afterwards by Stow, Speede et al. The important  College
of Arms MS 2M6 supports this derivation, and one can now cite a second
reference to the battle as ‘Redesmore’ in  a  marginal  note  of c.1533 in  a  copy
of  Fabyan’s  Chronicle,  which  I  have recently identified.

2. The  Marsh  (p.356). Topographical, geological and ecological evidence
indicate  that  the only significant area of marshland likely to  have  been in
existence in the 15th century in the region of ‘King Ric. feld’ (on  Saxton’s
1576 map) lay in the western halves of Dadlington and  Shenton  parishes.

3. The  Processional Cross  (p.357). The story of the discovery of this  cross
seems to link it with Husbands Bosworth, not Market Bosworth (see J.
Nichols, Leicestershire  4, ii, 557).

4.  Sandeford, Shamford  (p.358).  1  disagree  with  Oliver Harris’s idea  that
‘Sandeford' refers to the area of  battle  and not to a spcific place. As far as  I
can  tell, none  of the many early recordings of this  word  refer to anything
but a specific place. A  good  example is in nearby Wolvey parish,  where  a
medieval  document specifies a ‘Sandforde’ in a location west of  Wolvcy
Heath, and where  a  connection with  a  crossing of  a  tributary of the River
Soar near  Leicester  Grange is supported by early field names in  Burton
Hastings. It is impossible for Sharnford (given its early forms) to  have been
derived from ‘Sandeford'. My own ideas about the location of ‘Sandeford‘
are  explored  in the forthcoming book,  and in fact differ from the suggestion
I  initially made in 1985.
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5.  Whitemoors  (p.359).  I  believe this to be  a  non-indigenous nomenclature. It
nowhere appears in the early records of Shenton Parish. Was it invented by
Hutton  in the eighteenth century? In any event, it seems to correspond with the
ancient ‘Great Moor’, a  common waste between the wetlands in Shenton and
Dadlington parishes.

Book Reviews

PRETENDERS.  Jeremy Potter.  1986.  Constable, London, £10.95.

This  book, the author tells us, is intended to be  a  ‘portrait gallery of  losers;
a record of  those  who failed to  succeed’.  In his introduction he goes on to draw  a
distinction between a pretender and any candidate for a  throne,  and to list the
successful pretender’s requisites, among which  good luck was paramount. The
list is  a  daunting one. Not suprisingly, the record of these pretenders is poor. Yet
Mr. Potter is able to point to one notable exception  —  Henry Tudor.

In nine chapters the reader is given more than  mere  ‘portraits’ of  a  decidely
mixed  bag of pretenders male and female. More than eight centuries are
spanned, beginning with the valiant crusader, Robert of Normandy, and ending
with ‘Henry IX’, the  last  of  ‘those  comic frauds’, the Sobieski Stuarts. These two
men were alike in their longevity (each living for more than eighty years), but in
little else. To pay for his crusade, Robert was forced to pledge his duchy, and his
last twenty-eight years were spent in prison. Henry's  youth  was free from  want,
his ‘turn' as a soldier was brief, and for the  last  sixty years of his life he was  a
wealthy prince of the  church.  Few of Mr. Potter’s pretenders were as fortunate.

[n the  first  paragraph of the first chapter, the author opines that, while
Simnel and Warbeck are familiar to schoolchildren, few will  have  heard of
Robert  of Normandy, or of his son, William Clito. His optimism is perhaps
excessive. Should this  book come  into  their  hands, the benighted  young might
well  be tempted to learn, so readable and persuasive is the author. He is  also
very informative. Here  a  note of caution  must  be sounded. There are doubtful
statements. An early example occurs on pages  22-3.  We are told  that  Robert of
Normandy, on the pretext of  protecting Laodicea  (then and now Lattekieh),
withdrew from the hardships of the siege of Antioch, and  that only the threat of
excommunication forced him to return. Present at the taking of Antioch, he
held  a  command in the army which defeated ‘an enemy relief force’. This seems
less than fair. Antioch fell on  3  June 1098. Lattekieh had  been  taken in the
previous autumn by the piratical Guynemer of Boulogne. In March 1098  a  fleet
commanded by the  Englishman, Edgar Atheling, ejected Guynemer’s men and
held  the town for the Emperor Alexius.  With  few men to spare for  a  garrison he
appealed to the Crusading army for assistance. Soon after the defeat (on 28
June) of the ‘relief force’, Robert answered his friend's  app’eal. He held the town
for Alexius, but not  long.  His exactions made his rule unpopular, and he was
forced to retire from  Lattekieh, which was  given a  Byzantine garrison. This is
the version  chosen  by the  late  Sir Steven Runciman, and it is convincing.
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