RICARDIAN m
REGISTER =2

Richard III Society, Inc. Vol. 52 No. 2 Sept., 2021

King Richard III

Printed with permission ~ Jamal Mustafa ~ Copyright © 2014

In this issue:
The Sixtieth Anniversary of the American Branch
Who Was Lambert Simnel?
Medieval Robots!



Inside cover

(not printed)


http://www.r3.org/

Contents
The Sixtieth Anniversary of the American Branch 2
Board Change Announcement 5
Who Was Lambert Simnel? 6
Medieval Robots! 13

The Missing Princes in America Project 16
ex libris 19
Ricardian Reading 20
Advertise in the Ricardian Register 29
Submission guidelines 29
From the Editor 29

Board, Staff, and Chapter Contacts 30
Membership Application/Renewal Dues 31

R/ /7 /7
0’0 % 0’0

©2021 Richard III Society, Inc., American Branch. No part may be reproduced or transmitted
in any form or by any means mechanical, electrical or photocopying, recording or information storage
retrieval—without written permission from the Society. Articles submitted by members remain the
property of the author. The Ricardian Register is published two times per year. Subscriptions for the
Register only are available at $25 annually. In the belief that many features of the traditional accounts
of the character and career of Richard III are neither supported by sufficient evidence nor reasonably
tenable, the Society aims to promote in every possible way research into the life and times of Richard
III, and to secure a re-assessment of the material relating to the period, and of the role in English
history of this monarch.

The Richard III Society is a nonprofit, educational corporation. Dues, grants and contributions
are tax-deductible to the extent allowed by law.

Dues are $60 annually for U.S. Addresses; $70 for international. Each additional family member
is $5. Members of the American Society are also members of the English Society. Members also
receive the English publications. All Society publications and items for sale may be purchased either
direct at the U.K. Member’s price, or via the American Branch sales when available. Papers and books
may be borrowed from the US fiction and non-fiction libraries. Papers only are available from the
English Librarian. When a U.S. Member visits the U.K., all meetings, expeditions and other activities
are open, including the AGM, where U.S. Members are welcome to cast a vote.

To manage your account and make payments online, enter the member portal from the Member’s
only page on American Branch website: r3.org, or if you do not have Internet access, send changes
of address and dues payments to:

Wayne Ingalls, Membership Chair

704 NW Euclid Ave.

Lawton, OK 73507


http://www.r3.org/

The Sixtieth Anniversary of the American Branch
Wayne Ingalls

Group photo of the American Branch’s 2016 GMM

The American Branch of the Richard III Society turned 60 years old this year. The
branch was founded by Arthur Noel Kincaid in 1961. Kincaid would later leave the US to
continue his studies in Europe and became a naturalized British citizen in 1974. In Ricardian
circles, he is perhaps best known for a new edition of Sir George Buck’s classic work: The
History of King Richard the Third (1619). Edited with an Introduction and Notes by Arthur
Noel Kincaid (1979). Kincaid’s edition was based on an early manuscript, not the corrupted
version published by Buck’s great-nephew in 1646. This early manuscript, along with
Kincaid’s helpful notes, helped to answer many of criticisms surrounding the corrupted
edition.

The American Branch of the Richard III Society was not the first Ricardian organization
established in the United States. The Friends of Richard III, Inc. was founded in 1954 by
stage actor Alexander Clark. The first official meeting of the Friends was in March 1955.
The Friends drew in many celebrities, including Helen Hayes, Tallulah Bankhead, Alfred
Lunt, Lynne Fontaine, Pat Weaver (president of NBC), John Gielgud, Robert Montgomery,
Frances Tannehill and Salvador Dali. The Friends had a major media coup in December
1955 during a nationally broadcast radio interview featuring both Clark and Sir Laurence
Olivier. During the interview, Olivier made this stunning statement about King Richard III:
“There’s no reason to suppose that he killed those babies in the Tower.” The Friends would
merge with the American Branch in 1966.

When A. N. Kincaid left for Europe, leadership of the American Branch went to
William “Bill” Hogarth. Hogarth joined the American Branch in 1963 and when he became
co-chairman in 1965, American Branch membership stood at just twelve members. Bill
Hogarth would serve in leadership positions in the American Branch until 1985. He is
sometimes called the American Branch’s second founder since it was under his leadership
and influence that the American Branch incorporated as a non-profit corporation, The
Richard IIT Society, Inc., in late December 1968. Hogarth had a desire to establish a graduate
fellowship, and was instrumental in encouraging Bill and Maryloo Schallek to establish the
scholarship fund that still exists today. The Schallek Fellowship was established by William
B. and Maryloo Spooner Schallek as a gift to the American Branch, and is currently
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administered by the Medieval Academy of America: “The fellowship supports an advanced
graduate student who is writing a Ph.D. dissertation in any relevant discipline dealing with
late-medieval Britain (ca. 1350-1500). The $30,000 fellowship helps defray research and
living expenses for the equivalent of an academic year of study.” In addition, the Schallek
fund also supports five $2,000 dissertation awards annually.

Another American Branch vignette supporting research was an effort led by Dr. Sharon
Michalove to hold a series of scholarly conferences at the University of Illinois. The Branch
funded conference expenses for the international medievalists who came to give papers,
enabling leading British academics, as well as many American scholars and American
Branch members, to join together and exchange ideas. Dr. Michalove commented on this
time:

One of the things I am so grateful for is the support that the American Branch
has given to scholarly pursuits. When I proposed a series of scholarly conferences
to be held at the University of Illinois, the Branch funded conference expenses for
the international scholars who came to give papers. Each conference was held over
several days and all the sessions were consecutive so that all the participants could
take part in all the sessions. The residential setting of two of the conferences at the
University’s Allerton House brought scholars and Society members together in a
collegial environment. Enabling leading scholars like Colin Richmond, Ralph
Griffiths, Michael Jones, Tony Pollard, Peter Fleming, as well as many American
scholars, underscored the commitment to the research mission of the Society and
raised the profile of the Branch in the academic community.

From left to right: Dr. Compton Reeves, Laura Blanchard, and Dr. Sharon
Michalove examining a photocopy of the “Edward IV Roll” made from a
microfilm, Kalamazoo, Michigan. Photo by Janet Trimbath.

Numerous officers and members of the American Branch have come from academic
backgrounds, including Dr. Morris McGee, Dr. A. Compton Reeves, Dr Lorraine Attreed
and Dr. Michalove. Dr. Reeves frequently presided over the Fifteenth-Century English
History sessions at the annual International Congress of Medieval Studies at Western
Michigan University in Kalamazoo, Michigan. American Branch members, both academics
and amateur historians, have presented at the Congress. One such presenter was Laura
Blanchard, the American Branch’s former webmaster (in addition to serving in numerous
Branch leadership positions). Laura was also instrumental in the Free Library of Philadelphia
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Rare Book Department's MS Lewis E201 (c. 1461-64, commonly called "Edward IV Roll")
preservation project. The American Branch made significant financial contributions in
support of this endeavor. The Edward IV Roll is available for virtual viewing at the Free
Library of Philadelphia website: libwww.freelibrary.org/digital/item/3310. A visit to see
the Edward I'V Roll in person was on the schedule for the American Branch’s 2020 General
Membership Meeting (GMM) in Philadelphia. However, when that event was cancelled
because of the pandemic, the Branch took advantage of Zoom to hold a Virtual GMM
attended online by over forty members (more on that GMM below).

More than thirty American Branch members from sixteen different US states traveled
to the UK for the historic reinterment of King Richard
IIIin 2015. The American Branch contingent was led i\
by Chair Jonathan Hayes (who later served as a Vice §
President of the parent Society in the UK). A key [l
event for the Branch was hosting a cocktail reception %
for those involved in the Looking for Richard Project. |
American Branch attendee Sally Keil (now serving as &
the Missing Princes Project coordinator in the US) #=s
described the experience as a whirlwind of events, F%®
including lectures at the University of Leicester, the
aforementioned cocktail reception, and two Compline
services at Leicester Cathedral. She described the second Compline service as particularly
stirring: “The Richard III Society held its own service the next evening. This time there
was no filming going on so the beauty of the flickering candles and the stillness of the
Cathedral gave us all time to quietly reflect. The service was very moving: it was for King
Richard, conducted by Ricardians.”

In 2016, the American Branch had an extremely memorable GMM in Denver, Colorado,
attended by 65 members. The highlight of the GMM was the enthralling keynote
presentation given by Dom Smee (Secrets of The Dead: Resurrecting Richard III, 2014)
and his mother, Christina Smee, on their experiences with Dom being recruited as “Richard
IIT's body double” and on her experience as a historical re-enactor at the Bosworth Battlefield
Center. During the banquet that evening, we were treated to an amazing live concert by The
Legendary Ten Seconds, led by Ian Churchward.

WON SUPPORT FROM:

ET, PUCHESS OF
BURGUNDY
v JAMES W OF SEOTIANG

Matthew Lewis: A screenshot taken from his webinar at the 2020 GMM.

In 2020, the effects of the pandemic caused the cancellation of the GMM in
Philadelphia. However, through the resourcefulness, tenacity and hard work of Cheryl Greer
and Susan Troxell, the American Branch still had a GMM, albeit a virtual event. The guest
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speakers at this virtual GMM were exceptional: Peter and Carolyn Hammond (Richard III
Society, CLG, President and Vice President, respectively), Matthew Lewis (now the current
Chairman of the Richard III Society, CLG) and Sally Keil (US coordinator for the Missing
Princes Project).

In addition to those noted above, an American Branch profile would be incomplete
without mentioning the following Ricardians, each of whom has provided exceptional
service to the Richard III Society, American Branch over the years (far from a complete
list). Most of these are recipients of the American Branch’s Dickon Award: Peggy Allen,
Dianne Batch, Bonnie Battaglia, Carol Bessette, Pam Butler, Alan O. Dixler, Jeanne Faubell,
Judie Gall, Elizabeth (Libby) Haynes, Martha Hogarth, Joyce Hollins (Hiller), Deborah
Kaback, Helen Maurer, Tamara Mazzei, Linda McLatchie, William and Amber McVey,
Mary Miller, Roxanne Murph, Nita Musgrave, Judith Pimental, Eileen Prinsen, Carole Rike,
Yvonne Saddler, Myrna Smith, William Snyder, Joan Szechtman, and Maria Torres.

If you would like to share your memories of the Richard III Society, American Branch
for possible inclusion in a future issue of the Ricardian Register, please send them to me at
membership@r3.org.

~Contents~

Board Change Announcement

Gilbert Bogner, Chair, and Justin Smith, Secretary, had tendered their resignations
since the last quarterly Executive Board meeting on 7/18/2021. In accordance with our
By-Laws, the Executive Board filled the positions. Susan Troxell will serve as the Interim
Chair and Joan Szechtman will serve as Interim Secretary until the next regularly scheduled
election in 2022. Compton Reeves will continue to serve as the Immediate Past Chair.
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Who Was Lambert Simnel?

Matt Lewis

When I wrote The Survival of the Princes in the Tower, I posited a theory, one of many
alternatives offered. This particular idea has grown on me ever since, and I find myself
unable to shake it off. I’'m beginning to convince myself that the 1487 Lambert Simnel
Affair was never an uprising in favour of Edward, Earl of Warwick, as history tells us. I
think I’m certain I believe it was a revolt in support of Edward V, the elder of the Princes
in the Tower. Sounds crazy? Just bear with me.

Why do we think we know that the Yorkist uprising of 1487 favoured Edward, Earl of
Warwick? In reality, it is simply because that was the official story of the Tudor government.
It made the attempt a joke; a rebellion in favour of a boy who was demonstrably a prisoner
in the Tower, who indeed was paraded at St Paul’s for the masses and (perhaps more
importantly) the nobility to see. There is nothing that links it to Edward V because Henry
VII could not afford there to be. Interestingly, there is virtually nothing contemporary that
links it to Warwick either, at least not from outside government circles, and even within
the corridors of power, there are intriguing hints that all was not as it appears.

There are two types of evidence worthy of consideration. The first is that written down
which differs from the official version of events. The second important aspect of the affair
is the identities and actions of those involved. Examination of the first body of works throws
up some interesting discrepancies. The Heralds’ Memoir offers an account of Henry VII’s
campaign and the Battle of Stoke Field which describes the boy taken after the battle,
captured by Robert Bellingham, as being named John.

‘And there was taken the lade that his rebelles called King Edwarde (whoos
name was in dede John) — by a vaylent and a gentil esquire of the kings howse
called Robert Bellingham.’!

The role of heralds on the battlefield, although they worked for a master, was
traditionally impartial, their purpose being to report on the fighting decide the victor (though
it was usually obvious). This herald was an eyewitness to the king’s preparations and to the
battle, and he reports that the boy delivered to Henry afterwards was named John. Was this
a random boy who took the fall for the plot, perhaps willingly, if doing so came with a job
in the royal kitchens? One other thing to note from the herald’s account, which is something
that runs throughout the various descriptions of this episode, is the fact that the rebels called
their leader King Edward, but no regnal number is ever given. This opens up the possibility
that he was claimed to be King Edward V, not King Edward VI.

A regnal number seems to first appear in the York Books. The city received a letter
that began ‘By the King’ but offered no regnal number. The letter, asking for assistance
that was denied, was transcribed at some point into the city’s records beneath a note that it
had been received from the imposter claiming to be King Edward V1.2 The question is, was
this written in after the official story had taken shape? The writer of the letter offers us no
clue by refraining from using a regnal number to describe himself. Is it possible that all
references to a regnal number were erased from the record because of the fallout it would
cause Henry? Certainly, if he claimed to be Edward V, it would be a far more problematical
incident for Henry, who was married to Edward’s sister Elizabeth, and whose rise to the
throne had relied heavily on Yorkists who would abandon him for Edward V in a heartbeat.
In the Leland-Hearne version of the Heralds’ Memoir, the transcriber felt the need to change
this contemporary passage to assert that the boy’s name ‘was indede Lambert’. It is therefore
easy to see how the official story was layered over contemporary variants to mask alternative
versions.



One more interesting feature unique to the Lambert Simnel Affair is the coronation the
boy underwent in Dublin. We are told that they used a:

‘...crown they took off the head of our lady of Dam and clapt it on the boy’s
head. The mayor of Dublin took the boy in his arms, carried him about the city in
procession with great triumph. The clergy went before, the Earl of Kildare, then
Governor, then Walter, Archbishop of Dublin and Lord Chancellor; and the
nobility, Council and citizens followed him as their King.”3
Clearly, the boy was widely accepted in Ireland, with only Waterford remaining

staunchly loyal to Henry VII. Here too, we have no reference to a regnal number that might
help clear up the matter of who the boy was claiming to be. The act of a coronation is
unusual though. Perkin Warbeck, in all his years claiming to be Richard, Duke of York, the
younger of the Princes in the Tower, never underwent such a ceremony. The critical factor
here is that Edward V had already been proclaimed king, in 1483 after his father’s death,
but had never been crowned. A coronation was the missing piece of his kingship. Was the
ceremony in Dublin meant to fill this hole, or at least plug the gap? In 1216, the young
Henry IIT had been crowned at Gloucester Cathedral because a coronation ceremony was
seen as key to firming up his position as king. London was in the hands of the French and
rebel barons and was therefore unavailable for the event. He had been forced to borrow a
gold circlet from his mother to use as a crown, just as Lambert’s ceremony had used a
similar decoration from a statue in a nearby church. The pope had later instructed that Henry
should be re-crowned at Westminster by the Archbishop of Canterbury because it was more
proper, so there was a precedent for this potential king to have a coronation in Dublin which
could then be confirmed at Westminster if his invasion was successful. The very fact of a
coronation makes much more sense if it was for Edward V, a proclaimed but uncrowned
king than for Edward VI.

The Heralds’ Memoir account of Robert Bellingham capturing a boy named John who
would later become Lambert Simnel — or at least, the account states that this John was the
boy the army followed and claimed to be their king — is neither the beginning nor the end
of contemporary or near-contemporary confusion about the identity of the nominal leader
of this rebellion. We know that Henry VII ordered the burning of all of the records of the
Irish Parliament held in 1487, and when Sir Edward Poynings arrived in Ireland shortly
after the Lambert Simnel Affair, we cannot know what else was destroyed. Paperwork that
might help work out whether the boy claimed to be Edward V or Edward VI is therefore
hard to come by and, as with the York Books, when it was written becomes paramount. If
it was after the official story took hold, it is bound to say Edward VI. How hard can it be
to make ‘V’ become ‘VI’ anyway?

The Annals of Ulster is a chronicle compiled by a contemporary to these events, Cathal
Mac Manus Maguire, the Archdeacon of Clogher. He mentions the Lambert Simnel Affair
in two passages. The first described the circumstances around the Battle of Bosworth when
he wrote:

“The king of the Saxons, namely, king Richard, was slain in battle and 1500
were slain in that battle and the son of a Welshman, he by whom the battle was
given, was made king. And there lived not of the race of the blood royal that time
but one young man, who came, on being exiled the year after, to Ireland.”*
This would tend to point to Edward, Earl of Warwick if it was believed that the Princes

in the Tower were dead, though this is not something the Annals of Ulster does claim. To
be fair though, it remains quiet on most Saxon matters that don’t directly impact Ireland.



The next passage where this lone son of the House of York is mentioned is in the section
covering 1487 and the attempt by Lambert Simnel on Henry VII’s throne.

‘A great fleet of Saxons came to Ireland this year to meet the son of the Duke
of York, who was exiled at that time with the earl of Kildare, namely, Gerald, son
of Earl Thomas. And there lived not of the race of the blood royal that time but
that son of the Duke and he was proclaimed king on the Sunday of the Holy Ghost
in the town of Ath-cliath that time. And he went east with the fleet and many of
the Irish went with him east, under the brother of the Earl of Kildare, namely,
Thomas, son of the Earl and under Edward Plunket, that is, Edward junior.”>

This passage is awkward. It still maintains that this scion of the House of York was
the last. However, he is described as a son of the Duke of York. If this refers to Warwick,
then it must mean a grandson of the Duke of York and is perhaps just a slip. If it does refer
to him, it is interesting that the writer describes him being exiled with the Earl of Kildare,
because the attainder of Warwick’s father in 1478 expressly charged George with trying to
get his son out of the country either to Ireland or Burgundy. It does not state whether he
failed or succeeded.

It may also merit consideration that the last Duke of York (assuming this was not a
grown son of the (by now, if alive) 13-year-old Richard of Shrewsbury, Duke of York, the
younger of the Princes in the Tower, was Edward IV. Why would the writer not refer to
Edward IV? As mentioned, the Annals relate little of English affairs, and perhaps it was
uncertain whether, under Henry VII, it was acceptable to refer to Yorkist kings. That
argument struggles to hold water, though, since the writer has earlier referred to King
Richard when discussing the Battle of Bosworth. If the writer uses ‘son of the Duke of
York’ to mean a grandson of Richard, 3" Duke of York, then it might refer to Warwick,
Edward V or Richard of Shrewsbury (if the latter two were still alive). If he means a son
of the last Duke of York, then he means a son of Edward IV. The reference to the last of
the line is strongly suggestive that he means Warwick since he was known (in England at
least) to be alive, but that would raise a query about Irish support for Perkin Warbeck. If
they believed he was another son of the House of York, then they did not know that all but
Warwick were dead. It is possible they meant Edward V, as the last hope of the House of
York, unaware of the fates of Richard of Shrewsbury and Edward, Earl of Warwick. One
thing that can be taken from these passages in that the writer seems convinced that the boy
was who he claimed to be. There is no mention of imposture, of Lambert Simnel or of a
boy from Oxford.

In January 1478, the Pope would write to the Irish prelates involved in the coronation
to censure them for supporting Lambert. They had:

‘adhered to and aided and abetted the enemies and rebels of the said king, and

even de facto set up and crowned as king, falsely alleging him to be a son of the

late duke of Clarence, a boy of illegitimate birth, whom the said king already had

in his hands, thereby committing treason and incurring the said sentences.”®

This was clearly after the official story had taken shape. Henry had told on the
archbishops of Armagh and Dublin and the bishops of Meath and Kildare in order to have
them censured. There are several very interesting slips in this story. In 1526, amongst the
Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII is a note on Ireland that deviates
from the official version of events. The author is not mentioned, unfortunately, but the
briefing is a summary of the state of affairs in Ireland over recent decades. The passage
relating to the Lambert Simnel Affair tells the king that:



‘Now that the King inherits the titles both of York and Lancaster, he will be
better able to look after Ireland. There has been a similar dispute for the rule of
Ireland between the Geraldines and the Butlers. The earls of Kildare and Desmond
come of one stock, and have always held with the house of York, as was seen in
the days of the King's father, "when an organ-maker's son (Lambert Simnel),
named one of king Edward's sons, came into Ireland, was by the Geraldines
received and crowned king in the city of Dublin, and with him the earl of Kildare's
father sent his brother Thomas with much of his people, who with the earl of
Lincoln, Martin Swart and others, gave a field unto the King's father, where the
earl of Kildare's brother was slain."”’

The interesting fact here is that Lambert Simnel, while naturally portrayed as a fraud,
is described as ‘one of king Edward’s sons’. Given that he was crowned, we are consistently
told, King Edward, if he was a son of Edward IV, that makes him Edward V. The passage
is in quotation marks, but if it refers to another source, that is not given. It is striking that
what appears to be a private briefing for Henry VIII on Irish affairs is allowed to refer to
Lambert Simnel as a son of Edward IV, not the son of George, Duke of Clarence as the
official story under Henry VII insisted. At least in public. Was something else well known
in private?

There is another source, far more contemporary, that throws serious doubt on the story
Henry VII wanted and needed everyone to believe. It is all the more interesting because it
comes from within Tudor circles. Bernard André was a blind friar-poet who acted as tutor
to Prince Arthur Tudor and may have gone on to teach the future Henry VIII too. He wrote
a life of Henry VII which is generally full of praise for his master, but when it comes to the
Lambert Simnel Affair, he appears to utterly ignore the official story.

‘While the cruel murder of King Edward the Fourth’s sons was yet vexing
the people, behold another new scheme that seditious men contrived. To cloak
their fiction in a lie, they publicly proclaimed with wicked intent that a certain boy
born the son of a miller or cobbler was the son of Edward the Fourth. This
audacious claim so overcame them that they dreaded neither God nor man as they
plotted their evil design against the king. Then, after they had hatched the fraud
among themselves, word came back that the second son of Edward had been
crowned king in Ireland. When a rumour of this kind had been reported to the king,
he shrewdly questioned those messengers about every detail. Specifically, he
carefully investigated how the boy was brought there and by whom, where he was
educated, where he had lived for such a long time, who his friends were, and many
other things of this sort.”®

André has already, by this point, assured his readers that Richard III killed the Princes
in the Tower. He sticks to the assertion that Lambert was an imposter, but he clearly states
that he was claimed to be ‘the son of Edward the Fourth’. He goes to explain that ‘the second
son of Edward had been crowned king in Ireland’, so something does not add up in his
account. He seems to be claiming that Lambert Simnel was set up as Richard of Shrewsbury,
the second son of Edward IV, yet all other accounts have the boy claiming to be named
Edward. Does Andre have the first and second sons mixed up, or is there another scenario
emerging in which Lambert was claimed to be Richard of Shrewsbury? This alternative
scenario was in circulation as late as 1797, when W. Bristow said that the Irish supported
‘Lambert Simnel (the counterfeit duke of York)’.? Perhaps this is some confusion with
Perkin Warbeck, but what we can take from André’s statement here is that he understood
the lad in Ireland was being touted as a son of Edward IV, not of the Duke of Clarence.

The friar does not stop there, though. He continues his account be explaining that;
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‘Various messengers were sent for a variety of reasons. At last [blank space]
was sent across, who claimed that he would easily recognise him if he were who
he claimed to be. But the boy had already been tutored with evil cunning by persons
who were familiar with the days of Edward, and he very readily answered all the
herald’s questions. To make a long story short, through the deceptive tutelage of
his advisors, he was finally accepted as Edward’s son by many prudent men, and
so strong was this belief that many did not even hesitate to die for him.”!?

André here asserts that several messengers were sent to Ireland to find out what was
going on. Finally, a herald volunteered to go on the basis that he had known Edward IV
and his sons and would recognise the boy if he was who he claimed to be. Already, feeling
the need to take such a step confirms that Henry VII cannot have known with any certainty
that the sons of Edward IV were dead. Even more astoundingly, the herald returned to
inform Henry that the boys had answered every question posed of him, and he did not say
he did not recognise the boy, or that his looks made it impossible for him to be a son of
Edward IV. In fact, he confirms that ‘he was finally accepted as Edward’s son by many

prudent men’.1!

Frustratingly, André leaves a blank space in his manuscript where the name of the
herald was surely meant to appear. It has been suggested that this herald might have been
Roger Machado, a man of Portuguese extraction who had served Edward IV and Richard
II1 before going on to work as a herald and ambassador, with no small amount of success,
for Henry VII. If it were Machado who made the trip, he would have been well placed to
examine the boy’s looks and interrogate his knowledge of Edward IV’s times, his family
and the like. Perhaps the most interesting fact about Machado about this episode is that he
is known to have kept a house in Southampton. On Simnel Street. So, if we are wondering
where that name Lambert Simnel came from, we perhaps have a possible explanation.

Several sources seem to very clearly oppose the official story that the uprising of 1487
was in favour of Edward, Earl of Warwick and instead insist that it was in the name of one
of Edward IV’s sons. Given that it is generally accepted that the lad was crowned King
Edward, that would make him Edward V, though it remains possible he was in fact crowned
Richard I'V and was claimed to be the younger of the Princes in the Tower. Clearly this was
a severe issue for Henry VII, and I suspect that the name Edward gave them a splendid
get-out-of-jail-free card because it allowed them to undermine the attempt by portraying it
as a farcical plot in favour of Edward, Earl of Warwick, who was a prisoner in the Tower.

The other key thing to consider in the events of 1487 are the actions of some of those
who might have had a vested interest. In the absence of evidence, which Henry VII would
have an interest in suppressing or destroying (we know he destroyed Titulus Regius and
the records of the 1487 Irish Parliament — what we don’t know is what else he had
destroyed), the actions of these people should be instructive and offer an indication of what
they knew, or at least believed. The first of these is Elizabeth Woodville, the widow of
Edward IV and mother of the Princes in the Tower. At a council meeting, probably held at
Sheen Palace around 3 March 1487, the plot developing in Ireland was on the agenda.
Another of the outcomes of this meeting was the removal of all Elizabeth Woodville’s
properties, which were granted to her daughter, Henry VII’s wife, Elizabeth of York.
Elizabeth Woodville was given a small pension and retired to Bermondsey Abbey. It has
long been asserted that this was voluntary and had been planned by the former queen, but
there is no real evidence to support that idea, and the timing is indeed suspicious. Many
subsequent writers have believed that Elizabeth was being dealt with because she was
suspected of involvement in the Lambert Simnel Affair (notably argued against by Chrimes
in Henry VII'?).
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If this was true, the question that must be asked is what Elizabeth Woodville stood to
gain from backing an attempt to place Edward, Earl of Warwick on the throne. Nothing.
Nothing at all. Her daughter was already queen consort and replacing Henry with her
deceased husband’s nephew would hardly improve her position. In fact, it has long been
claimed (by Mancini amongst others) that Elizabeth Woodville was at least viewed as
implicated in George, Duke of Clarence’s fall and execution. She could hardly have hoped
to profit by placing his son on the throne when he may well seek revenge upon her. There
is only one circumstance in which Elizabeth Woodville’s position would be improved from
having a daughter on the throne as queen consort, and that is having a son on the throne as
king. Her involvement in a plot in favour of Warwick makes no sense whatsoever. Her
suspected support for a scheme in favour of one of her sons with Edward IV makes perfect
sense.

The involvement of the Woodville faction, or at least the suspicion of it, is further
evinced by the arrest of Thomas Grey, Marquis of Dorset, at the same time as his mother
was deprived of her property. Thomas was reportedly placed in the Tower, and when he
protested that he had done nothing wrong, he was told that if he were really loyal to Henry
VII, then he wouldn’t mind a spell in prison. The anecdotal story is a window into some
strange Tudor logic, but also the fear that the broader Woodville faction was involved in
the plot. The one thing that doesn’t add up is that Sir Edward Woodville, Elizabeth’s brother,
was part of Henry’s army at Stoke Field. He seems to have escaped suspicion, perhaps not
believing the story or maybe even ensuring he got there to see the boy for himself.

Another whose actions are hard to comprehend if the plot was in favour of Warwick
is John de la Pole, Earl of Lincoln. John was in his mid-twenties by 1487 and was the oldest
nephew of Edward IV and Richard III. His mother was their sister, Elizabeth, Duchess of
Suffolk. Although his descent was therefore in a female line, the entire claim of the House
of York was based on the Mortimer descent in the female line so this cannot have been a
bar to his chances of succession. After the death of Richard III’s only legitimate son, Edward
of Middleham, it is likely that John would have been considered Richard’s heir presumptive
since Warwick was still legally barred from the succession by his father’s attainder. If the
Princes in the Tower were dead, and Warwick a prisoner barred from succession, then in
1487, the House of York had a ready-made, adult claimant. John’s younger brothers would
go on to claim the throne, interestingly, only after Lambert Simnel had failed and Perkin
Warbeck had been executed. The only two people with a better claim to the throne for the
House of York in 1487 than John de la Pole were Edward V and Richard of Shrewsbury.
They had been re-legitimised by Henry VII so that he could marry their sister, thus handing
a dangerously popular and legal claim to those two boys in the process. It has long been
suggested that Henry’s willingness to do this demonstrates his understanding that the boys
were dead, but it is clear, not least from the Perkin Warbeck Affair, that no one knew this
for certain. It is more likely that mounting pressure from Henry’s Yorkist support base,
which had won him the throne and was keeping him in government, had to be appeased by
the completion of his promised marriage, whatever the fallout might be. Failure to complete
it would almost certainly have sparked a rebellion.

John clearly overlooked his own perfectly good and perfectly legal claim in 1487. There
was no question that he really was John de la Pole, yet he chose, we are told, to follow a
fake boy from Oxford who claimed to be the Earl of Warwick, a boy who was legally barred
from the succession. What could possibly have led John (and indeed others — Francis Lovell
and Margaret of York, Duchess of Burgundy most significantly) to make that decision?
Even if they had succeeded in their invasion and reached the real Warwick in the Tower (if
that was the real Warwick — confused yet??), the boy had no natural support or power base
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to build a kingship on. John actually posed an altogether better option than Warwick.
Something made him overlook his own claim, and the only better claim lay with Edward
V or Richard, Duke of York.

I have become increasingly convinced that the Lambert Simnel Affair as history has
recorded it is a lie. The claim that Edward, Earl of Warwick was claimed to be the figurehead
by the rebels cannot be evidenced, and even Tudor sources point to a claim that he was one
or other of the Princes in the Tower. I suspect that the invasion was in favour of, and was
perhaps led by, Edward V, who would have been 16 years old by early 1487. The use of
the name Edward was seized upon by the fledgeling Tudor government to make a mockery
of the plot by claiming that it favoured Edward, Earl of Warwick, a boy who was barred
from the succession, had no personal support and was demonstrably a prisoner in the Tower
of London. It was a clever sleight of hand that has stuck well. I suspect that the coronation
in Dublin was seen as a missing piece of the jigsaw of Edward V’s kingship. Much like
Henry III’s, it was a temporary stopgap to give credence to his planned invasion and could
be confirmed later at Westminster Abbey. Messengers sent to Ireland, according to André,
reported back that the lad was a son of Edward IV, and that fact makes sense of the suspected
involvement of Elizabeth Woodville and her son Thomas Grey. It also accounts for John
de la Pole setting aside his own claim and backing this plan.

The herald’s report from the Battle of Stoke Field that a boy named John was captured
might well be accurate. Why would a herald lie and undermine his office to oppose the
official version of events? Even if this is accepted, it leaves several questions unanswered
(and unanswerable). Was the ‘John’ taken at the battle really the figurehead of this invasion
or a boy amongst the army or its train who made a convenient ‘Lambert’ for Henry? If he
was really Edward V or Richard of Shrewsbury, was he the same person then placed in the
royal kitchens? That would seem unlikely, but he could have been switched with another
boy, glad of the security of a job in royal service. Edward or Richard might then have been
found a new, secret identity, or killed. The figurehead of the invasion might have been killed
amidst the slaughter of Stoke Field, an outcome that would have worked for Henry if he
was one of the Princes, and he had a boy to pass off as Lambert. Alternatively, this
figurehead may have escaped. Adrien de But claims he was whisked to Calais and onto the
continent to safety by Edmund de la Pole, younger brother of John. Did he slip into
obscurity, or re-emerge a few years later as Perkin Warbeck?

The Book of Howth, a record of one of the Irish families prominent at the time (though
the surviving manuscript copy belonged to the contemporary Lord’s grandson, so precisely
when it was compiled is not clear) and it too offers an interesting insight into the aftermath
of Stoke Field. In 1489, Henry VII hosted the Irish nobility at a feast in London designed
to reassert his authority and improve relations with Ireland. It is here that the Book of Howth
credits Henry with the famous quip that ‘My Masters of Ireland, you will crown apes at
length’ as a jab at their willingness to use an imposter against him. The passage also refers
to an incident during the feast, meant by Henry as a joke, but which may have backfired.

‘This same day at dinner, whereas these Lords of Ireland was at Court, a
gentleman came where as they was at dinner, and told them that their new King
Lambarte Symenell brought them wine to drink, and