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            Preface

         

         The wheel of fortune is one of the most ancient symbols of mankind, an image of capricious fate and the transience of human affairs. In the late middle ages it was everywhere, in illuminated manuscripts, in wall paintings and stained glass, in sermons and homilies, in poetry and prose. ‘The wheel of fortune turneth as a ball, sudden climbing axeth a sudden fall,’ wrote John Lydgate in The Fall of Princes, a work commissioned by one of the dominant figures in this history, Cardinal Henry Beaufort.1 The present volume traces the remarkable recovery of France in barely two decades from the lowest point of its fortunes to the dominant position in Europe which it had enjoyed before the wars with England. Sudden climbing axeth a sudden fall. These years saw the collapse of the English dream of conquest in France from the opening years of the reign of Henry VI, when the battles of Cravant and Verneuil consolidated their control of most of northern France, until the loss of all their continental dominions except Calais. This sudden reversal of fortune, inexplicable to many contemporary Englishmen, was a seminal event in the history of the two principal nation-states of western Europe. It brought an end to four centuries of the English dynasty’s presence in France, separating two countries whose fortunes had once been closely intertwined. It created a new sense of identity in both of them. In large measure, the divergent fortunes of the French and English states over the following centuries flowed from these events.

         The passions generated by ancient wars eventually fade, but those provoked by the wars of the English in fifteenth-century France have proved to be surprisingly durable. The foundations of scholarship on the period were laid by patriotic French historians of the nineteenth century, writing under the shadow of Waterloo and Sedan. The passage of the centuries did nothing to soften their indignation about the fate of their country in the time of Henry VI and the Duke of Bedford. The xiiextraordinary life and death of Joan of Arc defied historical objectivity until quite recently. Joan’s story became the focus of disparate but powerful political passions: nationalism, Catholicism, royalism and intermittent anglophobia. Much of what has been written falsifies history by attributing to medieval men and women the notions of another age. But myths are powerful agents of national identity. The great French historian Marc Bloch once wrote that no Frenchman could truly understand his country’s history unless he thrilled at the story of Charles VII’s coronation at Reims. Writing in the summer of 1940 in the aftermath of a terrible defeat, Bloch looked to an earlier recovery from the edge of disaster for reassurance about the survival of France.2

         If there is a corresponding English myth, it is in the history plays of Shakespeare. The great speeches which he gave to John of Gaunt and Henry V belong to the classic canon of English patriotism. His three plays about Henry VI, a truncated story of discord at home and defeat abroad, never reach the same heights. Yet they serve to remind us that behind the clash of arms and principles were men and women of flesh and blood. I have tried at every page to remember that they were not cardboard cut-outs. They endured hunger, saddle-sores and toothache. They experienced fear and elation, joy and disappointment, shame and pride, ambition and exhaustion. At the level of government, they were trapped by the logic of war, lacking the resources to conquer or even to defend what they had, and yet unable to make peace. It was the tragedy of the English that, after an initial surge of optimism in the 1420s, they realised that the war could not be won, but were forced to fight on by the memory of Henry V’s triumphs and the incapacity of his son, until disaster finally engulfed them.

         
            *

         

         The publication of this volume marks the conclusion of a project on which I embarked in 1979. It is the first full-scale history of the great sequence of wars between England and France, into which all of their neighbours were successively drawn: Scotland, the principalities of the Low Countries and the Rhine, the cantons of the Swiss confederation and the states of Italy and the Iberian peninsula. It is based on a wide range of sources, many of them buried in the archives of England, France, Spain and Belgium. But I could not have written it without the patient work of many earlier scholars who have illuminated specific themes, regions, campaigns or personalities. The bibliography is the xiiimeasure of my debt to them. I hesitate to single out individuals, but two modern historians, Philippe Contamine in France and Anne Curry in England, have every historian of the Hundred Years War in their debt.

         In the forty-three years in which I have been writing this history, I have incurred many debts of a more personal kind, of which I should mention three. I owe an important part of my education to Sir John Fastolf whose fortune, largely derived from the loot of France, was diverted after his death in 1459 to endow Magdalen College, Oxford. I was a history demy and then a junior history fellow of the college at the outset of my career, before turning to what Fastolf called the ‘needless business’ of law. I owe my interest in history and my appetite for this fascinating period to the generosity of the college and to two fine scholars, Karl Leyser and Gerald Harriss, who were my mentors there. More recently, I incurred another debt, to the Warden and Fellows of All Souls College, founded by Henry Chichele, councillor to all three Lancastrian Kings, to honour the dead of their wars in France. In the stimulating environment of All Souls, where I was a visiting fellow in 2019–20, I wrote the three chapters on the siege of Orléans and Joan of Arc. Last but certainly not least, I owe more than words can say to Teresa, my infinitely tolerant and encouraging wife. Our marriage has lasted even longer than the writing of these volumes.

         
             

         

         J. P. C. S.,

Greenwich,

September 2022xiv

      

   


   
      
         
1
            Chapter I

            Crises of Succession, 1422

         

         On 11 November 1422, Charles VI of France was laid to rest in the Benedictine abbey of Saint-Denis, the great mausoleum of the French monarchy north of Paris. The King never dies. As the coffin was lowered into the ground, the household officers of the dead man broke their staffs of office and threw them into the opening to mark the end of a reign, while the heralds proclaimed the beginning of another: ‘God save Henry, by the grace of God King of France and England, our sovereign lord.’ Even in the threadbare condition of the French state, the outward decencies had been observed. Mourning robes were distributed to several hundred officers and servants of the royal household. Specially embroidered vestments were issued to the monks. Four thousand pounds of wax were said to have been burned to light up the cavernous gloom of the basilica. The walls and pillars had been draped from top to bottom in blue cloth embroidered with gold fleurs-de-lys that glittered in the candlelight. Alms were distributed to 5,000 beggars pressing round the abbey gates. Even so, it was a dismal occasion in keeping with the wretched final years of the dead King, carefully stage-managed by the enemies who had controlled his every movement since 1418. Not a single French royal prince or great nobleman was present. The only state mourner was the English Regent, John of Lancaster Duke of Bedford, dressed in a black cape and cloak. Around the grave gathered the Bishop of Paris supported by two other bishops, the Chancellor of France, the chamberlains of the royal household, the presidents of the Parlement of Paris and a handful of judges, every one of them a creature of England’s ally, Philip the Good Duke of Burgundy. Philip himself, however, had not troubled to attend. As the catafalque was carried from the choir, a sordid fight broke out between the monks and the late King’s servants over the cloth of woven gold which covered his effigy, each side claiming it as their spoil. The Duke of Bedford regarded the whole 2occasion as a distraction from other business. He was not even present at the traditional banquet which followed but dined alone in a nearby chamber before hurrying back to Paris.1

         The new King was an eleven-month-old baby living beyond the Channel at Windsor castle. Henry VI, by the grace of God King of France and England, was the son of Charles VI’s youngest daughter Catherine and the English King Henry V, victor of Agincourt and conqueror of much of northern France. Their marriage at Troyes in June 1420 had been intended to lend legitimacy to the peace treaty which had been sealed in the city a few days earlier. The treaty of Troyes had been negotiated between Henry V and the Duke of Burgundy in the aftermath of the brutal murder of the Duke’s father John the Fearless on the bridge of Montereau. The treaty had been authorised by an assembly of French notables of uncertain status shortly before it was sealed, and had received the assent, more or less forced, of the witless Charles VI and his Queen, Isabelle of Bavaria. Six months later, in December 1420, it had been ratified at a meeting of the Estates-General in Paris representing most of northern France. The treaty remained, however, a controversial instrument, repudiated by much of the rest of the country. Under its terms, France and England were to be ruled as separate kingdoms but by the same monarch. The incapable old King disinherited his last surviving son, the Dauphin Charles, who was held responsible for the murder at Montereau, and adopted Henry V as his heir. Pending the French King’s death, Henry was to govern in his name as Regent. The treaty envisaged that the dual monarchy would eventually extend its dominion to all of France. The English King undertook to ‘labour with all his might’ to enforce his authority on the entire national territory.2 At the time of Henry V’s death, however, this labour had only just begun. Almost all of France south of the Loire, together with the provinces of the Massif Central and the French territories of the Rhône basin, acknowledged the authority of the Dauphin.

         The men who devised the treaty of Troyes had taken it for granted that Henry V would outlive his sick and ageing father-in-law. Henry’s sudden illness and death six weeks earlier at the age of thirty-six provoked a crisis which they had not anticipated. As the English Chancellor told Parliament the following year, Henry had personally embodied the dual monarchy. The conqueror’s formidable military and political skills, and the awe with which he was regarded in both 3countries had alone made it seem realistic. One of the most remarkable rulers of medieval Europe had now given way to a mere symbol of authority. Yet the infant King was wanting, even as a symbol. He was too young for either of the great public ceremonies which traditionally marked the accession of a King of France: the coronation at Reims and the joyeuse entrée into the capital. The authority of a medieval king depended on the visible manifestation of power, the public rituals of government and all the theatre of monarchy. For many years, the only visible signs of Henry VI’s sovereignty would be the seals on public documents issued in his name and the new coins which shortly appeared on the streets bearing the legend henricus francorum et anglie rex over the combined arms of France and England.3

         As he lay dying in the castle of Vincennes, Henry V had tried to grapple with the problems of his political legacy. He dictated a codicil to his will in which he conferred on his brother Humphrey Duke of Gloucester the ‘tutela’ of the infant King and named him as his ‘chief guardian and protector’. His uncle Thomas Beaufort Duke of Exeter was appointed the ‘director and governor of his person’. In England, the exact meaning of these expressions was to give rise to much debate in the following months. The arrangements for the government of France were even more uncertain. The only wishes that Henry V seems to have expressed were communicated orally to the small group of men gathered round his bed a few hours before his death. He committed the government of Normandy to his other brother John Duke of Bedford for a ‘limited period’. Meanwhile, the regency of France was to be offered to Philip Duke of Burgundy, and only if he refused it to Bedford. These were interim measures while Charles VI was still alive. What was to happen after Charles’s death remained entirely unclear.4

         The offer of the regency of France to Philip of Burgundy was a political necessity. As Henry V had reminded the friends gathered round his deathbed, the Burgundian alliance was the foundation of the English position in France. Philip was notoriously prickly about the precedence due to him, and he was the only French prince of the blood actively to support the dual monarchy. But since its future depended on an English child and an English army, a Burgundian regency was not a practical proposition. More durable arrangements were settled by negotiation between Philip and the Duke of Bedford. Immediately after Henry’s death, the two men had met at Vincennes. Bedford offered Philip the regency in accordance with his brother’s wishes. The 4matter was discussed over the following days in Paris between their councillors. Philip regarded it as a poisoned chalice. He told Bedford, according to the court historian of Burgundy, that he would ‘leave that burden to whoever was willing to bear it’.5

         That was not the end of the matter. It was also necessary to secure the agreement of the judges and the grands corps of the French state, who saw themselves as the guardians of its continuity and integrity. The succession of the infant King was formally acknowledged at the beginning of November 1422, but the lawyers initially refused to countenance a regency. They took the view that the matter was governed by Charles VI’s succession ordinance of December 1407. This instrument had been designed to avoid a civil war between the rival branches of the Valois family. It provided that instead of a regency, the government should be vested during a King’s minority in the royal council, the officers of state and the princes of the blood. The Duke of Bedford would have none of that. After Charles VI’s funeral, he returned to Paris from Saint-Denis with the sword of state carried before him, an ostentatious gesture which provoked much muttering in the streets. The question was only settled after the Duke of Burgundy had been consulted and Bedford himself had agreed to give suitable undertakings about the way in which he would govern. On 19 November 1422 he presided for the first time as Regent at a formal session of the Parlement, the highest court of France, at which he gave the required undertakings. He declared that he would ‘apply himself and all that he had to the wellbeing of this realm and ensure that its subjects might live in justice, peace and tranquillity’. Thereupon, he received the oaths of the judges and officers present.6

         John Duke of Bedford was destined to serve as Regent of France for thirteen years, until his death in 1435. Thirty-three years old at the time of Henry V’s death, Bedford was the senior of the dead man’s two surviving brothers. But for the birth of the infant Henry VI at the end of 1421, he would himself have succeeded to the thrones of England and France. Yet Bedford never attempted to displace his nephew or to carve out a continental principality for himself. ‘Brother’, the dying king is reported to have said to him, ‘I beseech you by all the love and loyalty that you have always shown to me, that you will be true and loyal to my son Henry, your nephew.’ Bedford devoted the rest of his life to this task. He had served his political apprenticeship in England, in the harsh school of the Scottish march. He had acted as 5his brother’s lieutenant in England during the Agincourt campaign of 1415 and again in 1417 when Henry invaded Normandy. He did not arrive in France until May 1420. By then he had already acquired a reputation as a capable administrator and an astute politician with an incisive mind and a sureness of touch that reminded many people of Henry himself.

         Opinions differed about Bedford’s talents as a soldier. The Earl of Douglas, who had encountered him both on the Scottish march and in France, called him ‘John of the leaden sword’. Yet Bedford had commanded the fleet that broke the French blockade of Harfleur in 1416 and the army which fought on the Loire during his brother’s last illness. It is true that he was more cautious than Henry V and less dashing than his older brother the Duke of Clarence, which was perhaps the point that Douglas was making. But then Henry had been lucky, and Clarence’s bravado had led him to his death at the battle of Baugé, a mistake which Bedford would never have made. Bedford was an able strategist, a careful tactician and a good judge of other captains, as Douglas would discover to his cost. Above all he was a sensitive and skilful politician, who understood the dilemmas of English rule in France better than most of his contemporaries. Although warily received at first, he rapidly established an excellent rapport with his French subjects, whose basic loyalty had always been to Burgundy rather than to England.

         A large man with a powerful gaze, high cheekbones and a beak nose, Bedford managed to combine an affable manner with an imposing presence and a habit of authority. He spoke good French. He gave generously to French churches. He patronised French artists and craftsmen. He married two French noblewomen. He mixed easily with the French lords of his obedience and the mandarins of the Parisian legal and administrative world. Bedford acted the part of ruler as the stereotypes of the age conceived it. A year before his death he told the King’s council that no one could have been ‘to me as loving and as kind’ as his French subjects. This was not a mere boast. ‘Wise and generous, at once feared and loved’, was the verdict of a churchman of Rouen. The querulous anonymous chronicler who recorded the internal life of Paris in these years was no friend of the English. But even he thought Bedford ‘quite unlike other Englishmen’ with their aggressive ways and love of fighting. Thomas Basin, a man of the next generation, became Bishop of Lisieux and one of Henry VI’s Norman councillors in 6the last years of English rule. Writing in the 1460s, at a time when the English had been expelled and few Frenchmen had a good word to say for them, he made an exception for the Duke of Bedford. He was ‘able and energetic … brave, humane and just’, thought Basin, and held in high regard by French and English alike.7

         
            *

         

         When the news of Henry V’s death reached Westminster, on about 10 September 1422, most of the principal actors in the drama that followed were still in France. Henry V’s youngest brother, the Duke of Gloucester, had been acting as Keeper of the Realm, but his authority automatically terminated upon the King’s death. To enable the government to be carried on, a symbolic transfer of power was carried out in the late King’s chamber at Windsor castle. On 28 September the Chancellor, Thomas Langley Bishop of Durham, accompanied by the principal councillors who were in England, surrendered the great seal in the presence of the infant King. The Duke of Gloucester delivered it in the King’s name to the custody of a chancery official, who sealed acts on the authority of the council until more permanent arrangements could be made. The council immediately authorised the summoning of Parliament, the only body with the authority to approve such arrangements. The meeting was fixed for 9 November. In the meantime, a power struggle developed between the dead King’s closest relatives. The main protagonists were Henry V’s surviving brothers, the Dukes of Bedford and Gloucester, and his Beaufort uncles.8

         Humphrey Duke of Gloucester was a year younger than the Duke of Bedford. He was a man of handsome bearing and great culture, charm and eloquence. He also shared the personal courage that was the hallmark of the princes of the house of Lancaster. However, for all his gifts, Gloucester’s was a flawed personality. He laid claim to the mantle of Henry V and was clearly taken at his own valuation by many Englishmen, especially in London and in the House of Commons. They called him the ‘good duke’, but their high estimate of his worth was not shared by those who knew him best. Gloucester inspired some sycophantic verses from his protégé Thomas Hoccleve, portraying him as a new Mars. Years later, he commissioned a long narrative of his brother’s conquests from the Italian latinist Tito Livio Frulovisi, in which his own martial deeds featured prominently. Sound judges, however, did not rate him as a commander and he never acquired a significant military following of his own. Gloucester was a disruptive 7spirit, assertive, opinionated, impulsive and intensely ambitious. He bore grudges readily and nursed them for years. In short, as a contemporary chronicler observed, he was ‘noyous with to deal’. Writing in the 1460s, Pope Pius II said of him that he was fitter for pleasure and womanising than for soldiering and could never meet the challenge of living up to his own boasts. It is a harsh judgement, but not unfair.9

         After the late King’s brothers, the dominant figures in English politics at the outset of the new reign were his Beaufort uncles. The Beauforts were the children of Henry V’s grandfather John of Gaunt and his mistress Katherine Swynford. Gaunt had married Katherine towards the end of his life and their children had been legitimised by papal bull and royal letters patent. Over the following years, they accumulated grants of land and titles, a tribute not just to their proximity to the royal line but to their conspicuous ability and service to the Crown. John Beaufort Earl of Somerset had died twelve years earlier in 1410. His four sons were destined to play a prominent part in the French wars and the divided politics of fifteenth-century England. The eldest of them, however, had been captured at the battle of Baugé and was currently a prisoner of war in France. His other children were still at the threshold of their careers. The dominant members of the Beaufort clan in 1422 were the two surviving sons of John of Gaunt and Katherine Swynford, Henry and Thomas, both of whom had played important roles in the conquests of Henry V. Thomas, who had been made Duke of Exeter in 1416, had been the closest associate of Henry V’s wars. Their relationship dated back to the Welsh wars of the first decade of the century, when Prince Henry had been his father’s lieutenant in Wales. When Henry became King and resolved to reopen the war with France, Exeter became the most powerful voice in his counsels and one of his most trusted captains. The fact was noticed by those whose business it was to know who had the King’s ear. A Gascon observer reported that Henry ‘loved this man and was much guided by his advice’. He was a ‘little king’, thought another.10

         Thomas Beaufort’s elder brother Henry was a very different kind of man, who was to play an even larger role in the new reign. He was a worldly ecclesiastical politician who had enjoyed the kind of charmed ascent through the ranks of the Church reserved for the scions of great noble families. He had become Bishop of Lincoln in 1398, within a year of taking deacon’s orders, and Bishop of Winchester in 1404, when he 8was not yet thirty. He eventually became a cardinal in 1427. Henry Beaufort was not a holy man. He ate well off silver plate, hunted to hounds, mixed mainly in lay society and fathered at least one bastard. He moved everywhere with a retinue fit for a King. He had sat on the royal council with brief intervals for more than two decades and had served twice as Chancellor. His network of clients and dependents extended through every department of government and across much of provincial England. He had led the English delegation at the Council of Constance and would have become a cardinal in 1418 if the King had allowed it. At one stage he was seriously considered as a candidate for the papacy. As it was, he played a prominent part in the election of Pope Martin V, the first uncontested Pope for nearly forty years.

         By 1422, Beaufort was a statesman of European stature. Now in his late forties, he was wise, experienced and completely loyal to the English Crown. However, his most signal service was to act as the government’s lender of last resort, intervening with loans at critical moments of the war. In some cases, it is clear that Beaufort was acting as a front for syndicates of lenders, but the major source of his loans was his own immense wealth. In a society where cash was scarce, Beaufort was unusual in keeping much of his wealth in liquid form. A Florentine banker who visited his house in London was shown a chamber with seven large chests bursting with gold, silver plate and jewels. On more than one occasion, he was able to send barrels of cash at short notice to the ports where troops were waiting to be paid before boarding the ships. The exact source of Beaufort’s wealth has never been clear. Some of it must have come from the diocese of Winchester, the richest in England. He was widely believed to have speculated successfully in wool, although there is not much evidence of this. The likelihood is that most of his money was obtained by trading on his influence in government, raking in the fees, gifts and perquisites of high office. ‘It not ben possible unto the said cardinal to have comen to so great richesse but by such moyens’, his nephew and arch-enemy Humphrey Duke of Gloucester alleged in 1440; ‘for of his church it might not arise [and] inheritance hath he none.’ Whatever its source, his wealth was an important resource of the government. His loans eased its cash-flow problems and gave its financial management a flexibility which few continental governments enjoyed. In the course of Henry V’s reign, they had amounted to over £35,000. By the standards of the time, these were prodigious sums. Most of the money 9was still outstanding at the time of Henry V’s death. His loans to the governments of Henry VI were much greater.11

         The dual monarchy was based on the principle that, although subject to the same King, the two kingdoms would retain their separate identities, with their own laws and institutions and their own resources. However, the Duke of Bedford was well aware that until the finances of the French state recovered from the disasters of the past two decades, the English position in France would depend to a greater or lesser degree on the revenues of England. He was therefore determined to avoid a formal division between the governments of the two realms during the King’s minority. In this, he was supported by the English captains in France and by all the closest associates of the dead King. As the elder of Henry V’s surviving brothers, Bedford asserted that the government of England belonged to him by the ‘ancient usage and custom of the … realm’. The Duke of Gloucester declined to accept this. He claimed the government for himself under the terms of the codicil to Henry V’s will, which had granted him the tutela (or tutorship) of the infant King. This expression, which was derived from Roman law, was probably intended to make Gloucester the guardian of the King’s property. Gloucester, however, argued that his powers as the King’s tutor extended to exercising the government of the realm in his name. He commissioned lawyers to support this claim and scholars to research the precedents from earlier minorities. It was not for want of learning that his claims failed. It was because he was distrusted by many of his peers.12

         There had always been concerns about Gloucester’s ambition and lack of judgement. These concerns were now spectacularly confirmed by a disruptive step on which Humphrey appears to have consulted no one. In September 1422 he declared his intention of marrying Jacqueline of Bavaria. With this act, he blundered into one of most sensitive diplomatic conflicts of the time. Jacqueline stood out even in an age of remarkable women. She was the only legitimate child of William of Bavaria, Count of Hainaut, Holland and Zeeland, the greatest territorial prince of the Low Countries after the Dukes of Burgundy. She was also, on her mother’s side, the niece of John the Fearless, the murdered Duke of Burgundy. Now twenty-one years old, Jacqueline would have been the most eligible heiress in Europe, but for the fact that she was already married. At a very young age, she had been married to the ill-fated Dauphin John of Touraine, who had 10died from an untreated abscess at the age of eighteen in April 1417. When her father followed him to the grave in May of that year, she was recognised as his heir in Hainaut, where female succession was well established. In Holland and Zeeland, however, the position was less clear. Her right to succeed there was challenged by her paternal uncle John of Bavaria, the prince-bishop of Liège. John abandoned his principality and his episcopal title in order to claim the counties for himself as William’s closest male relative. He prepared to assert his right by force of arms. In this endeavour, he was supported by the leading commercial cities of Holland and by the German Emperor, Sigismund of Luxembourg.

         Faced with opposition on this scale, Jacqueline needed a champion. She turned for help to her mother’s family. At the time, John the Fearless was preoccupied by the civil war in France, but his heir, Philip, who was managing the family’s affairs in the Low Countries, seized the chance to extend its domains. The acquisition of these three imperial counties would be a spectacular coup. It would extend the possessions of the house of Burgundy from the northern frontier of France to the Wadden Sea. Philip took control of the young heiress and promptly betrothed her to his sickly cousin, the fourteen-year-old John IV Duke of Brabant. The match was legally controversial. The spouses were first cousins, and their union required a papal dispensation. The Emperor, who was firmly opposed to any further expansion of the house of Burgundy in the territory of the Empire, lobbied hard to have it withheld. The Pope, Martin V, under pressure from both sides, first granted the dispensation, then revoked it, and finally reinstated it, but only after the marriage had been solemnised at The Hague in March 1418.

         Their union was a personal and political disaster. Jacqueline found her new husband physically inadequate, financially incontinent and politically naive. He for his part found her bossy and demanding and conceived an intense dislike of her. In February 1419, Philip brokered a peace treaty between Jacqueline’s husband and her uncle, by which John of Bavaria recognised her rights as Countess of Holland and Zeeland and abandoned his own claims in return for a cash indemnity. But her title was reduced to a shell by a series of improvident transactions which John of Brabant agreed on her behalf, in spite of her objections. He ceded possession of important parts of southern Holland to her rival, and then mortgaged both counties to him. John of Bavaria was allowed into possession of the whole territory, ostensibly as regent 11for Jacqueline. In April 1420, there was an angry scene between the spouses in Brussels, which ended with him bursting into tears and her walking out and leaving him. Anxious to save his vision of uniting Hainaut, Holland and Zeeland under his family’s control, Philip of Burgundy tried to bully the Countess into returning to her husband. But he overreached himself. In March 1421, Jacqueline fled to Calais and from there to England. It soon became apparent that her escape had been managed by Henry V. He had sent an escort of mounted archers to protect her on her way and paid her expenses in England. As soon as she arrived, Jacqueline began proceedings in the papal court for the annulment of her marriage. ‘She wanted the liberty to follow her pleasures’, wrote the official chronicler of Burgundy with his habitual misogyny, ‘and hawked her body around to another man.’ Like other high-born young ladies, Jacqueline had been assigned the role of a pawn in the game of marriage, inheritance and power. Unlike most of them, she was a capable and spirited woman who was determined to take control of her own fate.13

         Why Henry V should have officiously intervened in a quarrel in which he had no obvious interest, is far from clear. Philip the Good’s Chancellor Nicolas Rolin came to believe that he deliberately planned a marriage between Humphrey and Jacqueline in order to serve his own territorial ambitions in the Low Countries. But it is unlikely that Henry contemplated a step which would have made an enemy of Philip of Burgundy at a time when his plans in France depended on his cooperation. Jacqueline’s own explanation is probably closer to the truth: he acted out of personal sympathy for her plight. It is revealing that Humphrey waited before moving until Henry was dead and then announced his betrothal to Jacqueline within days. The haste was characteristic of the man. He did not even wait for the Pope to annul her existing marriage. It must have been obvious to the other English councillors that if the Duke of Gloucester controlled the government of England, he would use its resources to assert his wife’s claims in the Low Countries. The marriage would divert men and money away from the war in France and undermine the Burgundian alliance. This was probably the main reason why Gloucester’s pretensions to the regency found so little support. Henry Beaufort made himself the leader of the faction on the council which sought to frustrate them. It was the origin of the venomous feud between the two men that would divide the English government for the rest of their lives.14

         12At the beginning of November 1422, Henry V’s funeral procession reached England after its slow progress through Normandy and Picardy. With the catafalque came the widowed Queen, the Duke of Exeter and most of the leading noblemen who had fought with Henry in France. On 5 November, when the full council met for the first time in the Palace of Westminster, Gloucester made his bid for power. He objected to the formal commission which had been drafted empowering him to open Parliament, because it recited that he owed this power to the authority of the council, instead of enjoying it in his own right as the senior peer present in England. His complaint fell on deaf ears. The councillors were asked for their views one by one. Not one of them supported Gloucester’s position. The burden of recent history hung heavily over these men. Gloucester was threatening to become another John of Gaunt, whose attempt to found a kingdom for himself in Castile had undermined the war effort in France in the 1370s and 1380s. There were also wider concerns. Resentment of men who monopolised the spoils of office was a long tradition in England. It had overshadowed the dotage of Edward III and brought down the government of Richard II. The councillors were wary of conferring viceregal powers on any one man, especially if that man was the Duke of Gloucester.15

         Behind the scenes, they had already resolved upon the solution. They would dispense with a regency altogether. When, four days after the council meeting, Parliament opened in the palace of Westminster, Henry Chichele Archbishop of Canterbury proposed in his opening sermon that the powers of the Crown should be exercised by a representative council. The Lords, whose role it was to resolve the issue, commissioned researches into past precedents and consulted the lawyers. They concluded that Gloucester’s demands were ‘naught caused nor grounded in precedent, nor in the law of the land’. They recognised that the late King may well have intended to make him regent. But, they observed, Henry V had had no power to dispose of the government otherwise than according to law and English law knew nothing of tutela or other such Roman law concepts. The Lords adopted the consensus of their leaders that the King’s powers should be vested in the council, acting collectively. In all but name, it was a council of regency. There would be standing orders to prevent power falling into the hands of a cabal. There would be rules requiring a quorum to be present at every meeting and a majority in favour of any 13important decision. The Duke of Bedford was to become ‘Protector and Defender of the Realm’ and head of the council when he was in England. As a sop to Gloucester’s self-esteem, he would perform these offices when Bedford was in France, but the Lords were careful to explain that they conferred no viceregal powers. Gloucester did not accept defeat. He presented an irritable memorandum in which the Lords’ views were rejected as legally and historically unsound. He invoked the authority of the Commons who, he suggested, must have expected him to enjoy substantially greater power than this. His objections were overruled. On 5 December 1422, after three weeks of wrangling, the Lords announced their decision. Gloucester was obliged to submit. He no doubt hoped that Bedford’s absences in France would be frequent and long enough to leave the substance of power in his hands. In this too, he was to be disappointed. When, shortly afterwards, the Lords announced the composition of the new council, it turned out to be dominated by the two Beaufort brothers and their associates, and by men prominently associated with the conduct of the war in France whose priorities were much the same as the Duke of Bedford’s.16

         
            *

         

         Fifteenth-century England was a middling power with a population of about two and a half million. In addition, it could draw on the manpower of Wales and, occasionally, Ireland, both of which were separate principalities under the Crown. England was less industrialised than the Low Countries and less populous than France or even than that part of France which recognised the authority of the Dauphin. The country had suffered, like the rest of Europe, from severe depopulation during the epidemics of the previous century. Its population was still declining, albeit at a gentler pace. In 1422 England was in the grip of a prolonged agricultural recession that had lasted with brief intermissions since the 1370s. The previous years had been difficult, and the following ones would be worse: abandoned fields, declining agricultural prices, shrinking rent-rolls, falling land values, scarce and expensive labour. These changes were gradual but disruptive. They brought about a significant transfer of wealth from landowners to wage-earners. ‘For the plough, none gaineth thereby but he that layeth his eye or hand daily upon it,’ wrote the seventeenth-century historian of the Berkeleys of Berkeley castle after reviewing their estate accounts for this period.17 The nobility and the richer gentry were particularly 14hard hit. Some of them were able to maintain their fortunes by successful military careers, skilful estate management, mergers with other landed families or the ruthless deployment of political power. Overall, the power of land, the traditional bedrock of English political and military society, was declining.

         Long wars between established states are ultimately contests in the deployment of economic power. In the series of French wars which had begun at the end of the thirteenth century, England’s main asset had been an elaborate governmental machine which had enabled its kings to deploy the country’s limited resources more efficiently than its enemies. The ability of its kings to raise taxes, recruit troops and requisition ships had been impressive. The fourteenth-century Count of Saint-Pol, who had spent several years as a prisoner of war in England, was certainly not the only one to be ‘amazed at how the English ever mustered the strength to achieve the conquests that they had’. But the system depended on the authority and personality of the King, and above all on his relations with the nobility. They were the captains of his armies, the recruiters of his troops and his chief creditors, frequently serving for years before they were paid. They were also, in effect, an intermediate level of government in England itself. In a world where influence and status were the chief instruments of political power, it was the elaborate networks of clientage and mutual dependence maintained by the nobility and the greater landowners which assured basic levels of public order in the English counties.

         Ultimately, however, this precarious balance depended on their common need for the goodwill of the monarch. That shrewd northerner John Hardyng said of Henry V that his shadow fell across all England, even when he was campaigning in France. Looking back at his reign in old age, he thought that the King’s ability to maintain order at home had been the ‘rote and head’ of all his foreign conquests. Hardyng’s view is borne out by the sudden revival of a number of ancient aristocratic vendettas as soon as the news of Henry’s death reached England. For some years into the new reign, the council was able to contain the worst symptoms of this renewed lawlessness. But in the nature of things, they could never entirely replace the firm hand of the dead King. In the longer term, the institutions of the English state would be engulfed by a rising tide of brigandage, piracy and aristocratic gang-warfare, classic symptoms of political breakdown and social fragmentation.18

         15Financial failure was the first symptom of England’s ills. The current system of public finance had served the country well, but it was not equal to the cost of keeping a permanent army of occupation in France. At the time of Henry V’s death, the English government’s permanent revenue was about £67,000 a year. Of this, about a third came from the King’s ‘ordinary’ revenues, in other words from the demesne lands of the Crown, the profits of justice and the proceeds of feudal rights of one kind or another. The rest came from the customs. The customs had for many years been the Crown’s single largest source of revenue. They comprised a variety of historic duties, levied mainly on exports, which had been granted to the kings as a permanent addition to their revenues; and the wool subsidy, or maltolt (‘bad tax’), a supplementary export duty on wool which depended on regular Parliamentary grants but had come to be regarded as a permanent tax. The financial statements presented to Parliament in May 1421 suggested that the King’s permanent revenues were entirely consumed by the cost of the royal household, the ordinary administration of England and Ireland, and the garrisons of Calais and the Scottish march, leaving nothing at all for military operations in France.19

         The problems of Henry V’s successors were considerably worse. In the first place, they inherited the dead King’s leaden legacy of debt. Henry had left an insolvent personal estate which took more than twenty years to wind up. The deficiency was met in part from the ordinary receipts of the royal demesne over the next decade, and in part out of the revenues of the duchy of Lancaster, which had been placed in the hands of trustees charged with the payment of his debts and the support of his widow. The result was a substantial burden on the new King’s hereditary revenues, from which he was not freed until the 1440s. In addition, there were the much larger public debts amassed during seven years of intensive military operations. Their total amount cannot be determined, but some examples will give an idea of their scale. Arrears from the Agincourt campaign of 1415 were still being settled in the 1430s, and some remained outstanding a decade later. John Holland Earl of Huntingdon, who had been captured at the battle of Baugé in 1421, claimed to have accumulated arrears of more than £8,000 in war wages for himself and his company in addition to £1,000 in prize money for the capture of some Genoese carracks in 1416. At the beginning of the new reign, the arrears of wages owing to the garrisons of Calais and its outlying forts alone exceeded £30,000. 16Henry V had managed to sustain his cash-flow in his final years only by borrowing against future revenues and by allowing unpaid debts to accumulate.20

         More serious, because its effects would be felt for longer, was the decline of the customs revenues. This had been a problem since the last years of Edward III, but it reached crisis proportions under Henry VI. The main reason was the rise of the domestic cloth industry, which provided a steadily growing market for wool that would otherwise have been exported. Already in the 1370s, Chaucer’s Wife of Bath made cloth which ‘passed hem of Ypres and of Gaunt’. By 1422, finished cloth had overtaken raw wool in England’s export markets. East Anglia and the Cotswolds, which were the main centres of cloth-making, became the richest regions of the country, their fine halls and churches standing to this day as visible monuments to the prosperity of the trade. For the Crown, however, it was an unmitigated misfortune. The English Kings had been able to tax wool exports as heavily as they did because the country was the only significant source of high-quality raw wool in northern Europe. But English cloth faced stiff competition from the domestic cloth industries of Flanders and Brabant and could not be taxed at comparable rates without killing the trade. The result can be seen in the figures. In the golden age of English public finance, in the 1350s, the customs had yielded more than £100,000 in a good year, but the receipts in 1422 were just £45,800. At their nadir a decade later, they would fall below £30,000. This not only reduced the King’s revenues, but drastically reduced his borrowing capacity, for assignments from the regular stream of customs revenue had traditionally provided the most attractive security for loans. The mercantile interest was well represented in the Commons and was in no mood to help. The wool subsidy had been granted to Henry V for life, but his son’s first Parliament would not renew it for more than two years and then at a reduced rate.21

         The English government had no access to long-term loans. The wars of Edward I and Edward II and the early campaigns of Edward III had been funded in large part by the great Italian banking houses. Their fingers had been burned when the Kings defaulted, and their successors withdrew from the market. Thereafter, the government’s credit was never good enough to support an ambitious programme of foreign borrowing. Henry V and Henry VI borrowed almost entirely from their own subjects. Their borrowing was short-term, intended 17to meet pressure on their cash-flow at critical moments, and did not therefore constitute an addition to the government’s resources. Money was advanced for terms of weeks or months and secured against future revenues or pledges of jewellery or plate. Much of the debt had to be repaid from further borrowing, sometimes from the same lenders. The largest single creditor by far was the supremely wealthy Henry Beaufort. Over the next twenty-four years he lent over £180,000 to the Crown. Further large sums were borrowed from the merchants of the Calais Staple (nearly £87,000 in the course of the reign), the corporation of London (over £56,000), individual Londoners (nearly £50,000), the trustees of the Duchy of Lancaster (nearly £42,000), the Italian merchant community in England (about £16,000), the Archbishop of Canterbury (over £14,000) and innumerable municipal and religious corporations and private individuals in the shires (about £40,000).

         During the reign of Henry V Parliament had begun the practice of authorising the King to borrow against future tax revenues up to a given limit. Initially, the government was only authorised to anticipate taxes already granted. But in 1421 Parliament began to authorise borrowing up to specified amounts against the proceeds of taxes not yet granted. This practice continued throughout the reign of Henry VI and became a significant feature of English public finance.

         Government borrowing was expensive, even with first class security. Interest was a sensitive subject because of the Church’s prohibition of usury, but it was an almost universal commercial practice. That well-informed councillor and judge Sir John Fortescue, writing in the 1460s, recorded that Henry VI had generally paid between 25 and 33 per cent on his borrowings, ‘and thus be thereby always poorer and poorer as usury and chevisance increaseth the poverty of him that borroweth’.22

         The only durable solution was regular Parliamentary taxation. Parliamentary subsidies were unpopular and politically problematic. The objections were partly principled and partly practical. The principled objection was the ancient idea that the ordinary cost of government should be met from the King’s personal resources, which retained its grip on men’s minds long after it had ceased to be realistic. Parliamentary subsidies were regarded as one-off emergency taxes. They were reserved for cases of ‘evident necessity’, generally wars in defence of the realm, when the Commons were conventionally bound to support the King with their purses. The practical problem was 18that Parliamentary subsidies were direct taxes levied as a standard proportion of the value of movable property, a tenth in the towns and a fifteenth in the country, according to an assessment dating back to 1334. A standard subsidy was reckoned to produce about £37,000, or £52,000 if matched by a grant of the clergy, as it usually was. In 1334 the population had been larger and the geographical distribution of wealth very different. A century later, parts of the country had real difficulty in raising the amount of their assessment. Taxes had to be paid in cash, which was hard to find in an economy still partly based on barter, where silver coin was in short supply. England had been a precociously developed tax state in the early years of the war, but its failure to develop a sales tax like the French aides had ossified the system and meant that by the fifteenth century the tax base bore little relation to the real resources of the country. In the afterglow of his victories, Henry V had been able to impose heavier burdens on his subjects than any king had done before, or indeed for many years afterwards. But by the end of his reign, the Parliamentary Commons had had enough. In October 1419, amid growing signs of tax exhaustion, they had bluntly told the King’s representatives that while they were willing to pay for the defence of England, they would vote no more taxes to support the war in France. Apart from a solitary subsidy granted to Henry V at the end of 1421, they stuck to this line for nine years, until 1428. Coming on top of the decline of the customs, the result was to cut the English government’s annual revenues from all sources to barely half those which Henry V had enjoyed.23

         The Commons’ indifference to the government’s financial embarrassment was symptomatic of a more general disengagement of English society from the French war. After the treaty of Troyes, England and France were nominally at peace. The Commons took the view that English taxes should not be used to support the civil administration of France or to pay for military operations there. They regarded the continuing struggle with the Dauphin as an internal crisis of the French state, rather than an English national enterprise. The signs are that most Englishmen agreed with this. They were not entirely deluded. With Normandy occupied, the Duke of Burgundy an ally and Brittany neutral, England no longer had an enemy on the opposite side of the Channel. The frontier of Valois France was more than 200 miles away on the Loire. The Dauphin had few ships and no Atlantic ports apart from La Rochelle in Poitou. A Dauphinist garrison still clung on to the 19fortress of Le Crotoy at the mouth of the Somme, surrounded by hostile territory, but the French were never able to base a fleet there, and in any event its days in their hands were numbered. As a result, French seaborne attacks on the English coast and English shipping had almost ceased. As for France’s allies, Scotland and Castile, they both had important contingents serving in the Dauphin’s armies in France, but neither was willing to attack England directly. The northern marches of England had been quiescent for five years; and Castile, although still willing to furnish transports for Scottish companies crossing to France, had abandoned the cruiser wars and resumed active trading links with England.24

         The patriotic fervour which had sustained Henry V’s enterprise was already fading when he died. In some regions, such as Lancashire, an older tradition of military service in France was still vigorous. London and East Anglia were also important recruiting grounds for English armies. But in most of England, the government had difficulty in recruiting troops to serve overseas. These difficulties mounted in the new reign, especially among the nobility and the larger landowners who had been the backbone of past continental expeditions. Their contribution was important not just in itself, but because their networks of clients and dependents in the English counties were a major source of recruits. Most of them fought for status, not money. The honour of serving under the King’s eye had always been the biggest draw, and military service was a route to royal favour even when the King was not present in person. Nearly four-fifths of the Parliamentary peerage served in the army that accompanied Henry V to France in 1415, but an infant king whose patronage was controlled by his council could never have matched the draw of Henry V. Only half of the peerage accompanied the eight-year-old Henry VI to France in 1430, and the number serving in less glamorous campaigns was much smaller.25

         These problems reflected profound changes in English society, which was becoming progressively demilitarised. Men-at-arms were traditionally drawn from the nobility and gentry, who had trained from their early teens to fight on horseback with lance and sword. Noblemen of every rank continued to pay lip-service to martial ideals, which were still a mark of status, but the high rates of participation attained in the reigns of Edward III and Henry V were never matched under their successors. Every company which had fought at Agincourt 20had been commanded by a belted knight. However, the number of men willing to become knights had been in decline for many years. After a short-lived improvement in the reign of Henry V, the decline was noticeably steeper in his son’s time. Captains commonly mustered their contingents with numbers of knights well below those specified in their indentures of service. By the 1430s there were probably only 250 to 300 English knights in all of England. Fewer than half of these ever served in France and only a handful served at any one time. In 1434, when a survey was carried out, there were only twenty-nine English knights in France out of a military establishment of about 6,000. Reflecting on the ultimate failure of English arms, Sir John Fastolf, who lived through the last years of Lancastrian France, put it down to the abandonment by noble families of the traditions of chivalrous education. Men ‘descended of noble blood and born to arms as knights’ sons, esquires and of other gentle blood’, now devoted themselves to law and other ‘needless business’. ‘There beeth few captains as of knights or squires that wollen go,’ as the council complained in the mid-1430s. Their numbers had to be made up by recruiting rougher men. They were the ‘poor fellows’ whom the herald Nicholas Upton observed, men who had ‘become noble through their service in the wars of France by their own wisdom, strength or valour or by the divers other virtues which ennoble a man’. However, even with a broader social base for recruitment, the proportion of men-at-arms in English armies persistently declined during his reign. The balance was usually made up with archers, who were more plentiful and cheaper. The standard ratio of men-at-arms to archers was one to three. But as the war continued, the proportion progressively declined, reaching one to five or six or worse in the final years of the English occupation.26

         The tactical requirements of war eased these changes. Most fourteenth-century campaigns had been cavalcades (‘chevauchées’), involving rapid and destructive movement through enemy country, lasting no more than a few months. The fifteenth-century war was different. It was a war of sieges, calling for a permanent army of occupation. Service was mainly in garrisons and required long-term commitment. Most of the leading captains, all the principal garrison commanders and many of their humbler followers were career soldiers who spent years, even decades in France. The more successful of them received grants of land or office in Normandy. But this kind of service 21held little attraction for men with interests to safeguard and estates to manage at home.

         With English armies increasingly recruited in a lower social stratum and the men passing many years abroad, the military community in France and the political community at home drifted apart. Gone were the veterans who had played such a prominent part in the county politics of fourteenth-century England and filled the benches of the House of Commons. In the first Parliaments of Henry VI’s reign, nearly half the knights of the shires had served in France at least once in his father’s time. Some had had military careers dating back to the 1380s. Over the following years, the number of men with military experience serving as justices of the peace or returned to Parliament progressively dwindled. The Speaker of the House of Commons was invariably a substantial landowner representing a county seat, and usually a belted knight, but of the ten men to hold the office in the first two decades of the new reign, only one had any military experience at all. The indifference of the Commons to the government’s dreams of conquest probably mirrored that of the population at large. English chronicles from these years have remarkably little to say about it. France seemed a world away.27

         
            *

         

         Few people in England understood how complex the English position in France was. At the accession of Henry VI, slightly over half of the French kingdom acknowledged his authority. It comprised the duchy of Guyenne in the south-west and all the provinces north of the Loire valley with the exception of Anjou and Maine. But Lancastrian France was a political patchwork, not a monolithic block (Map I). Calais was a military and commercial colony, an outpost of the city of London populated by Englishmen and dominated by the powerful corporation of English Merchants of the Staple. It was generally regarded as an extra-territorial enclave of England: ‘beyond the boundaries of this realm’, as one of Henry VI’s French tax officials once put it.28 The ancestral lands of the English royal house in the duchy of Guyenne, now reduced to a modest part of the province of Gascony, were geographically remote, economically vulnerable and under constant threat from the Dauphinist provinces on its borders. The possessions of the house of Burgundy and the duchies of Brittany and Lorraine were autonomous principalities whose rulers were allies rather than subjects, and not always dependable ones. Paris and the Île-de-France, 22Picardy, Champagne, the Gâtinais and the Beauce were governed by the English Regent through the existing administrative structures of the French kingdom. These were staffed by French officials, most of whom owed their careers and their allegiance to the Dukes of Burgundy. Only Normandy was firmly under direct English control, with an administration dominated by English officials and an English army of occupation.

         Philip the Good, Duke of Burgundy, occupied a pivotal position in English calculations. Burgundy had been the richest and most powerful of the princely houses of France for more than half a century. The Dukes possessed two large blocks of territory in France. A western block with its administrative capital at Lille comprised Flanders, Artois, the county of Boulogne and the three castleries of Montdidier, Péronne and Roye in Picardy. A south-eastern block administered from Dijon comprised the duchy of Burgundy, the county of Burgundy beyond the Saône (technically part of the German Empire), the Charolais and the Nivernais. In addition, the Dukes effectively controlled the adjoining regions of the Auxerrois and the Mâconnais, although neither had been formally granted to them. Between these two blocks lay a broad crescent of territory which was not strictly speaking part of the Duke’s domains but which he dominated politically. This was a region of populous industrial cities which had been won for the Burgundian cause in 1417 by John the Fearless’s cynical promise of honest government and tax cuts.

         The Valois Dukes of Burgundy were not just great princes of France. They also controlled important territories to the east and north of the French kingdom which belonged politically to the enfeebled German Empire. By a shrewd mixture of dynastic marriage, purchase and political pressure, Philip’s grandfather had planted branches of his family in the imperial counties of Brabant, Hainaut, Holland and Zeeland. His father had married one of his daughters into the ducal family of Cleves and established a Burgundian protectorate in Luxembourg. Philip himself had purchased the succession to the imperial county of Namur from its childless ruler in 1421. In the late middle ages these regions were, together with northern Italy, the richest, most densely populated and most heavily industrialised in Europe. Philip’s revenues in the first decade of his reign averaged about 200,000 livres (about £33,300 sterling). In the next decade, when the Burgundian empire expanded to absorb most of the Low Countries, 23they nearly doubled. This made them comparable to the ordinary revenues of England.29

         The Dukes of Burgundy had been able to endow their disparate territories with all the trappings of a state, apart from a crown. They held a magnificent court. They rode from city to city with large armed escorts and clattering crowds of mounted courtiers, clients and officials. They issued documents ‘by the grace of God’. They minted coins. They nominated bishops. They sponsored crusades. They conducted diplomatic relations with the papacy and the kingdoms of Europe. They deployed armies and fleets commanded by their own marshals and admirals. Flanders was rarely willing to furnish armies to fight in France and produced only a small number of troops, generally noblemen and their retainers attached to the Duke’s household. From his other French territories, however, Philip the Good could raise up to 6,000 men. The armies of the duchy and county of Burgundy, which accounted for slightly under half of this number, were recruited in the traditional way from the kinsmen, retainers and clients of the nobility and consisted mainly of cavalrymen. Artois and Picardy produced the rest, disciplined, well-equipped companies, mounted for movement but fighting on foot in the English manner. In both regions, but particularly in the more heavily urbanised north, the proportion of bowmen rose rapidly in this period, reflecting the growing power of modern crossbows, the demands of siege warfare and the influence of English tactical doctrine. Bowmen had accounted for little more than a tenth of Burgundian armies of the previous century. But by the 1430s they comprised about a third of the forces recruited in the two Burgundies and three-quarters of those raised in Picardy and Artois. The Dukes were also quick to exploit the technological advances of the age. Their artillery arm was among the most advanced in Europe.30

         The obligation to extend Lancastrian rule to the whole of France was one of the critical provisions of the treaty of Troyes. The prospect of preserving the country’s territorial integrity was one of the main reasons why the dual monarchy was accepted by so many sincere French patriots. The completion of the English conquest would mean the end of the murderous civil war between Armagnac and Burgundy which had divided the country for twelve years and laid waste to much of its territory. It would settle the secular conflict with England, which had been almost as destructive. It would resolve the question of the succession, at any rate for those who believed that the Dauphin was 24barred by his complicity in the murder of John the Fearless. For much of the administrative and ecclesiastical elite, it offered a way out of the impossible dilemmas of a venomous past. Writing from Troyes as the treaty’s terms were being settled, the King’s proctor in the Parlement told the Parisians that he was certain that it would bring about ‘a definitive peace between the two realms which, God willing, will endure forever.’31 At the time, many people had shared this man’s confidence.

         Whether this ambition could ever have been achieved is an unanswerable question. In the event it was frustrated even before the death of Henry V by the success of the Dauphin’s ministers in creating a parallel government based at Bourges and Poitiers, with duplicates of the principal political and judicial institutions of Paris. The Dauphin’s enemies derisorily referred to it as the ‘kingdom of Bourges’. But the kingdom of Bourges was a reality. The Dauphin’s officers had effective administrative control and the strong support of the population in the regions which recognised him as King. The frontier between the two kingdoms of France was never impermeable. But it gradually hardened as each side sequestered the property of the other’s subjects and treated contacts across the line as treason. The final campaigns of Henry V and the early campaigns of the Duke of Bedford concentrated on eliminating Dauphinist pockets in the north instead of pursuing the Dauphin into the heartlands of his power, thus reinforcing the partition. Once the kingdom of Bourges was securely established, its conquest would have required money and manpower on a scale well beyond the combined resources of the insolvent English kingdom and the war-torn provinces of northern France. The result was a frustrating stalemate with no obvious way out.

         At the end of his life, Henry V himself seems to have recognised this. The war, he had declared, would be ‘a long, dangerous, risky and very difficult business, between well-matched parties’. This had been his declared reason for accepting the mediation of Amadeus VIII Duke of Savoy. He had also welcomed the mission of the Carthusian Niccolò Albergati, the legate sent by the Pope to the courts of all three protagonists to support the process. We do not know what kind of deal Henry had in mind, but some reports of his final words to the friends gathered round his deathbed suggest that if his title to Normandy and, presumably, Guyenne had been recognised, he might have surrendered his claim to the rest of France along with the throne. This would have 25left England with a manageable block of territory in northern France which would have been easier to defend.

         Henry V would have had the natural authority to agree to this without discrediting himself in the eyes of his countrymen. His successors were in a more delicate position. The Regent and the councillors lived under the shadow of the dead King. They were trustees for his infant son. As such, they could make any number of provisional arrangements but, as they saw it, they could not surrender his rights without his consent, which he was incapable of giving until he reached his majority. As a result, the English had nothing of real value to offer the Dauphin and abandoned the talks after Henry V’s death. They were condemned to fight on indefinitely in a cause which they gradually realised was hopeless. The implicit promise of peace which had justified the treaty of Troyes in the eyes of so many Frenchmen, proved to be an illusion. The Chancellor of Burgundy Nicolas Rolin had been among the treaty’s first champions but was quickly disillusioned. ‘They called it a treaty of peace,’ he wrote years later, ‘but it might as well have been called a treaty of war and destruction.’32

         What above all lent plausibility to the claim of the English to be the true government of France was the possession of Paris. In 1422 the city was a shadow of its former self. It had suffered from years of intermittent blockade, punitive taxation, political proscription and mob violence. After the death of Charles VI, there was no longer a royal residence in the city, for the first time in centuries. The Louvre had become a state prison and arsenal, its gatehouse let out for a workshop. The courtiers who had once filled the courts and gardens of the Hôtel Saint-Pol had vanished, leaving Charles VI’s widow Isabelle as its only notable resident, a lonely, forgotten figure living behind closed doors in an apartment overlooking the Rue Saint-Antoine. The palaces of the great territorial noblemen and the mansions of the ministers and financiers of the Valois kings had been confiscated or abandoned. England’s few allies among the French princes shunned a city which had been the centre of the civilised world only two decades earlier. The Duke of Burgundy rarely visited Paris and allowed the Hôtel d’Artois, his father’s old headquarters, to fall into ruin. The Duke of Brittany’s mansion by the Louvre was described in 1429 as ‘empty, ruinous and uninhabited’. He had not set foot in it since the summer of 1417 and finally gave it away for nothing. The great Italian banking and merchant houses had left for Bruges and Antwerp, never to return. 26Not one notable new church, mansion or public building was built in the half-century following the Cabochian revolution of 1413, the only comparable period of emptiness in the city’s architectural history. The characteristic monument of these years was a celebration of death: the frescoed Dance of Death in the cemetery of the Holy Innocents by the market of Les Halles, which was completed in 1425. The skeletal figure of Death coming for men and women clinging vainly to life remained the most familiar image of fifteenth-century France for generations of Parisians until the cemetery was finally swept away in 1785.33

         The flight of the rich and powerful was the visible symptom of a profound demographic and economic crisis in the life of Paris. Its population had halved since the turn of the century. Every contemporary description of the city in these years remarked on the spectacle of dilapidated and deserted buildings and empty workshops, 24,000 of them according to a plausible estimate in 1424. Their sombre accounts are borne out by the records. In its golden years, the bridges over the Seine had been lined with shops and houses, but a third of the buildings on the Pont Notre-Dame were now shut up and abandoned. Rents fell to historically low levels. The luxury trades were particularly badly affected. A handful of outstanding craftsmen found work from the Duke of Bedford and his circle, but most of the workshops closed down. One manuscript illuminator claimed that the fall-off of work had forced him to take a job as a sergeant at the Châtelet. In 1433 a jeweller declared that his craft was the poorest in the city. At least there were customers for those who sold bread, shoes and other basics, he said. Yet even that was not always true. Much of the market of Les Halles, once the centre of the city’s food distribution, was deserted and its buildings in a state of collapse. The butchers’ guild, formerly the richest in the city, complained in 1427 that some of their number were unemployed and starving. In the first decade of the English regime in Paris, the number of licensed wholesalers of wine fell from sixty to thirty-four, and even that was thought to be more than the market could sustain.34

         For all its shabby indigence, Paris still had a powerful symbolic status. As a Burgundian councillor observed, it was ‘the heart of the mystic body of the realm’. In a country of strong provincial loyalties, the monarchy was the only truly national institution, and Paris had been its seat since the twelfth century. The organs of government were all based there: the royal council, the judicial offices of the royal 27household, the Parlement which served as the ultimate court of appeal, the Treasury and the Chambre des Comptes, the departments which administered the mints and the royal demesne. On the Île de la Cité the old palace, abandoned to the bureaucrats since the 1350s, still hummed with busy officials, judges and clerks who proclaimed their jurisdiction over every French province, even if their writ in practice ran no further than the Loire.

         With the Duke of Bedford’s installation as Regent, a new nobility installed itself amid the debris of the old. The Earl of Salisbury moved into the Hôtel d’Arras in the Rue Saint-André des Arts on the left bank. The Earl of Suffolk installed his household nearby in the Hôtel d’Aligré, in what is now the Rue de l’Université. Robert Lord Willoughby, one of Bedford’s most dependable captains who served almost continuously in France throughout his regency, lived in Hôtel de Bohême, the great mansion of Louis Duke of Orléans near the Halles quarter, with its vast gardens extending on both sides of the old city wall. Lesser men snapped up empty lots at knock-down prices. Bedford himself took over the Hôtel des Tournelles on the Rue Saint-Antoine. This rambling mansion, with its turreted façade opposite the Hôtel Saint-Pol and its gardens and tilting yard extending over what is now the Place des Vosges, was to be the headquarters of the English in Paris for fourteen years until they were finally expelled in 1436.35

         The English were in power in the French capital, but it was borrowed power. When Henry V entered Paris for the first time as Regent in December 1420, he was ostensibly stepping into the shoes of King Charles VI. In reality, he was stepping into the shoes of Philip of Burgundy’s father, John the Fearless, the ruthless faction leader whose partisans had taken over the city in the bloody coup d’état of May 1418. The figure of the murdered Duke cast a long shadow over the Lancastrian regime in France. The grands corps of the royal government, the municipality and the University were all filled with men who owed their places to the Burgundian coup and the brutal proscriptions which had followed it. Their first loyalty was to the house of Burgundy. Their sentiments were echoed by most Parisians. They loved the Duke of Burgundy, one of them wrote, as much as it was possible to love any prince. At crises of the war, it was the Burgundian crimson sash that men wore to proclaim their allegiance in the streets, and the St Andrew’s cross of Burgundy that they unfurled on the ramparts. Bedford himself was under no illusions about this. 28Nowhere was his dependence on the Burgundian alliance more obvious. ‘Without his support,’ he said of Philip the Good some years later, ‘Paris and everything else would have been lost at a stroke.’36

         Bedford was astute enough to treat the Parisians as allies and subjects, and not as a conquered race. He tried to persuade them that Henry VI was as much French as English. The painted genealogy which he ordered to be hung in Notre-Dame cathedral traced the English King’s descent through successive Kings of France back to St Louis. The lion’s share, about 95 per cent, of property confiscated from Dauphinists in Paris went to French partisans of the dual monarchy, not to Englishmen. He surrounded himself with French councillors. But there still were plenty of reminders of the foreign character of English rule. Ordinary English soldiers and officials tended to speak poor French and pronounce it badly, while hardly any Frenchmen spoke English. ‘We don’t understand what they say, and they don’t understand us,’ complained the curmudgeonly contemporary chronicler of the city. There were the inevitable curses and insults, brawls in taverns and fights at street corners. A priest taking part in a religious procession described in his journal how as he approached the Porte Saint-Martin the Duke of Bedford’s cavalcade rode furiously through the opening, forcing the crowd out of the way and spattering them with freezing mud. Thomas Lord Roos caused much irritation by having himself preceded by buglers and trumpeters blowing their instruments as he came through the city gates, ‘as if he were some kind of King, Duke or Earl’. This kind of insensitivity was no different from that of the French princes who had been cocks of the roost at the court of Charles VI before the civil wars but coming from foreigners it left a sourer taste. From time to time, there were more serious incidents. At Christmas 1422, the Duke of Bedford had to hurry back from Rouen when a plot was uncovered to deliver up the city to the Dauphin. The plot was foiled and the ringleaders executed. But the discovery provoked weeks of panic. A large number of suspected Dauphinists were rounded up and thrown into the Châtelet. Oaths of loyalty were exacted from all the more substantial citizens. Some of them were said to have sworn ‘with very ill grace’.37

         On the whole, however, there was very little overt opposition to the Lancastrian regime in Paris in Bedford’s time. The main concern of the inhabitants was the security of their city. Much the most important factor in the English administration’s relations with them was its 29ability to keep open the main road and river routes of the Seine basin, on which Paris depended for its trade and its supplies of food and burning wood. The English occupation of Normandy and the Vexin on its eastern march more or less guaranteed the free flow of supplies through the lower valleys of the Seine and the Oise. The eastern and southern approaches were more vulnerable. Their security depended on the shifting fortunes of war. Food prices in the city’s markets were a sensitive index of the English military position and a powerful generator of popular discontent. Fortunately for Bedford, a succession of good harvests and the favourable military situation in the Île-de-France meant that the early years of his regency were years of relative plenty and low prices.38

         
            *

         

         The anonymous Parisian chronicler thought that ‘the English did everything’ in government. This was probably most people’s impression, for the English, with their loud ways and armed escorts, were a visible presence. But it was in fact untrue. The personnel of the Lancastrian government in the capital was almost entirely French. The principal officers and departments of state inherited from the Valois Kings continued to operate exactly as they had in the last years of Charles VI, with the same personnel and the same procedures. The main organ of the Lancastrian state in France was the Grand Conseil, an executive committee responsible for the day-to-day business of government, comprising the officers of state such as the Chancellor and the Treasurer, some senior administrators and judges, and permanent councillors with no official ‘portfolio’ who were there because Bedford had learned to value their advice. In addition, there were the occasional members, generally powerful political or military figures, who received no formal retainer and rarely attended but whose voice was indispensable at critical moments. Almost all of these men were French. Bedford brought in a small contingent of Englishmen but none of them were regular attenders.39

         The bedrock of the Lancastrian regime was a group of Frenchmen who had begun their political careers as Burgundian protégés in the time of John the Fearless. At the outset of the new reign, most of them were veterans of the Cabochian revolution of 1413 and the Burgundian coup of 1418, or else they were John’s partisans nominated to offices in the King’s government during the purges which followed. Some of these men regarded themselves primarily as servants of the 30Duke of Burgundy. Others became committed supporters of the dual monarchy and remained so even after Philip of Burgundy had broken with it. The most significant of them were John of Luxembourg and his brother Louis, Pierre Cauchon and Jean Rinel. The Luxembourg brothers belonged to a cadet branch of the imperial house which had settled in Picardy, a region which had long looked for patronage to the house of Burgundy. John of Luxembourg had been the most talented Burgundian commander of the civil wars. Louis, the younger brother, had entered the church and become Bishop of Thérouanne in Artois. He had been responsible for burying the French dead after the battle of Agincourt, an experience which can have given him little reason to love the English. In fact, both brothers had initially opposed the treaty of Troyes and refused to swear the oath to abide by it until Philip of Burgundy made them. Yet both were ultimately seduced by Henry V and later became his son’s most loyal supporters in France. Louis of Luxembourg was the nearest thing that Lancastrian France had to a prime minister. Bedford made him Treasurer and ultimately, in February 1425, Chancellor. He was a princely figure, haughty and authoritarian, a lover of luxury who held court with a grand household in his many residences in Paris and Normandy. He was also a man of martial tastes who, in spite of his clerical status, was entirely comfortable in the saddle taking command in moments of crisis. His brother John followed a similar trajectory. He became a permanent councillor and took command in a succession of campaigns in Picardy and Champagne for both the Regent and the Duke of Burgundy.

         Most of those who worked for the Lancastrian administration had been propelled into the English camp by the fears and hatreds generated by the civil wars. Pierre Cauchon, Bishop of Beauvais, later notorious as the judge of Joan of Arc, had more modest origins than the Luxembourg brothers and belonged to an older generation. He was born in Champagne and had made his career in the golden years of Charles VI as a canon lawyer at the University of Paris. Cauchon had been drawn to John the Fearless by his campaign against government corruption, a cause dear to the University’s heart. He had sat on the reform commission that produced the Cabochian Ordinance of 1413 and was appointed by John to the judicial service of the royal household after the coup of 1418. To a man like him, the austere rectitude of Henry V and Bedford was attractive. In 1423 Cauchon became the first permanent member of the Grand Conseil to be appointed by the 31Duke of Bedford and he remained one of its most active members until his death in 1442.

         Jean Rinel, who came from Lorraine, had first risen to prominence as a young man on the staff of the Dauphin Louis of Guyenne, who died in 1415. Like Cauchon, to whom he was related by marriage, he became a partisan of John the Fearless during the Cabochian revolution, which briefly overthrew the old bureaucratic establishment in 1413. When John recovered control of Charles VI’s government in 1418 Rinel emerged as an influential member of the secretariat serving the Burgundian council in Paris. He played an active part in the negotiation of the treaty of Troyes and may have been one of its draftsmen. He was never a councillor, but he became Henry V’s principal French secretary and performed the same service for the Duke of Bedford after Henry’s death, achieving as much influence behind the scenes as most councillors enjoyed in front of it. Judging by his later writings, Rinel was genuinely convinced that the dual monarchy was the only guarantee of domestic peace in France. Yet he remained in the service of the house of Lancaster long after the dream had faded, right up to his death in 1449 on the eve of its final collapse. All the evidence suggests that the same was true of several hundred other Frenchmen who made their careers in less visible positions in the service of the house of Lancaster during the thirty years that their government in France survived.40

         In addition to the council and the administrative and judicial departments in Paris, the English maintained a separate capital in Rouen, where a burgeoning bureaucracy was housed in the castle at the northern end of the city. This untidy arrangement was due to one of the abiding dilemmas of the Lancastrian regime. According to the treaty of Troyes, once the King of England had mounted the throne of France, the separate administration which Henry V had set up in Normandy should have been wound up and merged with the royal government. For French supporters of the dual monarchy, this was a point of principle. The unity and integrity of the French kingdom depended on it. The English saw things differently. They distinguished between the territories which they held by right of conquest and those which they held by treaty. The first comprised the duchy of Normandy and the so-called pays de conquête on its fringes, which Henry V and Bedford had forcibly incorporated into it: Perche, Alençon and later Maine on the south-west; the verdant plateau of the French Vexin which extended to 32the river Oise on the east and had historically been part of the Île-de-France; and a handful of fortresses like Dreux, Mantes, Poissy and Saint-Germain-en-Laye west of Paris. The treaty territories comprised the rest of Lancastrian France. The promise to merge their administrations had originally been made in the expectation that the Dauphin’s cause would have collapsed by the time that Charles VI died. When the time came and the war was still being fought with unabated fury, this promise was honoured only in name. The Regent spent as much time in Rouen as in Paris. The King’s council in Normandy continued to function, albeit ostensibly as a branch of the Grand Conseil in Paris and with some of the same members. The Norman Chambre des Comptes at Caen was abolished and its audit function transferred to Paris, but the finances of the duchy continued to be separately administered by the Treasurer and the Receiver-General of Normandy, both of whom were based at Rouen. Normandy retained its own hierarchy of courts and the Parlement of Paris had some difficulty in asserting its right to hear Norman appeals.41

         The truth was that Normandy was too important to the English to be merged with the rest of Lancastrian France. It was their main military base and chief source of revenue. It had valuable ports, readily accessible from England. Together with the neighbouring provinces of Picardy and Artois, the possession of Normandy gave the English control of the Channel from both sides. In addition, large numbers of English soldiers and officials had been endowed with Norman lands confiscated from loyalists of the house of Valois who had fled before the invaders. Henry V had set out to create a new nobility of settlers committed to the Norman duchy’s defence, very much as his ancestors had done in Ireland and Wales. It has been estimated that the nominal value of the English nobility’s land holdings in Normandy was about a sixth of the entire value of its English holdings. The more important of these men took Norman territorial titles, becoming counts of Harcourt, Aumale, Mortain, Perche, Tancarville or Eu. Substantial English communities settled in the principal towns, notably Rouen and Caen, the ‘English town’ par excellence. Bedford broadened the Lancastrian land settlement, extending it to large numbers of humbler men, ordinary men-at-arms and even archers, who might form the kernel of a resident military class. By comparison, apart from some adoptive Parisians, Henry VI’s English subjects rarely settled in other parts of France. His ministers never really felt secure in the provinces 33which they owed to the treaty, a political arrangement which they knew was no more solid than the alliances which had brought it about. To these men, as to the dying Henry V, Normandy was the redoubt to which they might one day have to retreat.42

         
            *

         

         The main constraints on English military operations were finance and manpower. At the time when he assumed the regency, the Duke of Bedford had a permanent force of about 5,500 English troops at his disposal. Thereafter, the permanent establishment fluctuated between 3,000 and 6,000 men. In addition, ad hoc armies up to about 2,000 strong could be recruited from the indigenous population for particular operations. Most of these men came from Normandy or from regions dominated by the Duke of Burgundy, mainly Artois and Picardy. They generally served under the command of John of Luxembourg or Bedford’s French Marshal Villiers de L’Isle-Adam. In theory, responsibility for financing the war was shared between the French and the Norman treasuries. The war on the marches of Normandy was fought mainly by the English army in Normandy and funded from Norman revenues. The revenues of the rest of Lancastrian France were supposed to pay for the war in Picardy, Champagne, the Gâtinais and the Île-de-France, which was fought partly by English captains with English companies, but mainly by indigenous troops in English service.43

         In practice, this neat scheme broke down, because of the collapse of tax revenues everywhere except Normandy and Paris. During the civil wars, John the Fearless had curried favour with the northern towns by abolishing the aides and the taille, the two main war taxes of the French state. He funded his government by resorting to coinage manipulation. The resulting economic disruption, combined with a Europe-wide scarcity of silver, had ultimately made this policy unsustainable. Henry V reversed it, reinstating the war taxes abolished by John the Fearless but promising his French subjects sound money. The Duke of Bedford stuck to Henry’s policy, but the results were disappointing. The machinery of tax collection was successfully re-established in Normandy and the pays de conquête but not in the treaty provinces. In the early years of the regency, total receipts from the treaty provinces averaged only about 169,000 livres (about £28,000) a year, a small fraction of what they had yielded before the civil wars. In spite of the efforts of Bedford and Louis of Luxembourg, receipts actually declined 34over the first decade of the new reign. The corresponding figure for the year ending 30 September 1428, according to an estimate prepared by the English administration, was 129,240 livres (£14,360), about half of the projected expenses. Picardy and the Île-de-France, which had once been among the richest regions of France, yielded no revenues at all in the only complete account to survive, which covers a period of nineteen months in 1427 and 1428. The position was only marginally better in other regions.44

         War damage was the main reason for these dismal figures. These regions had been fought over for a decade before the treaty of Troyes. Much of the land had been abandoned by the inhabitants to anarchy and scrub. The chronicler Thomas Basin, who was a student in Paris in the 1420s, remembered travelling across the plains of northern France and finding desolation around him as far as the eye could see. From the Loire to the Somme, he reported, the land was a sea of brambles, except in islands of security around the walled towns and castles. The only signs of life were beasts of burden, abandoned to fend for themselves.

         In addition to the poverty of the land, there was a problem of authority. The Valois monarchy at its apogee had been able to impose taxes without consent by mere royal fiat. The English lacked the political capital and the administrative infrastructure to do that in regions where their hold was always precarious. Across Europe national or regional assemblies were the main means of legitimising taxation. The English made effective use of them in Normandy but there was no functioning system of representative assemblies in the treaty provinces. In the whole of Henry VI’s reign, there was only one certain meeting of the Estates-General of Lancastrian France, at Paris in October 1424, and one possible meeting, at Amiens earlier in the same year. The practice was to levy local taxes for specific military operations in the regions directly affected. Thus, the siege of the Dauphinist stronghold of Le Crotoy in 1424 was funded partly by tailles levied in the towns of the Somme valley. The costs of the campaigns in Champagne in 1426 and 1427 were met mainly from contributions exacted from the cities of Champagne. The city of Paris was regularly mulcted for campaigns against the Dauphinist bands operating in the surrounding river valleys. Some process of negotiation and consent was generally involved in these cases. At least one local tax for defence was authorised by a meeting of the provincial Estates of Champagne. 35Others were painstakingly negotiated with individual towns and cities. These ad hoc procedures hardly amounted to a system, and the yield rarely covered the cost of the relevant operation. The taxes levied for the campaigns in Champagne in 1426 and 1427 covered only about 60 per cent of the cost. The rest was met by diverting revenues from Normandy. As the Earl of Suffolk complained in 1425, there was never enough money to meet the wage bill of John of Luxembourg’s army. He was inclined to put the problem down to waste and incompetence on the part of the Treasurer, John’s brother Louis. But the truth was that the necessary revenues were not there. There was not even enough to pay the ordinary expenses of government. Bedford’s government repeatedly defaulted on the salaries of judges and officials, a source of ill-feeling which more than once threatened to bring the business of government to a halt.45

         As a result of the financial travails of the government in Paris, the burden of funding the war fell mainly on the taxpayers of Normandy. Normandy was one of the richest and most fertile regions of France, a ‘fine duchy, powerful and wealthy’, Charles VII’s principal herald enthused, ‘a land of wheat, of white and brown cattle, of lush forests watered by countless streams, and abundant plantations of apples and pears’. Before the civil wars, it had accounted for between 10 and 40 per cent of the revenues of the French Crown, more than any other region. It had suffered less from physical destruction than other provinces, but the wars had taken their toll nonetheless. The parish tax records reveal a picture of severe depopulation as people fled before the armies, taking with them all that they could carry. By 1422, however, a semblance of order had been restored and the refugees had begun to return. The duchy, which was better defended than the rest of Lancastrian France, became an island of relative peace and prosperity amid the surrounding desolation, enjoying a brief economic renaissance which lasted into the 1430s. The population rose by about a quarter. Boosted by a run of good harvests, agricultural production recovered. In the towns these were fat years, probably the best of the century. Cash flooded into the region in the pockets of English soldiers and officials. The trade of the ports enjoyed a resurgence from the depths of the civil war depression, as old commercial links with England and the Low Countries were restored. At Dieppe, the best-recorded case, the number of ships using the port rose from a low of 67 in the year of Agincourt to 269 a decade later. The textile quarters of Rouen expanded rapidly. In sharp 36contrast to Paris, with its depressed property and labour markets, the city saw a steep rise in craft earnings, rents and property values during the 1420s.46

         Normandy was destined to be the milch cow of Lancastrian France. The English Kings took over the Norman demesne of the Valois Kings and their various public rights, such as confiscations, profits of justice and coinage profits. In addition to the heavy permanent taxes, the quatrième on sales and the gabelle on salt, local garrisons collected a tax known as the guet, which was in theory an alternative to watch duty in places with a professional garrison. The provincial Estates of Normandy were summoned year after year and sometimes several times a year to grant extraordinary taxes (aides) for war. In the 1420s, extraordinary taxation contributed at least half of the English Kings’ Norman revenues. In addition, assemblies representing particular districts were summoned to fund local military operations. All of these imposts, except for the guet, were managed by a network of local receivers, vicomtes and salt greniers which Henry V had inherited from the Valois kings. Collection was always in arrears, and the yield of each tax was usually less than its nominal value, problems which were endemic in medieval financial administration. Overall, however, the English succeeded in mulcting the duchy for considerable amounts. At the accession of Henry VI, the government’s net revenues from Normandy stood at about 292,000 livres a year. These revenues were drained by the cost of the permanent military establishment. In 1424, the English army in the duchy and the pays de conquête consumed between 22,000 and 25,000 livres a month, leaving very little to meet the ordinary costs of government. As the council at Rouen pointed out in the autumn of 1425, it was ‘generally acknowledged that revenue will have to be increased if the government of this kingdom is to be carried on and the needs of the war satisfied’. As the military pressures intensified and the revenues of other provinces declined, Bedford squeezed more and more out of his Norman subjects, until by the end of the decade the duchy was contributing some 424,000 livres net to his coffers. This was more than three times the revenues of the rest of Lancastrian France.47

         
            *

         

         The English military organisation in France was based on a highly flexible system of mutually supporting garrisons. The scheme can be seen from Map II. The spinal cord of the English defensive system was 37the river Seine between Paris and the sea. Paris itself was defended by its citizens, who were organised in watches, district by district, for that purpose. The only English troops permanently based there were the garrison of the Bastille, which was probably about eighty strong. Small detachments occupied the gatehouses and the fort of Saint-Victor commanding the river entrance to the city. There were also English garrisons in the suburbs, at Vincennes and in the towers of the fortified bridge over the Seine at Pont-de-Charenton. West of the capital a cluster of garrisoned towns marked the eastern extremity of the pays de conquête: Saint-Germain-en-Laye, Poissy, Pontoise and Mantes. At the beginning of the reign and again during the two years that Henry VI passed in his French realm during 1430 and 1432, there was a major concentration of troops in Rouen. In the west the Seine opened out into a broad estuary guarded from either side by the twin ports of Harfleur and Honfleur, both of which were refortified in the early 1420s. On the northern march of Normandy, the main line of defence followed the road from Paris to Dieppe, which passed beneath the walls of the major fortresses of Gisors, Gournay, Neufchâtel, Torcy and Arques. In addition, there was an important garrison at Eu, at the mouth of the river Bresle, which marked the northern limit of the duchy. The main strength of the English, however, was concentrated on the exposed southern flank of Normandy. A line of powerfully garrisoned towns and castles extended along the Paris–Cherbourg road and another, further south, followed the chain of hills running from Dreux to Avranches. The most significant of these places were Verneuil, Falaise, Vire, Alençon, Fresnay and Domfront, which had originally been built by the Anglo-Norman kings of the eleventh and twelfth centuries to defend an earlier frontier.48

         There were forty-four royal garrisons in Normandy and the pays de conquête in 1422. Most of them occupied the citadels of the larger walled towns, which were integrated into the towns’ defensive systems. Their captains were nominated by the Regent for a year at a time, counting from Michaelmas (29 September), although the higher-ranking captains were usually allowed to perform their duties through deputies. The captains and their deputies were almost invariably English, or sometimes Welsh or Gascon. They were the pivotal figures in the English war effort. They enjoyed a wide discretion, high status and in some regions outstanding opportunities for enrichment. Some of them were reappointed year after year and acquired considerable 38knowledge of their districts. Every autumn, garrison strengths were reviewed. Each captain was assigned a specified number of men-at-arms and archers for the year ahead, some of whom were required to be mounted and some unmounted. The numbers varied from two or three hundred in the fortresses of the notoriously insecure marches of Alençon and Maine, down to a dozen or fewer in places further from the front. Altogether, about 3,300 men were serving in Norman garrisons when Bedford became Regent, rising to 4,000 during the first year of his tenure. Like their captains, almost all of these men were English, although as recruitment at home became more difficult there was a tendency to fill gaps with native Normans, Brabanters, or ‘Picards’, the generic term for French-speakers from the north whether or not they came from Picardy proper. Outside Normandy and the pays de conquête, the evidence is thinner. But we know that in 1425 the Grand Conseil was maintaining another twelve garrisons supported from the revenues of the treasury in Paris in addition to garrisons living on the local population. Royal castles were the visible arm of the dual monarchy. Proclamations were made beneath their walls, to the sound of trumpets. The cross of St George flew from their towers. The King’s arms, carved and brightly painted, were displayed above their gates. Their garrisons assisted the baillis to keep order in their districts, suppressing brigandage and patrolling the road and river routes. They provided escorts for royal officials. They gathered intelligence and distributed it to other garrisons and to the councillors at Paris and Rouen. They were centres of local government, agents and symbols of the King’s authority. But their prime functions were to serve as the first line of defence against the enemy, and as reservoirs of manpower from which to recruit field armies.49

         In addition to the royal castles, several hundred other walled places were defended by local men or private garrisons. Some of them were performing customary watch duty. Some were freelance companies in English or Burgundian service. In Normandy, some were occupied by English proprietors who had been granted them on condition of military service. These arrangements did not work well. A handful of private castles occupied strategically important positions. Tancarville, standing on a high spur of rock at the mouth of the Seine, was probably the most significant of these. After the English conquest, Tancarville was confiscated from the heirs of the viscounts of Melun and granted to the Grey of Heton family from Northumberland. They held it on 39terms that they were to maintain a garrison of forty-five men. But it is unlikely that the Greys met their manpower obligation, and on the only occasion when the castle is known to have been attacked, by peasant rebels in 1435, it was captured without difficulty. Many other private fortresses proved to be equally vulnerable. Minor walled towns and privately owned castles served to safeguard the inhabitants and provide refuges for the surrounding district, but they were incapable of resisting a sustained attack. Their walls were usually ancient, thinly manned and poorly maintained.50

         In the early 1420s, between a quarter and a third of the troops on the payroll of the Lancastrian government were not attached to any garrison. These men were the kernel of every English field army. Most of them belonged to the military retinues of the leading English noblemen in France. The Duke of Bedford alone maintained a military retinue of 400 men, which accompanied him wherever he went. The Earls of Salisbury and Suffolk both had large personal retinues in addition to the garrisons under their command. The same was true, later, of the Earl of Warwick and the Duke of York. The principal officers of the Norman administration and the district baillis also had small mobile forces at their disposal to serve as personal escorts and as a tactical reserve. For larger operations, however, it was necessary to draw on the mounted contingents of the garrisons. Generally, up to half of the total garrison strength was available for this purpose, but there were occasions when bigger risks were taken and garrisons were pared to the bone to supply men for field service. However, even with detachments from the garrisons, the Lancastrian administration in France could rarely raise more than 3,000 men for service in the field. To deal with a serious crisis, it had to tap other local sources of manpower. Englishmen holding grants of land in Normandy in return for military service could in theory be called on to furnish another 1,400 men at their own expense, although in practice there were many absentees and defaulters who never responded to the summons. An unruly underworld of unemployed English soldiery had settled in Normandy but were not attached to any garrison or retinue. These men, mostly deserters or men who had completed their indentures and decided to stay, were known as ‘people living off the land’. They provided another important pool of military manpower which could be pressed into service when needed. Urban levies, generally crossbowmen and infantry, were conscripted in Paris and 40the principal towns. Noblemen, French or English, holding land in the duchy could be summoned to the colours at any time, and many came. The proclamation of the arrière-ban widened the obligation to all able-bodied men, noble or otherwise, but experience showed that it produced disappointing numbers of generally unenthusiastic troops.51

         It did not take long for the Duke of Bedford to realise that even with these additions to its strength, the English army in France was not strong enough to mount major offensive operations. The burden was bound to fall mainly on England. Within days of assuming power as Regent, Bedford sent Louis of Luxembourg to England, accompanied by several of his most senior colleagues on the Grand Conseil and a delegation of the city of Paris. Their task was to explain to the councillors at Westminster that without reinforcements from across the Channel the war could not be carried on. Louis arrived at Westminster towards the end of January 1423. He persuaded the English council to send Thomas Beaufort Duke of Exeter and Thomas Mowbray Earl Marshal of England at the head of an expeditionary force of more than 1,400 men. A precedent had been set. Thereafter, expeditionary armies between 800 and 2,500 strong sailed year after year in spring from the harbours of Kent, Sussex and Hampshire to reinforce the English army in France. They served on short indentures, generally of six months. During that period their wages were paid from English revenues, together with the cost of shipping. Some of them volunteered to stay on at the expense of the war treasurers of Rouen or Paris, to replace the high levels of wastage and attrition that were a constant feature of military life in France. The annual expeditionary armies from England were a significant exception to the principle that the King’s French dominions should be financially self-sustaining. In the first five years of the new reign, an average of about £8,300 a year was spent from English revenues on expeditionary armies. This was more than 12 per cent of the government’s English revenues at a time when Parliament was refusing to grant taxes for the war in France. In the 1420s, the Exchequer was always able to pay the expeditionary armies promptly and in cash. But it achieved this only by building up trouble for the future: borrowing on onerous terms, defaulting on older debts and deferring other important expenditure.52

         The critical issue for England’s military administration in Normandy was discipline, which depended on regular pay. In principle, soldiers on the King’s payroll were well rewarded. At a shilling a day, a 41man-at-arms could earn more in a year than the revenues of a small manor in England. An archer in garrison service got sixpence a day, half as much again as the skilled mason working on the walls. There were also benefits in kind. Garrison troops were accommodated free in royal castles. There was also the prospect of legitimate (and illegitimate) plunder. In Rouen, an elaborate military administration grew up, whose job it was to see that troops were promptly paid their due. But the administration always operated on a financial knife-edge, and there were times when the payment of army wages failed.

         At the outset of the regency, the Duke of Bedford was faced with a serious disciplinary crisis. The sudden withdrawal of Henry V’s heavy hand and the exhaustion of his war treasury was followed by several months of political uncertainty. Unpaid soldiers deserted or turned to looting. Captains unsure of the chain of command abandoned their posts. There were widespread reports of rape, burglary, cattle rustling and extortion by garrison troops. The Duke of Bedford appointed a judicial commission to enquire into the facts and punish those responsible. The Estates of Normandy were persuaded to vote a special grant to cover the arrears that had gone unpaid in the last months of Henry V and in the opening months of the regency. Such crises were rare in the 1420s. There were no mutinies, and desertion was not yet a serious problem. But discipline began to break down as the military situation deteriorated in the following decade and financial problems accumulated.53

         Problems like these were endemic among medieval soldiery, but they represented a particular challenge for the English in Normandy. The breakdown of discipline not only undermined the military effectiveness of the army as an instrument of war but threatened to poison the relations between the English government and its Norman subjects. As Henry V’s councillors had succinctly observed, the regular payment of wages was essential, ‘the which must needs be done or else … Normandy should be lost from him.’ The Duke of Bedford understood this very well. In December 1423, he supplemented his brother’s ordinances of war, which had been mainly concerned with field operations, by issuing a disciplinary code for garrisons. It regulated the appointment and powers of garrison commanders and captains of retinues and placed them under the authority of the King’s baillis and judges. It required garrison troops to reside in their castles and not in lodgings in the town or in the surrounding country. Their servants, pages and 42armed varlets were subject to military discipline even though they were not on the King’s payroll. Soldiers were required to pay for everything they took and were strictly forbidden to live off the land. Pillage, protection money (‘pâtis’), ransoms and unauthorised tolls, the traditional methods by which soldiers supplied their needs when their pay was in arrears, were all banned in territory under English administration. Bedford’s ordinance was ordered to be proclaimed to the sound of trumpets in every bailliage of Normandy.

         It was true, and perhaps inevitable, that the reality never quite lived up to the promise. But the ordinance was more than window dressing. Undertakings were inserted into officers’ indentures. Oaths were administered to them. Courts martial sat to try offenders. Captains were required to certify, before they could be credited with the legitimate gains of war, that they had levied no pâtis and taken no provisions without payment. ‘Controllers’ were appointed to the larger garrisons, who checked the captains’ accounts and reported infractions. There were frequent inspections at which local men were invited to put their grievances before a royal commissioner. Their complaints were investigated with every sign of impartiality even when the alleged miscreant was one of the great captains of the day. Bedford’s measures did not completely put an end to abuses and outrages, but it is significant that we know about these mainly from records of the action taken against those responsible. The worst breaches of discipline were visited with restitution orders, fines, confiscation of horses and equipment, imprisonment and even occasional executions. In the nature of things, compliance passed unrecorded. What is clear is that in Bedford’s time contemporaries spoke well of English military discipline. Even the Dauphin’s ministers acknowledged that it was better kept in English armies than in their own.54

         The English military machine in Normandy depended on an exceptional generation of commanders. Most of them were career soldiers serving for long periods in Normandy, who had learned their trade under Henry V. At the outset of Henry VI’s reign two earls, Salisbury and Suffolk, were more or less permanently based in France. Thomas Montagu Earl of Salisbury was the principal English commander of the 1420s. Salisbury was thirty-four years old at Henry VI’s accession and had been a soldier all his adult life. He had fought with the Duke of Clarence in France in 1412, with Henry V at Harfleur and Agincourt in 1415 and with the Duke of Bedford in the sea battle off Harfleur in 43the following year. He had crossed to Normandy with the invading army of 1417 and had been given important commands at the siege of Rouen and in Lower Normandy. As the King’s lieutenant-general in Normandy during Henry V’s brief absence in England in 1421, he had been mainly responsible for retrieving the military situation after the Duke of Clarence’s disastrous defeat at Baugé. Salisbury was a hot-tempered and undiplomatic man. He quarrelled openly with the Duke of Burgundy, and his relations with the Duke of Bedford were often difficult, but he was a hero to those who served under him. One of them, the chronicler Jean de Waurin, thought him ‘the most skilful, cunning and fortunate captain to bear arms for two centuries past’.

         Like many of those who served in France, Salisbury was driven by financial pressures at home. When he was twelve years old, his father had been lynched by a mob while leading a rebellion against Henry IV, and the family’s titles and assets had been forfeited. Although the sentence was reversed in 1421 in recognition of Thomas’s own war service, his earldom was one of the poorest in England. He rarely let slip a chance to make money out of the war. He took a hard-nosed line on ransoms, had a sharp eye for booty and carefully husbanded his profits. Like many successful war captains, he was a persistent litigant. The Earl of Suffolk once joked that Salisbury ‘worried more about his money than his life’. He had good reason to. The war made him a great figure, rich and respected. Henry V made him Count of Perche, with a Norman endowment theoretically worth almost as much as his English estates. Bedford added grants of land and revenue, including a grand mansion in Paris. Salisbury’s état, a kind of discretionary merit award paid to captains on top of their ordinary war wages, was higher than anyone else’s.55

         William de la Pole Earl of Suffolk was ten years younger than Salisbury and never acquired the same military reputation. His initiation as a soldier came in 1415, when he served in the Agincourt campaign. Like Salisbury, he probably embarked on a military career for financial reasons. He had unexpectedly inherited his earldom at the age of nineteen after his father had died at the siege of Harfleur and his elder brother a month later at Agincourt. But he was still a minor and his patrimony was burdened with the dower rights of two widows. So it was logical for him to return to France with Henry V in 1417. As it happened, the dowagers were both dead by 1419 and Suffolk was able to take complete control of the earldom lands by the time he was 44twenty-three. But by then he had acquired extensive domains in Normandy and a taste for diplomacy and war. He served continuously in France for twelve years. He was entrusted with major regional commands and was appointed Admiral of Normandy. Under Henry V, he became one of the richest landowners in the Cotentin peninsula. Bedford made him Count of Dreux with another large endowment in the valley of the Eure. He evidently thought better of Suffolk’s judgement than he did of Salisbury’s and relied heavily on him as a political and diplomatic adviser as well as a field commander.56

         After the two earls, the man closest to the Duke of Bedford was probably Sir John Fastolf. Fastolf is famous as the supposed model for Shakespeare’s Falstaff, but he had nothing in common with the rowdy drunkard of Henry IV and The Merry Wives of Windsor. His story was typical of the combination of patronage and talent on which successful military careers were so often built. His family were minor gentry in Norfolk. He came to the attention of his first important patron, the Duke of Clarence, while serving in his retinue in Ireland in 1408. Fastolf followed Clarence to France in 1412 and was entrusted with important commands in Gascony. He fought at Harfleur in 1415 and was invalided home but returned later to serve in its garrison. He joined in the conquest of Normandy in 1417. There, he caught the eye of the senior member of the Beaufort clan, Thomas Duke of Exeter, who appointed him as his lieutenant at Harfleur and later as the first English captain of the Bastille in Paris. But Fastolf’s big break came in 1422, when he joined the household of the Duke of Bedford after Exeter had returned to England. He rose rapidly in Bedford’s service, becoming his chief steward within a few months and then a permanent member of the Grand Conseil, only the second English soldier to be admitted to it.

         Fastolf had by now escaped his threadbare origins. But wealth never dulled his acquisitive instincts. Even before the death of Henry V he had embarked on the steady process of self-enrichment that would lead him to accumulate property holdings in East Anglia, Southwark and Normandy and make a fortune matching that of many peers of the realm. His prime motive, however, may not have been money, for all the time and effort that he spent in getting and managing it. Fastolf relished the sheer excitement and challenges of war. He was already in his early forties when he entered Bedford’s service and continued to take an active part in military operations until 1438, when he 45was nearly sixty. His surviving papers, preserved by his long-serving amanuensis William Worcester, show him to have been more than a brutal man of war with a lust for gain. He was a shrewd and reflective adviser with a sound grasp of strategy until the very end, when age and bitterness warped his judgement and people stopped listening to him.57

         Beyond the tight circle of trusted military men around the Regent a group of competent and resourceful captains reappeared year after year in the major engagements of the war. They waxed rich in the prosperous 1420s before defeat and decline set in. Robert Lord Willoughby fought at Agincourt and served in France with only brief interruptions from 1417 to 1438. Willoughby was not a great commander in the mould of the Earl of Salisbury, but he was a reliable one, whose growing reputation can be measured by the expansion of his company. It trebled in size in the first seven years of his service. Family connections probably accounted for his choice of career, but there were handsome material rewards as well. Willoughby received generous grants of cash and land from the Duke of Bedford, and in a decade and a half of adept dealings built up a considerable property empire in Paris. The Norfolk knight Sir William Oldhall, another veteran of Agincourt, had begun his career as a household knight of the Duke of Exeter. He had fought in the Duke’s retinue at Agincourt and Rouen, and held a succession of offices and commands in Normandy until 1449. The Nottinghamshire knight Sir Thomas Rempston fought at Agincourt, then returned to France in 1417 and stayed there for almost the entire duration of the war. He almost certainly came to France to escape financial pressures at home. His family estates in England were extensive and those of his wife even more so, but both were burdened by the dower rights of very long-lived widows. For some years after his arrival, he must have felt that the bet had paid off. He earned a formidable reputation in the dangerous south-western march of Normandy and received a handsome landed endowment there. More than a decade younger than these men, Thomas Lord Scales arrived in France in 1417 at the age of eighteen, and by the time he was twenty-three was already in command of 400 men in two critical garrisons of the southern march. He too would remain in Normandy almost to the end.58

         The English army in Normandy was for practical purposes a standing army, something which England would not have again until the time of Oliver Cromwell. The long terms served by captains and ordinary soldiers made possible intensive training, accumulated 46experience and a habit of fighting together which greatly increased their effectiveness. For many years, the shared memory of past victory made these men confident that they could do it again. The military implications of this would be hard to overstate. There was a world of difference between a scratch force recruited for a particular operation, and a permanent army. Power, as William Worcester wrote, echoing his master Sir John Fastolf, lay not in numbers but in men ‘well learned and exercised in arms’. Soldiers risk their lives for each other. Jean de Bueil, the French author of the Jouvencel who wrote what was perhaps the most evocative account of military life to survive from either side, captured something of the spirit of professional fellowship among soldiers. ‘Men grow to love each other in war,’ he wrote, ‘your heart fills with pity and fellow feeling when a friend puts his life on the line before your eyes … You want to go and live or die with him, to love him, never to abandon him. No man who has not experienced these feelings can understand the elation that they bring.’59

         Many of these men were united by much more than the war. They still belonged to the small, interconnected world of the English landowning class, even if they had left that world behind to make a career in France. The captains who contracted to lead their companies to France commonly recruited them in the English regions from which they themselves came. Men fighting together in Normandy were often neighbours at home. They had sat on each others’ councils, acted as each others’ trustees and witnessed each others’ wills. They had served in the households of the same great men or risen by the same patrons. The retinues of the Dukes of Clarence and Exeter were great schools of future captains, in which Fastolf, Oldhall and Rempston among others had refined their skills. Some men fought with their sons, brothers or cousins. Others were related by marriage. Willoughby was the Earl of Salisbury’s brother-in-law. His sister married Sir William Oldhall. The Earl of Suffolk married Salisbury’s widow after his death in action.

         A notebook jotting of William Worcester allows us to peer into an even smaller world: the billet of the Suffolk knight Sir William Bowet during the siege of Rouen in 1419. Eight ‘lodging fellows’ shared this cramped accommodation. These men’s friendship was founded on much more than the common effort to conquer Rouen. All but one of them came from East Anglia, one of the most heavily militarised regions of England. Most had had dealings with each other in 47Norfolk and Suffolk, like their fathers before them. Four had served in the household of the Duke of Exeter. Three were related by blood or marriage. Two were cousins. Two were brothers-in-arms, sharing the gains and losses of war. And at least five were destined to serve in France through the following decade. Behind the mutual loyalty of friends engaged in the common endeavour to make or mend their fortunes, lay deeper layers of sociability whose roots lay in the provincial communities of England.60

         The English army was the most effective fighting force in France and possibly in Europe until it was overshadowed in the 1440s by the reformed army of Charles VII. Its fighting quality was probably at its peak in the decade after the battle of Agincourt. But its advantages were gradually eroded over the following years. Its discipline and training would eventually be matched by French armies, and technical advances in weaponry undermined its traditional strengths. English field armies were heavily dependent on longbowmen, who constituted at least three-quarters of their numbers. ‘The power of England’, wrote Sir John Fortescue a generation later, ‘standeth most upon our poor archers.’ The longbow was the English weapon par excellence. Its use called for long training and considerable physical strength, as a result of which it was deployed by no one else apart from the Scots. It had been the decisive weapon at Agincourt and in most of the great pitched battles of the previous century. For speed of fire and force of penetration, it was still unequalled. However, although the English retained their faith in it to the end, its domination of French battlefields was coming to an end. The longbow could achieve a range of as much as 300 yards but was at its most effective at much shorter ranges. It was outranged by modern steel-armed crossbows, which were rapidly replacing older models made of laminated wood. Firearms would eventually reduce its relative advantage even further. At the same time advances in the manufacture of plate armour were making men-at-arms less vulnerable to arrow fire. Lighter, harder steels had been developed in Italy. Angled, ribbed and fluted surfaces were designed to present glancing surfaces to deflect arrows and bolts. Horses were now routinely armoured (‘barded’).61

         These developments undermined some of the old verities of English military practice. English armies were organised for field service in integrated units of mutually supporting men-at-arms and archers. Men-at-arms, although trained as cavalrymen, generally fought on foot in 48battle, using their lances as pikes. Trenches were dug in front of their lines to hinder cavalry attack. Sharpened stakes, planted in the ground and pointed diagonally outward, protected packed bodies of archers, generally stationed at the wings a little forward of the main body. They poured devastating volleys of enfilading fire on an enemy advancing against the centre. In the course of the fourteenth century, the French themselves had cautiously adopted elements of the English system. In the following century, however, the increased range of crossbows and firearms made these tactics less effective, while improvements in the armour and equipment of both men and horses led to a revival of the traditional cavalry action. This development was assisted by the invention of the arrêt de cuirasse, a hinged steel projection riveted to the right side of the breastplate which served as a rest and fulcrum for a couched lance. It made it possible for mounted cavalrymen to use longer and heavier lances. When properly handled, the heavier French lances greatly increased the impact of the cavalry charge and made it possible to disperse concentrated bodies of archers. Jean de Bueil thought that in his day horse and lance were ‘the most effective weapons in the world’, something which no one would have said a century before. English men-at-arms were not blind to these changes. They wore modern armour, as their wills and funerary monuments show. There were excellent armourers in London, and dealers who imported plate armour from Milan and other continental centres. But the French were quicker to perceive the tactical significance of the revival of cavalry warfare, and the higher proportions of cavalry in their armies made it easier to exploit.62

         The design and construction of artillery underwent considerable changes in the first three decades of the fifteenth century. The English deployed two main types of artillery. ‘Bombards’, the largest type of cannon, were used as siege artillery. Examples are known weighing up to sixteen tons, although English bombards generally weighed less than that, between two and five tons. They were muzzle-loading pieces with long barrels, made from wrought-iron staves, butt-joined, then welded and bound together with iron hoops. They were bedded down in shallow pits dug in the ground to contain the recoil and elevated by placing timber wedges under the mouth. Improvements in the formulation of gunpowder increased its speed of ignition and force of propulsion. With a bore of between 14 and 20 inches, a bombard could propel a heavy stone ball in a high parabola over 1,200 yards in the 491420s. However, to inflict serious damage on stone walls it needed to achieve a nearly horizontal impact, and that required a firing position within 200 yards. Two guns of this kind, the ‘Michelettes’, still stand by the water gate of Mont-Saint-Michel, which are plausibly believed to have been captured from the English in 1425.

         The other type of cannon were known as veuglaires in French, or ‘fowlers’ in English. They were lighter pieces, also made of welded wrought-iron staves. Veuglaires were cheaper to manufacture, easier to transport and quicker to cool down and refire. They were antipersonnel weapons, firing stone pellets or lead shot. They were often used between the salvoes of the bombards to prevent the defenders from repairing the damage or, occasionally, against the massed ranks of the enemy in the preliminary stages of a battle. In addition, English soldiers were beginning to use ‘culverins’. The original culverins were hand-held field pieces made of cast iron, weighing about fifteen pounds, with a long barrel mounted on a wooden stock and firing lead shot. But in the course of the fifteenth century, the word came to be applied to larger field pieces. The accuracy and range of all these machines improved rapidly over the years.63

         There were two main constraints on the deployment of artillery. One was financial. Artillery was expensive. The ironmasters who made the cannon and the gunmasters who operated them commanded high wages. The manufacture of gunpowder required costly materials. Bombards required long intervals between firings while the metal cooled down, which meant that for maximum effect they had to be deployed in large numbers. They had a short life, because repeated use wore away the inside of their barrels, reducing their range and accuracy. Early weapons were apt to shatter, wrecking them beyond repair and killing the men around. The other constraint was logistical. It was some time before adequate wheeled gun-carriages were devised for the heavier pieces. Unless the target could be reached by water, they had to be transported in strengthened wooden carts or on large timber panels hauled forward on rollers. Teams of oxen were employed to drag them overland at a speed which rarely exceeded five miles a day. These difficulties explain why armies so often abandoned their artillery when they retreated after a reverse.

         Henry V had been fascinated by artillery and made effective use of it in his conquest of Normandy. However, English artillery really came into its own when the conquest of Normandy was complete and a 50Lancastrian administration was created for much of northern France. Operating on internal lines of communication and controlling the Channel coast and the basin of the Seine, the English were now able to store equipment at strategic centres such as Paris, Rouen, Harfleur and Caen, and to move it relatively quickly by barge over considerable distances. They were also able to provide the administrative and logistical support on which artillery warfare depended. An ordnance office for Normandy was created at Rouen under the supervision of a series of English or German artillery-masters. Another was set up in Paris by the Duke of Bedford, headed by a ‘Master of the King’s Artillery in France’. In both Rouen and Paris there was a permanent staff of gunners, smiths, carpenters, masons, carters and clerks as well as an escort of archers to protect the machines while they were being transported. These men were charged with making and repairing the guns, building the wooden carriages on which they were carried and the large swivelling shields of timber (‘mantlets’) that protected the gunners as they worked. They carved stone cannonballs to exact dimensions. They bought in materials, distributed them to garrisons and organised transport. They also acted as general procurement offices for basic equipment such as arrows, scaling ladders and trenching tools. Most artillery-masters were just administrators, but some were true specialists. William Forsted, who was Master of the King’s Artillery at the end of the 1430s, declared that he had been an artillery-master in Ireland, Scotland, Wales, Gascony, Normandy and the Île-de-France.64

         Fifteenth-century warfare was first and foremost siege warfare, the perennial struggle to capture walled places from which the surrounding country could be controlled. Most French towns were still defended by walls dating from the first age of urbanisation in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Some still had their old Gallo-Roman walls. In the face of the English invasions of the fourteenth century, the richer towns had rebuilt their walls and some castles had been modernised. But the development of artillery made their defences out of date very quickly. High walls had been built to resist assault and undermining but presented ideal targets for the more powerful cannon that came into use at the beginning of the fifteenth century. However, like other technical advantages which the English and their Burgundian allies enjoyed at the start of the period, their superiority in artillery waned over time.

         51The French learned how to counter siege artillery and became extremely skilled at defending walled places. They developed tactics for keeping the besiegers out of artillery range. Guns were mounted on top of the walls and gates to kill or maim the exposed gunners of the besiegers. Sorties were launched against the gun sites. Defensive bulwarks (‘boulevards’), generally of earth and stones, were built in front of the gates, armed with their own artillery and manned by their own garrisons, which subjected assault parties to a murderous enfilading fire. The effect was to increase the distance from which the besiegers had to operate and greatly reduce their effectiveness. The improvised forts (‘bastides’) which besieging armies customarily built in front of the gates had to be sited further back, sometimes as much as a mile away.

         The growing distance from which the besiegers had to work had a significant impact on the course of the war. It progressively increased the length of their siege lines. Building and manning them required ever larger numbers of troops and pioneers, a particular problem for the English, who were constantly coming up against the limits of available manpower. As a result, major cities and towns, although vulnerable to treachery and surprise, were rarely captured in the face of determined resistance, even with the aid of powerful artillery pieces. Rouen, which was captured after a siege of six months in 1419–20, was the last major city to fall to the English in the fifteenth-century wars. Lesser places commonly held out for many months before surrendering. Much depended on the morale of the defenders, which was intimately connected with the political situation. If there was a good prospect of relief or they were confident that the war was going their way, garrisons and townsmen could achieve astonishing feats of endurance, defying great armies led by talented captains and equipped with powerful artillery trains. When their political world was collapsing, they would often put up no more than a token resistance. Henry V swept through Normandy taking one place after another as the French civil wars raged between 1417 and 1419. The same thing happened in reverse when Normandy was reconquered by Charles VII in 1449 and 1450 at the lowest point in England’s political fortunes.

         Unless the walls could be swiftly carried by assault, a risky and bloody business, a successful siege usually ended with a negotiated surrender. The surrender of walled places was governed by an elaborate body of law and practice. The defenders were encouraged 52to surrender by the brutality of their fate if they did not. The customs of late medieval warfare allowed almost unlimited licence to soldiers who captured a walled place by storm. Once over the walls, the assault parties would force open the gates, and the besieging army would pour in. In towns, the attackers would spread through the dense network of streets with cries of ‘Ville prise!’, indiscriminately killing, looting and burning. As the war continued, it became increasingly common to refuse any quarter to the defenders, even if they were worth a ransom. The more ruthless captains had entire garrisons hanged from trees or improvised gibbets outside the gates. Professional garrisons were often forced to abandon the fight by terrified inhabitants unwilling to run the risk of an assault.

         Terms of surrender varied according to the defenders’ power of resistance. At one extreme, the besiegers might insist on unconditional surrender, leaving the defenders at their mercy. At the other, the defenders were allowed to leave ‘baston au poing’ (staff in hand), carrying the white stick which traditionally served as their safe-conduct through the enemy lines. Negotiations usually revolved around the question of how much the garrison would be allowed to take away with them. They almost always had to leave their artillery and heavy equipment behind, and usually their prisoners as well. They might be made to leave everything else, including their horses, armour and weapons. Money sometimes changed hands, especially if the captain was a freelance operating for his own account. The decision to negotiate a surrender was one of the most difficult that faced a fifteenth-century garrison commander. If he surrendered too soon, while his walls were intact and his supplies plentiful, he was likely to be accused of treachery and disgraced by his own side. If he waited until the place had become indefensible, he would have little to bargain with in negotiations with the besiegers.

         The immediate surrender of a garrison was rare. The almost invariable practice was to enter into a conditional surrender agreement. The usual form was a promise to surrender at an agreed future date conditionally on the place not being relieved. In the interval, a truce was usually agreed, during which the garrison could forage for food but could not take in extra men or equipment. This arrangement saved the honour of the captain and cast on his masters the onus of raising an army of relief. The time allowed for relief depended on the strength of the defence and the state of the defenders’ supplies. It could be as 53long as six months or as short as a day. Hostages were taken from the garrison as security, who were liable to be executed or held for ransom if the place was not duly surrendered on the appointed day.

         The result of a conditional surrender agreement was what, in contemporary military jargon, was called a journée. It was in effect a challenge to an arranged battle. The besieging army would be reinforced to match whatever relief force might appear. On the appointed day, they would be found drawn up in battle order across the approaches to the beleaguered place from sunrise to sunset. Sometimes a specific site was agreed, sometimes a precise time. The enemy might accept the risks of battle and appear on the appointed day. More commonly, he would decline the challenge and fail to appear, allowing the place to be lost. This practice had a considerable influence on the strategy of all belligerents. It meant that successful siege warfare required a field army in reserve. Both sides needed to be able to bring in large additional forces so as to appear with credit at a journée. English commanders in Normandy were adept at this. The flexibility of the defensive system enabled troops to be withdrawn from garrisons and rapidly concentrated against intruders.

         
            *

         

         How the Normans looked upon their Lancastrian rulers is a difficult and contentious question. The evidence is plentiful, but it is anecdotal and inconsistent. All Normans were required to swear an oath of allegiance to Henry VI and were given a certificate (or bullette) to prove it. This gave them a measure of protection against being harassed or arrested by English soldiers or officials. The same system was applied, less consistently, in Paris and some other northern towns. Those who failed to swear were expelled and their property was confiscated. Those who swore and were then found fighting against the English were treated as traitors and executed. Agreements for the surrender of enemy garrisons invariably contained clauses requiring such people to be delivered up to the King’s justice.65

         These policies were characteristic of a government that never felt entirely secure. The Lancastrian regime in Normandy was not seen as a mere continuation of the French monarchy under a new dynasty. It was very obviously an alien administration. Soldiers generally lived apart in the fortresses to which they were assigned. The garrison commanders who exercised police powers in their districts and the regional baillis of Normandy were almost all Englishmen, unlike most 54of their opposite numbers in the treaty provinces. They had unfamiliar ways. They swore heartily and often (Joan of Arc referred to them as ‘Godons’ – ‘God Damns’). Many of them were ignorant of French laws and customs. The execrable French spoken by their subordinates was a standard trope of contemporary satire. Many of them spoke no French at all. ‘Speak English – I know you can,’ said an English soldier, provoking a fight at a local smithy in which he met his death. French townsmen doing watch duty on the walls were sometimes issued with passwords in English which they did not understand and could not pronounce. The common reaction showed itself in unthinking but revealing turns of phrase. In spite of heavy fines and the threat of imprisonment and forfeiture, Normans and English alike tended to refer to the enemy as ‘French’ and Charles VII as King, instead of saying ‘Armagnac’ and ‘Dauphin’ in accordance with the approved usage. The dual monarchy aspired to be as French in France as it was English in England, but its continuing dependence on English money and men made a mockery of the aspiration.66

         Nonetheless, in the 1420s the Lancastrian regime clearly did enjoy a large measure of tacit support from the indigenous population of Normandy, especially in the towns. It could not otherwise have survived as long as it did, for the English were never strong enough to impose their will by mere force. This state of affairs, which seemed so unnatural to the Dauphin’s advisers at the time and to patriotic French historians of a later age, should not have surprised anyone else. For a man like Charles VII’s secretary Alain Chartier, loyalty to the indigenous dynasty was part of the law of nature. It was based on the simple facts of geography. ‘Show that you were born Frenchmen,’ he urged his fellow countrymen. Charles VII adopted the same formula in his public documents. He intended, he said, that ‘Our subjects, natives of this realm, should recognise in us their sovereign and natural lord and obey us as they ought.’ Every Norman who supported the English government was a traitor, according to a ballad of the time. Yet when Frenchmen were divided, what was treason? For the English, it was a question of law. Those who opposed them were traitors, regardless of where they were born, if they had sworn allegiance to Henry V or lived under the protection of his officers. For the Dauphinists, it was a question of natural identity, of geographical origin and above all of language. Some French captains routinely hanged native French speakers who were captured serving in English armies. The practice 55became increasingly common as the war lost the trappings of a French civil war and evolved into something that was more obviously a war of nations.67

         National sentiment was slow to develop in France. It had traditionally been the preserve of an official and ecclesiastical elite. Beyond the small circle of the Dauphin’s ministers, captains and propagandists, an authentically French patriotism only gradually emerged under the pressures of war. In the 1420s patriotism remained essentially local. The patria was not France but the province, the town, even the village. The civil wars had dissolved wider patterns of loyalty. Normandy in particular had a strong tradition of provincial separatism dating back to the Anglo-Norman dynasties of the eleventh and twelfth centuries and the Norman Charter extracted from Louis X in 1315. It had its own customary law, its own dialect and accent, its own solidarities. Henry V went to some length to flatter these instincts, reviving old offices and institutions dating back in some cases to the Angevin empire. The Duke of Bedford followed the same policy, endowing Rouen with new courts and government offices and Caen with a university. The most important and enduring institution was the provincial Estates, which had been virtually defunct for more than three decades at the time of the English conquest. Henry V summoned the Estates only once, at the beginning of 1421. But Bedford transformed them into an instrument of government, serving as a forum dealing not just with grants of taxation but with strategy, law and order, coinage policy and other matters. They fostered a sense of provincial solidarity and became an important source of political and financial support for the Lancastrian government throughout the period of English occupation.68

         One of the most difficult and controversial questions about these years is the significance of rural banditry. Was it mere criminality? Or was it political resistance? Rural banditry was not a new phenomenon. It had been endemic in Normandy for many years before the English conquest, as it had in other parts of France. The scale of the problem varied with the economic fortunes of the countryside. Recession and war drove men from the land and into crime. The mass flight of the peasantry which followed the arrival of the English armies in 1417 led to a powerful upsurge of rural violence. Men lurked in the dense forest that then covered much of Normandy or, in the words of one of Henry V’s ordinances, ‘took to the caves, marshes and fastnesses to become looters and brigands, contrary to their oaths and their 56allegiance’. The surviving documentation, which is plentiful, suggests that the great majority of them were young men, generally peasants, agricultural labourers or rural tradesmen, and that their operations were mainly concentrated in Lower Normandy in the bailliages of Caen and Bayeux. Rural unemployment was high in these regions and the life of the countryside was regularly disrupted by raiders from Mont-Saint-Michel or Maine.69

         Some brigandage was undoubtedly political. Very occasionally, those who were caught were accorded the status of prisoners of war and allowed to ransom themselves as enemy soldiers. They must have been regarded as fighting in the Dauphin’s name. The gangs referred to in English records as ‘brigands and others of the French party’ or ‘Armagnac brigands’ were probably political resistants. The gang which roamed the bocage south of Pont-Audemer in the mid-1420s and administered an oath to recruits to ‘do all that they could to harm the English’ certainly were. Some brigands were found cooperating with nearby French garrisons. But it is difficult to generalise from cases like these. A price of six livres was put on the head of every brigand taken alive, and large numbers of them were caught and put to death. They were commonly charged as traitors and beheaded, or buried alive in the case of women, instead of being hanged as common criminals. This has led to their being claimed by historians as political resistants. But treason was too loosely defined to make the label ‘traitor’ a reliable guide. As the law developed in the course of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, French lawyers increasingly resorted to Roman law definitions of treason which could embrace any violent subversion of public order. The Norman chronicler Thomas Basin observed that whether they had abandoned the land out of hostility to the English or out of moral depravity or because they were on the run, these men ‘did not fight in the ranks of the French but like the wild beasts and wolves in the remotest parts of the forest’. This is probably a fair summary. The great majority of their victims were fellow Normans, not English soldiers or officials.70

         For years after the English conquest, the attitudes of prominent Normans were shaped by the memory of the civil wars. Rouen and other Norman towns had been strong partisans of the house of Burgundy. For them, the Dauphin was not the natural ruler of France but a party leader. That he was French was less important than the fact that he had allowed himself to be the puppet of the hated Count 57of Armagnac, had occupied their city by force in July 1417 and been privy to the murder of John the Fearless two years later. The bonfires, peals of bells and street parties at Rouen which greeted the news of Henry VI’s landing at Calais in April 1430, and the crowds which came out to cheer his entry into the city three months later were probably sincere.

         There were certainly Normans who took a different view. Most of the oldest and richest noble families of Normandy, the Harcourts, the Meluns, the Maunys, the Estoutevilles and their like, saw themselves as actors on a national stage. They had long traditions of service to the French Crown, and many of them also had domains in regions under Dauphinist control. They withdrew from the duchy after the English conquest and joined the Dauphin. But lesser men whose interests were concentrated in Normandy generally accepted the Lancastrian regime. Many of them actively supported it. Most bishops and abbots remained at their posts. Substantially the whole provincial administration did the same. Norman noblemen served in English armies and accepted office in the English administration. One of them declared in 1425 that he had been captured three times and had lost two of his uncles, four cousins and thirty of his friends, all in the service of the English King. How typical this man was is hard to say. But such actions are probably a better guide to the sentiments of the great majority of Normans in the high times of the English regime than the melancholy toll of executions in market squares across the province.71

         What is clear is that the traditional distinction made by Dauphinists between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ Frenchmen, ‘loyalists’ and ‘traitors’, is an inadequate taxonomy. Prominent Normans faced impossible dilemmas in the aftermath of the civil wars and the English conquest. Guy Le Bouteillier, a minor nobleman from the Caux, had been the leader of the Burgundian party in Normandy during the civil wars and had commanded the defence of Rouen during the siege by Henry V. His change of allegiance was due to his disgust at the inability of the Valois monarchy to resist the English invasion or relieve the Norman capital during the six-month siege. When the city fell, Guy did homage to Henry V and threw himself into the English cause. He fought in their armies, serving briefly as captain of Paris in the opening weeks of Bedford’s regency and later as master of his household. He was well rewarded for his pains. But personal advancement was not the only factor in his decision and probably not even the main one.

         58If Guy Le Bouteillier came to the English allegiance through the Burgundian party, Robert Jolivet Abbot of Mont-Saint-Michel had been a declared Armagnac. Nominated as Abbot at a young age in 1411, he refortified the island monastery and took command of its defence against the English during the invasion of 1417. The Dauphin was still referring to him as his ‘councillor’ at the end of 1419. But Jolivet was above all a loyal Norman, who found that the world of his kinsmen and friends had become part of an English polity. No doubt he also realised that with his abbey in enemy hands, he would be able to appropriate its Norman revenues, which were in English-held territory. In the spring of 1420, he fell out with the monks, left the abbey and submitted to Henry V. Within six months of the English King’s death he had joined the Duke of Bedford’s council in both Paris and Rouen, and embarked on a new career in English service which ended only with his death in 1444. Jolivet’s books, some of which survive and one of which he may have written himself, suggest a committed Frenchman who found himself on what proved to be the wrong side of history, like so many others. The same was probably true of his friend Raoul le Sage, lord of Saint-Pierre. Le Sage, a native of the Cotentin like Jolivet, had had a distinguished administrative career under Charles VI, but entered English service shortly after Henry V’s invasion of the duchy in 1417. He was a stalwart of the Rouen administration for many years and was eventually naturalised in England.72

         For most of the population, these were not ideological choices. Their priorities were the mundane imperatives of security and survival. The English government was financially demanding, but it promised to restore, and to some extent did restore, basic standards of administration, justice and public order after the disasters of Charles VI’s final years. This was a powerful generator of loyalty. If a ruler was able and willing to keep the peace and do justice, wrote the French sage Jean Juvénal, people driven crazy by the war would give him their allegiance ‘even if he was a Muslim’. As Sir John Fastolf used to remark, ‘“Vive le plus fort,” that is to say, “Let the greatest mastery have the field.”’ Something like that judgement must have been made by very many Normans. The success of the Duke of Bedford in defending Normandy in the 1420s and the rising economic fortunes of Rouen and other Norman towns did much to justify their choice. What these men had in common was a belief that the Lancastrian government would endure, a belief which persisted in Normandy 59long after it had given way to doubt and fear in Paris and the rest of Lancastrian France. But that belief was based on the myth of English invincibility and was sensitive to the changing fortunes of war. When the military tide turned and confidence began to fade in Normandy as well, men would once more be forced to remake their plans for a different future.73
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            Chapter II

            Allies and Adversaries: The Kingdom of Bourges, 1422–1424

         

         The news of his father’s death was brought to the nineteen-year-old Dauphin at Mehun, the imposing castle on the banks of the Yèvre west of Bourges, whose ruins are today among the most romantic in France. On 30 October 1422, he was proclaimed King Charles VII by the small group of courtiers and ministers around him. It was a subdued occasion. The heralds’ cries of ‘Vive le Roi!’ rang out unheard by the world in the confined space of the castle chapel. The Pope, Martin V, recognised the new King’s title, and so did his allies in Scotland and Castile. But there was something provisional about Charles’s accession. The old coinage of Charles VI continued to be minted until 1429. The English continued to refer to him as ‘the Dauphin’. For many of his supporters too, among them Joan of Arc, he would remain ‘the Dauphin’ until he was crowned, a claimant to a kingdom that he might never possess. Charles’s ministers were very conscious of this. For years after his accession, their plans were dominated by the hope of capturing Reims, the coronation city of Kings of France, and crowning him there as King.1

         Charles VII is celebrated as one of France’s greatest medieval kings, the ruler who brought a decisive end to more than a century and a half of Anglo-French wars. Le Très Victorieux Roy de France Charles, Septième de ce Nom, runs the inscription on Jean Fouquet’s famous portrait in the Louvre. Yet the personality of the man is an enigma, and for more than a decade after his accession he scarcely emerges from behind the overbearing figures of successive ministers. The new king was physically unimpressive: pallid, thin and sickly, with spindly legs that gave him a rather awkward gait. In the 1420s he was not the authoritative figure of his later years. He was withdrawn and taciturn, moody and depressive and uncomfortable in company, all symptoms of a basic lack of self-confidence which lasted into middle age and shines out of the melancholy figure in the portrait. It meant that he 61was easily led by strong-willed men. In spite of his youth, Charles had already experienced politics in all its raw brutality. At the age of fifteen, he had been plucked half-naked from the palace enclosure in Paris and hustled away as the Burgundian mobs took over the streets. He had been present a year later on the bridge of Montereau when his cousin John the Fearless Duke of Burgundy was hacked to death beneath his eyes by his ministers, an event which gave him a lifelong fear of plotters and assassins. Medieval princes learned their trade young, but Charles had acquired little experience of statecraft or war. He owed his accession to the premature deaths of his elder brothers. He had been brought up in the protective environment of the Angevin court in Provence far away from the turmoil of the royal court. Even after coming to the throne, he was sheltered from the daily dilemmas of diplomacy by determined ministers and distanced from the strategic decisions by overbearing mercenary captains. He was kept away from the fighting, for he was the last male of the Valois line apart from his son Louis, a fragile child born in July 1423, and his cousin Charles of Orléans, a prisoner in England. It is sometimes said that even in his early years, Charles’s passivity was just a façade, and that behind it he manipulated his servants, not the other way round. It is a possible view, but difficult to reconcile with the evidence.2

         There was very little in the Dauphin’s situation to foretell the triumphs of his later years. The Duke of Burgundy’s official chronicler Georges Chastellain, a young man in 1422, would one day paint a vivid picture of the condition of Charles’s realm at his accession: a country ‘devastated, exhausted and torn apart, like a half-demolished edifice, ruinous on every side, its foundations undermined, a mere wreck of its former beauty and grandeur’. Images like these were often deployed in later years to heighten the dramatic impact of Charles’s ultimate victory. But the contrast was a real one. A ditty which mothers sang to their children plaintively asked what was left of the great kingdom which the Dauphin had inherited.

         
            
               Aujourd’hui que reste t’il

               A ce Dauphin si gentil

               De tout son beau royaume?

            

         

         It comprised less than half of the territory which his father had inherited in 1380.3

         62The ‘kingdom of Bourges’ controlled the whole of the territory south of the Loire, apart from the diminished English duchy of Guyenne in the south-west. In addition, it included Anjou and Maine in the west, the great city of Lyon and its region on the eastern march of the kingdom, and the large and rich province of Dauphiné, east of the Rhône, which was technically a part of the German Empire but had become the traditional endowment of the heir to the French throne. The political and economic heart of the Dauphin’s territory was a cluster of princely appanages in the basin of the Loire belonging to the various branches of the royal house. These comprised Touraine, which had been part of Charles’s own appanage as Dauphin; the extensive territories formerly owned by his great-uncle Jean de Berry in Poitou and Berry, which had passed to him by inheritance; the lands of the Duke of Bourbon in the Bourbonnais and Forez, which were governed by the Duchess Marie de Berry while her husband languished in an English prison; the duchy of Orléans, another appanage belonging to a prisoner of war in England, which was administered by the Duke’s officials from the castle of Blois; and finally the domains of the dukes of Anjou in Anjou and Maine. These provinces constituted a broad belt of rich agricultural land and important commercial cities extending in an arc from the Atlantic seaboard in the west to the foothills of the Massif Central in the east. They provided the Dauphin with the greater part of his revenues, his manpower and his political standing.

         In due course, Charles would acquire the soubriquet ‘le Bien-Servi’, the ‘well-served’. The government of the kingdom of Bourges was staffed by a talented generation of administrators, lawyers and financiers, most of whom had risen through the patronage of the leading Armagnac princes and had fled from Paris after the Burgundian coup. It was these men who had created the institutions of Bourges and Poitiers from nothing after Charles broke with his father’s government in 1418. But the new king was not well-served. The problem lay at the highest levels of his government. The royal council was dominated by a clique of impetuous and violent men of the old Armagnac party, who had risen to prominence during the dictatorship of the Count of Armagnac in Paris. The most influential of them were compromised by their involvement in the two most disastrous acts of the Dauphin’s early years: the murder of John the Fearless in 1419 and the abduction of John V Duke of Brittany a year later. The unscrupulous and conspiratorial Jean Louvet, who 63had been the prime mover behind both decisions, was effectively the Dauphin’s first minister. We have it on Charles’s own authority that before his eventual removal in 1425 he had enjoyed ‘excessive and unreasonable powers’ over the whole machinery of government, including unlimited authority to deal with foreign governments and to dispose of the government’s revenues. He was said to have a pile of blank warrants bearing the Dauphin’s seal, with which to authorise whatever he chose. Like Louvet, and almost as influential, the Maine nobleman Guillaume d’Avaugour was a protégé of the dukes of Anjou. He had been present on the bridge of Montereau and was among the small caucus of councillors behind the attack on the Duke of Brittany. Tanneguy du Châtel, the headstrong and impulsive Breton soldier of fortune who served as Master of Charles’s household, had struck the first blow against John the Fearless on the bridge. William Viscount of Narbonne, a southerner and a son-in-law of the Count of Armagnac, had been in on the plot and joined in the affray around the dying Duke. Pierre Frotier, the ill-tempered bully who served as the captain of Charles’s personal bodyguard, had finished off the Duke by plunging a sword into his belly. The Picard Jean Cadart, the Dauphin’s physician since childhood and perhaps the nearest that Charles had to an adult friend, was admitted to the Dauphin’s council at about the time of his accession and became increasingly influential. He had not been present at Montereau but was believed to have helped persuade his master to authorise the deed. These were ‘scandalous and dishonest men’, in the words of a well-placed official of the Duke of Orléans. They controlled access to the Dauphin and directed his every move in the disastrous opening years of his reign, all the while busily lining their pockets. As a result, they had many enemies and were forever looking over their shoulders.4

         Other men about the new King had a more creditable past and a more balanced judgement of the future, but perforce lived under the shadow of Louvet and his friends. Robert le Maçon, the Dauphin’s former Chancellor, was a ‘wise and cautious’ adviser according to a sound judge. He had been deliberately kept in the dark when the murder of John the Fearless was being planned. He had resigned his office early in 1422 but remained an influential member of Charles’s council until his retirement in 1436. Robert was one of an important contingent of dedicated churchmen largely unsullied by the crimes of the civil wars. They included his successor as Chancellor, Martin Gouge 64Bishop of Clermont, who had also been kept at arm’s length from the planning of the murder. A lawyer and career administrator born in Bourges who had risen in the service of Jean de Berry, Gouge had sat on the council since 1413 and was one of the most experienced men there. Regnault de Chartres, Archbishop of Reims, was the Dauphin’s principal diplomatic adviser and himself a future Chancellor. Scion of a prominent Orléanist family, he was the only figure of international stature on the council. These men had as much reason as anyone to feel bitter about the English and their Burgundian allies. Regnault de Chartres had lost all three of his brothers at Agincourt. His father had been murdered in Paris by a Burgundian lynch mob. Martin Gouge had fled from Paris in disguise during the coup of 1418, losing almost everything he had. But in spite of all that they had suffered, theirs were moderating voices in the Dauphin’s counsels. Men like Louvet and Tanneguy were committed by their past to opposing a reconciliation with the Duke of Burgundy, which would certainly have entailed their dismissal and quite possibly their execution. Wiser advisers knew that the Dauphin could not recover the lost provinces of the north without coming to terms with Philip the Good. It was probably Gouge who initiated the policy which would remain the constant theme of the Dauphin’s diplomacy for the next thirteen years. The great object was to detach the Duke of Burgundy from the English alliance. There would be no direct negotiations with the English, except perhaps when their participation was an unavoidable incident of negotiation with Burgundy, and even then, the plan would be to drive a wedge between them.5

         Conventional opinion expected a king to be surrounded by the princes of his blood and the foremost noblemen of the land, not by carpetbaggers on the make. Charles’s chief ministers and councillors were generally drawn from the minor nobility. They were ‘de povre, bas et petit lieu’ (‘poor fellows of low birth and station’), sneered the Duke of Brittany. At the outset of the new reign, the only royal prince in the Dauphin’s inner counsels was the Duke of Orléans’s nineteen-year-old half-brother John Bastard of Orléans, the future Count of Dunois. He was one of the ablest men there, but he was only there because he had married Jean Louvet’s daughter. The council was a large body of fluctuating membership, but real power depended on the favour of Louvet and his allies. The rest were outsiders or makeweights. Looking back in later years, the lawyer-bishop Jean Juvénal des Ursins 65remembered councillors who were ribald, arrogant, loud-mouthed or drunk in council, ‘ignorant young men … without wisdom, caution, moral judgement or sound reason, who gave their opinion without a moment’s thought’.6

         
            *

         

         While Charles VI was alive, the English had ruled northern France in his name. Once he was dead, their claim to govern depended entirely on the legitimacy of Henry VI’s succession. Many of the Dauphin’s courtiers and officials were convinced that the alliance of England and Burgundy would collapse once the true heir mounted the throne. People would surely see that the treaty of Troyes was no longer the way to peace and national unity that it had once seemed to be. The Dauphin’s ministers told the Estates-General at Selles in August 1423 that three years would be more than enough to see the English expelled from France.7 They reckoned without the tenacity of the English and the resilience of their military organisation in Normandy, as well as the tacit support which they could command in the regions under their control.

         The strategic options of both sides were shaped by geography. The Loire provided the kingdom of Bourges with an almost impermeable barrier to invasion from the north. The river was a fuller, faster torrent in the late middle ages than it is now. Before the construction of the embankments, it was vulnerable to sudden floods which rapidly inundated large areas on both banks, producing an inhospitable landscape of alternating forest, scrub and marsh. There were few fords. All the bridges were defended by walled towns and cities, except for the Ponts-de-Cé south of Angers, where a line of fortified and garrisoned bridges carried the road over the channels and islets of the river at one of its broadest points. Apart from Nantes, whose passage depended on the fickle sympathies of the Duke of Brittany, all of these crossings were held for the Dauphin. His followers were able to pass freely over the river, while the English were rarely able to force their way in the opposite direction. Henry V had once ventured to cross the Loire at a ford near Saint-Dyé in September 1421 but suffered heavy losses and was almost cut off. Apart from a brief and unsuccessful raid on Bourges in 1423, the English did not try again until the ill-fated siege of Orléans in 1428–9. In other circumstances, Guyenne might have served them as a base from which to attack the kingdom of Bourges in the rear. But the English did not have the manpower to mount a major 66offensive from the south-west and defend Normandy and Paris at the same time.8

         Seen from Bourges, there were three main fighting fronts.

         The northern front extended in a broad belt from the Channel to Champagne. In 1422, all the major towns and cities of this region acknowledged the authority of the Lancastrian government in Paris except for Tournai, an isolated enclave of the kingdom of Bourges on the march of Flanders. The Dauphin’s battles on the northern front were fought by irregular forces which had captured smaller places and turned them into bases for raids against the main centres of English and Burgundian administration. The raiders struck without warning, often far away from their bases, carrying off cattle and people and visiting wanton destruction on unwalled settlements. In spite of the irregular and incoherent character of their operations, they represented a serious threat to the Lancastrian regime. They undermined its authority, damaged its ability to levy taxes and threatened to choke off the flow of supplies to the capital. In the last fifteen months of his life, Henry V had come close to eliminating them. English and Burgundian troops had established control of all the passages of the Seine and the whole course of the Marne from Paris to Châlons, thus cutting off the northern regions from all assistance from the Dauphinist heartlands further south.

         At the end of 1422, routier bands loyal to the Dauphin were still clinging to three major bases north of the Seine and the Marne: Le Crotoy at the mouth of the Somme, Guise in the upper valley of the Oise and Vitry-en-Perthois overlooking the Marne in eastern Champagne. Each of them served as the headquarters of a group of satellite garrisons which swelled their numbers and extended their reach. In spite of the fact that they were spread over a distance of about 200 miles, these clusters of garrisons were able to coordinate their operations, wreaking havoc and destruction across the whole of the sensitive northern march of Henry VI’s French kingdom.

         Le Crotoy was held by the resourceful Jacques d’Harcourt, a former Burgundian captain who had fallen out with the English and declared for the Dauphin in 1421. Charles had appointed him as his lieutenant in the valley of the Somme and the northern march of Normandy. Recently, Harcourt’s operations had been curtailed by the installation of a large English garrison at Saint-Valéry on the opposite side of the Somme estuary, which pinned his companies to their base and made 67it difficult for them to get supplies. But Harcourt was still capable of spectacular strikes, like the plundering of the rich town of Domart, east of Abbeville, in March 1423, which spread terror across much of western Picardy.
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         Guise was the headquarters of the Gascon captain Jean (‘Poton’) de Saintrailles, a former retainer of the Count of Armagnac who had come north with him in 1416 and had made the town his base in 1418 after the fall of the Armagnac regime in Paris. Poton was one of the most effective guerrilla leaders of the age. At Guise, he controlled the largest Dauphinist garrison in northern France, comprising a number of independent companies in addition to his own band of some 300 men.

         Further east, a cluster of castles in northern Champagne was occupied by another notable Gascon captain, Étienne de Vignolles, better known as La Hire, who had once been Poton de Saintrailles’s brother-in-arms. La Hire first came to the notice of his contemporaries when he was serving in the Orléanist garrison of Coucy. He had been an active and highly effective partisan of the Dauphin in Picardy and the valley of the Oise before moving into Lorraine and then into Champagne. La Hire was an improbable hero. He was a man of modest origins. He was lame, the result of an accident when the chimney of an inn collapsed on top of him. But he was a brilliant strategist and a charismatic leader who drew to his standard not just the rough military underworld from 68which routier bands were usually recruited but many minor noblemen serving their apprenticeships in the profession of arms. He was a master of rapid movement and surprise. ‘Strike first,’ he used to say, ‘so as not to be afraid.’ In 1422 La Hire and his lieutenants occupied five castles in eastern Champagne and later that year he increased their range by occupying Vitry-en-Perthois. The old castle of the counts of Champagne at Vitry dominated the valley of the Marne upstream of Châlons and gave the Dauphinists a secure crossing of the river. La Hire’s lieutenant, the Breton soldier of fortune Jean Raoulet, made it the headquarters of an important group of garrisoned castles extending west to Vertus and the great keep of Mont-Aimé on the road from Reims to Troyes; and north to Mouzon and Beaumont-en-Argonne in the valley of the Meuse.9

         Eastern France, between the Loire and the Rhône, was a distinct theatre of war which followed its own logic. The great bend of the Loire marked the boundary between the kingdom of Bourges and the southern domains of the house of Burgundy (Map I). In 1422 the Burgundian territories were under severe pressure. The county of Nevers, on the east bank of the Loire, was Burgundy’s first line of defence. The previous Count of Nevers, a cadet of the house of Burgundy, had been killed at Agincourt. The county was ruled by his widow, Bonne d’Artois, as regent for their young son. In June 1422, an army commanded by Tanneguy du Châtel had invaded the Nivernais and seized a large number of walled places, including La Charité with its great stone bridge over the Loire and the important administrative centre of Saint-Pierre-le-Moutier further south. These events left the Dauphin’s captains with a bridgehead into Burgundian territory. East of the Nivernais, beyond the Morvan hills, the disputed region of the Mâconnais and the Burgundian county of Charolais had for four years been the targets of large and well organised Dauphinist companies operating from the Lyonnais and the Dauphiné. In the summer of 1422 the Dauphin’s ministers sent Bernard of Armagnac Count of Pardiac, a son of the late Constable, and Amaury de Sévérac, one of the Marshals, to take command in the region. Their arrival marked a notable escalation in the scale of operations and threatened to carry the war up the valley of the Saône into the heart of Burgundy. In September 1422, a few days after the death of Henry V, Amaury de Sévérac came up the valley and surprised the monastic town of Tournus, only thirty miles from Beaune. The town was captured by 69escalade and sacked. Hardly anything was left standing apart from the abbey and the town church. This event spread alarm through much of Burgundy. At least eighty men, women and children were drowned trying to flee across the Saône in a boat as the Dauphinists burst into the town. From Mâcon came reports that a mob of Dauphinist partisans in the town had seized the Duke of Burgundy’s representatives and imprisoned them in the citadel.10

         The most active theatre of war was the long southern front extending from the Atlantic coast at Avranches to the Auxerrois and southern Champagne. The Lancastrian territories were wide open to attack there through the coastal plain around Avranches and the open plains of the Beauce and the Gâtinais. Three major river valleys, the Sarthe, the Eure and the Loing, served as highways into this broad band of contested territory. Dauphinist forces were concentrated in the west, in the heavily wooded hills of Perche and the Norman massif and in the island monastery of Mont-Saint-Michel. The epicentre of the war in the west was the duchy of Alençon and the adjoining domains of the dukes of Alençon in Perche and northern Maine (Map II). The ducal family had been evicted by Henry V in 1417 when the current Duke, John II, was only eight years old. But he remained an important focus of loyalty and his partisans were to be a threat to the security of the English throughout the period of their occupation. They found an effective leader in a local nobleman, Ambroise de Loré, a committed Armagnac who had fought at Agincourt and served in the garrison of Paris during the Count of Armagnac’s regime before 1418. The Duke of Alençon eventually named him as his marshal. A dense cluster of garrisons commanded by Ambroise and his lieutenants conducted a persistent guerrilla war against the English garrisons of the region. Their operations received powerful support in 1420, when Mont-Saint-Michel was placed under the command of the Dauphin’s lieutenant on the western march, Jean d’Harcourt Count of Aumale. He filled it with troops and integrated it into the defence of the sector. Its location was ideal for his purposes. It stood close to the old Roman roads to Carhaix, Rennes and Le Mans and at the centre of a great network of pilgrims’ tracks extending across much of western France. At low tide, mounted men could ride over the sands to the Cotentin peninsula north of the bay. As a result, nearly half of the entire English garrison strength in Normandy had to be concentrated on the south-western marches of the duchy. For the Dauphinists, Mont-Saint-Michel became 70a potent symbol of resistance. Charles VII adopted St Michael as the patron saint of Dauphinist France in place of the ‘English’ St Denis. The Archangel slaying the dragon became the emblem on his banners.11

         
            *

         

         The Dauphin’s war was largely shaped by his financial resources, or lack of them. Very little survives of the financial records of the kingdom of Bourges, but the main lines of the Dauphin’s finances can be reconstructed from fragments. The ordinary costs of government were high, even before taking account of the heavy burden of military expenditure. In the late middle ages display was an instrument of government. A showy court was a political necessity, especially for a ruler who could not take his royal status for granted. This implied a high level of expenditure on the royal households. At the beginning of his reign, the separate households of Charles VII and his Queen consumed well over 400,000 livres (£67,000) a year and constituted the largest single call on his revenues. Diplomacy was another heavy cost. Ambassadors had to travel with an entourage consistent with their dignity and an armed escort for their safety. With three administrative centres at Bourges, Poitiers and Toulouse, the civil and judicial services of the Dauphin’s realm drained his treasury year after year. A pamphlet written in 1425 by an anonymous official lamented the poor standards of audit and cost control in the kingdom of Bourges. He thought that they ordered things better in England. He reckoned that the Dauphin’s government cost as much in salaries alone as the bloated administration of Charles VI, which had been responsible for the whole of France. The burden was significantly increased by the survival of many of the corrupt practices which had characterised that administration: lavish discretionary rewards paid to ministers, councillors and senior officials and open-handed grants to favoured figures. The Dauphin’s private secretary Alain Chartier described his expenditure as a ‘bottomless abyss’.12

         The kingdom of Bourges had three main sources of revenue: the royal demesne, the mints and taxation. Of these, only the last was of any real significance. The most productive parts of the royal demesne were located in provinces occupied by the English and what remained was poorly managed and disrupted by war. Devaluation of the silver coinage was a traditional resort of French governments. But it was extremely unpopular, especially with the Church and the nobility, much of whose income was derived from fixed nominal rents. In 71September 1422, in a bid to rally support for his government, the Dauphin had resolved to restore the old coinage values, a policy which he stuck to for the next four years, but which left a large hole in his budget. The tacit understanding was that the goodwill generated by this measure would enable the hole to be filled by taxation. Yet taxation was a precarious resource. The traditional war tax of the French state was the aides, a sales tax usually levied at a rate of 5 per cent on goods exposed for sale and 25 per cent on wine. This had been supplemented since the 1380s by periodic tailles, which were direct taxes, assessed on the value of the taxpayer’s movable goods. John the Fearless’s abolition of these taxes had crippled the governments of Charles VI in his final years, but the Dauphin had had no choice but to follow suit in the regions which he controlled. His ministers were in no position to impose taxes by royal command, as French governments had done before the civil wars. This left them with no permanent taxes apart from the gabelle, an excise duty on salt. The Dauphin’s ability to raise armies for operations against the English and Burgundians depended on special taxes granted at irregular intervals by provincial and national assemblies. The willingness of these bodies to support the war could not be counted on. It depended on a variety of unpredictable factors, including the fortunes of war, the political mood and current economic conditions.13

         For fiscal purposes, France had been divided since the middle of the fourteenth century into two regions of unequal weight, each with its own representative assembly. The Estates-General of the Dauphin’s entire territory rarely met. The Estates of Languedoc represented Languedoc proper, that is to say the three seneschalsies of Toulouse, Carcassonne and Nîmes, and usually also the neighbouring provinces of Quercy, Rouergue, Agenais and Périgord, and those parts of Guyenne which had been reconquered from the English. It met frequently and was politically very active. The taxes which it voted were generally modest and the Dauphin’s ministers did not have unfettered disposal of them. They were often voted on terms which required them to be spent on local defence against routier bands and incursions from the English duchy of Guyenne. As a result, the burden of supporting the war against the English and Burgundians fell mainly on the Estates of Languedoil, which represented the rest of the country. Much of Languedoil was now under English control, but it had a substantial taxable capacity even in its truncated form.

         72In May 1421, the Dauphin had taken advantage of the euphoria following his victory over the English at Baugé to obtain an aide of 800,000 livres from the Estates-General meeting at Clermont in Auvergne. Charles’s accession to the throne produced a fresh surge of goodwill. In January 1423, an assembly meeting at Bourges granted an aide of 1,000,000 livres ‘for the recovery of the King’s dominions and the expulsion of his enemies’. The results, however, were disappointing. As a result, a fresh meeting of the Estates of Languedoil was summoned to the small town of Selles in Berry in August 1423. They adopted a more radical approach. They agreed to grant a further 200,000 livres to make good at least part of the shortfall on the earlier grant. More remarkably, they were persuaded that the abolition of the aides had been a mistake and agreed to restore them for a limited period of three years starting on 1 October 1423. The revived aides, levied at the old rates, were expected to bring in 1,000,000 livres in each year, to be spent exclusively on the war. This appears to have been subject to annual reconfirmation at further meetings of the Estates. An additional aide of 1,000,000 livres was voted by the Estates at Poitiers and Riom in the autumn of 1424, bringing the nominal value of taxes imposed in the first three years of the new reign to 4,550,000 livres. These are impressive figures, comparable to the aides imposed by the monarchy in its heyday in the 1380s, which were paid by the whole of France. If all of the sums voted had been collected, the Dauphin would have enjoyed vastly greater resources than the Duke of Bedford.14

         In fact, the position was much less satisfactory. Taxes on sales were sensitive to economic conditions. They shrank in a recession and in regions suffering from depopulation or war damage. Peculation and corruption gnawed at funds in the collectors’ hands. The clergy and the nobility ‘living nobly’ and participating in the King’s wars, were exempt by law. Many other exemptions were conceded in practice. Local assessments had to be negotiated with provincial assemblies and local officials who did their best to lighten the burden on their own regions. The corps of collectors and accountants who had administered the aides before 1418 had dispersed and the job was now done mainly by local functionaries who were less expert and more indulgent. A number of provinces were able to negotiate special arrangements by which the new aides were replaced by ‘equivalents’ levied on a different and less transparent basis. Some towns obtained reductions or were allowed to divert part of the proceeds to local purposes, such as the 73repair of their walls. The whole process was painfully slow. In the end, the amounts collected fell a long way short of the original expectations. In the rich city of Lyon, for example, where the records are unusually complete, the city authorities managed to negotiate its contribution to the aides down to just over half of the original assessment.

         To make up the shortfall of revenue, the Dauphin’s ministers pursued a disastrous policy of large-scale alienations from his demesne. His ministers lent him money and his captains served on credit, until they were eventually satisfied by grants of land which were often worth considerably more than the debt. Regnault de Chartres acquired the town of Vierzon in satisfaction of loans worth 16,000 livres. The Duke of Alençon acquired Niort, the second city of Poitou, in the same way. Marshal Sévérac’s credits reached the enormous sum of 92,000 livres, which was eventually discharged by mortgaging to him the entire tax revenues of Languedoc and Auvergne.15

         The kingdom of Bourges had one important financial advantage which was not available to the English. Politically, the English could not support their Norman garrisons by plundering their subjects. But the Dauphin’s partisans operating in enemy territory had no such inhibitions. Companies like those of Le Crotoy, Guise or Mont-Saint-Michel, drew little or nothing from the Dauphin’s war treasurers. They funded their operations from loot, the sale of safe-conducts and above all from pâtis, the traditional process of exacting protection money from the local populations. The Count of Aumale’s garrison at Mont-Saint-Michel, for example, received modest financial support from the Dauphin up to 1425. It sustained itself mainly by looting 77,000 livres worth of precious objects from the abbey treasury and exacting another 3,000 livres in ‘loans’ from the monks. Louis d’Estouteville, who succeeded Aumale in 1425, received not a penny for himself or his garrison for the next twenty years. His operations were funded by pâtis. At Mont-Saint-Michel the exaction of pâtis achieved a high degree of sophistication. A network of local assessors and collectors was established, generally recruited from local officials or parish priests, the two main literate groups. Villages and towns within raiding distance were assessed for what they could afford, not so much that the population would be driven away or too little to sustain the soldiers of the garrison. On the mount itself, a staff of clerks drew up the demands and kept the accounts. In 1425, the Duke of Bedford remitted a sentence of death passed on a parish priest whose story spoke volumes. He had 74been captured on the road three years earlier by soldiers from Mont-Saint-Michel and released without ransom in return for agreeing to act as their assessor and collector in his native village and five other parishes near Caen. His demands on his fellow villagers were enforced by the threat that ‘if they did not like it they would be attacked and sacked instead’. From this and other documents of the kind, it is clear that the garrison of Mont-Saint-Michel was collecting pâtis under the noses of the Duke of Bedford’s officers from the whole of the Cotentin outside the main walled towns.16

         The garrison of Mont-Saint-Michel operated in enemy territory, but that was not true of all the Dauphin’s troops. Many of them were based in garrisons on the marches of his own territory or were cantoned in regions like Touraine or Berry at the heart of his domains. They supported themselves in the same way, by levying pâtis on the inhabitants and pillaging travellers on the roads. The laws of war were in the process of adapting themselves to this state of affairs. In November 1424 there was a minor but revealing incident in the Dauphinist city of Tournai. A soldier called Colard de Verly from the Dauphinist garrison of Guise was captured in the city’s territory while trying to carry off some local people for ransom. Colard was imprisoned in the felons’ jail pending his appearance in the city’s criminal court. The Dauphin’s representative demanded his release, asserting that this was ‘not a crime but a simple act of war’. ‘In conducting his wars’, this officer explained, ‘the King does not have the means to pay his troops, who therefore have no choice but to burn down buildings and kill or kidnap people.’ The judges accepted this argument, and Colard was released. There were many such incidents, even if they were not always justified so bluntly. ‘If it should please our lord the King to provide us with supplies and pay us wages, then we will serve him in all his affairs and obey his orders without levying anything on the inhabitants of this place,’ declared the semi-fictional hero of Jean de Bueil’s novel, Le Jouvencel, ‘but if there are too many other calls on his resources, or he is for some other reason advised not to pay for our supplies or wages, then we shall have to collect them from his subjects and enemies alike.’17

         This practice became a serious issue at successive meetings of the Estates of Languedoil. The assembly at Selles in August 1423 complained bitterly about the intolerable damage inflicted by the Dauphin’s troops on his own subjects. Charles did not deny it. 75Indeed, it became an organised system, a form of taxation implicitly and sometimes explicitly authorised by his ministers. During the long intervals between active operations, the Dauphin’s mercenaries were distributed through the frontier provinces of the kingdom of Bourges and directed to live off the land. Touraine suffered grievously throughout the 1420s at their hands. The Duke of Anjou complained that his duchy had paid more than 100,000 livres a year in pâtis to support a dozen garrisons which were ostensibly there to defend it. Allowing troops to live off the land depressed tax revenues, leaving still less to pay the troops and provoking yet more looting. It was a vicious spiral from which there was no escape. The temporary reimposition of the aides, which was authorised at Selles, was intended to break the spiral by enabling the Dauphin’s government to pay its troops regularly. But the plan failed. Only a pause in the war long enough to allow people to return to their homes, trade to revive and agricultural yields to recover could have done it.18

         The human cost was high. The great limestone plain of the Beauce had once been a rich agricultural region crossed by important trade routes and dotted with prosperous market towns. A persistent guerrilla war between the English garrisons of Chartres and the Norman march and Dauphinist companies from the Loire all but destroyed its economic and social fabric. Kidnapping, highway robbery and economic sanctions extinguished ancient patterns of trade. People living in English-controlled areas could no longer trade with their traditional markets in Dauphinist Touraine and Orléanais, while those living in Dauphinist areas had to buy expensive safe-conducts from English captains in order to get their goods to Paris or Rouen. Cash was scarce and people hid what they had in cavities in the walls of their homes or under the roots of trees, to be discovered centuries later by builders, archaeologists and museum curators.

         The town of Bonneval, which changed hands several times in this period, told the Dauphin in 1424, when it was temporarily controlled by his officers, that the region had been ruined ‘not just by our enemies but by captains claiming to be our own’. The suburbs of the town had been destroyed. It was overrun by refugees from the surrounding country. The destruction of crops and theft of working animals had led to the progressive abandonment of the land by the sharecroppers who had tilled it for centuries. The nearby town of Gallardon was besieged five times in the decade after the battle of Agincourt. When, years later, 76it was finally recovered from the English, the Duke of Alençon, who was the lord of the region, commissioned a survey of what had once been among his richest domains. The report made dismal reading. At one village there were no inhabitants to be seen and the land was given over to bushes and brambles. At another the tenants had died many years before and no one had come in to replace them. At another, the village’s nominal tax assessment had been halved after Agincourt, but there was no longer anything to tax for the place had been deserted for years. Barns, mills, baking ovens and wine presses had been wrecked and never rebuilt. The local courts had ceased to function. Seigneurial rights had fallen into desuetude. As farms reverted to weed and scrub, families left for the comparative safety of Normandy or the Loire. Those who stayed behind sank into abject poverty. We cannot know what private tragedy lay behind the deed of amicable separation executed by Robin and Jeanne Porcher of Châteaudun in 1422, which declared that they could no longer live together as husband and wife or support a common table ‘on account of the wars and the dearth of food’. The Beauce was by no means an exceptional case.19

         The problem of the Dauphin’s ministers was that if they were to make any significant inroads into Lancastrian territory they needed a field army, which would have to be paid. French field armies, unlike English ones, consisted mainly of cavalry. Men-at-arms were recruited in the traditional way from the landed classes, by personal or general summons. An army on the march could not be sustained from loot and pâtis. Even garrison troops used to living on the land at their bases, demanded pay when they were withdrawn for field service. In theory they were entitled to a daily wage dependent on rank: two livres for a banneret, one for a knight and half for a squire. In practice, from 1422 onward, the Dauphin’s war treasurers gradually ceased to pay the standard rates and started paying arbitrary lump sums to captains for distribution to their companies. The amounts depended on what funds were available and were always less than the men’s due. Many were unwilling to serve on these terms. The higher ranks, the bannerets and knights and the nobles and country gentlemen, who had once stood at the summit of the military hierarchy, almost disappeared from the Dauphin’s armies.

         The Dauphin’s ministers reckoned that the provinces under their control could produce about 4,000 men-at-arms to serve in the field, barely a third of the number recruited for the great armies of the 77previous century. Many of these men were unreliable, undisciplined and poorly trained and equipped. Alain Chartier complained that they answered the King’s summons out of duty, arrived late, served without enthusiasm and left as soon as they could. Bowmen, generally armed with crossbows, were recruited in modest numbers in the towns, but their skills were poor and they were not obliged to serve for long periods or far from their homes. Ordinary foot-soldiers were hardly used at all. The traditional explanation was that the government was afraid to arm the populace for fear of revolution. The Berry Herald voiced the common opinion when he observed that the ‘lords did not send them to war if they could help it’. This became a cliché of military writers from Froissart to Macchiavelli, but the main reason for the lack of any organised French infantry was a different one. Peasants and townsmen lacked the training required to acquit themselves with credit in battle. The Norman bishop Thomas Basin remembered the disorderly bands of French troops roaming over the country, with little knowledge or experience of war. Like all monochrome pictures, these generalisations concealed a more complex situation and probably contained a measure of exaggeration. But there is little doubt that the early 1420s marked a low point in the history of French arms.20

         These pressures forced the kingdom of Bourges to rely mainly on professional mercenaries. They were hired for long periods and were available when required. They were politically more dependable and militarily more skilful. And they were relatively cheap. According to Henry V’s informants in 1421, their rates of pay were less than a third of the traditional rates for French troops. Some of these men were French, often men of low birth who had gained their experience of arms in routier companies. Their leaders were commonly minor noblemen, dispossessed victims of war, landless younger sons or bastards excluded by tradition or law from their fathers’ succession. These days, complained Chartier, anyone could call himself a man-at-arms who knew how to wear a sword and a coat of mail, even if he had not a house to live in or a plot of land to his name. The great majority of the Dauphin’s professional troops, however, were not drawn from the military underworld of France itself. In the early years of his reign, well over half of them had been recruited in Castile, Italy or Scotland.

         Castilian soldiers of fortune had operated in France ever since Charles V had forged his alliance with the Trastámaran dynasty in the 1360s. Several hundred of them were serving under the Dauphin’s 78banner in 1422. The Dauphin continued the French monarchy’s long tradition of hiring companies of crossbowmen in Genoa, by reputation the most skilful in Europe. Recently, his ministers had also begun to hire cavalry in Lombardy and Piedmont. The dukes of Orléans were the hereditary lords of the Piedmontese principality of Asti, an important centre of military recruitment. Others were hired through the good offices of France’s long-standing allies the Visconti dukes of Milan. The heavily armoured Italian horsemen were regarded as the supreme practitioners of cavalry warfare. It was hoped that they would be able to disperse the massed archers which were such a formidable component of English armies of the period. 21

         The Scots had first appeared in France in significant numbers in 1419. Since the winter of 1420–1, they had been organised as a self-governing corps, calling themselves the ‘Army of Scotland’ and operating under their own commanders: John Stewart Earl of Buchan, Archibald Douglas Earl of Wigtown and John Stewart of Darnley. The first two were respectively the son and son-in-law of the Duke of Albany, Governor of Scotland, and the third, who served as constable of the army, was a cousin of the Scottish royal line. Numbering about 6,500 men at its highest point, the army of Scotland was by far the largest mercenary corps in the Dauphin’s service. It was comparable in size to the English army under Bedford, although drawn from a country with perhaps a tenth of England’s population. Casualties and desertion had reduced the Scottish numbers since then, but they were still a formidable force, inspiring fear and contempt among the English and French alike. They supported themselves from loot, pâtis and contributions exacted from the towns by overt threats of violence. There were occasional atrocities, which were no doubt magnified in the telling. But the Scots had proved their military value at the battle of Baugé in March 1421, when a largely Scottish army had routed the English under the Duke of Clarence, the only significant English defeat to date. The Scots fought with reckless courage in battle. Their bowmen were the only match for the English archers. Buchan, who had been appointed Constable of France after the battle of Baugé, proved to be a skilful tactician, bringing a new boldness to the conduct of the war after years in which French captains had been cowed by the memory of Agincourt.22

         All of the Dauphin’s problems of military organisation and finance were on show in the first major military incident of the new reign. 79Meulan was a walled town on the north bank of the Seine, thirty miles west of Paris. It was joined to the opposite bank by a fortified bridge, defended at the southern end by a massive keep. The bridge was of great strategic importance. It carried the main road from the Loire into the Vexin and the Oise valley and controlled the river traffic between the capital and Normandy. The defence of Meulan was the responsibility of the English captain of the nearby town of Poissy, Sir John Fastolf’s nephew Robert Harling. He had more than a hundred men under his command, but most of them were probably stationed at Poissy. At the beginning of January 1423, the bridge was surprised and captured by a company of Dauphinist partisans led by Jean de Garencières, a Norman nobleman who had lost most of his lands in the English conquest. Garencières’s men seem to have lured the guards from the gate with the aid of a traitor within, and then ambushed them, before taking over the tower and massacring most of the garrison. It so happened that the council in Paris had recently resolved to besiege Le Crotoy and forces were being built up in Picardy for this operation. On 3 January Bedford postponed these plans and withdrew 500 men from Picardy. Within days he had laid siege to the bridge of Meulan from both ends and brought up an artillery train.23

         The Dauphin’s ministers did their best to exploit the opportunity presented by Jean de Garencières’s coup. They had high hopes of crossing the Seine in force over the bridge and rolling up the English positions in the Vexin and eastern Normandy. They promised the defenders in the bridge-tower that an army would arrive to relieve them by 20 February. Tanneguy du Châtel and the Earl of Buchan were put in charge of the operation. They summoned troops from Brittany and from every frontier region between Maine and Berry. All of these contingents were ordered to assemble outside the small town of Janville in the southern Beauce by mid-February to advance on Meulan. The Duke of Bedford responded by summoning the entire feudal service of Normandy, together with every man who could safely be withdrawn from the Norman garrisons. In Rouen and Paris, there was a scramble for money. Bedford ordered the sale of all the remaining jewels of Charles VI. Paris was in a state of high excitement. Daily street processions were organised by the Bishop. The sittings of the courts were suspended to allow the judges to take part in them.

         The threatened battle never happened. The Dauphinists raised a substantial force. A contemporary estimate of 6,000 men is probably 80roughly accurate. The Earl of Buchan gathered his Scottish troops and the contingents of the west at Janville on time and advanced to Gallardon, about fifty miles south of Meulan. There he halted and waited for Tanneguy to appear with the contingents of Berry and the Orléanais. But Tanneguy set out late and then, when he eventually reached Janville, he abruptly cancelled the campaign and disbanded his army. He had run out of money to pay his men. The first instalment of the aides voted by the Estates in December had not yet come in. Writing to Marshal Sévérac from Bourges, the Dauphin reported that all his financial officials had left the city to scavenge for funds in receivers’ offices across France. Tanneguy had received part of the funds owed to his contingents and found more from his own resources. But all this was exhausted by the time he reached Janville and his men evidently refused to go into battle on empty purses. Left in the lurch, Buchan had no choice but to retreat. Some of the garrison in the bridge of Meulan mounted the battlements to hurl abuse of the Dauphin into the empty air. Conditions inside the bridge-tower deteriorated fast. February was bitterly cold, with heavy snowfalls and the worst frosts for many years. The defenders had found the stores almost empty and were nearly out of food. Garencières himself had withdrawn, leaving a deputy in command, who was shortly struck dead by a cannonball. The remaining captains concluded that the situation was hopeless. On 1 March, they capitulated.

         For the Dauphin, it was an expensive defeat. The defenders of the bridge were given just one day to open their gates. Those of them who controlled garrisons elsewhere in France had to agree to procure their surrender as well. They included the major fortresses of Montlhéry, Marcoussis and Étampes on the Orléans road south of Paris. In return, the Duke of Bedford agreed ‘out of pure grace and in view of the Lenten season’ to spare their lives. But there was a limit to Bedford’s clemency even in Lent. The amnesty excluded the ringleaders of the ambush party which had first forced its way into the tower as well as every artilleryman in the place. Their fate is not recorded, but they were probably hanged. In Paris, Bedford’s report of the surrender was posted in the windows of the palace on the Cité. The capital erupted with joy.24

         
            *

         

         The first task of the Duke of Bedford, once he had taken control of the machinery of government, was to rebuild the alliances which his 81brother had made, none of which could be taken for granted after Henry’s death. In the long run the Lancastrian regime in France could not survive without regional allies and could not extend its reach beyond the Loire without significant defections by the Dauphin’s principal supporters there. The critical power brokers were the great territorial princes, pre-eminently the Dukes of Burgundy and Brittany, but also the other local potentates who occasionally flirted with the idea of throwing their lot in with the English: the Dukes of Orléans and Bourbon with their great appanages in the Loire valley, and the Counts of Armagnac and Foix in Languedoc.

         Philip the Good was an indispensable ally, but an awkward one. He was twenty-six years old in 1422. He had been associated with his father’s government since he was seventeen and already had a good deal of political experience when he had succeeded him three years before. Philip was a conventional, pleasure-loving man, bored by the bureaucratic details of government. But he had inherited a well-oiled government machine from his father and grandfather and was an excellent judge of councillors and ministers to operate it. Shrewd and cautious, he was nevertheless completely ruthless in his pursuit of the dynastic ambitions of his house. Philip had entered into the English alliance as a result of his father’s murder. Avenging it was a point of personal and family honour. He conserved a lifelong repugnance for Charles VII personally. According to Olivier de la Marche, the court chronicler of the next generation, who had been Philip’s page, he never really warmed to the English either. But he got on well enough with the Duke of Bedford until the latter’s final years. The two men had ‘an unusually relaxed and good-humoured friendship’, said Olivier. When events threw them together after the death of Henry V, they found that they were able talk candidly in private in a way that had never been true in the time of Bedford’s chilly and statuesque older brother. But Philip hedged his bets. He was never willing to break off all contact with the Dauphin’s court. Within a month of Henry V’s death, there were reports of exploratory talks between the councillors of the two Valois princes. The intermediary was the Duke of Savoy, Amadeus VIII, who had played such a prominent part in the peace negotiations of Henry V’s final months. Amadeus, the perennial peacemaker, was a man of genuine piety. He was appalled by the bitterness of a war between French princes, all of whom were his kinsmen. In about October 1422, Philip the Good accepted a proposal 82for a peace conference under his auspices in December. The English were not invited.25

         Amadeus’s initiative was a real threat to the English position in France, and much of the Duke of Bedford’s energy over the following months was directed to frustrating it. Bedford planned to tie the house of Burgundy into the English alliance with a pair of political marriages. Philip faced a grave dynastic problem throughout the 1420s. He had no brothers, and no male heir. His first wife, Charles VI’s daughter Michelle, had recently died childless at the age of twenty-nine. His presumptive heiresses were his two surviving sisters, Anne and Margaret. The whole elaborate edifice of the Burgundian empire threatened to disintegrate if he were to die. Within a few weeks of Henry V’s death, negotiations were under way for a marriage between Bedford and Anne, who was the presumptive heiress to Artois and the Burgundian interests in Picardy. At the same time, Philip and Bedford revived an old project to marry Margaret to Arthur Count of Richemont and make her the heiress to the duchy of Burgundy.

         Richemont was destined to be one of the major figures in French politics during the next three decades. He was the ambitious but impoverished younger brother of John V Duke of Brittany. Now thirty years old, he had acquired a reputation during the civil wars as one of the great French captains of his day. He was not, it is true, an impressive strategist or battlefield tactician. But, like that earlier Breton paladin Bertrand du Guesclin, he was a charismatic personality with the power to draw men to his banner. Richemont had been captured at the battle of Agincourt and then released by Henry V without a ransom in return for his homage, his military service and his influence in Brittany. Henry had had high hopes of him. He had invested him with the castle and county of Ivry in Normandy and put him in command of the sensitive south-eastern sector of the Norman march. Philip the Good’s sister Margaret was the widow of the late Dauphin Louis of Guyenne, who had died in 1415. She was currently living in retirement at the castle of Montbard in Burgundy. She was not keen on the idea of marrying a notoriously ugly, almost landless soldier of fortune. Philip sent some of his principal councillors to Montbard to persuade her. The marriage, they told her, was of the utmost importance. The destinies of the family might depend on it. As for Richemont, he might not be her equal in birth, but he was ‘a valiant knight, renowned for his loyalty, wisdom and prowess, 83well-loved, with a distinguished retinue, and likely to enjoy a great position in the kingdom’.26

         The next piece of Bedford’s diplomatic jigsaw was Brittany, the strongest of the princely states of France after Burgundy itself. Brittany was a region apart. Since the 1380s it had been untouched by the fighting which engulfed the rest of the country. As a result, in spite of the poverty of the soil and the dense forests which then covered much of the peninsula, it had emerged from the crises of the early fifteenth century with its towns intact and prosperous and its population growing. The duchy had been administratively independent of the French Crown for many years, with its own regional institutions, each of them miniatures of the corresponding offices of the French monarchy. ‘The Duke of Brittany,’ wrote Pope Pius II, ‘lives under his own laws and acknowledges no earthly superior.’ This was not quite true, for the dukes had always done homage to the kings of France. But it was only ‘simple’ homage, and not the liege homage that the French Kings claimed, which would have prevailed over every other political obligation. The exact form of legal dependence, however, hardly mattered. The civil wars of France and the war with England had in practice freed the dukes of Brittany from interference from any quarter. Like the dukes of Burgundy, they enjoyed most of the outward marks of sovereignty. They celebrated their accession with an elaborate coronation service and joyeuses entrées into the principal cities of their duchy. They issued their own coinage, founded chivalric orders, prosecuted rebels for lèse-majesté and maintained their own diplomatic relations with other rulers. An increasingly efficient financial administration furnished them with substantial revenues derived from the ducal lands, regular hearth taxes, and duties on wine and seaborne trade. The dispersal of most of the financial records of Brittany during the Revolution makes it impossible to make even an approximate estimate of their amount, but fragmentary survivals suggest that they may well have been comparable to the revenues of Lancastrian Normandy.27

         The main objective of John V, who had inherited the duchy from his father in 1399, was to stay out of the Anglo-French war. His enemies put this down to idleness and cowardice. Writing at the court of the Duke’s son and successor, Robert Blondel regarded John as a snake. He would ‘call the night the day, dining at daybreak and breakfasting after noon’ rather than take a stand on principle. But 84the Duke’s motives were simpler than this and his methods subtler. He did not wish to see his domains turned into a battlefield or to exhaust his treasure by recruiting armies year after year to fight in a war in which no interest of his own was at stake. Brittany had close connections with both sides. It was the principal maritime province of France, lying across both land and sea routes between England and Gascony. Its commercial interests were aligned with England, which was an important market for Breton merchants and controlled the sea passage through the Channel to the markets of Flanders and the Low Countries. Politically, the interests of the dukes were closely aligned with Burgundy, which had been an ally since the 1380s.

         All of this pointed to an alliance with England. Some of John’s ministers, notably his Chancellor Jean de Malestroit, consistently favoured this course. But although John was anxious to keep the peace with England, he was viscerally averse to a formal alliance because of the divisions that it was likely to provoke among his subjects. Most of the Breton nobility had supported the Armagnacs against the house of Burgundy during the civil wars. The duchy’s Estates, which were dominated by the nobility, persistently opposed entanglements with the Lancastrian government. Like many harsh agricultural regions, Brittany produced a large diaspora of professional soldiers of fortune, drawn for the most part from impoverished landowners and the younger sons of minor noble houses. Most of them were currently serving in the armies and garrisons of the Dauphin. The divisions of Brittany were reflected within John V’s own family. Of his two surviving brothers, one was a prominent French captain while the other, Arthur himself, was currently fighting with the English. In the next generation, John’s heir would be a firm ally of Charles VII, while his younger son became an ardent English partisan who ultimately paid for it with his life.

         In the longer term, John V hoped to resolve his dilemma by brokering a general peace between all three parties, England, the Dauphin and the Duke of Burgundy. Meanwhile, he pursued a sinuous course between England and France, buying off whichever side appeared to be stronger with an alliance which always promised more than it delivered.

         The marriage of Arthur de Richemont to Margaret of Guyenne was designed to draw John V into the Anglo-Burgundian alliance. Philip offered Richemont the prospect of succeeding to the duchy of Burgundy if he should die childless, a move which would have made the house of Montfort the greatest territorial princes of France. The 85Montfort brothers took the bait. By the end of December 1422, all of the pieces had fallen into place. The marriage of Bedford and Anne of Burgundy was settled. Her sister Margaret had submitted to her brother’s wishes and agreed to her union with Richemont. And John V had finally resolved to throw in his lot with the representatives of the new English King. He appointed ambassadors to go to Paris and declare his intention to adhere to the treaty of Troyes. The deal opened the prospect of a triple alliance controlling all of the Atlantic provinces of France apart from La Rochelle and its hinterland.28

         The immediate result was to kill off current moves to reconcile the Dauphin and the house of Burgundy, as Bedford had always intended. The peace conference sponsored by the Duke of Savoy opened nearly a month late in early January 1423, in the town of Bourg-en-Bresse, beneath the mountains of the Jura. The Dauphin took the occasion seriously. He told his Chancellor Martin Gouge that he was genuinely intent on making peace with Burgundy and would commit himself to accepting whatever terms Amadeus might recommend. But by this time the tripartite alliance was almost a done deal. So Philip’s Chancellor Nicolas Rolin, who led the Burgundian delegation, arrived determined to agree nothing. Indeed, he would not even deal directly with the Dauphin’s ambassadors, insisting that he would discuss the business with no one but Amadeus himself. He and his colleagues had come, he said, only ‘to hear what it might please him to tell them’. The Burgundians produced from their satchels copies of the ‘treaties, undertaking and oaths’ that bound their master to the English. As a man of honour, they said, Philip was bound to observe them. On that basis, there was nothing more to be said.

         Amadeus pressed Rolin and his colleagues to tell him privately their own opinion. What terms should the Dauphin offer that they would recommend Philip to accept? After some hesitation and protesting their lack of instructions they agreed to tell him. A memorandum was drafted. Philip, they thought, ought to be prepared to accept a sufficient offer of amends for the murder of his father. The men responsible should be expelled from Charles’s counsels and delivered up to Philip the Good’s justice. Perpetual chantries should be founded for the repose of the dead man’s soul. His companions who had been with him on the bridge of Montereau should be compensated for their losses and injuries. The counties of Gien and Étampes, which had belonged to Philip the Good, should be restored to him, together 86with an indemnity for all his war expenditure to date. There should be a general amnesty for all misdeeds committed by the Burgundians during the civil wars and a mutual restoration of confiscated property. Philip’s French domains would naturally be treated as fiefs of the French Crown, but he must be excused from having to do personal homage to his father’s murderer, at any rate for an initial period.

         Amadeus put these proposals to the French as coming from himself and got the impression that the Dauphin would have accepted all of them except the last. He had draft articles drawn up, recording the terms of a possible agreement. The problem was that it did not mention the English. The Duke of Savoy had hoped to keep them out of it after his bruising experience of their obdurate negotiating methods under Henry V. But since Philip was determined to honour the treaty of Troyes, it was clearly pointless to discuss peace without them. Accordingly, Amadeus proposed to both delegations that a peace conference should be convened at Chalon-sur-Saône in April 1423, at which the English Regent would be invited to appear. The Burgundian delegation declined to commit itself. On that note the conference broke up.29

         Although the delegates went away empty-handed, the conference at Bourg was not a complete waste of effort, for it resulted in an important limitation on the geographic scope of the war. A local and temporary truce was agreed covering the south-eastern block of the Burgundian domains: the duchy of Burgundy itself, the Charolais and the Mâconnais. Another truce, agreed at the same time, covered the territory of the Countess of Nevers. The ostensible purpose of these agreements was to hold the position pending the peace conference at Chalon-sur-Saône. But it was convenient to both sides for broader reasons. For the Dauphin, the war against Burgundy was a distraction from the more important task of dislodging the English. Indeed, it was worse than a distraction, for ultimately the Dauphin needed an accommodation with the Duke of Burgundy. As for Philip, the guerrilla war in his southern territories was destructive, expensive and ultimately unwinnable. In the event, the peace conference never opened. But the councillors of the Dauphin and the Duke of Burgundy met discreetly at Chalon in June 1423 and renewed the truces anyway.30

         The triple alliance of England, Burgundy and Brittany was finally proclaimed with much pomp at a summit meeting at Amiens in the middle of April 1423. Philip the Bold arrived with the usual crowd of 87courtiers, councillors and officials. The Duke of Bedford came with most of his Paris council and installed himself in the bishop’s palace, where he entertained royally. John V arrived in the Picard capital accompanied by an enormous suite, including his brother Arthur, many of the leading barons of Brittany and a large military escort, all paid for from the Duke of Bedford’s treasury. There was ‘much bowing and outward show of affection’, according to the chronicler Monstrelet, who may have been present. Lavish gifts were exchanged. The costumes and jewellery had to be seen to be believed. The two marriages were publicly proclaimed. On 17 April, the triple alliance was sealed by all three parties. They declared their mutual ‘love, brotherhood and union … with no secret reservations or dissimulation’. They promised to concert their plans, to defend each other’s territory, to furnish each other on demand with up to 500 men-at-arms for a month at their own expense, and more upon payment. They committed themselves to work together to pacify the entire kingdom of France ‘for the relief of its wretched inhabitants who have suffered so much’. They supported these undertakings with solemn oaths, sworn on consecrated hosts at the high altar of the great gothic cathedral.31

         Once the powers at Amiens had dealt with their own obligations, they turned to the urgent need to enlarge their alliance to embrace powerful figures south of the Loire. They had high hopes of Jean de Grailly, Count of Foix, who was the most powerful of the Pyrenean princes. A year earlier, in March 1422, Jean de Grailly had done a deal with Henry V. His ambassadors had sworn on his behalf to adhere to the treaty of Troyes and he had accepted the lieutenancy of Languedoc from the English King. A large cash advance had been paid to him to fund a campaign in the Dauphin’s rear that summer. But the Count had held off in the hope of a better offer from the Dauphin. The death of Henry V had finally put these plans into abeyance and the promised campaign had never materialised. On the day after the sealing of the triple alliance Bedford held a council attended by Philip the Good and the two Montfort brothers. They resolved to confirm the Count of Foix’s lieutenancy and the terms of the earlier treaty. Bedford issued letters retaining him as his captain with a force of 1,000 to 1,500 men-at-arms and 1,000 mounted archers, or ‘whatever greater number may be needed to reduce our provinces of Languedoc and Bigorre to obedience and to defeat the man who calls himself Dauphin or King of France, along with other rebels, recalcitrants and enemies’.32

         88The conference at Amiens represented the high point of the Lancastrian system of alliances. Everything thereafter marked its decline. The attempt to find allies south of the Loire failed completely. The Count of Foix was already looking for a way out of his commitments of the previous year and was gratified to be told by his lawyers that the treaty of Troyes was void. The Dauphin, who was well informed about the discussions at Amiens, let it be known that he might be willing to make him a better offer. So, while the Count pursued his negotiations with the Dauphin’s councillors, the emissary sent by Bedford from Paris was made to cool his heels in Bordeaux for more than six months trying to get an audience. He never completed his mission. Eventually, after two more years of cautious evasion, the Count of Foix threw in his lot with the Dauphin.33

         For a few months, the English government hoped to gain another foothold south of the Loire by suborning the royal princes captured at Agincourt, who were languishing in various provincial castles of England. The Duke of Bourbon had already succumbed before the death of Henry V and had undertaken to do homage to him as King of France. But Bourbon was a broken reed. In the end he was unable to raise his ransom or to induce his officers to deliver up the eight major fortresses of the Bourbonnais which he had promised the English as an earnest of performance. His appanage was governed by his wife and son, who were not prepared to line up with the Duke of Bedford. Charles of Orléans would have been a bigger catch. But he persistently refused to follow Bourbon’s example. Three weeks after the gathering at Amiens, he was moved to London for another round of negotiations with the English council. His Chancellor and several of his principal officers came over from France to participate. But these exchanges proved to be no more fruitful than earlier rounds.34

         Even the Dukes of Brittany and Burgundy never fully lived up to their undertakings at Amiens. They needed an insurance against the collapse of the English cause. So they entered into a secret protocol with each other in which they contemplated the possibility of an accommodation with the kingdom of Bourges.35 In the event, John V stood aside from the war after the conference at Amiens, just as he had done before. Given his long record of double-dealing, Bedford can hardly have been surprised. Philip of Burgundy was a bigger disappointment. Philip cared about his public reputation, which was very much bound up with the oaths that he had sworn at Troyes in 1420 89and at Amiens in 1423. Bedford’s marriage to his sister created a more personal but durable bond between the two men. Some of Philip’s closest advisers, however, had always taken a more calculating view of his alliance with the English. The shrewd Chancellor of Burgundy Nicolas Rolin had supported the alliance in 1419 for want of a better option but was never a committed anglophile. He was associated with the policy of progressively withdrawing from the actual conduct of military operations.

         Beneath the surface, there were other problems. In the fourteenth century, the economies of England and the Low Countries had been largely complementary. England was the source of raw materials and the Low Countries were the great industrial centre. But the rise of the domestic English cloth industry had turned them into increasingly bitter competitors. This was an uncomfortable background for a close political and military alliance. The alliance was welcomed by most of the English political community, but it was never popular among the wider population. For English townsmen of the late middle ages the archetypal subjects of the Duke of Burgundy were not the knightly paladins of Philip’s court or the polished diplomats with whom Bedford was used to dealing, but Flemish merchants whom the English associated with espionage, social deviance and commercial sharp practice. Humphrey Duke of Gloucester, whose main power base was in London and the mercantile towns, was always ready to harness these rivalries to his own cause.

         For much of the 1420s Gloucester’s antics were the biggest single obstacle to the smooth running of the Anglo-Burgundian alliance. Humphrey married Jacqueline of Bavaria at the end of January 1423, four months after the announcement of their betrothal. Shortly afterwards, he took the title of Count of Hainaut, Holland and Zeeland. ‘By the celebration of this marriage,’ he declared, ‘I have acquired the government not just of the lady but of all her lands.’ That was the legal orthodoxy. But it depended on the validity of the marriage, which was within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Church. The matter was currently before the papal Curia, a cumbersome tribunal whose deliberate and unhurried procedures were profoundly frustrating for all parties. In the meantime, Jacqueline’s rivals had the advantage of possession. Her uncle John of Bavaria effectively controlled Holland and Zeeland, while her estranged husband John of Brabant controlled most of Hainaut. Humphrey made it clear that he was not prepared 90to wait for the Pope’s judgment. Urged on by Jacqueline, he wanted possession of Hainaut at once.36

         These claims put the Duke of Bedford in an impossible position. He could not openly defy his brother. The Lancastrian monarchy was a family partnership and likely to remain so while Henry VI was a minor. However inconvenient, Gloucester’s ambitions could not be ignored. Instead, Bedford played for time in the hope that the validity of the marriage would be determined by the Pope before Humphrey proceeded to extremes. The issue must have been discussed with Philip the Good at Amiens, for shortly after the summit Philip convened a series of conferences at Bruges in an attempt to negotiate an interim agreement about the government of Hainaut pending the Pope’s decision. When that failed, an attempt was made to resolve the issue by arbitration. Philip persuaded John of Brabant to submit the question to the joint arbitration of himself and Bedford. He gave John an assurance that nothing would be decided against his interest. Gloucester was naturally more difficult to persuade, especially when Philip’s assurances to John of Brabant became public. He refused to cooperate. For Philip, this situation was intolerable. Humphrey’s claims struck at the heart of his dynastic ambitions in the Low Countries.37

         The claims of the Duke of Gloucester and Jacqueline of Bavaria were an unexpected complication, but even without them, the course of Anglo-Burgundian relations would never have run smooth. There were other sources of tension. The war was expensive for Philip, who bore the main burden of the fighting in Picardy and on the southern marches of Burgundy. War damage significantly diminished his revenues. Most of the damage was done by the Dauphin’s armies, but some of it was due to garrisons serving under English command. In 1425, Philip the Good’s officials prepared two reports running to more than fifty pages on the depredations of the Earl of Salisbury’s garrisons in the sensitive regions of southern Champagne bordering on the duchy of Burgundy. One company, when challenged by the Duke’s officials, is said to have responded that ‘when they had run out of things to eat in France they were free to enter the duchy, for the Regent was a greater prince than my lord of Burgundy’. Other irritants were nothing to do with the war but arose from the kind of issues which had always pitted the French Crown against its most powerful vassals: issues about royal jurisdiction, military obligation and territory among others. Royal judges and officials in Paris were just as tenacious in defending 91the rights of the French Crown under Bedford’s regency as they had been under the Valois Kings. The Parlement of Paris was particularly reluctant to concede the rights which the Duke of Burgundy asserted in territories which he effectively governed but which had never been formally or unconditionally granted to him.38

         The Burgundian alliance was always likely to falter as the shock of John the Fearless’s murder receded into the past. Like his father and grandfather, Philip the Good was an ambitious international politician. Like them, he felt himself to be French. He ‘lived and died … completely French, by blood, by instinct and by desire,’ wrote his official historiographer. But his position in France was different from his predecessors’. They had been first and foremost French politicians. Philip the Bold, the first Valois duke, had founded his state by exploiting his position at the heart of the French monarchy to plunder its public revenues and deploy its military and diplomatic strength in his own interest. John the Fearless had devoted the whole of his fifteen-year reign to the struggle to control the government of France and maintain the position which his father had established. Both men had owed their chances to the prolonged illness and incapacity of Charles VI. But once Charles was dead, France could never be as central to Philip’s interests. With its government in more capable and determined hands, he would not be able to deploy the revenues and the power of the Crown in his own interest as his forebears had done. As the Burgundian state expanded to absorb Hainaut, Holland and Zeeland (1428), Namur (1429) and Brabant (1430), its centre of gravity moved away from its cradle in war-torn France to the richer domains of Flanders and the Low Countries, then at the height of their medieval prosperity. In 1445, when Philip the Good’s empire reached its greatest extent, these territories contributed about 60 per cent of his gross revenues. In the course of his long reign, Philip the Good would tighten his personal control over his northern territories, creating a centralised transnational empire. His court and administration were French but most of his subjects spoke Dutch (‘Thiois’) and were indifferent to the fortunes of France. French-speaking Lille and Dijon competed with Dutch-speaking Bruges and Ghent. In due course all of them would be overshadowed by a new Burgundian capital at Brussels, beyond the frontiers of France in Dutch-speaking Brabant.39

         
            *

         

         92The Duke of Bedford’s main strategic priority after the Amiens summit was to eliminate the Dauphinist enclaves in northern France, before trying to extend the war into the heartlands of the kingdom of Bourges. The plan, which must have been discussed at Amiens, was for the English to open the campaign with an attack on Jacques d’Harcourt’s garrisons of the Somme. When they had been dealt with, there would be a joint operation with the Burgundians against the other major centre of resistance in the north, the town of Guise and its satellite fortresses in the upper valley of the Oise. Operations on the Somme were confided to Ralph Butler, who was the bailli of Caux, captain of Arques and Eu, and for practical purposes the English sector commander on the northern march of Normandy. With the English in control of all the major river valleys of the north, the Dauphin’s partisans were in no position to interfere directly. But they were able to stop the English concentrating their forces by launching widely dispersed spoiling operations against selected targets elsewhere. In the following months the Duke of Bedford would discover how difficult it was to mount an offensive while protecting a vast front against an enemy who could choose the time and place to strike. The English, complained the chronicler of the city of Paris, with pardonable exaggeration, took a castle in the morning and lost two by the evening.40

         Butler arrived without warning outside Le Crotoy in the middle of April 1423 with about 600 men. He achieved complete surprise. Within a few days, Noyelles-sur-Mer at the head of the estuary surrendered. The other outlying Dauphinist garrison at Rue was withdrawn to reinforce the main fortress. Harcourt did not give much for his chances. Two messengers from the beleaguered fortress succeeded in getting through the English lines with an appeal to the Dauphin for help. They told him that Le Crotoy could hold out for a time but would have to surrender sooner or later unless it was relieved. The Dauphin’s ministers replied that they would send what help they could. But that was very little. Le Crotoy was beyond their reach. In spite of the bleak prospects, the garrison resisted with a ferocity that evidently took the English by surprise. Butler brought in reinforcements from the surrounding towns. Three great cannon which had been specially built at Rouen arrived by sea. A fleet of twelve ships was fitted out in the Channel ports of Normandy to blockade the mouth of the Somme. But the marshy ground around the town made it difficult to invest the place closely. Artillery sank into the mud, while Harcourt’s guns, securely 93mounted on the walls of the town, covered all the main approaches. High winds made life miserable for the besiegers and continual rain waterlogged their trenches. Sorties from the gates created havoc in their encampments. At the end of May 1423, when very little progress had been made, Butler travelled to Paris to discuss the situation with the Regent and the Grand Conseil.41

         Butler arrived in Paris to find the Duke of Bedford overwhelmed by other pressures. He had married Anne of Burgundy at Troyes on 13 May. As soon as the festivities were over, he had left to deal with a dangerous incursion into the valley of the Seine south-east of Paris by a group of Breton companies commanded by Tanneguy du Châtel’s twenty-four-year-old nephew Prégent de Coëtivy. Their objective was the important bridge-town of Nogent-sur-Seine. They had already captured several walled places around Nogent and the town itself was in danger of falling. Its loss would have been a grave setback for the English. It would have given the Dauphin a powerful fortress on the Seine, blocking an important river route to Paris. It would also have enabled his partisans to penetrate into Brie and southern Champagne and perhaps even to open a route to Reims. The Regent marched against the intruders, accompanied by the Earl of Salisbury and the lord of L’Isle-Adam. All of the lost strongholds were recovered by assault, except for the castle of Montaiguillon in Brie, just north of Nogent, where Prégent had his headquarters. Ostensibly, this brief campaign was a success. But the resistance of Montaiguillon cost the English much grief. Little remains today of this powerful fortress, but what there is, hemmed in by forest and brambles, is enough to show how formidable it must once have been, with its great square footprint, its nine high towers and its single entrance defended by a massive gateway. Prégent’s garrison was destined to be a thorn in the side of the English for months to come.42

         When Bedford returned to Paris at the end of May, he was greeted by clamorous calls from the Provost of the Merchants and the citizens for action against predatory Dauphinist garrisons which had established themselves on the main routes to the city. Prégent de Coëtivy’s garrison at Montaiguillon was under siege by the Earls of Salisbury and Suffolk. At Passy-en-Valois, fifty miles north-east of Paris, another enemy garrison was blocking the important road to the capital from Soissons and Laon. The garrison of Orsay on the Orléans road south of the capital was raiding right up to the southern suburbs. One of 94the most effective of the Dauphin’s guerrilla captains, the Gascon nobleman Géraud de la Paillière, had captured the town and castle of Ivry (modern Ivry-la-Bataille), the strongest fortress of the Eure valley, in a surprise night-time attack. Since then, he had planted satellite garrisons in ancient and dilapidated castles along the roads from Paris, blocking the traffic between Paris and its main source of grain in the Beauce.

         Bedford was obliged to submit to the clamour. Sir John Fastolf was sent to deal with Passy. He swiftly captured it, taking a rich harvest of ransoms. Bedford himself retook Orsay. Its garrison was paraded through the streets of Paris with nooses round their necks, their captains holding drawn swords pressed against their chests. They would have been taken to the Châtelet and executed if Anne of Burgundy had not interceded for them. All of this activity put the Lancastrian administration under severe strain. The garrisons had been stripped to the bone to provide troops for offensive operations in four directions at once. At the beginning of June, Bedford’s financial officials reported that they had run out of money to pay the Norman garrisons their next quarter’s wages. It had all been spent on showmanship at Amiens, the siege of Le Crotoy and operations in Champagne and Brie. Nothing could be done for Ralph Butler.43

         
            *

         

         The Dauphin’s next move took both the Regent and the Duke of Burgundy by surprise. Early in June 1423, his ministers decided on another attempt to open the way to Reims. They resolved to send the Earl of Buchan, Constable of France, into Champagne with the army of Scotland. This entailed a difficult negotiation with the Scots. They would not take part in any field operation without an assurance of payment. With some difficulty the Dauphin’s officers managed to find 10,000 livres for an advance payment and promised another 20,000 livres later for what was expected to be a two-month campaign. Buchan’s orders were to relieve Prégent de Coëtivy at Montaiguillon and then to penetrate into the plain of Champagne. He set out from Bourges on about 22 June 1423. His army crossed the Loire at Gien and reached the Yonne near Auxerre a few days later. There, he fatally allowed himself to be diverted from his task.44

         Cravant was a walled town on the Yonne at the point where the river valley begins to open out into the plain of the Auxerrois. It was one of the river ports at which the wines of Burgundy were loaded 95onto barges for carriage to Paris. The surrounding region had been a target of Dauphinist partisans for some time, for one of the principal routes from the Loire valley to Champagne passed through it. There was already a Dauphinist garrison at Mailly-le-Château, in the hills a short distance to the south-west. At the end of May, Cravant had been occupied by Imbert, Bastard of La Baume, a Savoyard routier whose band had been operating in the area in the Dauphin’s name. His tenure was brief. On about 26 June, his company was expelled from the town by the combined efforts of the townsmen and Claude de Beauvoir lord of Chastellux, the Duke of Burgundy’s lieutenant in the region. At this point, the Earl of Buchan was approaching from the west. The Bastard of La Baume went to meet him on the road to recruit his help. The Scottish commander was told, presumably by La Baume, that some of his men were still holding out in the keep of Cravant and others had been put in irons in dungeons in the town. This was not true. But by the time Buchan realised his mistake, he had already committed himself to a siege. The Scottish army arrived outside Cravant towards the end of June. They had no artillery and were ill-equipped for a siege. But the place seemed weak. The walls were low and ancient. The defenders had not had time to lay in supplies. Buchan evidently felt that the operation would present no great difficulty.45

         The Earl of Buchan’s decision to besiege Cravant was a serious mistake. The truce covering the southern domains of the Duke of Burgundy, which had been agreed under the auspices of the Duke of Savoy in January, had been renewed only a few days earlier. The siege was a repudiation of the truce and a direct challenge to the Duke of Burgundy at a time when some of the Dauphin’s councillors were trying to detach him from the English alliance. It also meant that, provided that Chastellux and his companions could hold out in Cravant for long enough, the Scots would be immobilised on the Yonne while the English and Burgundians concentrated their forces against them. They saw their opportunity at once. Philip the Good was in Flanders, but the crisis was efficiently handled by his officers at Dijon. The Marshal of Burgundy, Jean de Toulongeon, succeeded in collecting an army within a month of Buchan’s arrival on the Yonne.

         The Duke of Bedford was in Paris. He was in a difficult position, for all the available field forces were tied down in sieges, and the garrisons of Normandy were already reduced to dangerously low levels. It was therefore decided to detach part of the Earl of Salisbury’s army 96outside Montaiguillon and divert it to the Auxerrois to support the Burgundians. By a stroke of good fortune, the expeditionary army from England, which had been promised in very different circumstances in February, began to arrive in the Channel ports at the beginning of June. It was more than 1,500 strong. Most of the men were directed straight to Montaiguillon. There they were shortly joined by Thomas Lord Scales with more companies withdrawn from Norman garrisons. Messengers passed between Montaiguillon and Dijon, coordinating the plans of the two armies. Salisbury and Jean de Toulongeon finally agreed to join forces at Auxerre on 27 July.46

         In Bourges there was much irritation with the Earl of Buchan, who was supposed to be relieving Montaiguillon and invading Champagne, not wasting time and effort in the Auxerrois. But since he was now in serious danger, they had no choice but to support him. They recalled troops from across the whole of the extended southern front. A contingent of Italian mercenaries was diverted to Cravant. Marshal Sévérac, who was based in Lyon, was ordered to leave at once for the town, bringing with him, in addition to his own company, some 400 Castilian mercenaries and several hired bands of routiers. By the end of July, Buchan’s numbers had swollen to between 6,000 and 7,000 men. Inside Cravant, the defenders were by now in desperate straits. They were exhausted by successive alarms and assaults on the walls. Their limited stocks of victuals had run out. Before long, they were reduced to butchering their horses for food and scavenging in the streets and cellars for other animals.47

         On 17 July 1423, the Earls of Salisbury and Suffolk marched south from Montaiguillon, leaving a screen of troops to contain Prégent de Coëtivy’s garrison. Auxerre was some sixty miles away, and they did not reach it until 30 July. There, Jean de Toulongeon’s Burgundian army was waiting for them. The captains met that evening in the cathedral to plan their campaign. Between them, they had about 1,500 men-at-arms, roughly equally divided between English and Burgundians. On the assumption that the English supplied the great majority of the archers, this suggests a total strength of about 3,000 English and between 1,000 and 2,000 Burgundians. There were also three small cannon (veuglaires) mounted on wheeled wooden chassis, which had been brought from the arsenal at Dijon. A set of ordinances of war, bearing the mark of English drafting, was drawn up to ensure that two armies with very different traditions remained ‘united in friendship and 97alliance’. At dawn on the following morning, a Mass was said in the cathedral for the whole army. The ordinances of war were read out to the men at street corners to the sound of trumpets. Then the combined host marched south, up the right bank of the Yonne followed by a fleet of barges with the artillery and foot-soldiers.48
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         Cravant stands on the right bank of the Yonne, twelve miles south of Auxerre. A short distance west of the town, the ground rises steeply 98from the riverbank to form a high plateau overlooking the river and the old road from Auxerre. The Earl of Buchan had divided his forces into three divisions. One of them had advanced to occupy these heights to block the approach of the relief army. They were drawn up in battle order on the hillside when the English and Burgundians approached. Another division had occupied a strong position on rising ground overlooking the river on the other side of the town. The largest division was drawn up in battle order between the river and the town walls. At about ten o’clock on the night of 31 July, Salisbury and Toulongeon called a halt opposite the village of Vincelles and reconnoitred the road ahead. It became clear that it would be suicidal to go further. So they crossed the river on barges and approached the town from the opposite bank, arriving at about eight o’clock on the morning of 1 August.

         The Yonne at Cravant was diverted in the eighteenth century when the present bridge was built so as to flow beneath the ramparts, as it still does today. In the fifteenth century the river was broader and shallower, and separated from the town by some 400 yards of flat open ground where Buchan’s main division had taken up position the day before. The approach to this space was by a stone bridge of nine arches over the Yonne. When the Anglo-Burgundian army reached the bridge, they found that Buchan had withdrawn his men from their hilltop positions on either side to reinforce the men standing in their ranks on the opposite bank. The Scots were stationed in the front line and the French, Italians and Castilians behind. The two armies glared at each other across the water in the intense summer heat. The standoff lasted for three hours.

         At about midday, the English attacked. They brought cannon up to the western end of the bridge and began to fire stone shot into the dense ranks of the Scots on the other side. Then, without warning, the English longbowmen began to shoot volleys of arrows over the river causing carnage in the front ranks. While the Scots reeled from the onslaught, the cry of ‘St George!’ went up. Salisbury charged the bridge on foot at the head of his company and fought his way to the other side. Once his men had established a foothold on the east bank, the rest poured over the bridge after them, attacking the enemy lines with swords, axes and lances and driving them back from the river towards the town. A short distance upstream, Robert Willoughby and his men waded across the river with water up to their waists, while the archers covered them from the riverbank. Scrambling up the opposite bank, 99they attacked the Scots from the flank. Panic set in in the Dauphinists’ ranks. As the Scottish lines broke, the Italians standing behind found themselves taking the brunt of the arrow fire. The dense flights of arrows entered the joints between their armour plates, causing severe injuries in the thighs and groin. The Italians had been placed under the command of the Bastard of La Baume. But seeing which way the battle was turning, he decided to flee. He ran for the horses, taking the whole Italian corps with him, pursued by oaths and curses in bad French shouted in thick Scottish accents. Marshal Sévérac followed the example of the Italians, leading his company and his Castilian mercenaries to safety while they could still get away. At the critical moment, Claude de Chastellux ordered a sortie from the town. Several hundred men poured out of the main gate and attacked the Scots and the remaining French in the rear. Resistance swiftly collapsed as the survivors of Buchan’s army fled in all directions. It was all over, bar the pursuit. Years later, Jean de Bueil would cite the fight as an object lesson in the importance of not fighting a battle against an army of relief beneath the walls of the besieged town.49

         The English casualties were small, about thirty men-at-arms according to the Earl of Suffolk’s report to the council in Paris. As usual in medieval battles, it was the defeated side which suffered almost all the losses. Most of the slaughter occurred in the final moments of the fighting and in the pursuit, after the victory had been won. The pursuit from Cravant was particularly vicious. Most of those who escaped the carnage of the battlefield tried to reach the Dauphinist outpost at Mailly-le-Château. But men running away had little chance against mounted pursuers. It was the job of the heralds, those workhorses of late medieval armies who served as messengers, diplomats and experts on the law of arms, to count the dead and identify the more notable casualties by their coats of arms. They reported 1,000 dead on the field of battle and another 1,500 killed in the pursuit, whose corpses were scattered across the countryside for miles around. Some 400 prisoners were taken. They included the Earl of Buchan, who was cornered by the sortie from the town and lost an eye in the fight before surrendering to one of Chastellux’s squires. John Stewart of Darnley, the constable of the Scottish army, was captured with him, together with most of the French captains who had brought their companies from the Loire provinces and the west during the panic of July.

         100The army of Scotland was a broken force. They had fought in the front line and stayed on the field to the bitter end, losing at least a third of their numbers. Decimated and leaderless, the survivors were scattered across the Auxerrois and the Nivernais and took no part in operations for the rest of the year. When Suffolk’s report reached Paris, the citizens lit bonfires and danced in the streets. They should have been weeping at so much loss of life, wrote the anonymous Parisian chronicler, once a belligerent Burgundian, whose gradual turn against the war in these years is one of the most revealing signs of things to come.50

         
            *

         

         At the Dauphin’s court at Bourges, the news of the battle was received with surprising indifference. Writing to the inhabitants of Lyon, the Dauphin declared that there was no cause for alarm. After all, he wrote, the casualties were not French noblemen or people of any consequence, but ‘only Scots, Castilians and other foreigners who have been living on the land and are not much loss’. He was confident of recovering his strength quickly enough. For a time, events seemed to bear him out. The victory of the English and their Burgundian allies made very little difference to their strategic position, for they had great difficulty in following it up.

         With his customary energy, Tanneguy du Châtel reinforced the garrisons of the Loire frontier within days of the defeat. His agents were busy recruiting fresh companies in Brittany. A mixed force of English and Burgundians tried to test the defences of Berry and Orléanais. They crossed the Loire in late August, probably at the bridge of Cosne in the Nivernais. They raided up to the gates of Bourges, where the Dauphin was in residence, and penetrated as far as Issoudun. But they made no conquests and were soon forced to withdraw.51

         At the end of August 1423, the leading spirits of the alliance gathered in Paris to review the future conduct of the war. The Duke of Bedford presided. Most of the leading English captains were present. Philip the Good arrived, accompanied by Arthur de Richemont and a crowd of soldiers, advisers, courtiers and servants, behaving ‘like pigs’ according to the disgruntled chronicler of the city and driving up prices in the city’s food markets. On the face of it, the strategic situation seemed favourable. The mauling of the army of Scotland ruled out a full-scale French offensive for the rest of the year. It was possible to take the risk of stripping even more men from the Norman 101garrisons to boost the field armies. The Grand Conseil was determined to exploit the opportunity while it lasted. Their first priority was the elimination of Le Crotoy, Guise and Montaiguillon and the garrisons of La Hire in northern Champagne. The English also needed to deal with the dangerous situation developing south-west of Paris as a result of the operations of Géraud de la Paillière at Ivry. Philip the Good had his own, different priorities. The Cravant campaign had reignited the war on the southern march of the duchy of Burgundy after six months of delicate truce. A crisis was developing in the Mâconnais and the Charolais. Philip demanded English support in a region where they had never previously operated.

         The outcome was the dispersal of England’s military manpower in France among half a dozen task forces, none of which was strong enough to achieve its objective. Three large military governorships were created. The Earl of Salisbury was given command of operations in the whole eastern half of Lancastrian France, including Champagne and the Burgundian counties of Mâcon and Nevers. Sir John Fastolf was appointed as Bedford’s lieutenant throughout Lower Normandy and charged with the conquest of Maine. Bedford himself and his Marshal Villiers de L’Isle-Adam, proposed to besiege Ivry. Suffolk was given responsibility for the Beauce and the western and south-western approaches to Paris but was also expected to go to the aid of the Duke of Burgundy in the Mâconnais.52

         The Dauphinist commander in the Charolais and Mâconnais was the Admiral of France Louis de Culant. In addition to his own retinue, he had some 1,600 mercenaries under his command who had recently arrived from Italy under the command of Borno dei Cacherani (known in France as Caqueran ‘Le Borgne’) a veteran from the Italian domains of the Duke of Orléans at Asti in Piedmont. The Italians were experienced professional cavalrymen who quickly transformed the Admiral’s campaign. In a short time, they occupied several Burgundian strongholds. While the Duke’s officials at Dijon were preoccupied by the threat from the Earl of Buchan, Louis de Culant had laid siege to La Bussière, the principal garrisoned fortress of the Mâconnais. He captured the outer bailey, leaving the defenders holding out in the keep. A few days later, Jean de Toulongeon arrived with the Earl of Suffolk. They brought with them part of the Burgundian contingent from Cravant and a force of English archers. The Earl rapidly recovered many of the walled places that the Italians had captured. Most of the 102garrisons were ‘sent away in their shirtsleeves’. But disaster befell Jean de Toulongeon at La Bussière. He arrived there too late to save the keep, which had already surrendered. The new Dauphinist captain of the place did not rate his chances against Toulongeon’s army and was persuaded to enter into a conditional surrender agreement. The journée was appointed for 7 September. When the day came, the Marshal duly appeared outside the gates at the head of several hundred men to accept what he expected to be an uncontentious surrender. He walked straight into a trap. Entering the outer bailey alone, he was at once taken prisoner. Outside the gates, a large Italian force concealed nearby fell on his men and massacred them. Jean de Toulongeon himself was carried off to Lyon, where he was imprisoned in harsh conditions for two years before being released, broken in health, in exchange for a large ransom.53

         News of the disaster at La Bussière caused a panic among the Burgundians comparable to the one which had followed the fall of Tournus the year before. The Duke of Burgundy, who was still in Paris, left the city at once and made for Troyes, where a group of his councillors and captains gathered to discuss the situation. Jean de Toulongeon’s brother Antoine was hastily appointed as acting Marshal of Burgundy in his place and sent to Mâcon to take command. Troops were recruited across Burgundy and rushed south to hold the line. The Earl of Suffolk left the Mâconnais at the end of September, but he was persuaded to leave most of his force behind him. They were placed under the command of one of the more remarkable English captains of the day. William Glasdale was a Yorkshireman of modest origins who had joined the English invasion of Normandy in 1417 as an archer in Salisbury’s retinue and had risen rapidly to become the steward of his household. Glasdale was given more than 200 men and nominated as Salisbury’s lieutenant in the region. His company was progressively reinforced over the following months, eventually comprising 400 men.54

         Glasdale and Antoine de Toulongeon were able to stabilise the southern march of Burgundy over the following months, but the most significant Anglo-Burgundian success in the sector was a private enterprise which owed little to either of them. A day or two before Christmas 1423, the town of La Charité on the Loire north of Nevers was surprised by a company of routiers and occupied in the name of Henry VI. The author of this coup was Perrinet Gressart, the archetype 103of those low-born, self-taught soldiers, ‘ennobled by the profession of arms though not by birth’ as Jean de Bueil put it. He was probably the son of a local tax farmer in Poitou. Contemporaries believed that he had begun his career as a builder. He had learned the soldier’s trade in the free companies in the later stages of the civil war, first in Picardy and then in the Nivernais and the southern march of Burgundy. It was in the Nivernais that Gressart formed his lifelong alliance with the adventurer François de Surienne, a minor nobleman from Aragon who had settled in France in his teens and eventually married Gressart’s niece. Gressart and Surienne were freelance captains, but throughout their careers they coordinated their operations with Philip the Good and his officers at Dijon and with the officers of the Regent in Paris and Rouen. Gressart had put his plan for capturing La Charité to Philip the Good at Chalon-sur-Saône earlier in December 1423 and received his endorsement and a company of Burgundian troops.

         The taking of La Charité was a considerable boost to the Anglo-Burgundian cause. The town controlled the traffic of the upper Loire valley and stood across the main road from Bourges to Mâcon and Lyon. It served as a back door into the heart of the Dauphin’s territory in Berry. Gressart set about repairing the walls and gates of the town, restoring the famous stone bridge and rebuilding the citadel in the north-east corner of the town. He built up a large company of Picards, Italians, Spaniards and Germans as well as local men, expanding his reach along the river valley and into the hinterland to the east. These men were fed and paid from the plunder of the Nivernais, ostensibly a Burgundian territory. But their main target was Berry and the Dauphin’s capital at Bourges, just thirty miles away. For the Dauphin it was a costly defeat. He was obliged to create a screen of garrisoned castles on the left bank of the Loire and to divert substantial resources, military and financial, to defending the new front which Gressart had opened up.55

         At the opposite extremity of the extended front, the English plan to conquer the western county of Maine was stillborn when their forces in the region suffered a serious reverse. The English commander in the sector was the Earl of Suffolk’s younger brother, John de la Pole. Back in July, he had been instructed to take advantage of the depletion of the French garrisons to lay siege to Mont-Saint-Michel. To do this, he had raised an army of about 2,000 men, partly by stripping the English garrisons of the march of as many men as he dared and partly 104by calling on the feudal service of the nobility. But Pole did not lay siege to Mont-Saint-Michel. Instead, he used the troops that he had raised to lead a heavy raid deep into Anjou. His reasons are unclear. The probability is that he expected the raid to be more glorious, and perhaps more profitable than a difficult siege.

         Pole’s decision drew him into a fight with superior forces commanded by the Count of Aumale, the Dauphin’s lieutenant in the region. When Aumale learned of the army that Pole was forming on the march of Normandy, he withdrew to the Loire where he gathered a large force of his own. By September 1423, Aumale had some 2,500 men under arms at Tours, including the Scottish company of Stewart of Darnley. On 20 September he left Tours and marched north to Laval, where he joined forces with Ambroise de Loré and the Dauphinist garrisons of Maine. By this time Pole’s army had turned for home encumbered with prisoners, booty and an immense herd of rustled cattle. The French scouts located him near the castle of La Gravelle on the Breton march.

         At dawn on 26 September 1423, Aumale and de Loré cut the English off by the hamlet of La Brécinière, some six miles north of La Gravelle. As the English approached, they saw the enemy arrayed in battle order on gently rising ground ahead of them. Careful choice of site and meticulous tactical preparation had been hallmarks of the English military method, but that morning there was no time for either. The English dismounted, planted stakes in front of their line and began to dig a trench to hold off the assault. They were still building their field defences when the French attacked. Aumale’s direction of the battle which followed was one of the earliest successful deployments of heavy cavalry against massed archers. His horsemen worked their way round the rows of stakes and charged the English line in the flank, pinning them against their own trenches and breaking up their order. The main body of his army, advancing on foot, then fell on them by the front. The battle lasted some seven hours. By 2 p.m., almost all of the English force had been wiped out. The Alençon Herald counted more than 1,400 men dead on the field, in addition to those who died in the pursuit and whose bodies lay scattered across the countryside. About eighty prisoners were taken, including several captains of garrisons in Lower Normandy, among them Pole himself.56

         The crisis provoked by Pole’s defeat tested the resilience of the English system of defence, which responded well. The Count of Aumale tried to follow up his victory by laying siege to Avranches, the English 105headquarters on the south-western march. But the English were able to reinforce Avranches with troops transferred from other fortresses. The Duke of Bedford was at Ivry with his Marshal Villiers de L’Isle-Adam, the companies of Willoughby and Scales, and part of the expeditionary force from England. He had just begun the siege of the town. He abruptly abandoned the operation and made for Avranches. The Count of Aumale was not willing to risk another engagement, and swiftly withdrew to the Loire. He had plenty to be satisfied about. In a short campaign, he had inflicted heavy casualties on the English, disrupted all of Bedford’s plans for operations south of the Seine and relieved Ivry. In the following year, a small chapel was erected at La Brécinière at the expense of the Dauphin and the Count of Aumale to mark the most significant Dauphinist victory since the death of the Duke of Clarence at Baugé.57

         North of the Seine, the English made strenuous efforts to exploit their victory at Cravant, but with equally poor results. Three major sieges, at Montaiguillon, Le Crotoy and Guise, tied down large numbers of men without making any significant progress. Prégent de Coëtivy’s garrison hung on with grim determination at Montaiguillon. Their walls were undermined. Their keep was partially destroyed by artillery. They had exhausted their stores and were reduced to eating their horses. Many of them had already deserted, escaping through the English siege lines at night. The garrison was reduced to a quarter of its original strength. Yet, although several assaults were attempted, the English seem to have lacked the manpower to carry the walls even in the debilitated state of the defences.58

         At Le Crotoy, after five months of siege the garrison was by no means at the end of its resistance. When, at the end of September 1423, Jacques d’Harcourt finally agreed to enter into a conditional surrender agreement, it was not because he needed to, but in order to pressure the Dauphin’s ministers into sending an army of relief. The instrument of surrender allowed an unprecedented five months for relief to arrive. The terms provided that on each of the first three days of March 1424, the Duke of Bedford or his lieutenant was to be standing in battle order at dawn in the fields north of the town. Unless an opponent appeared to fight him and won the day, Le Crotoy would surrender at 3 p.m. on the third day. The garrison would then be allowed to leave with their lives and property and even part of their artillery, and would be entitled to safe-conducts wherever they chose to go. The fact that 106the besiegers were prepared to agree such generous terms was some indication of the gloom which had descended upon them. Harcourt left at once to persuade the Dauphin to raise an army of relief.59

         Guise proved to be an even tougher nut to crack. Poton de Saintrailles’s stronghold on the Oise was heavily fortified and defended by several hundred men. It was surrounded by satellite forts, whose garrisons were able to harass a besieging army, attacking them in the rear and cutting their supply lines. The task of taking these places had been assigned to John of Luxembourg. John had already tried and failed in the previous year. In the late summer of 1423, he embarked upon a second attempt, supported by some of the men who had come over from England with the expeditionary army. John methodically took out the outlying forts of Guise one by one, with the brutality that was his hallmark. His army left behind it a trail of burned-out villages, looted houses and corpses hanging from trees outside the gates of captured castles. But terror had little impact, and progress was slow.

         John’s army did not have the numbers to invest Guise and was only ever able to blockade two of the three main gates. It rained incessantly. The soft ground made it difficult to deploy artillery. In November, both sides were reinforced. The Duke of Bedford sent Villiers de L’Isle-Adam to the region with several hundred fresh troops raised in Paris and the Île-de-France and a company of 120 English. Poton’s forces were reinforced by La Hire, who arrived with some 300 men drawn from his garrisons in the Laonnais and Champagne. They were joined by some companies from beyond the Loire, who had succeeded in making their way to the Oise valley, probably via La Hire’s fortress at Vitry-en-Perthois.

         With these additions to his strength, Poton launched a highly successful diversion. On 13 December, a large sortie party from Guise captured the town of Ham on the Somme by escalade. The town, which commanded an important bridge on the road from Arras to Paris, belonged to John of Luxembourg. He was forced to interrupt his campaign to retake the place. His men entered the town early in the morning, coming over the walls and landing on the strands of the river from boats. The defenders were all put to death. One of the abiding images of this brutal campaign was the soldier appearing above the gate of Ham with the severed head of the Dauphinist captain Waleran de Saint-Germain and impaling it on a spike, as the man’s mother waited in the crowd below with a bag full of money for his ransom. 107‘This is the fourth son that this war has cost me,’ she screamed. As for Poton de Saintrailles, he managed to escape back to Guise with a handful of followers in the confusion which followed the fall of the town. Like the Count of Aumale, he had every reason to be satisfied. Early in the new year, John of Luxembourg was forced to abandon his campaign and pay off his men until the spring. In spite of the Anglo-Burgundian victory at Cravant, the two sides had reached a stalemate which would not be broken until the following year.60
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